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HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY

Wednesday 28 March 1984

The House met at 11.45 a.m.
The CLERK: I have to announce that, because of illness, 

the Speaker will be unable to attend the House this day.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Max Brown) took the 

Chair and read prayers.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT: KANGAROO ISLAND 
TRANSPORT SERVICE

The Hon. R.K. ABBOTT (Minister of Transport): I seek 
leave to make a statement.

Leave granted.
The Hon. R.K. ABBOTT: I would like to inform the 

House that the Government has recently completed a detailed 
consideration of sea transport services to Kangaroo Island. 
These considerations involved a report into the operation 
of the m.v. Troubridge and consideration of plans by the 
March family of Kangaroo Island to provide a new car
carrying ferry between Cape Jervis and the island. The 
report on the Troubridge is being released for comment 
today, and I would like to table it in this House. The 
Troubridge report is a detailed study of the options available 
to the Government for the continued provision of a ferry 
service to Kangaroo Island. The Government has looked 
exhaustively at a number of alternatives including the short 
crossing between Cape Jervis and the island, operations out 
of other ports south of Adelaide the need to continue services 
to Port Lincoln and the possibility of making the service a 
freight only operation.

The report has recommended that a modern replacement 
vessel for the 23-year-old Troubridge be built as soon as 
possible and that it should be berthed at Outer Harbor. The 
vessel could be built in about two years. It would cost an 
estimated $11.4 million. South Australian firms, such as 
Eglo Engineering, have the capacity to build such a vessel 
and the Government will make every effort to ensure that 
it is locally constructed. Such a project would generate 200 
jobs in the construction period. Shortly, I will be setting up 
a committee to look at the detailed designs for this vessel.

New berthing facilities at Outer Harbor would more fully 
utilise the existing infrastructure at that location, such as 
passenger and cargo areas. Developing a roll-on roll-off 
berth at that location would cost about $650 000. The oper
ating loss for the Troubridge has been increasing dramatically 
in recent years. It is expected to exceed $3 million this 
financial year and this report details methods of containing 
these losses and bringing the service to an economically 
supportable level in the future.

As part of these measures, a new pricing policy will be 
implemented. First, charges for vehicles will be based on 
space occupied rather than the present system, which has 
differential rates for various cargo and for loaded or emptied 
vehicles. Secondly, the Government intends to achieve full 
recovery of operating costs over a nine-year period. This 
will mean that rates will be adjusted to provide a 25 per 
cent increase in revenue in the first year of operation. This 
will be introduced in two six-monthly adjustments of 12½ 
per cent. In subsequent years, revenue increases will be the 
cpi plus 10 per cent. A realistic pricing policy is essential 
for this service to continue. The present level of subsidies, 
which would have increased even further if nothing had 
been done, cannot be supported. Despite the new pricing 
policy, the services will still be substantially subsidised by 
the provision and servicing of the capital necessary for the 
replacement vessel and associated harbor facilities.

When considering the future for the Troubridge service, 
the investigating committee also took into account the 
potential effects of the operation of Philanderer III. It has 
been found that both vessels can operate in conjunction 
and, although some revenue will be lost from the Troubridge, 
its operations are still justified. The report also recommends 
that passenger facilities continue to be provided on the 
Troubridge. The report considered the Troubridge services 
to Port Lincoln and recommends that these services be 
continued provided that it remains competitive with road 
transport under the new pricing policy, and that it causes 
no detrimental effects to the provision of a suitable service 
to Kangaroo Island.

In the light of the recommendations of the Troubridge 
report and of investigations by the Tourism and the State 
Development Departments, the Government has decided 
to fully support the introduction of a new ferry. Philanderer 
III, operated by the March family of Kangaroo Island. This 
new carrying vessel would provide a service between Cape 
Jervis and Kangaroo Island. Government guarantees will 
be provided for the construction of this new vessel, which 
is worth approximately $1.5 million and is expected to be 
built by Eglo Engineering at Osborne, and the project will 
create 25 extra jobs. The Government will also provide 
additional harbor facilities for this ferry at Cape Jervis and 
Penneshaw at a total cost of approximately $6 000, which 
will be shared by the Government and the operators of the 
ferry.

The Hon. Michael Wilson: Did you say $6 000? Have 
another look at the figures.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. R.K. ABBOTT: I will omit that figure because 

I think it is incorrect. I just picked this document out of 
the typewriter when I left the office and that figure could 
be a typographical error. This has been a most complex 
inquiry into future sea services to Kangaroo Island. We are 
satisfied both services can be operated successfully together. 
It is the most significant upgrading of transport to Kangaroo 
Island for 25 years and will provide an amazing stimulus 
to the economy of the Island and to tourism in this State 
in general. I apologise for not having a copy of my statement 
made available for the Opposition spokesman. However, I 
will have one provided to that honourable member imme
diately.

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE REPORT

The DEPUTY SPEAKER laid on the table the following 
interim report by the Parliamentary Standing Committee 
on Public Works, together with minutes of evidence:

Adelaide College of Technical and Further Education, 
Stage 4.

Ordered that report be printed.

QUESTION TIME

TAX INCREASES

Mr OLSEN: Will the Premier give a categorical com
mitment that there will be no tax increases or new taxes 
introduced before the end of the next financial year? Whilst 
the Premier is maintaining and has given assurances that 
the 1983-84 Budget is on course, he has also indicated that 
wage increases are putting severe pressure on the longer- 
term budgetary situation. The Government has added to 
that pressure by increasing spending above Budget estimates 
and, as the Premier revealed last week, employing more 
people.
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State taxation will increase this year by an estimated 14 
per cent, double the projected inflation rate and more than 
that in any other State except Western Australia. The Premier 
has already broken an election promise not to increase State 
taxation, and there would be widespread community reaction 
should the Premier continue on another significant tax hike 
in the next financial year. I ask the Premier for a commitment 
for less than half—that is that, in the next 15 to 18 months, 
taxes will not rise, nor will any new taxes be introduced, 
and that is less than half the period in relation to which the 
Premier gave a commitment prior to the last State election.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I appreciate the Leader’s advice 
about public reaction, and certainly I would agree with him 
that there is widespread reaction when Governments must 
increase charges or taxes. From December 1982 I have 
stated very categorically and clearly the Government’s 
financial policies and the action that it has had to take. 
This year I believe that the tax measures that we put in 
place were based on sheer necessity, bearing in mind that 
we were unable to do much to affect the Tonkin Govern
ment’s incredible Budget blowout last financial year.

The Hon. E.R. Goldsworthy interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. E.R. Goldsworthy interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: The situation was compounded 

by the impact of the extraordinary natural disasters. I am 
pleased to repeat again in this place, as I have repeated 
publicly, that, in terms of the result we are seeking to 
achieve this year, the Budget is on course. There are a 
number of ponderables in regard to the 1984-85 Budget. I 
will not become involved in a Budget guessing game, with 
members opposite raising questions and asking for categorical 
statements about this, that and the other thing. It is most 
unlikely that we will find it necessary to increase taxation 
in the next Budget. Certainly, we will be seeking very stren
uously to avoid that action, and I thank the Leader for his 
assistance in that process.

HARBOR FACILITIES

Ms LENEHAN: In view of the Ministerial statement 
made by the Minister of Transport a short time ago about 
the Government’s plans to improve harbor and berthing 
facilities at Cape Jervis and the plans for the construction 
of a larger ferry, Philanderer III, can the Minister estimate 
the impact of these developments on tourism both on Kan
garoo Island and on Fleurieu Peninsula?

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: Of course, the impact on 
tourism on Kangaroo Island would be considerable. I do 
not believe that anyone would expect otherwise. I would 
like to congratulate Mr Peter Marsh for his initiatives and 
for the way in which he has been able to work in with 
officers of the Department of Marine and Harbors and the 
Department of Tourism in bringing this project to fruition. 
I certainly hope that by the end of this year Philanderer III, 
with its capacity to ferry 30 vehicles and 200 passengers 
between Cape Jervis and Penneshaw, will be operating. It 
would certainly be in Mr Marsh’s financial interests if it 
was operating before or during the prime tourist season in 
South Australia.

It is significant for us to remember that only 1 per cent 
of the 877 000 or so visitors to South Australia annually 
goes to Kangaroo Island, and one of the reasons is that it 
is difficult for people who come to South Australia in their 
private motor cars (which is in the way in which more than 
80 per cent of visitors come to South Australia) to visit 
Kangaroo Island. They can put their car on the Troubridge

and go to Kangaroo Island and back in that way, but I 
believe that we all acknowledge that the Troubridge was 
built not as a tourist vessel but to ferry cargo between the 
mainland and Kangaroo Island.

Although it is provided as a tourist facility which has 
been used by many people over the years, that was not its 
prime purpose. Philanderer III will have that capacity, so I 
expect a considerable increase in visits to Kangaroo Island. 
That will mean added pressure on tourist facilities on the 
Island and also, because of the number of people who will 
visit there, I believe pressure will be put on the natural 
resource—the environment—of the Island. It is absolutely 
essential that any development on the Island takes place in 
a way that preserves the natural beauty which exists, and 
which is one of the Island’s prime attractions.

Mr Mathwin interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Lewis: Especially the local member.
The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: Especially the local member! 

We could perhaps work on promoting the image of the local 
member. That might be of some benefit to the Island, but 
that is a matter which we had not considered. The importance 
of planning any future tourist development on the Island 
cannot be overstated, because Kangaroo Island, like the 
Flinders Ranges and Murray River, is a prime tourist attrac
tion, but it is also a very fragile area that could be easily 
destroyed and, therefore, lost not only to South Australians 
but to all Australians. I do not think we can take that risk, 
nor do I think that that risk necessarily presents itself. 
However, I felt that the point ought to be made.

So, there will be a dramatic increase in the number of 
people who will be able to visit Kangaroo Island. It will do 
enormous good for Kangaroo Island, both for the local 
economy and in job creation. Also, it will obviously do 
much for South Australia. Eighty per cent of South Austra
lians have not visited Kangaroo Island. So an enormous 
market exists. Its major market is South Australia and then 
there are the interstate markets of Victoria and New South 
Wales. Also, I expect that a flood of international tourists 
will come to Australia within the next year or so, knowing 
that Kangaroo Island is very strongly promoted internation
ally. People on the Island have much to look forward to in 
relation to their tourist ventures. I congratulate the Depart
ment of Marine and Harbors and Mr March for their deci
sion.

TAB SUBAGENCY

The Hon. E.R. GOLDSWORTHY: Did the Minister of 
Recreation and Sport authorise the establishment of the 
TAB subagency at the Windsor Hotel, Windsor Gardens?

The Hon. J.W. SLATER: The subagencies established at 
the Windsor Gardens Hotel and Belair Hotel resulted from 
a decision made by the Totalizator Agency Board. Certainly, 
I supported that decision, simply because I believe that the 
opportunity should be provided for the racing public to 
invest in the TAB to minimise the effect of illegal book
making. The two hotel agencies are operating on a trial 
basis of six months only, and, when the trial concludes, the 
matter will be re-assessed.

An honourable member: Did you authorise it?
The Hon. J.W. SLATER: I supported that decision of 

the Board to establish those subagencies. I point out that 
subagencies are established and, of course, those subagencies 
and agencies of the TAB are referred to the Minister for 
his approval. So, in fact, I have supported their endeavour 
to have a trial of subagencies in hotels. I repeat that it is a 
trial period and that at the end of six months the matter 
will be reassessed.
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SOUTH-EAST SALVAGE OPERATIONS

M r MAYES: Will the Minister of Tourism encourage the 
Department of Tourism and the South Australian tourist 
industry to increase the promotion of the South-East’s tour
ism and, particularly, request the industry to draw attention 
to the unique salvage operations undertaken by the Woods 
and Forests Department following the Ash Wednesday 
bushfires? Recently, as a member of the Public Works 
Standing Committee, I had the opportunity to tour the 
salvage operation sites in the South-East. It is worth drawing 
the South Australian community’s attention (and that of 
the Australian community) to the unique exercise that has 
been undertaken in that area and to the way in which the 
salvage of that timber has been conducted by the Woods 
and Forests Department.

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: Yes, I will certainly speak 
to officers of the Department of Tourism and the Woods 
and Forest Department to consider the proposition put to 
the House by the member for Unley. Quite often we overlook 
the importance to the tourism industry of what industry 
itself can do, and in regard to interpretative centres, for 
instance, in the South-East, we do not hear anywhere near 
as many of those as we should. Hopefully, that can be 
addressed within the next couple of years. So, in a sense 
visitors to the South-East of South Australia wanting to 
look at how industry preserves a resource (and a very 
important resource to South Australia) would be very inter
esting and it could be very easily placed within the tour 
packages of the South-East and encouragement could be 
given to people to visit.

So, I will have a word to officers of the Department of 
Tourism and the Woods and Forests Department and have 
the value of the suggestion checked for its tourist importance. 
I will let the honourable member know. However, I thank 
him for the idea, which is a unique idea and which could 
very easily work to the benefit of the South-East.

ALP SOCIAL CLUB

The Hon. B.C. EASTICK: Is the Minister of Recreation 
and Sport the Secretary-Treasurer of the Enfield District 
ALP Social Club Incorporated, and does that club purchase 
all its liquor supplies from the Windsor Hotel? Further, 
does the club as one of its objectives have the raising of 
funds for the ALP, and does the financial membership of 
the club come from the electorates of the Minister and the 
Premier?

The Hon. J.W. SLATER: The answers to those questions 
are: yes, I am the Secretary-Treasurer of the Enfield District 
ALP Social Club and have been for the last 14 or so years; 
yes, we do under the provisions of the Licensing Act purchase 
liquor from the Windsor Hotel; and the members of the 
club are members of the Labor Party in the north-eastern 
suburbs.

WEST LAKES HOTEL COMPLEX

Mr HAMILTON: Will the Minister of Tourism provide 
the House with details of today’s announcement that an $8 
million hotel complex is to be built at West Lakes and, 
further, what job opportunities will be provided by this 
project? Since its announcement this morning, I have 
received a number of inquiries from delighted business 
houses in my district seeking further information on this 
project. I would like to go on record as expressing my delight 
at this project.

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: I was delighted to be given 
the opportunity this morning to in a sense launch the project. 
It is the announcement that was made today: the project 
itself will not be long in coming to fruition. I think that the 
decision by the West Lakes people, certainly Mr and Mrs 
Howell and their financiers, to invest $8 million in a hotel 
tourist complex in the West Lakes area was a very wise 
decision indeed and a very opportune one because the time 
will never be better for investment of this nature. The West 
Lakes area itself is one that very often South Australians 
overlook for its tourist potential. It is certainly—

Mr Becker interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable Min

ister of Tourism is answering the question quite capably.
The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: The development is 

obviously not in the electorate of Hanson, but I can assure 
the honourable member that his constituents certainly will 
take the opportunity to participate in the first-class facilities 
that are to be provided at West Lakes, and I am pleased to 
see that the member for Hanson is totally in support of 
that project.

It is an indication that the hospitality industry in South 
Australia is alive and well, quite contrary to some of the 
comments that I have seen in the News (I think it was) 
within the past day or two, alongside of a photograph that 
someone must have found in the rogues gallery and put my 
name under it. When I saw the photograph I felt like asking 
the P remier for six months leave to recuperate. The pho
tograph was not much good and the story was not much 
good either because tourism in South Australia is alive and 
well. Investors are making very hard-nosed decisions about 
the provision of facilities for tourists coming into South 
Australia, and people are making hard-nosed decisions about 
investing in further tourist facilities.

One of the interesting things about this development is 
that I understand that, for the first time in 20 years, a major 
hotel development is being constructed outside the city 
commercial heart—the Adelaide square mile. That also is 
a good decision, which complements the number of other 
attractions that have been constructed along our beaches; 
South Australian beaches are admirable and well worth 
promoting. The Lakes Resort Hotel will assist the State 
Government in the promotion of that part of South Australia 
as a prime tourist destination. The South Australian Gov
ernment will continue its role in promoting South Australia. 
We look to the industry, the investors and the entrepreneurs 
in industry to participate also in promoting South Australia. 
It is a first class decision and a first class facility. I suggest 
that all members take the opportunity to look at the plans 
and, when it is constructed, to go down and take advantage 
of the first class facilities provided.

TAB SUBAGENCY

The Hon. MICHAEL WILSON: Will the Premier inves
tigate the role of the Minister of Recreation and Sport in 
the establishment of the TAB subagency at the Windsor 
Hotel and ascertain whether there has been a serious conflict 
of interest? This TAB subagency was the first in any South 
Australian hotel when it opened on 11 December last year.
I understand that it has been of considerable benefit to the 
hotel business and that the hotel also receives a TAB com
mission from its operation.

However, concern has been expressed to the Opposition 
by three people who have been associated with the Enfield 
District ALP Social Club and who have supplied the fol
lowing information: that the Minister gave a personal 
instruction to the TAB to establish this first subagency at 
the Windsor Hotel; that the Minister did this when he was
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already involved in the purchase of considerable quantities 
of liquor from that hotel as Secretary-Treasurer at the ALP 
Social Club, which has clubrooms and bar facilities at 
Klemzig, to raise funds for the ALP; that the Minister 
controls all major activities at that club, including the pur
chase of liquor; that the Minister has improperly used his 
office to provide financial gain to a hotel with which the 
Minister and the Labor Party have close business dealings; 
and that the Premier should immediately investigate this 
serious conflict of interest.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: Well, well, well; working on a 
bit of a scandal thing; this is the Greiner approach.

Members interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable mem

ber for Torrens has asked a question of the Premier. He 
was listened to in fairly good silence, and it is quite right 
and fitting that the Premier should have the right, in silence, 
to reply to the question.

Members interjecting:
The SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: Desperate men use desperate 

measures. This is partly prompted by today’s Morgan Gallup 
Poll, which indicates our—

The Hon. B.C. Eastick interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable mem

ber for Light is out of order.
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: —receiving a vote which would 

have added another six members to this side of the House, 
and probably is about the sort of result we will have when 
next we go to the polls in this State. So, faced with this sort 
of evidence the Opposition will use a few of the tactics used 
by those superb political operators, Mr Ian Sinclair, Mr 
Andrew Peacock, Mr Nick Greiner, and others. It will be a 
very sad day for South Australian politics if this sort of 
tactic is introduced in this place.

Members interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I am going to answer the 

question, but I will answer it in my own way. I begin by 
saying that, first, I deplore the tactics which are used—the 
tactics which have begun with a question, a supposedly 
innocent question about the Windsor Hotel, ln fact, in his 
reply the Minister said that there were two: I wonder what 
nefarious goings on there are in Belair—perhaps the hon
ourable member should go and do some investigation around 
there. Then, the next question was again a quite unrelated 
question about the ALP Club at Klemzig, which has been 
there for many years, which has operated very successfully, 
and with which a number of people have been connected. 
The Minister has been very actively involved, quite properly, 
and 1 think it has even been declared in his statement of 
pecuniary interests. Then we come to the clincher: the next 
question is directed to me, so that I will be put in a position 
of saying 1 will investigate this. You then have your little 
package together of headlines of soft scandal, innuendo and 
the statement that the Premier will investigate—and it is 
all orthodox.

Members interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: If this was a genuine exercise, 

I would have thought that the first step (particularly with 
our noble member for Torrens, whose hands are getting 
more grubby daily, much to the surprise of many people) 
would be to approach the Minister and say, ‘Certain alle
gations have been made; what is going on?’

Members interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: Members opposite laugh; they 

treat that with utter contempt. Their purpose is not public 
probity, but to try to get some cheap publicity out of it. If

their real purpose was the propriety of certain actions, then 
I suggest that what I have outlined is the appropriate starting 
point, but, no, the members opposite wait until they get in 
the House, behind the cloak of Parliamentary privilege, and 
set up a series of questions, a bit of innuendo, and some 
added accusations. Having said all that, I point out that I 
have taken note of the questions and also the replies given 
by my Minister. Naturally, I will have a discussion with 
him about this matter: I suppose my having said that in 
this public forum has linked legitimacy to this extraordinary 
little exercise by the Opposition. However, I will answer 
the question by saying, yes, I will have a discussion with 
my colleague, although he has given his answers, which are 
on the record, as to the way in which this exercise was 
embarked on, and I will simply confirm that that is so. Let 
us hope that these tactics will cease, and I assure members 
that, if there are genuine complaints—

Mr Ashenden: Get the Minister to stop looking after his 
mates.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: The member for Todd—what 

sort of shabby exercises has he been involved in over the 
course of time—misrepresenting Government policies, lying 
about the extent of electricity increases—

Members interjecting:
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: Sorry, I withdraw that remark, 

Mr Deputy Speaker.
Members interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: Yes, I apologise for using the 

term ‘lie’ instead of saying ‘peddling untruths’. I issue a 
warning to the Opposition here and now. I will not tolerate 
these tactics being used in South Australia. This State has 
had a record of probity in public life which must be main
tained. I and my Government will maintain it in the way 
in which it should be maintained. If members have any 
concerns, I invite them to place them before the Government 
in the proper way.

Members interjecting:
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: Yes, it is a Parliament, where 

unfounded accusations are being made under the cloak of 
Parliamentary privilege.

Members interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: If, in fact, there is substance 

to what is said or in regard to what has been understood, 
then by all means the matter should be raised in Parliament 
where it can be openly discussed, but let us start properly 
and let us contain this trend before this sort of attitude, 
which is so endemic federally and in the Eastern States, 
breaks out in South Australia.

CHILD ABUSE AWARENESS CAMPAIGN

Mrs APPLEBY: Will the Minister of Community Welfare 
inform the House of the aims and implications of the 
campaign of awareness of child abuse that was launched 
yesterday? As many child carers in my district have expressed 
concern at what they believe to be an increase in suspected 
maltreatment of children, and the problems of helping not 
only the child but also the parent or parents of the child in 
question, I welcome the launching of the campaign. As 
reported earlier this year, child abuse reports increased in 
South Australia by nearly 44 per cent in 1982-83. In my 
district and adjacent areas there were 107 reported cases in 
1982-83, an increase of 30 reports.

The Hon. G J. CRAFTER: I thank the honourable member 
for her question and interest in this area of work carried 
out by my Department and a number of other departments.
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The member is aware of specific details of reports of child 
abuse within her area that emanate from the Marion district 
office of the Department for Community Welfare. Members 
may be interested to know that there has been a substantial 
increase in the reporting of child abuse in recent years. I 
point out that that does not necessarily mean that there has 
been an increase in the incidence of child abuse in the 
community, but there is certainly an increase in the reporting 
of such matters. That is the result of a great deal of work 
done by the human service departments of Government to 
encourage people to report cases of child abuse.

The current campaign is aimed at helping people who 
have a statutory responsibility to report child abuse. A 
booklet will be handed to every teacher and teacher aide in 
this State in the next few weeks, and officers of the Depart
ment for Community Welfare will hand booklets to other 
professional persons working in this area. It is hoped that 
there will be a focus by those persons on what to do and 
what would happen as a result of child abuse. In the statistics 
available for the current year, there is a further increase in 
reports, and it is encouraging to the staff to know that many 
professional people now take a particular interest in this 
matter, particularly in the education system, but also amongst 
chemists, doctors, people working in kindergartens, and the 
like. If this is detected at an early stage, the whole family 
can be helped to come to grips with this problem. Very few 
cases require a child to leave the family unit, and in a great 
majority of cases very real and practical assistance can be 
provided to support that family at a time of crisis.

Many of the requests made to the Department for Com
munity Welfare come from the parents or those who are 
very close to the family. It is encouraging to know that 
people feel that they can receive assistance at this time. In 
the past, this has been a very hidden area of family life, 
and there has been a substantial disincentive to disclose it. 
One fear is that of prosecution and, whilst of course very 
serious matters are reported to the police and prosecutions 
do occur, that happens in only a very small number of 
reported cases. This ongoing campaign will, I hope, give 
assistance to the professional people working in this field, 
and in that way it is hoped that such child abuse will be 
detected at an early stage, and assistance provided to families 
in need.

CASINO

The Hon. D.C. BROWN: Did the Premier approach his 
predecessor before making allegations in this House in 1982 
about Federal Hotels Limited? In 1982 the then Leader of 
the Opposition and his Deputy made some very wild alle
gations in Parliament about Federal Hotels Limited in rela
tion to the establishment of a casino in South Australia and 
certain inducements apparently offered by a so-called 
unnamed Minister. These allegations were denied by Federal 
Hotels Limited and never substantiated by the then Leader 
of the Opposition or his Deputy. I am sure that you, Mr 
Deputy Speaker, can recall the several occasions on which 
those allegations were made in this House. In view of his 
setting of standards this morning in the House—

The Hon. E.R. Goldsworthy: Double standards.
The Hon. D.C. BROWN: Double standards.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable mem

ber has sought leave to explain the question, not to comment.
The Hon. D.C. BROWN: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. 

I point out that earlier this morning the Premier, in answer 
to a question by the member for Torrens, stated that he 
should have approached the Minister first, rather than raise 
the issue in the House. Therefore, I draw attention to what 
appears to be a double standard now being adopted by the

Premier in that, when he was in Opposition, things were 
different from the present situation. The Premier is suddenly 
on a crusade, on a white stallion.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Chair has pointed 
out that it will not allow comment, and the honourable 
member for Davenport has just commented further. If the 
honourable member does not come back to the explanation 
of the question, the Chair will rule the explanation out of 
order.

The Hon. D.C. BROWN: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker 
I certainly will not continue to breach Standing Orders, if 
I have done so.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Chair will decide that.
The Hon. D.C. BROWN: I refer to a situation that plainly 

exists.
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: The circumstances were entirely 

different, and I would suggest that, if the honourable member 
checked the record—

Members interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Chair does not 

want to continue to interrupt Question Time, but members 
opposite are asking a question and, upon receipt of the 
answer, immediately going into a little huddle and indulging 
in general conversation. That sort of situation will stop, or 
the Chair will start to use its authority.

The Hon. D.C. Brown interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: This is a good fill-in for Ques

tion Time. I suggest that the honourable member check the 
history of this incident. The introduction of a casino Bill, 
the establishment of a Select Committee, and various other 
public statements that were made at that time must be 
checked before one can put those statements into context. 
Let me say, however, that on at least two occasions I was 
in possession of facts relating to improper conduct of certain 
members opposite, and on each of those occasions, rather 
than taking the temptation of raising the matter in the 
House as a public issue, I spoke to those members, apprised 
them of the contents of the communication, and gave them 
an opportunity to comment before the information was 
made public. That has always been my practice, and it will 
continue to be my practice.

STOCK BURIAL

Mr GREGORY: Will the Minister of Mines and Energy 
provide the House with further information on the stock 
burial investigation that is under way in the South-East? I 
am aware that this investigation has received some media 
coverage in recent times, and I would appreciate more 
detailed information on the aims and progress of the inves
tigation to this point.

The Hon. R.G. PAYNE: Yes, I can, and I think it is 
probably a timely reminder to all members of the horrendous 
nature of the stock losses incurred. For example, I take one 
aspect of that very bad day that we refer to as Ash Wednes
day, and the figures I give to the House will improve our 
understanding of the very great disasters which befell many 
of our farmers and stock raising people throughout South 
Australia.

Since the bush fires in the South-East, the Departments 
of Mines and Energy, Engineering and Water Supply and 
Agriculture, have been working together to assess the 
groundwater pollution potential resulting from the mass 
burials of stock destroyed in the fires. Although criteria for 
the selection of burial sites were provided to minimise the 
possibility of groundwater pollution, the magnitude and 
urgency of the task meant that the criteria were not always 
observed.
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Given the state of shock which prevailed in the aftermath 
of the fires, that is highly understandable. A few weeks after 
the fires, it became clear that there was inadequate knowledge 
of the location of all the burial pits. Officers of the Depart
ment of Mines and Energy and the Engineering and Water 
Supply Department then undertook a detailed survey, work
ing systematically through the fire-affected areas between 
mid-April 1983 and early August.

The survey disclosed: 297 burial sites holding approxi
mately 177 000 sheep and 10 000 cattle (and we are dealing, 
in essence, with the South-East alone); more than 40 per 
cent of the sites were located within 250 metres of existing 
water supply wells used for domestic and stock purposes; 
and almost half of all the burial sites were located in areas 
where the depth to the water table was less than two metres. 
After an assessment of the survey results, departmental 
officers recommended the drilling of a series of water quality 
observation wells in the vicinity of six selected burial sites. 
The pits were chosen to provide a cross-section of site 
conditions and took account of the number of stock buried, 
the depth of the water table and the lithology of the aquifer. 
Each of the sites selected will have three weils drilled down- 
gradient from the pit. generally at a distance of 50, 100 and 
250 metres. So far, the Department of Mines and Energy 
has completed wells at three sites, and work will follow at 
the others.

The Engineering and Water Supply Department has taken 
water samples at one site and these will be analysed for 
both chemical and pathogenic concentrations. Should pol
lution be detected at any of the sites, the results will be 
correlated to sites of similar hydrogeological conditions, and 
further investigations will be undertaken. The continuing 
pollution monitoring programme will be undertaken by the 
Engineering and Water Supply Department, initially at a 
frequency of three months and then at longer intervals 
depending on the results obtained.

STATE PLANNING AUTHORITY

The Hon. WOTTON: Has the Premier been able to estab
lish whether the now Deputy Premier (at that time the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition) had first approached the 
Premier (the then Premier) or any of his Ministers on a 
matter which is referred to at page 2734 of Hansard, dated 
10 February 1982? It is again a matter that I wish to bring 
to the notice of the House in regard to the double standards 
of the Premier and his Government, as was indicated in 
the previous two questions. On page 2734 of that Hansard 
volume the then Deputy Leader of the Opposition (now 
Deputy Premier) asked:

Will the Premier ask the Attorney-General to investigate alle
gations that the Minister of Agriculture has attempted to frustrate 
inquiries by officers of the State Planning Authority about what 
is believed to be an illegal shack at Emu Bay, on Kangaroo Island? 
He then referred to a letter that the then Opposition had 
received in regard to this matter. He indicated that he felt 
that it was important that the Premier investigate this matter 
because of the allegations that had been received by the 
then Opposition. I would suggest that when the Premier 
talks about standards and double standards—

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable mem
ber is now commenting and has been commenting for quite 
some time. I ask the honourable member to return to the 
explanation.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: It is an issue of conflict of 
interests and, in the light of the answers that the Premier 
has provided to two questions asked previously in this 
House, I ask the Premier to explain whether he regards this 
as a matter of double standards.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: Questions on Notice are meant 
to be about important issues of the day. Obviously, we have 
run out of them. However, in response to the honourable 
member, I do not know of the circumstances that prompted 
that question.

Members interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I would be interested in the 

then Premier’s reply. I will check the record and ascertain 
what the position is to satisfy myself.

ABERFOYLE PARK HOUSING TRUST 
DEVELOPMENT

Mr PLUNKETT: In last week’s Advertiser a statement 
was attributed to the Minister of Housing regarding a pro
posed South Australian Housing Trust development at 
Aberfoyle Park. Concern was expressed regarding whether 
the Trust obtained land in an underhanded manner. Can 
the Minister please explain the true situation?

The Hon. T.H. HEMMINGS: It was claimed in a letter 
to me, a copy of which was released to the Advertiser and 
members opposite, that the Housing Trust acted in an 
underhanded manner in obtaining land for future devel
opment at Aberfoyle Park. I have now stated publicly that 
this allegation is wrong. Not only is it wrong, however, it 
is also damaging to the Trust and to the thousands of 
tenants who live in Trust houses. The claim assumes and 
implies that the Trust needs or desires secrecy for its dealings. 
As former Ministers of Housing and many members of this 
House would know, this is completely without foundation.

I have explained to those concerned that the land in 
question was available for sale to the private or public sector 
and that the Trust paid the full market price. It was hardly 
an underhanded or secret deal. The local council, local 
action groups and the present member for Fisher have 
known of the purchase since 1982. The Trust has even held 
a public display of its plans for the development prior to 
seeking planning approval. This type of accusation levelled 
against the Trust has mushroomed over the past year. It 
mystifies me that, after nearly 50 years of Trust housing in 
this State, certain people have suddenly decided that the 
Trust is unacceptable and that Trust tenants should be 
prohibited from living in certain suburbs. This amounts to 
social apartheid.

I find these arguments particularly hard to take, not only 
because their philosophic base is to be found close to the 
state of mind that engenders racism, bigotry, snobbery and 
elitism but also because I personally have had a very close 
relationship with Trust areas since I came to Australia. The 
member for Peake asked his question because he feels the 
same way as I do. I have known for many years of his 
concern for Trust tenants and the provision of affordable 
housing for lower income groups, and I know that he is 
incensed by the spate of recent attacks against new Trust 
developments.

The ignorance or discrimination—I prefer to think it is 
the former—displayed in the letters that I have received 
from so-called ‘residents action groups’ continues to amaze 
me. So many of them demand that only design and construct 
Trust homes should be built. These are privately designed 
homes that the ‘concerned’ citizens assume will be much 
preferable. Obviously they are not aware that the Trust has 
won 19 design and commendation awards over the past few 
years and not one of those awards has been won by a design 
and construct project. So many protesters act as if a large- 
scale Trust development will envelop their private estate. 
The fact that they are usually protesting against medium or 
small-scale Trust developments questions, in my mind, their
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true motives. For instance, the ruckus created at Aberfoyle 
Park is over 13 single unit houses; not 200, 100 or 50 
dwellings—but 13! I believe that South Australia has a much 
better sense of community than the one indicated by protests 
of this kind.

The argument concerning devaluation of private property 
in areas where the Trust builds is perhaps the one issue 
arising from these protests that should be given some atten
tion. My personal reaction is that this is largely a self
fulfilling prophecy—one originated, espoused and fulfilled 
by people who have a prejudice against public housing and 
low-income families. It appears to be a concern in some 
suburbs only, it is my concern to gain acceptance of the 
need and desirability of Trust dwellings throughout the 
community, rather than to rein in the Trust’s buying and 
building programme in response to ignorance and prejudice.

The State Government’s position on public housing is 
that there is a continuing and expanding need for public 
housing in South Australia. All people have a right to afford
able housing, of a decent standard. To avoid creating ghettos 
of particular social groups, public housing should be built 
where there is a need, provided that the Housing Trust can 
buy suitable land. Our goal is an integrated community 
based on social mix objectives, something which I believe 
has been supported by South Australian Governments for 
the past 15 years.

This State Government will not be a party to the gener
alised smearing of Trust tenants as undesirables. People 
with different attitudes, lifestyles, cultures—call them what 
you will—live in all suburbs and in all areas. They are 
certainly not peculiar to public housing. My personal expe
rience with Housing Trust areas has given me a sense of 
pride and humility to have known so many good people 
who have not had the wealth or good fortune of many 
others.

SALINITY CONFERENCE

The Hon. P.B. ARNOLD: I ask the Premier: further to 
my question of 21 September 1983, and the Premier’s 
favourable response on 16 November 1983, has the Gov
ernment decided to sponsor an international symposium on 
salinity, irrigation and drainage, as its affects the Murray 
Valley river system, to coincide with the Jubilee 150 cele
brations? On 16 November, the Premier acknowledged the 
merits of such a conference, and the Jubilee 150 Local 
Government Executive Committee is very keen to see a 
major water management campaign as part of the State’s 
Jubilee 150 celebrations in 1986.

Also, following the Premier’s favourable initial response 
to my question last year, I had contact with the Colorado 
River Basin Salinity Control Forum through its Executive 
Director, and informed him of the possibility of such a 
conference being held in Australia. The Salinity Control 
Forum there is representative of the seven Governors of 
the seven Basin States of the Colorado River: Arizona, 
California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah and Wyo
ming. In the final paragraph of Mr Barnett’s letter to me 
he said:

I am excited about the prospects of an international conference 
on salinity being held in Australia in 1986. I hope that you are 
successful in arranging this conference, and I would appreciate 
your informing me as soon as some decisions have been made 
in this regard.
It has been put to me that it is essential that, for such a 
conference to be successful and with the long lead time 
required, a decision be made forthwith if leading engineers 
and scientists from other parts of the world will have the 
opportunity to attend such an important conference.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I will need to get a more up 
to date report on the progress of that proposition, but the 
member as a representative of the Opposition on the Jubilee 
150 Board would know probably about the considerations 
that have taken place on that Board, and he would have 
more up to date information than I have on its considera
tions.

I know that my colleague, the Minister of Water Resources, 
is very keen to have a conference, and indeed to have a 
water conservation campaign, linked into Jubilee 150 as 
1986 would be a very good year in which to focus attention 
on probably what is one of our scarcest and most important 
natural resources. The Minister of Water Resources has had 
discussions (or is certainly aware of statements which have 
been made by the Local Government Association) about 
the possibility of general conferences discussions, and a 
campaign based around water resources in South Australia. 
I understand that the Minister is developing that programme 
and has written to the Government representative on the 
Jubilee 150 Board (who is now the Minister of Tourism) in 
order to put before him certain propositions in relation to 
that programme.

In regard to the matter of the proposed conference raised 
by the honourable member, that could either be a separate 
exercise or be somehow integrated into the programme. I 
understand that the preliminary thinking by my colleague 
is that to concentrate on salinity alone in terms of a major 
emphasis on water and water conservation in South Australia 
would not have a broad enough public appeal and that 
therefore a broader campaign should be looked at by the 
Jubilee 150 Board. The Board will be considering that shortly, 
if it has not already done so.

The Hon. P.B. Arnold: Time is running out.
The Hon. J.C. BANNON: If that matter had been con

sidered by the Board I imagine that the Minister would 
have mentioned that in his explanation. In the meantime, 
the proposed salinity conference may best be looked at on 
the basis of a separate technical-type of conference. In that 
instance, obviously the co-operation of the other Murray 
River States, and perhaps the River Murray Commission 
itself, would have to be sought. We are certainly exploring 
that matter, but at the moment, as I understand it, the 
thinking is to try to focus on the matter of water in South 
Australia in 1986 around a much broader concept than that 
which the member has proposed.

PHARMACEUTICAL PRICE RISES

Mr KLUNDER: My question is to the Minister of Com
munity Welfare, representing the Minister of Consumer 
Affairs in another place. Will the Minister of Consumer 
Affairs get the Prices Commissioner to investigate the rapid 
rise in price that seems to be taking place in regard to some 
pharmaceutical items? On the advice of his doctor a con
stituent of mine purchases a cream called Halciderm, which 
is a cream to help control problems with dermatitis. A 100- 
gram tube of Halciderm cream cost $6.55 on 3 January this 
year. Apparently the manufacturer then increased the price 
of that item by $ 1. Through a process that my constituent 
finds very difficult to understand, this has resulted in the 
retail price of the preparation rising from $6.55 to $11.05. 
My constituent tells me that this involves a considerable 
extra expense incurred by him, which, of course, is only 
partly covered by private insurance, which covers only to a 
maximum of $ 150 a year. Halciderm is not on the phar
maceutical benefits list of the Commonwealth Government, 
where there would be a 25 per cent increase mark-up for 
chemists and a $1.98 dispensation fee. The difference in 
retail price there would be an increase of only $1.25. As the
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preparation is a non-government prescription item, a chem
ist’s mark-up of 66 per cent applies, as well as a dispensation 
fee of the order of $3. However, this would still raise the 
price by a maximum of only $1.67. Therefore, there is an 
unexplained price rise of $2.83 in the distribution and retail 
process involved with this product. This is a matter I would 
like the Prices Commissioner to investigate.

The Hon. G.J. CRAFTER: I will certainly refer the hon
ourable member’s question to my colleague in another place. 
The Minister of Health might also look at this matter 
because it may be that this pharmaceutical ought to be 
brought within the ambit of subsidised pharmaceuticals at 
the Federal level. There may also be an alternative phar
maceutical as equally effective which the doctor may not 
be aware of, or he may have some particular reason for 
prescribing that pharmaceutical. I will refer the member’s 
question to both Ministers in an effort to obtain an answer 
that will be of assistance to his constituent.

TAB SUBAGENCY

The Hon. JENNIFER ADAMSON: In view of the Pre
mier’s reluctance to examine the question of conflict of 
interest with the Minister of Water Resources, will the 
Premier say whether the Minister made him aware of where 
the Enfield ALP Social Club purchased its liquor before the 
TAB was instructed to establish a subagency at the Windsor 
Hotel?

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I have said that I will discuss 
this matter with the Minister, and that is all that needs to 
be said at this time. I do not accept, at this stage, any of 
the innuendo contained in the member’s question, and it 
does her no service asking a question framed in that way.

OVERSEAS TOURISM PROMOTION

Mr GROOM: Will the Minister of Tourism indicate how 
effective has been the tourist promotion involving Paul 
Hogan which was undertaken in North America by the 
Australian Tourism Commission, and to what extent will 
South Australian tourism gain from this promotion? Last 
Thursday in Sydney the Federal Tourism Minister, John 
Brown, revealed to a large tourist industry gathering, includ
ing a number of South Australians, what results had so far 
been obtained following the showing of television commer
cials on the West Coast of the United States devised by the 
Mojo Advertising Agency and Mr Paul Hogan. According 
to reports that I received, there is evidence of a whole new 
optimistic mood and confidence in our ability to attract 
tourists from overseas.

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: The Australian Tourism 
Commission’s promotion on the West Coast of the United 
States has been enormously successful. I was in Sydney on 
Thursday of last week to participate in the domestic tourism 
launch relating to this matter by the Federal Minister, and 
also to listen to Paul Hogan discuss some of his thoughts 
on the tourism industry generally. The interest in Australia, 
shown by people on the West Coast of America, has increased 
enormously. The Qantas office in San Francisco and the 
Australian Tourism Commission office in Los Angeles have 
been swamped by American inquiries—there are over 900 
inquiries a day. The waiting time for telephone callers in 
both San Francisco and Los Angeles is over 20 minutes and 
those inquiries are being converted into interest in holidaying 
in Australia. The number of visa applications for permanancy 
in Australia has been increased by over 200 per cent, and 
the number of visa applications for visits to Australia has

increased by about 90 per cent. This indicates that the 
advertising campaign has been enormously successful.

One or two other figures given to the people at the 
domestic launch last week are well worth repeating: first, 
the tourism industry in Australia is worth $12 000 million 
and it is still growing. It is the largest single industry in the 
world and is still growing world wide. It creates 400 000 
jobs in Australia, and that figure is increasing. There has 
been a 5 per cent increase in domestic tourism, that is, 
people who holiday in Australia rather than go overseas, 
and that will result in the creation of a further 20 000 jobs.

We are talking about a very big industry, and I never get 
sick and tired of telling people just how important this 
industry is to South Australia. We in South Australia work 
very closely with the Australian Tourism Commission. Our 
officers are stationed in the Commission’s offices in New 
Zealand and Singapore, and we will seek to provide offices 
in Japan and the United States of America. The funding in 
that regard has not been provided, but that proposal comes 
under our forward planning. South Australia benefits enor
mously from the marketing programme of the Australian 
Tourism Commission. We are tapping into that programme, 
and our own marketing programmes have been enormously 
successful. The increased number of visitors to South Aus
tralia is an indication of that. I thank the honourable member 
for his question. Tourism in South Australia has much to 
look forward to.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION: HOUSING TRUST

Mr EVANS (Fisher): I seek leave to make a personal 
explanation.

Leave granted.
Mr EVANS: In answer to a question, the Minister of 

Housing and Construction mentioned my name as though 
I knew and understood all the implications of the debate 
and discussions that have taken place in the Aberfoyle Park 
area and in other parts of the metropolitan area regarding 
Housing Trust developments. I wish to put the record 
straight. I was informed that 14 houses (not 13, as stated 
by the Minister) were to be built. The community made 
representations to me that the land in relation to which 
they believed underhandedness had taken place was subject 
to a change of land use—there was to be a change of land 
use from ‘school’ to ‘residential’ without the community 
having had the opportunity to contribute to discussions. 
These people believe that a community always has that 
opportunity. I was asked to make representations in relation 
to the 10 acres of land on the corner of Sunnylea Drive 
and Pine Drive. However, I believe that the Trust has held 
that land for a long time and that there is no change of 
land use.

When the debate began, I was asked to make represen
tations in relation to a piece of land zoned ‘shopping’ that 
was to be changed to ‘residential’, with the Trust building 
a substantial number of houses on that land. I made that 
representation. Early in 1981-82, people in that community 
had discussions with the Trust, and I was asked to sit in 
on those discussions, so I am implicated. The Trust was 
asked to build houses at the rate of one Housing Trust 
house to three private houses, and there was no objection 
to that. It was stated that the Trust homes built by Alan 
Hickinbotham were excellent. I was also asked to make 
representations to the Trust that identical letter boxes, drive
ways and the like not be provided for each house. The Trust 
has obliged in that matter and I believe that it has made a 
big difference. In fairness to that community, proof that it
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has no objection or adverse feelings towards Trust occupants 
or residents as people and as a matter of principle is the 
fact that a person who lives in a Housing Trust house and 
who has lived in that area for only a short period was 
elected to the new council.

REGIONAL CULTURAL CENTRES ACT 
AMENDMENT BILL

The Hon. J.C . BANNON (Premier and Treasurer)
obtained leave and introduced a Bill for an Act to amend 
the Regional Cultural Centres Act, 1976. Read a first time.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

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

Leave granted.

Explanation of Bill
This Bill makes an amendment to the Regional Cultural 

Centres Act, 1976. Under that Act, four regions were des
ignated in the State, and a trust was established in respect 
of each region, the purpose of each trust being to provide 
a venue for the performing arts within its own region. Each 
of the four trusts has nearly accomplished this objective. 
The South-East and northern regional venues have been 
completed and it is envisaged that the Riverland and Eyre 
Peninsula regional venues will be completed prior to or 
during 1985. At the same time, the trusts, together with the 
Arts Council of South Australia and the Department for 
the Arts, have formulated regional arts policies. Now that 
the initial objective of establishing venues has been or is 
being, achieved, the long-term objective of each trust is to 
provide for the overall cultural needs of the community 
served by it.

The purpose of this Bill is to facilitate the achievement 
of that long-term objective. The Bill provides for a change 
of emphasis in the principal Act. The principal Act presently 
focuses on the centre in relation to which a trust is estab
lished. The effect of the Bill is to widen that focus and 
require each trust to consider the overall needs of the region 
it serves, fostering a general appreciation of the arts while 
maintaining a venue within which they may be enjoyed.

While the number of trustees appointed to each trust has 
not been increased, the Bill requires that at least six of the 
trustees be resident within the region served by the trust, 
in order to ensure adequate representation within each region. 
The Bill also provides for a widening of the powers of each 
trust to encourage the development and appreciation of the 
arts within the community served by it. The opportunity 
has also been taken to transfer provisions dealing with 
budget, accounts and annual report from the regulations 
into the principal Act.

Clauses 1 and 2 are formal. Clause 3 amends the long 
title to the principal Act to an Act to provide for the 
establishment of cultural trusts, to provide for their operation 
and management and for other purposes. Clause 4 amends 
the short title of the principal Act to the Cultural Trusts 
Act, 1976.

Clause 5 amends section 3 of the principal Act. The 
definition of ‘centre’ is struck out and definitions of ‘local 
resident’ (being, in relation to a particular trust, a person 
whose principal place of residence is situated in a part of 
the State in relation to which the trust is established) and 
‘trust’ are inserted. Clause 6 is a transitional provision. 
Notwithstanding the change in the name of each of the

existing trusts, each is deemed to have been established 
under the principal Act as amended by the Regional Cultural 
Centres Act Amendment Act, 1984, as if the principal Act 
as so amended had been in force at the time of the estab
lishment of each trust.

Clause 7 repeals sections 4, 5, 6 and 7 of the principal 
Act, substituting new sections as follows;

New section 4 provides that the Governor may by pro
clamation establish a trust in relation to a defined part of 
the State, specifying a name for the trust. New section 5 
provides that such a trust is a body corporate with perpetual 
succession and common seal, may sue and be sued, and is 
capable of dealing with real and personal property.

New section 6 provides that a trust shall consist of eight 
trustees appointed by the Governor. At least six trustees 
must be local residents and where the part of the State in 
relation to which the trust operates contains the area or 
areas of one or more councils, at least two of the local 
residents are to be nominated by the council or councils. 
One of the trustees is appointed chairman of the trust by 
the Governor. A trustee holds office for a term, specified 
in the instrument of his appointment, not exceeding three 
years. He is eligible for reappointment. A trustee may be 
removed from office by the Governor on the ground of 
mental or physical incapacity, dishonourable conduct or 
neglect of duty. A trustee’s office is vacated if he dies, his 
term expires, he resigns, in a case where he was nominated 
by'a council—that nomination is revoked, or the trustee is 
removed from office by the Governor.

Clause 8 amends section 8 of the principal Act. The 
existing subsection (1) is struck out and a new subsection 
substituted, which provides that, subject to the Act, a trust 
may provide, manage and control premises and facilities 
for the arts, encourage the development and appreciation 
of the arts within the community served by the trust and 
exercise any incidental or ancillary function. A consequential 
amendment is made to subsection (3). Clause 9 amends 
section 14 of the principal Act by striking out subsection 
(4), a provision relating to the incidence of duty under the 
Gift Duties Act, 1968, which no longer serves any purpose.

Clause 10 inserts new sections 14a, 14b and 14c after 
section 14 of the principal Act. Section 14a provides that, 
before the commencement of a financial year, each trust 
must present the Minister with a budget showing estimates 
of its receipts and payments for that year. The Minister 
may approve such a budget with or without amendment. A 
trust shall not, without the Minister’s consent, make any 
expenditure not disclosed by an approved budget.

Section 14b requires each trust to keep proper accounts. 
The Auditor-General is empowered at any time, and at least 
once per year, to audit the accounts. The powers vested by 
the Audit Act, 1921, in relation to public accounts and 
accounting officers are conferred upon him in relation to a 
trust established under the Act. Section 14c requires each 
trust to deliver, on or before 30 September every year, a 
written report upon its activities for the preceding financial 
year. The report must incorporate the audited accounts for 
that year. The Minister must cause a copy of the report to 
be laid before each House of Parliament.

The Hon. B.C. EASTICK secured the adjournment of 
the debate.

[Sitting suspended from 1 to 2 p. mJ

CLEAN AIR BILL

In Committee.
(Continued from 27 March. Page 2847.)
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Clause 3—‘Interpretation.’
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: When we reported progress 

on this matter yesterday afternoon I was in the process of 
replying to the member for Murray's amendment. The Gov
ernment opposes this amendment but it does not do so 
lightly. I would have thought that it followed obviously 
from the tenets of good government that Government would 
not seek to send a company broke as a result of a demand 
to install high technology equipment to improve the quality 
of emissions. I think that track records of Governments of 
which I have been a part and of which the member for 
Murray has been a part would certainly bear that out but 
there is a difference between the normal political pressures 
urging caution on a government and statutory processes 
hindering a government from carrying out the function 
entrusted to it in Statute.

I would put to the Committee that there is an important 
psychological difference between the board of a company 
sitting down to determine what it should do in the light of 
a notice from the Minister that certain things had to happen, 
and on the one hand, advice that has been given to that 
board that the company can proceed in a fairly sanguine 
manner because obviously the Government is not going to 
close the company down, and on the other hand, saying 
that the Government cannot close it down because of certain 
clauses in the Statute, in the first instance, of course, the 
chairman of the board may well say that he does not suppose 
the Government will close the company down but the com
pany had better do something about the situation because 
the Government just might close it down because the power 
is there, and, on the other hand, the chairman of the board 
could say that the situation can be taken to law because 
there is redress because Parliament has looked after the 
situation by putting in a clause that really precludes the full 
force of the Statute being brought to bear in the circumstances 
in which it finds itself.

I certainly give an assurance to the Committee that the 
Government will be very careful in the way in which it uses 
the powers that will be committed to it under this Statute. 
That would be understood. We are in difficult economic 
times, and one would not expect any Government would 
operate in such a way as to put people out of work.

Mr Lewis: Come on!
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: Perhaps the honourable 

member can give some examples of the way in which, by 
his lights, this Government has acted irresponsibly to throw 
people out of work. I cannot think of an example such as 
this. It is important that the Statutes be there. The normal 
political considerations will apply, considerations that will 
certainly urge caution on me and on other Ministers. How
ever, if industry is to sit back on the wording on the Statute 
and say. ‘We don’t have to apply. We have certain legal 
assurances on the matter,’ it seems that that will largely 
vitiate the powers laid down in the Statute. Although there 
is an important point of principle here, my interpretation 
is the way in which environmental legislation has to go. 
The Bill contains areas of discretion for the Minister and 
for the Government, but to cut away too much of that 
would be to put the balance too far in the other direction.

Mr LEWIS: The Minister goes too far in the way he 
deduces, from the Opposition’s desire to include the new 
wording as part of the definition of ‘prescribed matters’, 
that it will mean that any business can simply avoid com
plying with a reasonable request on the grounds that it 
would be uneconomic to do so. It would be possible elsewhere 
in the legislation to spell out those economic implications 
and to provide how they shall be taken into account. As 
the Bill stands, the Government could use the existing 
definitions, as well as other clauses to which they relate, to 
close down or prevent the commencement of industries

without having to take into account the economic impli
cations of doing so.

For instance, the legislation could be used to close down 
Roxby Downs. Let no-one say that this could not happen. 
When the Planning Act went through this House in the 
previous Parliament, it was never contemplated that it would 
be applied to the clearance of native vegetation, yet this 
Government has chosen to interpret that legislation in the 
way it has done, and that interpretation is a legitimate one. 
No consideration had to be given to the consequences of 
applying the legislation in the way it has been applied. This 
legislation could be applied in the same way and it would 
be to the detriment of South Australia, as industries that 
could help create jobs would be deliberately closed down as 
a result of political mischief by interpreting this legislation 
in a way in which it was never intended to be interpreted.

I can think of other instances in which this Bill could be 
made to apply more out of political convenience than out 
of concern for clean air. Such action would be the doing of 
the kamikaze left in its belief that such things should not 
be permitted and, therefore, should be made uneconomic 
by the introduction of regulations and directions, in pur
suance of those regulations, to businesses as to what they 
may or may not do. So, it is vital for the future of jobs in 
South Australia that any decision must take into account 
the implications of requiring any person in question to 
install or use certain technological processes.

Another example that I could give to prove the imperative 
necessity to include the additional words in the definition 
is the consequence of putting grain dust back into silos. 
That could happen. I know that some sections of the public 
employed by the Government would not intend that the 
definition as it stands should be used in that way, but the 
legislation contains nothing to prevent its use.

Those people presently serving the State as public servants 
will not be there for ever. Who knows what kind of people 
might replace them and what their inclinations and sym
pathies might be in three, five, 10 or 20 years from now? I 
believe that the Opposition has quite properly drawn atten
tion to the problems which might arise if we do not include, 
under the definition of ‘prescribed matters’, the definition 
of ‘economic implications’ so that they can be brought to 
account, in concert with other factors, in determining the 
appropriateness or otherwise of insisting on any measure.

I urge the Committee, notwithstanding the apparent sin
cerity with which the Minister has made his remarks, to 
recognise the realities of performance, not only of this Min
ister but of the Government, and the way in which it has 
failed to deliver; after sincerely stating that it would do so.

Mr MEIER: I support the amendment. The definition of 
‘prescribed matters’, in the first case under paragraph (d), 
is as follows:

the availability of those technological processes, and the suita
bility of the premises in question for the implementation of those 
processes;
The suggested amendment (da) reads: 

the mechanical implications of requiring any person in question
to install or use any technological processes;
Surely, a prime consideration should be the economic factor, 
because if we are going to attract industry to this State we 
have to be competitive with the other States, particularly 
the Eastern States. I believe that if we have such definitions 
in ‘prescribed matters’ as (d) without the inclusion of (da), 
industry will not be interested in coming to this State, 
because it will be too scared that possibly some irresponsible 
Minister will use his discretion in the wrong manner.

It is all very well for the present Minister to say he gives 
an assurance that it will not be misinterpreted. I believe we 
heard a similar thing in an earlier debate when the Minister 
of Transport gave an assurance in respect of interstate trans
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port plates that adequate information would be provided 
for transport operators so that they would not be disadvan
taged during the changeover period. Yet, we have heard 
examples in this House suggesting that they were disadvan
taged. Again, an assurance is fine while this Minister is in 
power: I will take him at his word there, but I do not think 
it gives any security at all for the future.

The Minister mentioned that he would like to know of 
any example where Ministerial action has led to fewer jobs 
or jobs not being available any more. I point out very clearly 
that Ministerial action in stopping Honeymoon and Beverley 
led to many jobs not being available. Therefore, examples 
do exist.

The Hon. D.J. Hopgood: They were not a going concern.
Mr MEIER: They were to be a going concern, though. 

Again, if we are looking at an example of South Australia 
not being sufficiently competitive, we find the financial 
institutions duty where the same situation arose: it was 
pointed out in debate that if we brought that tax into South 
Australia some financial institutions might take their business 
interstate. It is apparent that that has actually happened. 
Do we want to lose industry in this State at a time when 
we need to gain industry and at a time when we do not 
have any real economic advantages over the Eastern States? 
This Bill has its positive features: it is designed basically to 
try to produce cleaner air in our environment, which is 
fine. However, if we are not prepared to support an amend
ment to ensure that economic activities also are an important 
factor under consideration, then I believe that this Bill will 
be detrimental to the future advancement of South Australia. 
I urge the Minister and the Government to support this 
amendment.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I am not satisfied with the 
answer that the Minister has provided for the reasons why 
the Government is not prepared to accept this amendment. 
The Minister is aware that, in the legislation that the previous 
Government introduced in 1982, economic consideration 
was part of the prescribed matters. It is, in fact, a removal 
of that consideration, and the Minister has not really 
explained why he has found it necessary to remove it from 
the prescribed matters set out in the 1982 legislation. He 
must have more reasons than he has indicated in this House. 
I agree with what the Minister has said and I indicated in 
my second reading speech that until now the old regulations 
and responsibility for administering those regulations have 
been handled very well indeed—very responsibly.

However, as I mentioned in my second reading speech, I 
cannot get away from the concern that I have about what 
may happen under different circumstances, different gov
ernments, different Ministers and different people in Gov
ernment departments who are given the responsibility for 
implementing the provisions pertaining to this legislation.
I cannot see any major difficulty that the Minister will have 
to face when it comes to handling this very serious situation. 
I am not suggesting (and I think that the Minister would 
recognise this) that it would be a matter where, on every 
occasion that an instruction was handed down to an industry 
to take certain action to overcome a problem, the economics 
of the situation would have to be taken into consideration. 
However, when it relates to a major sum of money having 
to be spent by a company, industry or organisation I do 
not think it would be too difficult for the Government or 
its departmental officers to consider the economics of the 
matter at the time. I can only repeat that I think that the 
Minister is skirting around the real reasons as to why he is 
not prepared to go along with this amendment, and I hope 
that he will later give better reasons than he has been able 
to give so far in this debate for not wanting to support the 
amendment now before the House.

Mr BAKER: I have not spoken during this debate so far, 
and what I say will be very brief. I would like to record my 
dissatisfaction with the Minister on the issue of clean air. I 
think that it is obvious to members of the public at large, 
who have stated to the members of this House that the Bill 
in its current form, particularly the odour references and 
the lack of reference to economic considerations, is (in pure 
terms) idiocy. The great concern that I have with clauses 
like this (and we see them creeping into ALP legislation day 
after day) is that we start out with what is perceived to be 
the best of will and then we find that they are used for 
other purposes.

It is a bit like the Government’s election promises about 
no tax increases. This is a Government that cannot be 
trusted. It simply cannot say, ‘We will be taking these factors 
into account. They are not written in the legislation, but we 
will, in our qualitative form, take into account the things 
that you have mentioned when we make a decision.’ I say 
that that is utter rubbish because the Government has con
tinually shown us that it has no respect for its promises, or 
for business in this State.

If the Minister thinks that he will suddenly please a lot 
of people with this legislation, he has another think coming. 
Enormous numbers of people will be running to his door 
complaining about having a smell in the neighbourhood— 
I can imagine some of the neighbourhoods where that will 
be occurring. The simple fact of life is that there are many 
odours that offend us, whether temporary or permanent. It 
is absolutely impossible to have legislation that will provide 
the sorts of remedies that we believe we need, but the 
Opposition’s amendment to the Bill seeks to overcome the 
major difficulties in regard to the assessment of the impact 
of the odour as opposed to what would happen if an offend
ing enterprise was lost or a certain amount of money had 
to be spent to alleviate a problem that existed in relation 
to it. I cannot understand why the Minister cannot take on 
board this simple proposition, unless it is intended to close 
down a number of works in South Australia today which 
may in fact be on the nose.

Mention has been made of Samcor and other Government 
works which spew out the worst odours in Adelaide. Without 
incorporating this amendment in the Bill the Minister will 
have some difficulties with the matter because the public 
will suddenly query the double standard applying, namely, 
that certain Government enterprises are allowed to continue 
to operate on the premise of economic need while the 
Government enforces Draconian measures on those indus
tries that do not have Government protection. If the legis
lation is not amended the Minister and his Department will 
have an enormous workload imposed upon them. I note 
that the Minister is not shy in coming forward for resources. 
At least if he really wants to take on this matter seriously 
he will be conquering the unemployment problem in Ade
laide, although the public purse will have to be expanded 
to an extraordinary degree to deal with the number of 
complaints that I perceive as occurring. The amendment 
would provide a let-out clause in relation to economic 
circumstances. It would provide the rationale for saying 
that reasonable efforts have been made but that that is all 
that can be done without affecting employment and industry. 
I ask the Minister to reconsider the amendment which I 
think is essential to the proper working of the legislation. 
If it is not accepted, I foresee that we will be back here in 
about 12 months time trying to clear up the odour left by 
the Minister.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I do not doubt the Oppo
sition’s sincerity in these matters. However, for example, 
the member for Mallee both yesterday and today has col
lectively suggested that through this legislation it will be 
possible for me to close down strawberry farms and cut
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flower industries, and this afternoon he mentioned Roxby 
Downs. I ask the honourable member to cast his mind back 
to his maiden speech, when he complained about the fetid 
atmosphere from the cooking in this place. Is he really 
suggesting that I have Parliament House in my sights?

I believe that what people must consider in this case is 
that it is always possible under any legislation, no matter 
how closely defined are the Minister’s powers, for an irre
sponsible Minister to slash around the place and do all sorts 
of things. But how well he will be able to proceed along 
those lines, and the political costs of what he is doing must 
surely be the basic brakes that have to operate. I believe 
that if we want to secure our environmental objectives it is 
important that the principle remain unsullied and that nor
mal political pressures be brought to bear to ensure that the 
administration of this power is handled sensibly.

Mr LEWIS: I take issue with the Minister’s remarks 
about my contribution to the debate thus far. At no time 
during the course of those remarks did I suggest that straw
berry farms or cut flower operations would be closed down. 
I simply said that there are people who are allergic to the 
gases associated with those operations who can suffer distress 
because of them. I did that to point out and support the 
view that I had that the—

Mr Trainer interjecting:
Mr LEWIS: The member for Ascot Park was also rude 

to me by way of interjection during the course of the 
Minister’s speech. I will deal with him in the form of a 
personal explanation, later. However, I wish to point out 
that at no time did I use those instances to do any more 
than illustrate that those odours can cause discomfort. The 
fewer odours that we expose ourselves to, the more sensitive 
we become to the effect of them. Secondly, I said that it is 
possible to desensitise people to things which cause irritation, 
whether on the skin or in the respiratory and nasal passages: 
that is a known medical fact.

The Minister’s assertions that I was implying that he 
would be closing down strawberry farms and cut flower 
controlled atmosphere production units were quite wrong. 
I said that it would be possible for Roxby Downs to be 
closed under this Bill, if it becomes law, because all one 
would have to do would be to prescribe for that mine a 
level of radon in the atmosphere which it would be quite 
impossible to get below, and would indeed be exceeded by 
Ministerial officers in the basement of this House.

The Hon. D.J. Hopgood: Have you heard about the 
indenture?

Mr LEWIS: That aside—
The Hon. D.J. Hopgood: You can’t put the indenture 

aside; this Parliament has approved it.
Mr LEWIS: To what extent does that mean that the 

operator of the mine or anything associated with it would 
be exempt from this Act?

The Hon. D.J. Hopgood: Precisely, 100 per cent.
Mr LEWIS: Altogether?
The Hon. D.J. Hopgood: That is what it is all about. I 

was on the Select Committee.
Mr LEWIS: That is not my understanding. In any case, 

in other instances, just as important as Roxby Downs, it 
would be possible for a Minister in future (and not necessarily 
this Minister but whomever it is that succeeds him), once 
he has shifted into one of the more sensitive portfolio 
areas—

The Hon. D.J. Hopgood: For example?
Mr LEWIS: For example, housing or local government— 

the next Minister may do any kind of thing. This Minister 
has illustrated his willingness to use an Act, and the capacity 
to produce regulations under it, in a way that was never 
intended at the time that Act was introduced and passed 
through this House: I refer to the Planning Act. Also, I am

disappointed that he has chosen to facetiously interpret my 
remarks in the fashion that he has.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: Before a vote is taken on this 
matter, I again express my disappointment at the attitude 
taken by the Minister. He has not given any further reasons 
as to why the Government is not prepared to support this 
amendment: he has skirted the issue and not indicated why 
the Government has taken the action it has. After much 
consultation, and before introducing the 1982 legislation, 
we saw this as a very important provision. If the Government 
does not support this amendment, it will result in neither 
the inspectors responsible for the administration of this Act, 
nor the Minister, needing to have any regard at all for 
economic factors when requiring the occupier of an industry 
or a business to carry out work related to this legislation. I 
am sure that I speak on behalf of those who are in industry 
and developers in this State particularly who have expressed 
much concern about this provision.

Mr MEIER: The more we debate this Bill the more I 
become concerned about it. In my second reading speech I 
said that I saw the Bill at that stage very much as the 
Minister described it when he said that he saw the proposal 
as a key piece of environmental legislation, in that measures 
to control air pollution will be contained in one compre
hensive enactment rather than scattered throughout a variety 
of statutory instruments, such as Health Act regulations, 
local government by-laws, indentures, etc. It seems to me 
that the idea of streamlining the whole apparatus so that 
we do have cleaner air, the idea of Government interference 
in health matters where possible, might not be the real 
reason for this after all.

I am quite convinced that industry particularly is far too 
bound up by rules and regulations which are stifling industry 
and development in this State. This proposed amendment 
gives an opportunity for common sense to prevail. It would 
recognise that we do not want to pollute the environment 
unnecessarily and that the appropriate people have the right 
to give advice and guidance, and certain specific statements 
are laid down as to what an industry should do in accordance 
with the provisions of the Bill. I am very disappointed that 
the Minister does not seem to appreciate that leaving out 
this amendment will be a deterrent in encouraging new 
industry into this State. It will only do harm to the future 
economic development of this State. At this eleventh hour, 
I hope the Minister will have second thoughts about it and 
accept this amendment.

The Committee divided on the amendment:
Ayes (21)—Mrs Adamson, Messrs Allison, P.B. Arnold,

Ashenden, Baker, Becker, Blacker, D.C. Brown, Chapman,
Eastick, Evans, Gunn, Ingerson, Lewis, Mathwin, Meier,
Olsen, Oswald, Rodda, Wilson, and Wotton (teller).

Noes (23)—Mr Abbott, Mrs Appleby, Messrs L.M.F.
Arnold, Bannon, Crafter, Duncan, Ferguson, Gregory,
Groom, Hamilton, Hemmings, Hopgood (teller), Keneally, 
and Klunder, Ms Lenehan, Messrs Mayes, Payne, Peterson, 
Plunkett, Slater, Trainer, Whitten, and Wright.

Majority of 2 for the Noes.
Amendment thus negatived.
Progress reported; Committee to sit again.

DAVID JONES EMPLOYEES’ WELFARE TRUST 
(S.A. STORES) BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 21 March. Page 2680.)

The Hon. H. ALLISON (Mount Gambier): The Opposi
tion supports the Bill. A Select Committee of the Legislative 
Council on the Bill met four times. Advertisements were
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inserted in the Advertiser and the News inviting evidence 
from interested persons and organisations. The Committee 
heard evidence from Mr D. Neil (Clerk of the David Jones 
Welfare Trust), Mr G. Polglase (Chairman of the David 
Jones Welfare Trust) and Mr A. Cielens. No objections to 
the Bill were received and the Committee reported in another 
place that it was satisfied that the Bill was an appropriate 
measure and recommended that it be passed without 
amendment.

We comment briefly that there is restrospectivity included 
in this clause on two counts. The object of the David Jones 
Employees’ Welfare Trust Act is to provide pensions and 
other benefits to past and present employees of the former 
Charles Birks store (which I believe was established around 
1921) and the former David Jones (Adelaide) store which 
currently has no employees because that store was taken 
over by David Jones (Australia) Pty Ltd. The retrospectivity 
of this Bill is to satisfy requirements of management which 
wishes to ensure that those former employees of Birks and 
David Jones (Adelaide) and the present employees of David 
Jones (Australia) are legitimately able to benefit from the 
trust funds. For that reason it is necessary to amend this 
legislation by an Act of Parliament because there was no 
provision in the original deed of trust to alter the provisions 
in any other manner. Therefore, we support this legislation.

The Hon. G.J. CRAFTER (Minister of Community Wel
fare): I thank the Opposition for its support of this measure. 
I guess that in the history of this State the role that the 
large departmental stores have played has been part of the 
history of commerce. No doubt part of that image that has 
been built up by department stores and their part in this 
State has been their function in the wider sense, their concern 
for staff and, indeed, the wider community, particularly 
those who are less privileged. We have seen this manifest 
in many ways. The role that John Martins has played in 
providing the Christmas Pageant and its offer of Carrick 
Hill to the people of South Australia for their enjoyment 
and that of visitors to this State is well known to us all.

So, part of this history is manifest in this measure. Over 
many years the store that we now know as David Jones has 
cared for its staff; it wishes to continue to do so and, indeed, 
the dependants of its former staff members. That is why 
this trust deed must be amended in the way recommended 
by the Parliament. The matter has been the subject of a 
Select Committee in another place. Its recommendations 
are before us, as the member for Mount Gambier said. I 
take this opportunity to commend the management of this 
department store and the other department stores on what 
they do for their staff and for the wider community. I 
commend this measure to the House.

Bill read a second time.
In Committee.
Clauses 1 to 3 passed.
Clause 4—‘Amendment of trust deed.’
The Hon. JENNIFER ADAMSON: I address myself to 

this clause simply to say what I should perhaps have said 
during the second reading debate when I was unavoidably 
called from the Chamber. I believe that I would be the only 
member of this House who was an employee of both Charles 
Birks and David Jones. Therefore, for old times sake, I 
would like to speak briefly to this clause, which refers to 
the trust deed amending clause 1 by striking out the definition 
of ‘the company’ and substituting the definition relating to 
David Jones formerly being called Charles Birks and Com
pany.

I was in fact out of the Chamber trying to establish the 
date on which I commenced my employment with that 
company, and I will try to stick to the clause which refers 
to the company’s being incorporated in New South Wales.

I believe that the time when I was working for Charles Birks 
and Company and it was being overtaken by David Jones 
was in 1955 or 1956.

Mr Ferguson: You would have been very young.
The Hon. JENNIFER ADAMSON: I was pretty well 

fresh out of school.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! The honourable member for 

Coles.
The Hon. JENNIFER ADAMSON: It may be of interest 

to the Committee that I was in fact employed in the adver
tising department as a copy writer for Charles Birks and 
David Jones, and I would simply like to endorse the Min
ister’s remarks in commending Charles Birks and David 
Jones, as employers, for the interest which they took in 
their employees, as exemplified by the establishment of the 
trust which is being amended by this Bill, designed to assist 
the welfare of the employees. It was an extremely happy 
company to work for and I believe that it still is, despite 
its change of ownership. It has always insisted upon standards 
of service for its customers. Although I stress that I have 
no pecuniary interest whatsoever in this matter, as a former 
employee I am pleased that the Parliament is facilitating 
the company’s efforts to continue to assist its employees.

Clause passed.
Preamble and title passed.
Bill read a third time and passed.

TRUSTEE ACT AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 21 March. Page 2681.)

The Hon. H. ALLISON (Mount Gambier): The Opposi
tion supports this legislation and I note with probably a 
little surprise that this Bill is in some ways consequential 
upon the attorney’s and agency legislation, yet to be debated 
in this House. However, the content of that legislation is 
something which we can deal with quite separately. Among 
the reasons why we support this legislation are that the 
recommendations included in the legislation arise from Law 
Reform Committee recommendations. Under section 17 of 
the present Trustee Act there are limited powers for a trustee 
to delegate his or her powers, specifically when he or she is 
to be absent from South Australia.

I am quite sure that members of the House will appreciate 
that, with travel arrangements now so easily managed and 
for people to be away from the State at very short notice, 
it could cause problems in the administration of such matters. 
Therefore, section 17 is now to be amended to allow all the 
powers, authorities and discretions of a trustee to be delegated 
to any person residing in South Australia. There is a provision 
that that applies, unless there is also a restrictive clause 
contained in the deed of trust itself which would, of course, 
negate the conditions of this legislation.

The provisions contains some limitations on the power 
to delegate: such power must come into operation within 
six months of the granting of the power of attorney by the 
trustees and cease to operate at the termination of the 
ensuing 12 months, that is, 12 months from the granting of 
that delegation. Another limitation is that the powers of the 
Supreme Court in respect of the appointment of new trustees 
will be in no way limited or affected. The Opposition sup
ports the Bill.

The Hon. G.J. CRAFTER (Minister of Community Wel
fare): I thank the Opposition for its support of the measure. 
As the member for Mount Gambier has told the House, 
this is part of a package of four Bills that have been prepared 
to implement the proposals of the State Law Reform Com
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mittee concerning powers of attorney. Whilst it would have 
been desirable to deal with all of these together, we are 
somewhat at the mercy of our colleagues in another place. 
But I am able to advise the honourable member that the 
other three Bills have been introduced and should be dealt 
with as soon as possible. I am pleased that the honourable 
member has seen fit to deal with this matter at the time 
when it has come before the House. It is part of an integral 
package so that the laws providing powers of attorney can 
be brought into line with the current needs of the community.

Bill read a second time and taken through its remaining 
stages.

OMBUDSMAN ACT AMENDMENT BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 21 March. Page 2665.)

Mr OLSEN (Leader of the Opposition): The Opposition 
supports the general thrust of this Bill, but I will propose 
an amendment to ensure that this legislation remains fair 
to all those who will be affected by it. Before dealing with 
that amendment, I ask the House first to consider some of 
the recent history of this matter. As the Premier pointed 
out in his second reading explanation, the Ombudsman, in 
a report to Parliament in March 1982, called for the repeal 
of section 18 (1) of his Act—that section which is now the 
subject of this amending Bill. In doing so, the Ombudsman 
claimed that without such a repeal his Act provided an 
opportunity for doctoring or manipulation of information 
in files, and collaboration between officers.

Indeed, these were serious allegations involving, as they 
did, public servants, and officers of statutory authorities 
and local government. The former Government immediately 
sought evidence to justify them. At the time of the change 
of Government in late 1982, it needs to be said that no 
hard evidence had been forthcoming to support allegations 
of doctoring or manipulation by any particular person or 
agency as a result of formal notice being given by the 
Ombudsman before the commencement of an investigation.

However, the former Government had fully and diligently 
considered the submissions put to it by the Ombudsman 
and, as a result, the then Premier had indicated to him that 
he would be prepared to consider amendments to the Act 
to clarify the power of the Ombudsman to conduct informal 
inquiries. This is now what the present Government is 
proposing, but the House also needs to recognise that this 
is not what the now Premier suggested as the solution to 
this problem, when controversy erupted after the tabling of 
the Ombudsman’s Report in March 1982. In the aftermath 
of the newspaper and media headlines generated by that 
report, the Leader of the Opposition, as he then was, sought 
a full Parliamentary debate on the report, and alleged that 
the former Government was on a collision course with the 
Ombudsman unless something was done. The action he 
implied that a Labor Government would take was to accept 
the Ombudsman’s case to repeal section 18 (1). The now 
Attorney-General went even further in statements just before 
the last election. Mr Sumner promised in a statement quoted 
in the Advertiser on 16 October 1982, that:
. . . a Labor Government would immediately review the powers 
of the Ombudsman and would remove a requirement for the 
Ombudsman to notify a Government Department before starting 
an investigation into it.
This is therefore another case of the ALP’s promising to do 
one thing in Opposition then acting very differently when 
confronted with the realities of Government. We certainly 
saw very much to the fore, during Question Time today, 
the double standards of this Administration. Under this Bill

the requirement remains for the Ombudsman to notify a 
department, authority or proclaimed council before com
mencing an investigation within the meaning of the 
Ombudsman’s Act.

The Hon. D.C. Brown: What you have to appreciate is 
that the Premier said today things were different.

Mr OLSEN: They were different until we cited a case 
that was exactly the same: that is, conflict of interest in 
Ministerial performance.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable Leader 
of the Opposition and the member for Davenport cannot 
carry on a personal conversation.

Mr OLSEN: I am merely highlighting to the House in 
dealing with the Ombudsman Act that there are double 
standards on this matter, as indeed there are on a range of 
matters involving this Administration and the Premier, both 
in words and on the record. The Premier, with this Bill, 
has endorsed the approach which the former Premier was 
considering before the last State election, and the records 
will be in the Premier’s office and the Ombudsman’s office 
to prove that point. The politicking by the Labor Party 
which occurred over this matter before the last State election 
is now exposed as very shallow indeed—politicking, what 
is more, over a position which has judicial status and sup
posedly, therefore, should have been kept above such activity.

The office of the Ombudsman is an important one in our 
society, particularly as we see more and more Government 
control and regulation being imposed on the community. 
Any action to facilitate the investigative process of the work 
of the Ombudsman should receive serious consideration. 
When in government, the Liberal Party never had any 
objection to the Ombudsman making informal approaches 
to determine whether further investigation of a complaint 
would be necessary. Usually, such approaches were by tele
phone call. This Bill is not specific about what constitutes 
a preliminary investigation, but if by that is meant a tele
phone call from the Ombudsman’s office to a department, 
authority or council, then there is no need for the Ombuds
man to notify the principal officer of the agency concerned 
before making such an approach.

However, in the absence of clarification about what is 
meant by a preliminary investigation, the Opposition believes 
that this proposed amendment needs some tightening to 
cover the situation in which the Ombudsman or one of his 
officers physically enters the premises of an agency, or seeks 
the production of files and documents of that agency. In 
those circumstances, the Opposition believes that the 
Ombudsman should be required to inform the department, 
authority or council concurrently with such an approach, 
or as soon as practicable thereafter. The requirement should 
be that the Ombudsman inform the principal officer of the 
administrative act that he is investigating.

That will prevent any ambiguity about which administra
tive act is being investaged in a preliminary way, which 
files or documents should be produced or from which officers 
the Ombudsman should seek information in respect of that 
administrative act. The amendment I have placed on file 
will help to ensure that a preliminary investigation can help 
in the satisfactory resolution of complaints, as the Premier 
suggested in his second reading speech that it should. With 
the acceptance of that amendment the Opposition will sup
port this Bill.

Mr EVANS (Fisher): I wish to speak in general terms 
about the office of the Ombudsman. I appreciate why the 
Government has brought forward this proposal to amend 
the Act before the Parliament. I support the concept, with 
the rider that I also support the amendment proposed by 
the Leader of the Opposition. As the initial promoter of the 
creation of an office of Ombudsman within Australia and
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the person who was successful in first getting such a reso
lution before Parliament for Parliament to accept the fact 
that an office of Ombudsman should be created, I am 
appreciative of the success that that office has had over the 
years. Of course, I appreciate that at times there will be 
conflict between the Ombudsman and some local govern
ment officials, or concern felt by public servants. When I 
wanted to move to have an Ombudsman appointed I had 
only five supporters on my side of Parliament and the 
Premier of the day, Mr Dunstan, said that such an office 
would be unnecessary because there was no need for it. My 
Leader. Mr Steele Hall, said that he would not appoint a 
super inquisitor to intimidate public servants. I argued at 
the time that on many occasions an Ombudsman would, in 
fact, prove a public servant’s or local government officer’s 
actions to be correct and that, in the main, it would be of 
benefit to those people. I believe that, over the years, that 
has proven to be the case.

At times officers within the Ombudsman’s office can 
cause conflict and it may be that that is what the Govern
ment, with the Opposition’s support, is attempting to rectify 
with this Bill. An officer should state under what adminis
trative Act he is seeking to make inquiries. I am pleased 
that a position of Ombudsman has been created in most 
States. Also, there is a Commonwealth Ombudsman. My 
original suggestion for such an office to be created was 
rejected violently. I appreciate the senior Labor Party person 
who came to me at that time and told me to keep going 
because the ALP would change its policy and support the 
creation of an Ombudsman. I have been disappointed over 
the years that the only press reaction to the creation of the 
position of Ombudsman has been to state that the ALP 
originated it, that it was the ALP that got the related leg
islation through Parliament, and that it was to the credit of 
Don Dunstan. I want it placed on record that I had a hell 
of a fight at the time to get either side of politics to accept 
my proposal and the debate had to be kept going for months 
until one Party changed its philosophy and accepted the 
necessity for such an office.

In supporting this Bill and the concept presented by the 
Leader of the Opposition to amend it, I am thrilled that 
after so many years the office is proving to be what it was 
intended to be—the protector of the rights of citizens in the 
community from over zealous public servants or local gov
ernment officers. I am sure there will be extensions in the 
functions of the Ombudsman into different aspects of our 
lives as our community develops to a greater extent. I 
support the proposal.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON (Premier and Treasurer): My 
reply need be only brief as I want to tackle one point only. 
The amendment to the Ombudsman Act before the House 
meets the needs of the Ombudsman and the problems that 
were raised in his report. As far as the Government is 
concerned the amendments will ensure that the Ombudsman 
has the requisite powers that were so controversial when 
this matter was first raised in the Ombudsman Reports, 
debated and raised as a public issue. I think it is just playing 
with words to say that we are not repealing section 18, 
which we promised to repeal. At that time the repeal (the 
total removal of the section) dictated the way in which the 
debate was being conducted but, of course, everyone agreed 
that there had to be some procedures under which the 
Ombudsman would operate. Effectively, what we are doing 
here is removing the existing section 18 and replacing it 
with a different section laying down some different proce
dures, but nonetheless laying down procedures. In other 
words, a suggestion that by the repeal of section 18, as that 
discussion was generated in 1982, we were suggesting there 
should be open slather for the Ombudsman simply to go in

without notification of any kind or set procedure was quite 
wrong. That was never the intention, and I doubt if one 
could find reference to that in any record of the speeches 
or discussions around the issue.

It was said there had to be a way of meeting the Ombuds
man’s objections and the legitimate concern he had raised 
about the possible impeding of the conduct of his investi
gations. That is what this particular clause is aimed at 
doing—it preserves procedures and protections for those 
who are the subject of an Ombudsman’s investigation. At 
the same time, it allows him to do his job much more 
effectively, particularly in his preliminary investigations, 
without the problems that he highlighted in his earlier reports. 
I commend the measure to the House.

Bill read a second time.
In Committee.
Clause 1 passed.
Clause 2—‘Procedure on investigation.’
Mr OLSEN: I seek from the Premier clarification of the 

term ‘preliminary investigation’. The original Act defines 
an investigation as an investigation made or, as the case 
may be, to be made by the Ombudsman under the Act in 
relation to an administrative act. This Bill refers to a ‘pre
liminary investigation’, but there is no definition of what 
constitutes such a preliminary investigation. Does it mean 
a telephone call from the Ombudsman or one of his officers, 
or does it mean more: for instance, a visit by the Ombudsman 
to the premises of a department, statutory authority or 
council; a request for information, files or documents; or a 
search through documents or files without any specification 
being given about the administrative act being investigated? 
The term ‘preliminary investigation’ is so vague because it 
is not defined in the legislation.

The Hon. Michael Wilson: When does a preliminary 
investigation stop and the real investigation start?

Mr OLSEN: Yes. Will the Premier indicate what is meant 
by the term ‘preliminary investigation’?

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: A range of circumstances is 
involved here. The Ombudsman, as the officer charged with 
administering the Act, must determine those circumstances. 
He is answerable, through his reports and the processes of 
law, as to whether or not he exceeds the jurisdiction conferred 
on him by the Act. It will cover the range of matters referred 
to by the Leader of the Opposition, and it will certainly 
cover telephone inquiries. I imagine that it could also include, 
in some circumstances, the provision of documents. How
ever, once one moves into the field of documentary evidence 
or inspection, one gets much closer to the concept of a 
formal investigation in which written instructions or requests 
for information are involved.

A preliminary or informal investigation will encompass 
a range of procedures which, in practice, Ombudsmen in 
this State have undertaken, although not until this measure 
has passed have they undertaken such procedures with the 
sanction of the legislation under which they have operated. 
Also, we can count on common sense in the administration 
of this order but, if common sense fails, there is recourse 
to a challenge to the jurisdiction of the Ombudsman, a 
challenge that is open to anyone who is the subject of an 
inquiry.

Mr OLSEN: Will the Premier, between the passage of 
the Bill in this House and its introduction in another place, 
consider incorporating in the Bill a proper definition of 
‘preliminary investigation’? This matter is important because 
in recent years this Act has been the subject of considerable 
debate in this Parliament and in the public arena. Therefore, 
the limitations should be clearly defined in this Bill so that 
the matter is not in doubt and so that we do not have a 
repetition of the difficulties experienced in recent years. I 
am sure the Premier would agree that there has been some
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grey area as it relates to the Act. There has been some 
uncertainty and it seems to me that, while the Bill is before 
Parliament, we should try to remove that uncertainty by 
inserting an adequate definition of ‘preliminary investiga
tion.’

The Hon. MICHAEL WILSON: If the Ombudsman or 
one of his officers attended at a department of the Govern
ment and requested or demanded files, would that constitute 
a preliminary investigation?

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: It would depend on circum
stances: in some cases it would and in others it would not. 
The Act defines ‘investigation’. A preliminary investigation 
clearly does not encompass the investigation side. It is true 
that this has been a grey area and that the purpose of the 
Bill is to allow a grey area to be investigated by the Ombuds
man before moving to the formal procedure in respect of 
which the full provisions of the Act operate.

Any administration officer working within the provisions 
of the Act must have some discretion. I think that that is 
within the nature of the Ombudsman’s function. He is the 
guardian of the rights of individuals affected by adminis
trative acts and one would hope that, in exercising his 
jurisdiction under the Act as a Parliamentary officer, he 
would exercise his powers, first, in the interests of those 
people who have complained to him and, secondly, in such 
a manner that he would have regard to the rights of those 
who might be the subject of the investigation. It is an area 
which defies precise definition and which relies to some 
extent on the ability of the officers required to discharge 
their functions. Nevertheless, a challenge can be made if 
the Ombudsman is perceived or believed to have exceeded 
his jurisdiction.

Mr OLSEN: Although there is a capacity to challenge 
provisions, in passing legislation it should not be left to a 
challenge to determine such things: it is for Parliament to 
determine the matter. I take it that the Premier is not willing 
to consider our request between the passage of the Bill 
through this House and its introduction in another place. 
That being so, the Opposition must consider its position to 
ascertain whether it should itself move an appropriate 
amendment in another place.

I refer to section 18 (1) of the Ombudsman Act. It is 
clear that the Premier has a failing memory, as he has 
demonstrated on other matters, including a matter raised 
earlier this afternoon during Question Time. During my 
second reading speech on the Bill, I referred to statements 
by the Premier and by the Attorney-General before the 1982 
election. On 3 March 1982, the Premier, as the then Leader 
of the Opposition, said:

Does the Premier intend to introduce legislation to remove 
section 18 (1) of the Ombudsman Act from the Act and, if not, 
why not, in the light of the report tabled in Parliament today. 
The question implied a complete acceptance of the 
Ombudsman’s report, even though it had been tabled only 
minutes before the question was asked and the Premier had 
no idea of the detail in that report. The question was typical 
of the politicking that went on over the Ombudsman’s 
position during the life of the former Government, poli
ticking that was generated by the then Leader of the Oppo
sition. As I pointed out in my second reading speech, Mr 
Sumner, before the 1982 election, gave an unequivocal com
mitment to do what the Ombudsman’s report called for— 
totally repeal section 18 (1). The Government has not hon
oured that promise, as indeed it has not honoured many of 
its promises. I move:

Page 1, after line 19—Insert new subsection as follows:
(laa) Where, in the course of a preliminary investigation,

the Ombudsman wishes to inspect a document held by a
Department, Authority or proclaimed Council he shall inform 
the principal officer of the Department, Authority or proclaimed 
Council concerned of the administrative act that he is investi

gating, this information to be given concurrently with the com
mencement of the preliminary investigation or as soon as is 
reasonably practicable thereafter.

During my second reading speech, I gave my reasons for 
moving this amendment. The matter should be put beyond 
doubt. There should not be a grey area such as that left by 
the Bill. The term ‘preliminary investigation’ is not defined 
in the Bill as drafted, so we cannot determine what is a 
preliminary investigation. Further, we shall not be able to 
ascertain the powers of the Ombudsman in a preliminary 
investigation and this matter should be clarified.

The amendment clarifies the position by inserting in the 
legislation a requirement that the Ombudsman shall, prior 
to proceeding to inspect a document held by a department, 
authority or proclaimed council, inform the principal officer 
of the department, authority or proclaimed council concerned 
of the administrative act that he is investigating. This infor
mation is to be given concurrently with the commencement 
of the preliminary investigation or as soon as is reasonably 
practicable thereafter. My amendment clearly indicates the 
requirement that the Ombudsman shall act in a prescribed 
way and it will not inhibit his power to make a preliminary 
investigation. It does not turn upside down what the Bill 
seeks to do, but it is appropriate because it put beyond 
doubt the requirements of the Ombudsman, especially in 
the light of the vague set of circumstances that have applied 
in recent years.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I am not sure that the circum
stances have been vague: the powers are where vagueness 
has arisen. The conciliation powers of the Ombudsman are 
the important part of his function. I think that it is quite 
unreal to take the case to the sort of logical end that the 
Leader of the Opposition is implying, which is that Parlia
ment really has to look at each and every case and the 
procedures used in it. It would be impossible for it to do 
this. It has appointed the Ombudsman to perform that 
function and to exercise some discretion. Indeed, in exer
cising that discretion, obviously he is answerable to Parlia
ment and to the provisions of his Act. That is quite clear, 
but if we circumscribe it by precise definition in some areas 
we are simply defeating the purpose of the section. It may 
be, for instance, in specific instances that even a telephone 
conversation on an issue is part, or could be construed to 
be part, of a formal investigation and should have been 
accompanied with or preceded by notice.

That is fairly unusual because telephone conversations, I 
would think by and large by their nature in this area, are 
part of the informal preliminary investigation. In this 
amendment the Opposition is seeking to say that at least 
one definition of what constitutes a formal investigation is 
the request by the Ombudsman to inspect a document. But 
once he wants to inspect something, he wants to see a letter, 
document or whatever, that immediately must bring into 
operation the notice provisions to which the second part of 
the clause refers. I accept that that could be one definition. 
I presume that by doing that the Opposition is saying that 
there is at least a basic part of the definition, but I suggest 
that there may be a number of cases where inspection of 
documents, or a request to inspect documents, is not part 
of formal proceedings. Indeed, if it is a preliminary inves
tigation then of course some discretion must arise as to the 
officer so requested.

In fact, the Ombudsman has made the point, and it would 
be well for the Opposition to bear this in mind, that he is 
very often the receiver of complaints some of which are 
fairly vague in their nature and others that are not adequately 
documented. It is in the interests of solving the grievance, 
getting a matter fixed up, that the Ombudsman can act 
quickly and informally to do something about it. In some 
of those instances, perhaps in a number, the Ombudsman
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has made the point that it is often difficult to establish the 
actual administrative act complained of. The allegation or 
complaint can be either of a general or complicated nature 
that cannot, strictly speaking, identify an administrative act. 
In that instance inspection of some documentation and 
discussion with the department, preliminary investigation 
along that line, may well serve to define what indeed is the 
administrative act and then invoke the formal provisions 
of section 18(1)(a), which is the full investigation requiring 
notice. In those circumstances, I think that to have the 
inflexible requirement shown here would be wrong. I can 
say that, as far as my Government is concerned, we are not 
frightened of the Ombudsman’s power, which is part of the 
whole feeling one gets from the Opposition. Certainly, some 
of the strictures that were levelled at the Opposition by the 
Ombudsman perhaps give them reason to feel concerned 
about his power, particularly those strictures levelled at 
Ministerial level in terms of inference. So, I can understand 
the Opposition’s feeling about this.

On the contrary, though, I believe that the Ombudsman 
is a very important part of making the public sector efficient 
and answerable and that complainants must have full con
fidence in that process. Certainly, as I have said before, I 
accept that there must be safeguards within the Public Service 
in terms of how the Ombudsman conducts his investiga
tions—there must be procedures. I do not understand what 
was the Leader’s point when he referred, for instance, to 
my question of Premier Tonkin on section 18 (1), which 
was quite legitimate. I asked whether the Government was 
then prepared to take up the Ombudsman’s recommendation 
or some variation of it and was it prepared to repeal it. It 
was a legitimate question and a legitimate debate about it.

However, as I said a moment ago, one still has to have 
some procedures, even if one removes that provision com
pletely from the Act. I think that we are now in a position 
where we have a fairly workable combination of formal and 
informal procedures which provide protection for the public 
sector on the one hand and an effective means for the 
Ombudsman to do his duty on the other. That really is 
what this amendment is all about. If, in fact, despite this 
procedure the Ombudsman does feel constrained in his 
administration, obviously he can report again along those 
lines. I doubt it, because he believes that this is a satisfactory 
method of dealing with the problem that arose. If, on the 
other hand, on the other side of the coin, it would appear 
that using these provisions in a particular way has jeopardised 
the proper processes, obviously Parliament will have to have 
a look at that too.

Again, I do not think, in this area where common sense 
is such a vital ingredient, that we should get into these 
problems. There is sufficient definition and understanding 
of what is intended and to constrain it in the way that the 
Opposition amendment seeks to do will, in my view on 
looking at this amendment as it is worded, defeat in part 
the whole object of the amendment we have moved. Let us 
see the Ombudsman’s ability to get on with his job. If that 
involves, at times, criticising administrative acts of the 
Public Service or Government, we have to cop that and 
respond to it. We have to say that complaints or criticisms 
are legitimate and do something about them, or we can say 
that there is a defence in a matter and here is the reason 
behind it. That is the way the Ombudsman and his juris
diction should be approached, I believe, not in fear and 
trembling, which is rather the attitude that the Opposition 
is suggesting today.

Mr OLSEN: The Premier misrepresents the Opposition 
when he suggests that we live in fear and trepidation of the 
position of the Ombudsman and his powers. That is not 
the case; that is nonsense. We have a basic responsibility

as a Parliament to pass laws through this Parliament that 
can stand the test of time.

The Hon. Michael Wilson: And the test of application.
Mr OLSEN: And the test of application, as the member 

for Torrens rightly points out. We suggest that the Govern
ment is bringing in amending legislation that is not clearly 
defined. That has been clearly substantiated by the Premier’s 
remarks when he said, I think, what it would and would 
not apply to, when referring to the powers of the Ombuds
man.

The Hon. J.C. Bannon: It depends on the circumstances, 
I said.

Mr OLSEN: Yes, almost going to the point of saying, I 
guess—

The Hon. J.C. Bannon: Do you want each and every 
case?

Mr OLSEN: If the Premier will allow me to finish, that 
is vague and is not the basis upon which this House ought 
to be passing legislation. The amendment under discussion 
is not inflexible and does not apply total constraint to the 
Ombudsman at all. I draw attention to the wording of the 
amendment specifically where it says, ‘concurrently with’; 
therefore, there is no prior notice needed to be given to the 
Ombudsman before he undertakes his investigation. It fur
ther reads, ‘or as soon as practicable thereafter’. There is 
another constraint on the Ombudsman that he cannot give 
notice concurrently with the commencement of those inves
tigations. That is the legitimate framework clearly enunciated 
in the legislation and the amending Bill that gives clear 
guidelines to the incumbent of that position as to the scope 
that he has in such investigations. It does not inhibit his 
investigation, but gives guidelines as to the implementation 
of the section about which we are talking under this amending 
Bill. I want to refer to one other aspect. The Premier said 
he could not understand my reason for raising section 18 
(1). I did that because he made a specific commitment prior 
to the last election to repeal it.

The Hon. J.C. Bannon: I did not say that we would 
abolish procedures.

Mr OLSEN: The Premier said specifically that he would 
repeal section 18 (1) of the Act. I am just pointing out to 
the Committee that he has not implemented an election 
promise, which is consistent (I must give the Premier full 
credit as to implementation of election promises: he is 
consistent in that he is not implementing them). We will 
have the opportunity to point out a whole range of other 
legislative matters before the House that follow a similar 
line all the way through. That is the reason why section 18 
(1) was raised, specifically as a result of the Premier’s question 
to the Parliament and an election promise given in the 
name of the shadow Attorney-General. However, I return 
to the amendment.

The Hon. J.C. Bannon: Do you think it should be repealed?
Mr OLSEN: I have put specific reasons for the amend

ment in my name before the Committee. I do not believe 
that the Premier’s response answers adequately the need 
not to incorporate this amendment in the legislation. The 
Opposition will persist with it because we believe that it is 
reasonable and that it is really accepting the responsibility 
of the Parliament, particularly the Opposition, to scrutinise 
legislation brought before this House by the Government 
and to improve that legislation where we believe it is inad
equate. We believe that the legislation is inadequate in that 
area as it relates to what is the definition of a preliminary 
investigation (and we have not had that clearly defined), 
but more importantly as to procedures that ought to be 
implemented by the Ombudsman, having commenced those 
preliminary investigations.

The Hon. MICHAEL WILSON: I was trying to recall 
an event that took place when I was Minister of Transport,
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and I may not have all the facts. I certainly do not have all 
the facts at my disposal.

The CHAIRMAN: I hope that this has something to do 
with the clause.

The Hon. MICHAEL WILSON: Very much, Mr Chair
man. It has nothing to do with the O-Bahn system or 
anything like that. It is about this matter. Mr Bakewell may 
have a clearer recollection of the facts, but the incident went 
something like this: I received a telephone call from an 
officer of one of my departments, and I think that it was 
not a department associated with my office or the Director- 
General of Transport’s office—a decentralised part of the 
department—to say that officers of the Ombudsman were 
there and demanding to see files, and the officer concerned 
was quite upset because he did not quite know what to do. 
I instructed him immediately (or, through the Director- 
General, because it is not really the Minister’s job to intervene 
in this: it should be the departmental head) to hand over 
those files, because I was confident that there was nothing 
to hide, nor should one try to hide it anyway.

The thing was resolved quite amicably, because later I 
think that my Director-General contacted the Ombudsman 
and we found out why the Ombudsman wanted those files. 
I merely relate the incident: it is certainly no criticism of 
the Ombudsman. He in fact praised my departments once 
or twice in his reports: he was critical on other occasions, 
but that is the nature of the thing. I am certainly not 
criticising the Ombudsman at all in this matter. However, 
I relate the incident to the Premier to show what we are 
trying to achieve with this amendment in that, if the 
Ombudsman’s officers descended upon a department to 
demand files (and it could be at a decentralised location), 
we arc saying that, as soon as those officers obtain those 
files or as soon thereafter as practicable, the Ombudsman’s 
office should notify the Director-General (or the head of 
that deparment) of the matter under investigation.

It is really a matter of courtesy, if nothing else. Therefore, 
I make that point to the Premier in support of the Leader 
of the Opposition’s amendment. It merely gives an example. 
Similarly, if the Ombudsman (who has the power) telephoned 
a public servant and asked for a file to be sent over, then 
I think that the Ombudsman should as soon as possible 
thereafter notify the departmental head or chief administra
tive officer that that file had been called for and that there 
was a matter under investigation.

By the Premier’s own admission that is a preliminary 
investigation, although he is not quite sure where a prelim
inary investigation ends and a full investigation begins. 
However, I say this in support of the Leader’s amendment 
because it would have the effect of the department concerned 
being notified that it was under preliminary investigation 
for a certain matter, instead of having to wait until it 
received official and formal notification of a full investi
gation, and there is no inflexibility about that process.

The Committee divided on the amendment:
Ayes (20)—Mrs Adamson, Messrs Allison, P.B. Arnold,

Ashenden, Baker, Becker. Blacker, D.C. Brown, Chapman,
Evans, Gunn, Ingerson, Lewis, Mathwin, Meier, Olsen
(teller), Oswald. Rodda, Wilson, and Wotton.

Noes (22)—Mr Abbott, Mrs Appleby, Messrs L.M.F.
Arnold, Bannon (teller). Crafter, Duncan, Ferguson,
Gregory, Groom, Hamilton, Hemmings, Hopgood, and
Klunder, Ms Lenehan, Messrs Mayes, Payne, Peterson,
Plunkett. Slater, Trainer, Whitten, and Wright.

Pair—Aye—Mr Eastick. No—Mr Keneally.
Majority of 2 for the Noes.
Amendment thus negatived; clause passed.
Title passed.
Bill read a third time and passed.

CLEAN AIR BILL

Adjourned debate in Committee resumed.
(Continued from page 2938.)

Clause 4—‘Non-application of this Act.’
Mr LEWIS: I move:
Page 2, after line 42—Insert new subclause as follows:

(la) This Act does not apply to, or in relation to, the handling
of grain.

Clause 4(1) presently refers to the fact that the Act will not 
apply to or in relation to the process, or an appliance used 
in the process, of preparing food or beverages in a private 
household. Of course it is interesting that it does not refer 
to their being for the consumption of the household, so that 
one could boil down tallow, or whatever one likes, so long 
as it is in a private household; it does not specify that it 
has to be for one’s own use. Clause 4 (2) states:

Apart from sections 38 and 39 and Part VI, this Act does not 
apply to, or in relation to—

(a) a domestic incinerator; or
(b) the burning of garden refuse by a fire in the open on the

premises of a private household.
Because I have failed to get what I regard as being adequate 
assurances from the Minister as to how this Act could not 
be used to incur a cost of millions of dollars to the grain 
handling industry as well as the loss of several lives, and 
because of the Minister’s previous record about the way in 
which he answers me in one way and then goes and does 
something else or lectures me about trying to mislead him 
and the House, I find myself in the position of having to 
move this amendment.

I do not want to see a situation arise where people involved 
in Co-operative Bulk Handling and the grain handling 
industry no longer have to take account of the effect that 
their industry and actions may have on the general public. 
Apart from this amendment, I am unable to see how I can 
avoid allowing either the Minister or some other irresponsible 
Minister at some future time to introduce regulations of the 
kind which apply in the United States regarding the grain 
handling industry, and thereby cost the lives of people 
working in that industry, to which I referred in my second 
reading speech, and do the enormous damage that explosions 
in grain silos cause when grain dust has been pumped back 
into them in the process of shifting wheat from one container 
to another. It is a great pity that has occurred.

I am in a bind: the Minister will not agree to implementing 
regulations which would outlaw dangerous consequences, 
economic or otherwise. The Minister has insisted upon 
environmental effects being taken into consideration alone 
and in isolation from an economic impact statement and a 
sociological impact statement. I have always believed that 
the three factors should be taken into account when making 
any decisions. It is not simply a matter of satisfying one 
criterion. One must ensure that people are consulted, which 
accounts for the sociological factor; that the cost conse
quences are considered in a cost benefit analysis, which 
accounts for the economic factor; and that an environmental 
impact statement is provided, which takes care of the envi
ronmental consequences.

I can see no other way of addressing what I see as being 
potentially an enormous problem. I dare say that as a result 
of my drawing the matter to the attention of the Parliament, 
and hopefully the community of South Australia, no Min
ister, present or future, would dare to be so presumptuous 
as to require grain handlers to pump the dust back into the 
silos into which grain has been put. It is a very effective 
way of getting rid of the dust but an even more effective 
way of blowing up the silos and killing people.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I am not sure that I can say 
much more than I have during the second reading debate.
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The Government cannot entertain an amendment that leaves 
this form of activity subject to no controls whatsoever. I 
made it clear previously that controls have been exercised 
in the industry for some time under the existing regulations 
and have proven to be satisfactory. There is expert opinion 
which suggests that a continuation of this activity will not 
in any way endanger lives, and that indeed a cessation of 
that activity would have an effect on occupational health. 
In those circumstances it seems only proper that this sort 
of control should continue. If the Committee agrees with 
the member for Mallee’s amendment, the effect of that will 
be to render inoperative the regulation which is currently 
operating I believe in the interests of the industry, its 
employees and the public in general.

Mr LEWIS: Why did the Minister not consult with pri
mary industry interests in the preparation of this Bill? For 
instance, no primary industry representative is to be on the 
committee. Further, during the course of the preparation of 
the legislation why did the Minister not specifically preclude 
the possibility of promulgating regulations of the type that 
I have referred to as being possible unless my amendment 
is carried? The system we have in operation at the moment 
is very good. We ought to continue down that path, but the 
new Act will enable the direction to change completely. I 
am concerned that, if dust control measures are under a 
different Administration, we will run the risk of the same 
problems occurring as have occurred in the United States.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I am a little surprised that 
the honourable member should have committed such a non 
sequitur. I do not know whether he intended his remarks 
to come out quite the way they did, but if he consults 
Hansard tomorrow he will see clearly what he has just said, 
namely, that he was surprised that the rural industry was 
not consulted on this matter, as demonstrated by the fact 
that there is no rural representative on the proposed com
mittee. One does not follow from the other. There was wide 
consultation at officer level in the long process which led 
to the formulation of this legislation. I was not personally 
involved in all of that consultation, nor indeed was it 
appropriate that I should be. Some of it occurred in the 
days when the honourable member’s colleague was Minister.

As to the form of the controls that will operate, while it 
is true that there is no intention of altering the procedures 
which currently apply, one cannot tie oneself up in a Statute 
so that, every time there is a minor change in an adminis
trative procedure, one has to come back to the House in 
order to obtain an amendment to the Act. The drafting of 
the legislation before us is sufficiently broad to take into 
account the measures that we would want to apply in the 
foreseeable future.  I t does not leave it anywhere near as 
open as the honourable member is indicating.

The Committee divided on the amendment:
Ayes (19)—Mrs Adamson, Messrs Allison, P.B. Arnold,

Ashenden, Baker, Becker, Blacker, Chapman, Evans,
Gunn, lngerson, Lewis (teller), Mathwin, Meier, Olsen,
Oswald, Rodda, Wilson, and Wotton.

Noes (22)—Mr Abbott, Mrs Appleby, Messrs L.M.F.
Arnold, Bannon, Crafter, Duncan, Ferguson, Gregory,
Groom, Hamilton, Hemmings, Hopgood (teller), and
Klunder, Ms Lenehan, Messrs Mayes, Payne, Peterson,
Plunkett, Slater, Trainer, Whitten, and Wright.

Pair—Aye—Mr Eastick. No—Mr Keneally.
Majority of 3 for the Noes.

Amendment thus negatived; clause passed.
Clause 5 passed.
Clause 6—“Constitution of the Committee.’
Mr LEWIS: Why has the Minister not included a rep

resentative of primary industry on the committee? I have 
an amendment to move to this clause that would enable 
such a person to be appointed by the Advisory Board of

Agriculture, which would rectify that deficiency. The Minister 
may be able to give a satisfactory answer to that, although 
I cannot deduce from anything he has said so far what that 
might be.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: The honourable member 
and I are in agreement on this: I will not be able to satisfy 
him. The committee is, if anything, too big as it is, and it 
is unfortunate that it is not possible to include representation 
of all groups that potentially would be affected by the 
legislation. There are five or six other groups which would 
have strong claims for representation but unfortunately it 
is not possible to grant all of those claims.

Mr MEIER: Will the Minister say what the allowance or 
salary is to be for the 10 members proposed to serve on 
this committee? Yesterday in the second reading debate I 
said that the information that I had been given was that 
allowances could vary from $1 500 to as high as $7 000.

Members interjecting:
The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr BAKER: I rise on a point of order.
The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr MEIER: Will the Minister give some indication of 

the allowance that these 10 persons would receive on the 
committee?

The CHAIRMAN: I point out that the amendment has 
not been moved.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I apologise to the honourable 
member and to the Committee, because the honourable 
member foreshadowed his concern in the second reading 
debate. I should have taken advice on it, but I have not 
done so. People would receive the standard sitting fee as 
laid down by the Public Service Board for non-public serv
ants to serve on such committees. Any public servant serving 
on the committee is not paid: it is regarded as part of 
normal duties. The situation would arise, for example, in 
relation to paragraph (h) which refers to:

. . .  a person nominated by the Minister after consultation with 
the Chamber of Commerce and Industry (S.A.) Incorporated;. . .  
It is unlikely that that person would be a public servant, 
and he would therefore be entitled to a sitting fee. I apologise 
that I do not have the immediate information available, 
but I will certainly obtain it and make it available for the 
honourable member. However, I make the point that some 
positions almost certainly will be filled by public servants. 
I think that if the honourable member reads the clause he 
will be able to pick out which ones they are.

The Hon. D.C. Wotton: No more than four.
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: Well, that is four; those 

positions would clearly not attract a fee.
Mr MEIER: I rise on a point of order, Mr Chairman. 

Are we discussing any part of clause 6, or only the fore
shadowed amendment?

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Goyder is quite at 
liberty to speak on any part of clause 6. I was simply 
pointing out to the member for Mallee that he had not 
moved his amendment.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: Before the amendment is put 
to the Committee I seek some clarification from the Minister. 
Clause 6 (2) (j) provides:

One shall be a person nominated by the Minister after consul
tation with a conservation group from time to time selected by 
the Minister.
That is a rather novel way of going about it. Can the 
Minister explain how he intends to administer that? Has he 
in mind a particular conservation group with which he 
would seek to consult? It is quite obvious from the way 
that that paragraph is worded that the Minister intends to 
change that nomination from time to time. I do not know 
whether that is a good thing; I think it is probably a retrograde 
step to take.

190



2946 HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY 28 March 1984

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: The drafting significance of 
the term ‘from time to time’ escapes me. I would have 
thought that probably it added very little to the meaning of 
the clause itself. I would agree with the honourable member 
that it would be undesirable to have a rapid change in 
representation from whichever body we might be talking 
about here but the general intent of the subclause is to leave 
the Minister relatively unfettered as to the way in which 
the nomination is made. I would imagine that probably I 
will be seeking a panel of names from the Conservation 
Council, because that is the umbrella group for most of the 
active conservation bodies within the State, but it would 
certainly not be my intention to rotate the position on a 
rapid basis, for the reasons that the honourable member 
indicates.

Mr MEIER: I am concerned about the size of this advisory 
committee. Unfortunately, the Minister has not been able 
to provide specific financial details as to what it will cost. 
The list seems to include as few as two persons who would 
be public servants, although I stand to be corrected, and as 
many as eight non-public servants, which could vary con
siderably. If eight persons are paid an allowance each of 
$5 000, that would involve a payment of $40 000 each year. 
I believe that a few of those persons are not necessary, in 
the sense that I see no greater argument for the last five 
than I see for an extra three or so persons, one of whom is 
referred to in the foreshadowed amendment of the member 
for Mallee, involving a rural representative. I was thinking 
along the lines of a representative from the UFS, which 
would make the total 11, but I also believe that the E & WS 
Department could be represented, because odours and smells 
are certainly associated with sewage works. I thing that a 
representative of SAMCOR could also be on the advisory 
committee, as well as a representative from one of the stock 
and station firms. That would make the number of members 
14, and I would not want to see it any larger than that; in 
fact, I want to see it reduced. It was pleasing to hear the 
Minister say that he felt it was perhaps already too large. I 
believe that the first five named positions seem to be nec
essary.

Mr Baker interjecting:
Mr MEIER: The member for Mitcham says that it should 

be abolished but I do not think I would go as far as that, 
because I see a need for some advisers. The clause states 
that one shall be an officer of the Department nominated 
by the Minister. It is recognised that the Minister would 
have to have fairly close liaison with this committee, so I 
fully accept that he should put forward his nominee. It is 
also provided that one shall be a person who has qualifi
cations or experience in chemical engineering nominated by 
the Minister. This would be a person who has technical 
knowledge and experience, and I think he would be able to 
cover a wide area. He could probably supply a lot more 
information than some of the people in the second group 
of five, so I accept that one. The third person shall be a 
person who has qualifications or experience in fuel tech
nology nominated by the Minister. I suppose this is also 
because industry uses so much fuel and, although it does 
not specify the type of fuel, I guess it is the petroleum 
extract fuel. We are all well aware of some of the pollution 
that has been caused by such fuels.

Furthermore, it is possible that this Bill will be enlarged 
in the future to include a provision including motor vehicles. 
I believe I saw an article recently about pollution from 
buses in a particular area, so I accept that third person. The 
fourth person shall be someone who has qualifications or 
experience in meteorology nominated by the Minister. I 
think I mentioned yesterday that with the air pollution 
potential we have here such a person is necessary. Being a 
geographer myself, I am well aware that expert knowledge

is required in determining the need for an air potential alert. 
So I am in agreement with the Minister on that point. The 
fifth person shall be a person who has qualifications or 
experience in the field of air pollution control nominated 
by the Minister. That one intrigues me. and I would like 
the Minister to explain what sort of person has experience 
in the field of air pollution. I would have thought that such 
advice on air pollution could be given by the person with 
meteorological experience or the chemical engineer, because 
I do not know of any person who has a good knowledge of 
air pollution, but maybe I am not seeing the obvious.

I am prepared to accept a person nominated by the Min
ister of Health because as the Minister said in his second 
reading explanation one of the statutory instruments incor
porated in this new Bill is the Health Act regulations and, 
therefore, I guess we could allow the Minister of Health to 
have his representative. The list then refers to local govern
ment, the Chamber of Commerce, United Trades and Labor 
Council and a person from a conservation group. I have 
nothing against those four groups of people but I do ask 
why those four were selected, particularly in view of the 
foreshadowed amendment by the member for Mallee to 
have a rural representative on the advisory committee, 
because I believe that as much say as possible needs to 
come from that area which represents the greatest proportion 
of South Australia. I wonder whether we as a State can 
afford to keep on branching out, because all new Government 
regulations need extra persons to police them. This is another 
example of our having to find more money. It is all very 
well for the taxpayers to say that they want controls but I 
think that the controls can be just as well exercised by the 
first six people in the list and will not necessarily be exercised 
any better with the extra four people as envisaged in the 
Bill.

The sum of $16 000 was needed for the provision of State 
flags for various organisations, but the Premier said that we 
did not have the money for that purpose; yet money is 
apparently no object when it comes to finding it to pay the 
extra four members on the advisory committee. I express 
my serious reservations about the large group on the advisory 
committee and about the absence of a primary producer 
representative.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: In considering air pollution, 
three forms of technical expertise come to mind; first, the 
chemical engineer deals with things that are happening at 
the source of the pollution; secondly, the meteorologist deals 
with things that are happening in the atmosphere as a result 
of pollution; thirdly, the air pollution expert has the technique 
to tackle air pollution by designing equipment that will help 
mitigate its effects. Those are separate disciplines, and it is 
important that we have recourse to advice from all three.

Some members have expressed concern about the cost 
and the size of the advisory committee, but another factor 
to be considered is the frequency with which the committee 
will meet. I understand that it is expected to meet only once 
a year, so the cost may be less than is apparently expected 
by some members. Under the present scale of fees for 
Government committees, it is anticipated that the Chairman 
of the advisory committee would be paid a sitting fee of 
$55 per half day and that other committee members would 
receive $45 for the same sitting. Assuming that members 
of this advisory committee are eligible to receive that sort 
of fee and that the committee meets, say, twice a year, the 
cost of salaries will be about $1 000 a year, which to me 
seems not unreasonable.

Mr LEWIS: I move:
Page 6—

Line 10—Leave out ‘ten’ and insert ‘eleven’.
After line 29—Insert new paragraph as follows:
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(ia) one shall be a person nominated by the Advisory 
Board of Agriculture;.

Thc Minister had his blinkers on when he issued instructions 
for the preparation of this Bill and ignored the implications 
of thc legislation to primary industries that would be affected 
by it, because the advisory committee contains no-one having 
an empathy with primary producers. The greatest number 
of primary producers would belong to the United Farmers 
and Stockowners Association, but I doubt whether there 
would be any more members of that association who would 
be affected by this Bill than the number of members of the 
fruitgrowers and market gardeners organisation. So, rather 
than play favourites between those organisations, in my 
amendments 1 have named the Advisory Board of Agricul
ture, which comprises members from all rural areas of the 
State who, elected by the various bureaux of agriculture, 
consider matters referred to them by the Minister for their 
advice.

I regret that the Minister cannot accept the amendment, 
because no other single group of people in any industry 
could be so seriously affected in terms of cost consequences 
than the group I seek to have represented. Yet the Minister 
has seen fit to have a member of the conservation group 
included on the committee. The committee should include 
the most important person—the representative of primary 
industry.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: When I supported the 
amendments previously, on the second reading and when 
speaking on another amendment, I expressed concern about 
the effect of the Bill on rural interests. Obviously, neither 
the Minister nor any of his colleagues has had any contact 
with the rural sector in this matter, and members of the 
Government do not understand the concern expressed by 
rural people about this legislation and the many problems 
that will result from its implementation. Although at odds 
with the Minister on some matters, I share his concern 
about the size of the committee, which I think is a little 
larger than the committee provided for in the 1982 legislation.

In any case, whether that be the case or not, I am concerned 
about the size of the committee. But I reiterate what the 
member for Mallee has said: if we are concerned about that 
I see it is just as important, if not a lot more important, to 
have someone representing the rural sector than having 
someone representing the trade unions, for example, and 
some of the other areas that are listed as being representative.
I can only repeat that the rural community has expressed 
some major concerns about this legislation. I referred in the 
second reading speech to the article which appears on the 
front page of the United Fanner and Stockowner this week 
under the heading, ‘Examination made of proposed new air 
pollution laws’, and which states, in part:

The legislation proposes to establish a 10 person committee 
representing various interests, but a rural industry representative 
was not included among those named . . .  It seems strange that 
conservation and union interests would be accommodated on the 
committee structure but not so primary industry.
So, I urge the Minister to reconsider this matter, because I 
am sure that if a person from the rural sector or someone 
representing agricultural pursuits could be included it would 
help tremendously in the liaison between those who are 
administering this legislation and country people with rural 
interests generally.

Mr MEIER: I too support the amendment moved by the 
member for Mallee. I thank the Minister for his answer, 
particularly to the question relating to cost. If what he says 
is true, that the committee may meet only once or twice a 
year, that is not a significant factor. It has become clear to 
me that it is not intended to reduce the size of the committee, 
that we will have a committee of at least 10 people and, 
therefore, the very obvious omission from it is someone

from the rural sector. I believe that a person from the 
Advisory Board of Agriculture would be most suitable. I 
mentioned earlier that I see this legislation primarily as 
looking after the metropolitan area, because that is where 
the majority of air pollution would occur as it affects people 
in a relatively concentrated area. I would not want to see 
the committee and the officers enforcing this Clean Air Bill 
spreading their tentacles into country areas unnecessarily, 
especially if it is going to affect industrial development 
outside the metropolitan area.

Mr Lewis: But they can, with clearance controls under 
the Planning Act. Whoever thought it would happen?

The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr MEIER: I could not. The member for Mallee has 

pointed that out earlier. But I believe that by having a 
person from the Advisory Board of Agriculture there will 
be a governing element. There will be this rider and at least 
a voice represented on the committee. Seeing that it is not 
going to add greatly to the cost, and seeing that the argument 
against the cost seems to be lost at this stage, let us at least 
make the committee comprehensive and not one that is 
lacking in one real area. I would not want to single out any 
other person from the last group of four who would be 
more or less important than any others. However, I believe 
that this rural representative is very necessary. I hope that 
perhaps the Minister will see at this late stage the way open 
to including that eleventh person.

The Committee divided on the amendment:
Ayes (18)—Mrs Adamson, Messrs Allison, P.B. Arnold,

Ashenden, Baker, Becker, Blacker, D.C. Brown, Chapman,
Evans, Ingerson, Lewis (teller), Mathwin, Meier, Olsen,
Oswald, Rodda, and Wotton.

Noes (22)—Mr Abbott, Mrs Appleby, Messrs L.M.F.
Arnold, Bannon, Crafter, Duncan, Ferguson, Gregory,
Groom, Hamilton, Hemmings, Hopgood (teller), and
Klunder, Ms Lenehan, Messrs Mayes, Payne, Peterson,
Plunkett, Slater, Trainer, Whitten, and Wright.

Pair—Aye—Mr Eastick. No—Mr Keneally.
Majority of 4 for the Noes.

Amendment thus negatived; clause passed.
Clauses 7 to 13 passed.
Clause 14—‘Construction, alteration or extension of 

premises in which a prescribed activity is to be carried on 
must be approved by the Minister.’

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I referred in my second reading 
speech to my concern about this matter. If one looks at that 
and then looks at Division III, clause 26 on page 8, partic
ularly where it states, in part, ‘unless the written approval 
of the Minister has first been obtained,’ one can see that 
that is inconsistent with the previous interpretation. Does 
the Minister not see that, or would he like to clarify the 
situation?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: Clause 26 (3) refers to the 
carrying out of certain works without the approval of the 
Minister, and this is in the context of a process—

The Hon. D.C. Wotton: I am referring to clause 26 (1).
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: The whole of clause 26 refers 

to a process which has to be carried out, whereas clause 14, 
which is before us, relates to approvals for building work. 
Therefore, one clause is talking about the construction of 
the shell in which certain activities will take place and the 
other about the actual process occurring within those prem
ises. Therefore, I do not see that there is any conflict at all.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I am not totally satisfied with 
that answer, but it might be easier if I consulted with officers 
at a later stage to clarify the situation.

Clause passed.
Clauses 15 to 20 passed.
Clause 21—‘Renewal of licences.’
Mr MEIER: I move:
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Page 7, line 24—Leave out ‘one year' and insert ‘three years’. 
The Minister mentioned yesterday that the Government 
had given consideration to having licences renewable every 
three years rather than every year. I do not remember the 
words used, but he said that, in the end, they had decided 
in favour of licences renewable every year. I hope that the 
Minister will give serious consideration to a three-year lic
ence. because the only reason I can see for having yearly 
licences at this stage is that perhaps there is some doubt in 
the Minister's mind about this legislation being as it should 
be and that he thinks that some unforeseen circumstances 
might arise I f that is the case, we should not have the 
legislation before us now. Therefore, I do not see that there 
is any reason for holding back from issuing a three-year 
licence.

What are the advantages of a three-year licence? First, it 
would certainly save a considerable amount of paper work 
and time so far as the industry is concerned. Obviously it 
has to use its clerical staff to ensure that licences are renewed. 
Likewise, it will save time for the department handling the 
licences if it does not have to send out renewal applications 
every year. Therefore, there will be considerable savings in 
the area of administrative work, both for the industries and 
the administrative departments involved. We have so many 
rules and regulations that people say that they are sick of 
them. If we want to encourage industry; and if there must 
be licences, then this is one way to say, 'You will not find 
the licence any real problem because it comes up infre
quently'—in other words, every three years.

I also believe that many industries are subject to other 
licence requirements in their normal day to day operations. 
Obviously, a business must have a licence to run, for a 
start. I am not certain how often such licences arc renewed 
now. There are various forms required to employ apprentices, 
so businesses are dealing with paper work of that sort at 
present. I know that some firms have to have licences for 
special items of equipment. I believe that a mobile crane is 
one item of equipment for which a company must have a 
licence. Therefore, businesses are already laden down with 
enough licences and the paper work that goes with them.

Some of these licences may be issued on a yearly basis 
and some on a longer term basis. The fact of the matter is 
that there has been a trend towards longer term licences 
over the years. The classic example of this that most people 
over the age of 16 years in this State would appreciate is 
that of drivers licences, which are now renewable every 
three years rather than every year. The advantages seem so 
obvious that, once it was implemented, one questioned why 
it took so many years to make that change. The Teacher 
Registration Board has registrations renewable every three 
years rather than every year, and I think that the sense of 
that is well appreciated by those engaged in teaching. I 
understand that plumbers licences are renewable every three 
years. This information came to me from a plumber who 
approached me a short while ago expressing some concern 
about a new form that had come out. I asked him, ‘How 
often do you have to renew your licence?’, and I am certain 
that he said that it was every three years. Therefore, I 
guessed that there would be other trades that required licence 
renewal on a three yearly basis rather than a yearly basis.

I always bring up economics where possible. In this matter 
it would possibly be six of one and half a dozen of the 
other. However. I think that there could be a small saving 
in real cost to industry if this system were implemented. I 
have no idea what licences will cost. Maybe the Minister 
can enlighten me with an approximate figure later. If one 
took $10 as the current cost of a licence and added inflation, 
in a year it would cost nearer $11, in two years nearer $12; 
so. if one added the cost for the three years hypothesised 
one would have a $10, a $11 and a $12 licence, a total cost

of $33. However, if a licence were applied for now for three 
years it would cost $30 as opposed to that $33, a 10 per 
cent cost saving. I re-emphasise that the major saving would 
be in administrative work such as paper work, postage and 
handling.

I cannot see why, if the Minister and the appropriate 
department did consider one-year licences versus three-year 
licences, they came out in favour of one year licences except 
for the reason I gave at the beginning: they may have had 
doubts about this legislation working and it was a safeguard 
so that they could change the licence system quick smart if 
they saw problems. However, I hope that that is not the 
case. We should not perhaps be discussing the matter because, 
if it does not work out (as one would hope it would), it will 
apply for many years to come. I hope that the Minister 
gives due consideration to accepting this amendment for a 
three year renewal period for licences.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: The honourable member’s 
concern (as is mine) is with ease of administration and 
minimising the cost to industry. The three-year licence term 
would probably, from the viewpoint of my Department, be 
easier to administer and may be, to a certain extent, easier 
for industry. However, I put to the honourable member 
that, if in fact we are to issue three-year licences, we will 
build an 8 per cent inflation factor into that cost.

If industry likes to put that money in the bank it can get 
12 per cent on it. Therefore, not having to make that larger 
initial outlay will save industry money. In its present form 
the Bill will save industry money. A three-year licence fee 
will cost industry more money in the long run than would 
a one-year fee, because of the differential between the 8 per 
cent inflation factor which the Government would apply 
and the 12 per cent rate that can be earnt on money in the 
bank. The other matter referred to concerned the scale of 
the fee involved. Of course, that depends on the size of the 
industry. At this stage we would be considering an annual 
fee of $30 for a very small operation up to $2 500 for a 
very large industry. Having regard to the top end of that 
range, and the factors that I have just described in regard 
to an annual fee or a three-year fee, it seems to me that the 
saving involved would be worth while for industry.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I support my colleague’s 
amendment. I wonder whether the Minister or those who 
have been responsible for consultation on this legislation 
have in fact asked industry what it would prefer. I agree 
with the Minister that we should be doing everything we 
can to make it easier for industry and for the Department 
to administer the legislation. It therefore makes sense that 
a three-year licence fee structure would facilitate that. In 
regard to the cost of the fees, to range from $30 to $2 500,
I cannot imagine that an 8 per cent rate for inflation over 
that period would be of great significance. I would have 
thought that if the Minister or those responsible for con
sultation had asked industry they would have found that 
industry prefers a three-year period rather than being con
cerned about the cost. Did the Minister consult with industry 
on this matter?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I personally did not, but I 
point out to the honourable member that this matter was 
specifically raised during the time when he was preparing 
legislation prior to the last State election. The matter was 
checked out, and I understand that the advice received at 
that time was along the same lines as that received by me, 
and for the same reasons.

The Hon. D.C. Wotton: Was it not a three-year licence 
in the 1982 Bill?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: The previous legislation pro
vided for a licence in perpetuity with an annual renewal. 
So, the charges were still levied on industry on an annual 
basis. 1 would hope that the Opposition is not urging upon
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me that we have three-year licences as well as annual fees. 
That would be awkward for both Government and industry. 
I believe that the two have to move in phase, and it is a 
matter of whether it is three years with the cash coming 
forward over that period or whether it is one year. All I 
can ask honourable members to do is consider the mathe
matics that I have outlined, namely, the simple difference 
between on the one hand a 12 per cent return on money 
and, on the other hand an 8 per cent escalation in line with 
inflation on the other: industry must come out in front.

Mr MEIER: I am concerned that the fee could be as high 
as $2 500, which would be a real impost on industry. I 
acknowledge the Minister’s point that with a three-yearly 
fee industry would not be able to use that money over the 
subsequent two-year period. I had no idea that it was con
templated that the fee would be so large, even for a large 
industry. For an industry such as Mitsubishi that will be a 
large impost when one considers that such industries operate 
at losses costing millions of dollars. Every thousand dollars 
such industries can save is $1 000 that the company would 
prefer to keep on site, for the sake of the company, and for 
South Australia. I appreciate that a licence is necessary, but 
why will the cost vary so significantly?

I thought it would cost $200 to $300, but if it is to cost 
thousands of dollars it seems that suddenly this legislation 
that I spoke in support of is legislation that may impose an 
unnecessary burden on industry in this State at a time when 
we do not want any extra burdens and when we want to 
try to make it as easy as possible for industry so as to relieve 
it of all unnecessary hardships. Nevertheless, I believe that 
the arguments I put forward in regard to a three-year licence 
still apply. I guess the Minister could argue that to a large 
company the amount of $2 500 is equivalent to what an 
amount of $30 is to a small company. Does the Minister 
have any comment about why there is a very large variation 
between licence fees?

The Committee divided on the amendment:
Ayes (19)—Mrs Adamson, Messrs Allison, P.B. Arnold,

Ashenden, Baker, Becker, Blacker, D.C. Brown, Chapman,
Evans, Gunn, Ingerson, Lewis, Mathwin, Meier (teller),
Olsen. Oswald, Rodda, and Wotton.

Noes (22)—Mr Abbott, Mrs Appleby, Messrs L.M.F.
Arnold, Bannon, Crafter, Duncan, Ferguson, Gregory,
Groom. Hamilton, Hemmings, Hopgood (teller), and
Klunder, Ms Lenehan, Messrs Mayes, Payne, Peterson,
Plunkett, Slater, Trainer, Whitten, and Wright.

Pair—Aye—Mr Eastick. No—Mr Keneally.
Majority of 3 for the Noes.

Amendment thus negatived; clause passed.
Clauses 22 and 23 passed.
Clause 24—'A licence may not be transferred.’
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I move:
Page 7—Leave out clause 24 and substitute new clause as

follows:
24. (1) A licence under this Act may be transferred in 

accordance with this section.
(2) Upon application for the transfer of a licence being 

made in a manner and form determined by the Minister, 
and the prescribed fee being paid by the person to whom the 
licence is to be transferred, the Minister shall transfer the 
licence to that person.

This is one of the matters pressed on the Government by 
the Chamber and it believes, after due consideration of the 
request, that it can be acceded to in this form, and I urge 
the Committee’s support for the amendment.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: The Opposition supports this 
amendment.

Amendment carried; clause as amended passed.
Clauses 25 to 31 passed.
Clause 32—‘Air pollution of certain kind must not exceed 

prescribed standards.’

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: There is a need for the Minister 
to provide more legal definition than has been the case in 
this Bill. I refer here to ‘prescribed standards’, and the 
Opposition will be interested to see what happens as far as 
the regulations are concerned; much of this legislation relates 
to the regulations. I assure the Minister that the Opposition 
will be watching those regulations very closely. Clause 32 
(2) refers to ‘reasonably practicable’ and clause 14 (10) and 
clause 20 refer to ‘such other matters as the Minister con
siders relevant.’ A lot of areas are very airy-fairy. I presume 
that there is no other way of dealing with this matter, or 
else the Parliamentary Counsel would have made further 
suggestions. Concern has been brought to my notice by 
people who have had an opportunity to look at the legislation. 
I doubt that the Minister would be able to do much about 
it. I express my concern about statements such as ‘is rea
sonably practicable’ and I would hope that those responsible 
for the administration of this law will act responsibly and 
sensibly in the future as they have in the past, particularly 
when it refers to matters referring to ‘reasonably practicable’.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I thank the honourable 
member for his assurance that the Opposition will be viewing 
the regulations with a great deal of interest, which I hoped 
would be the case. If it has any misgivings in relation to 
these matters I hope they will be taken up at the appropriate 
level, whether it be a direct approach to me or through the 
normal mechanism of the Joint Committee on Subordinate 
Legislation. Referring to subclause (2) the concept of rea
sonableness is one that is widely recognised in the courts, 
and clearly the verbiage is there to give some protection to 
the person against whom the Government may be proceeding 
under this section. He would be in a position to plead in 
court, if it came to that, that the action taken in the circum
stances was all that he could reasonably be expected to take. 
The concept of the reasonable man is one that is deeply 
embedded in British jurisprudence and one that does not 
have the same recognition in, for example, the United States 
courts with I would suggest rather adverse consequences 
from time to time to both defendants and litigants. The 
words are not airy-fairy but an attempt to ensure that the 
State is not acting in a capricious way in relation to a person 
who appears to be in breach of the law.

Clause passed.
Clause 33—‘Excessive odours must not be emitted from 

any premises.’
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: It is no good my continuing 

with this clause because the Government has made clear it 
will not take into account the concern expressed by the 
Opposition in regard to the provision for odours in this 
legislation. However, as this is the major clause dealing with 
that provision, I once again express my concern at the 
Minister’s and the Government’s attitude. I would be going 
against Standing Orders if I repeated what I have said. 
However, I bring to the notice of the Minister the concern 
of the Opposition and of many people in the community 
generally in relation to this clause.

Clause passed.
Clause 34 passed.
Clause 35—‘Minister may require certain action to be 

taken to prevent or mitigate air pollution.’
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I move:
Page 11, after line 31—Insert new subclause as follows:

(4) The Minister shall not, in exercising his powers under
this section, require the occupier of premises to take any 
action that would necessitate the occupier closing down his 
entire operation on the premises, unless the Minister has first 
consulted with the Minister for State Development in the 
matter.

I do not want to take the time of the Committee, but quite 
frankly we see this as being a safeguard measure in regard 
to further unemployment. In the legislation that was intro
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duced in 1982 it was intended that it was necessary to 
consult with the Minister of Labor at that time because, 
under the previous Government, the Minister of Labor was 
responsible for employment matters. It was felt necessary 
that, if the Minister for Environment and Planning had 
reached that stage (and we all had hoped that it was not 
going to happen) where he felt it was necessary for some 
reason or another to close down an industry, before he did 
so he would consult with his colleague the Minister respon
sible for employment. I hope that the Minister and the 
Government will support this amendment, which is only a 
safeguard. I hope that the Government will recognise the 
problems we have in this State with unemployment: it 
certainly has made considerable noise about this problem 
that faces this and other States, but I would hope that the 
Minister would see this as being a safeguard measure and 
include it in the legislation.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: The Government supports 
the general thrust of this amendment. I have a couple of 
what might be called technical queries, possibly of you. Sir. 
First, I assume that there is a misspelling in the second to 
last line of the amendment as it is on file where it states, 
‘The Minister for States’ Development’. Can we handle that 
clerically?

The Hon. D.C. Wotton: That is obviously a mistake.
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: Yes. Secondly, I am a little 

unclear on what we do if the Minister of State Development 
suddenly becomes the Minister of Employment or Minister 
of Industrial Development, or whatever. Can that be handled 
under the Acts Interpretation Act? Would that handle the 
situation if we no longer had a Minister of State Develop
ment?

The Hon. D.C. Wotton: I would have thought so.
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I have taken advice and I 

am given to understand that in fact the Public Service Act 
copes with this eventuality. In those circumstances the Gov
ernment accepts the amendment.

Amendment carried; clause as amended passed.
Clauses 36 to 38 passed.
Clause 39—‘Director-General may permit burning in cer

tain weather conditions.’
Mr TRAINER: This whole Bill is like a breath of fresh 

air, but I would like to make a few remarks about this 
clause which deals with domestic incinerators, a frequent 
source of aggravation in neighbourhood disputes. I first 
became aware of the problems that could be caused by 
incinerators about 15 years ago when I lived in a different 
residence from that in which I live today. A neighbour with 
an incinerator close to our back fence had the uncanny 
knack of lighting the incinerator whenever my wife or I had 
hung clothing on the line. The problem was aggravated by 
the fact that our neighbour occasionally put duck feathers 
in the incinerator, and I did not appreciate the pungent 
odour of burning duck feathers emanating from a spot just 
beyond the back fence. The result was that occasionally we 
finished up with a Hills hoist load of nappies reeking of 
that odour.

With the passage of time, my memory of that experience 
diminished somewhat until I moved house and found myself 
in possession of an incinerator. For a time I used it rather 
thoughtlessly myself until I realised the error of my ways. 
One or two people in my neighbourhood still are occasionally 
guilty of causing offences with their backyard incinerators, 
and I have had my fair share of complaints from constituents 
about what their neighbours are doing with their incinerators. 
Disputes about the use of incinerators arise especially when 
those incinerators are not used properly. Such improper use 
falls into one of three categories: the very poor choice of 
time at which the incinerator is lit; secondly, the inclusion 
of offensive materials in the incinerator; and thirdly, oper

ating the incinerator in such a way as to provide inadequate 
combustion of the materials therein.

Regarding poor timing: people using incinerators often 
do not properly consider the time of the day at which they 
light their incinerators, with the result that neighbours who 
have left their windows open to cool down the house in the 
late afternoon or early evening find themselves inconveni
enced by the fumes from the neighbour’s incinerator. The 
operators of incinerators should have a degree of conscious
ness of what is happening around them so that they do not 
light an incinerator while someone has a full load of washing 
on the line or is entertaining guests for a backyard barbecue.

Further, it is unwise to operate an incinerator when there 
is a high fire risk. During the four-month summer period 
of 1980-81, the Metropolitan Fire Service reported 204 fires 
that were the result of unattended household incinerators. 
Other problems are due to people who choose to use incin
erators on a day when the wind is blowing fully in the 
direction of their neighbour’s property, and it is sometimes 
no accident that people choose to light their incinerators in 
such circumstances merely because they do not like their 
neighbour.

Regarding the burning of offensive materials: these include 
garden clippings that produce vast volumes of smoke, and 
the same can be said of disposable nappies, sanitary napkins, 
soiled rags, rubber, plastic materials, and other dangerous 
and offensive materials and chemicals. Some of the materials 
would bum properly in normal circumstances, but frequently 
they are burnt while in a wet condition because people 
either put the material in when it is wet or leave the lid off 
the incinerator, thus allowing the rain to dampen the mate
rial.

That produces inadequate combustion, which I mentioned 
as one of the three categories of misuse. Another way in 
which one could have inadequate combustion occurs when 
people try to operate their incinerators when they are chock- 
a-block full with ashes at the bottom and the system is 
choked. It could also be choked through putting in unburn
able material, such as bottles and tins, or it may be because 
of the way in which it is loaded. People often pack material 
down tightly, which prevents a proper draught of air.

One could have similar problems with household com
bustion heaters which can also, if not properly loaded and 
operated with an inadequate draught of air, particularly with 
woodettes, produce very bad odours out of the chimney of 
the house which spread through the neighbourhood in the 
same way as happens with the incinerator. Ideally, incin
erators that were properly operated could perhaps be a 
bearable proposition, even in our urban environment. If 
they are operated so that a high temperature is maintained 
in them, using only dry combustible materials and, if there 
is a good air draught passing through them, incinerators can 
operate in such a way that the combustible organic material 
is broken down to carbon dioxide and water in the form of 
steam, and there would be minimal smoke emanating from 
the incinerator.

Unfortunately, that does not usually happen. One has 
instead great clouds of soot and ash made up of fine carbon 
particles and other chemicals. The gaseous products are 
likely to contain as much carbon monoxide as carbon dioxide 
and other odorous and offensive chemicals and by-products 
which greatly aggravate the neighbours. The unnecessary 
use of incinerators in those circumstances can be a source 
of a great deal of aggravation. Most people are aware of 
this. One of the earliest press releases of the current Minister 
for Environment and Planning, after the change in Govern
ment, as pointed out on 18 November 1982 that a recent 
survey conducted for the Australian Environment Council 
revealed that 89.7 per cent of Adelaide people strongly 
supported ‘no burn’ days for incinerators.
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That survey result indicates to me that there would be a 
great deal of public support for this Bill, and particularly 
for this clause and a subsequent clause which directly relate 
to incinerators. Unfortunately, the legislation that was orig
inally prepared for the previous Government did not include 
provisions for controlling burning in incinerators. For 
example, it was pointed out in the Advertiser on 24 July 
1982 that the Liberal Government had left any reference to 
domestic incinerators out of its draft. Whether or not the 
Minister at the time was in favour is uncertain, but the 
Advertiser article points out:

It is understood that any reference to domestic burning will be 
deleted from this section of the proposed Bill following Cabinet 
concern.
I am not quite sure what the concern was, but certainly the 
public is verv much in favour of this Government’s approach.

It may well have been that the previous Government 
favoured a slightly different approach which is not necessarily 
one with which I disagree, but one which, in itself, may not 
be a sufficient solution. I think the approach that it tended 
to follow was to encourage local councils to conduct total 
waste collection. There is nothing wrong with that, but I 
strongly suspect that we need to go that little bit further to 
allow for those people who have not taken advantage of 
the opportunities provided by councils, such as Marion 
council in my area, which have an excellent total waste 
collection.

I wish to praise the efforts of Marion council, which is 
one of the pace setters in the metropolitan area, particularly 
in waste collection. The collection day varies from street to 
street, but in my area every Monday I can put out a whole 
bin full of material, or even two or three. There is in Marion 
no real restriction on the number of bins one can put out, 
as there is with some councils. They will take just about 
anything away provided that it is reasonably portable and 
is not likely to damage the material in the crusher unit of 
the compacting section of the truck. That means, for example, 
one cannot put out rocks, building materials, bedsteads, or 
things of that nature, but just about anything else, provided 
that it can be carried by one person and is not of such a 
hard nature as to destroy the truck compactor, is acceptable. 
That service is very much appreciated by most of the resi
dents of the Marion council area.

The council went to a great deal of effort to try to promote 
this service to reduce the use of backyard incinerators. At 
the time it was introduced a character called Gus the Garbo 
was used as a promotional vehicle to advertise the service. 
An article in the local Guardian of 6 January 1982, entitled 
‘Marion urges smokeless new year’, quoted Assistant Town 
Clerk, Keith Usher, as saying:
. . .  with council’s weekly total collection of garbage there was no 
need for backyard burning . . .  If you pay in your council rates 
for a total collection of soft and ‘hard’ rubbish, why not use the 
service fully rather than submit your neighbour to a smelly haze 
of smoke? Council gets numerous complaints each week about 
backyard burning. These come from housewives with washing on 
the line, people having a pleasant afternoon at weekends ruined 
by a neighbouring incinerator, and, in warm weather, from people 
prevented from leaving their windows open.
About a year later, that was having some impact on the use 
of incinerators but not enough, because the council ran 
another campaign to try to reduce the use of incinerators. 
A Guardian article of 23 March 1982 stated:

‘With the introduction of the total collect rubbish service some 
time ago no Marion resident has any need to bum in his backyard’, 
he said. All residents are asked to consider their neighbours and 
leave rubbish out for collection rather than burn it.

Again, that was quoting Mr Keith Usher. It appeared to 
have some effect, though not as much as was hoped, because 
a later article on 14 September 1983 again quoted Mr Usher 
as saying:

. . .  complaints from residents about neighbours’ smoky incinerators 
had decreased. This indicated that more people were using the 
total-collect garbage service instead of the backyard incinerator. 
Other councils have followed suit either with a total collect 
service or something approximating to it. I noticed that late 
last year Mr Bratton, of Brighton, had a letter published in 
the Guardian of 9 November, headed ‘When will they stop 
burning?’ in which he praised the Brighton council for 
having taken up a good rubbish collection service. He pointed 
out that as well as the rubbish collection of the local council, 
there were ways of distributing unwanted material other 
than burning it. He said:

We have the hard rubbish collection— 
that is of the council— 
charities collecting waste paper . . .

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Whitten): Order! The 
honourable member’s time has expired.

Ms LENEHAN: I too would like to support this clause 
in the Bill. In so doing, I would like to congratulate the 
Minister on what is an excellent Bill. In respect to the 
question of backyard burning and domestic incinerators, I 
have been approached by many constituents who have 
requested that the Act should be amended to prohibit totally 
all forms of backyard open burning and domestic inciner
ation. I have a great deal of understanding for their position. 
Quite obviously, as the member for Ascot Park has very 
clearly described, many people suffer greatly from inconsi
derate ‘burners’. However, I believe that this situation cannot 
be introduced until we have in South Australia a total waste 
collection service which would operate throughout the met
ropolitan area.

Mr Becker: How much would it cost?
Ms LENEHAN: That is a very interesting question. It 

would be up to individual councils. I will go on to explain 
that. I am supported in my feeling about the introduction 
of a total ban on backyard burning by the Director of Waste 
Management, who was reported in the Advertiser on 29 
October last year as saying that he believed South Australia 
should be moving to a total waste collection system. He 
was reported as having said:

Under the system councils and their contractors would collect 
all household and garden refuse possibly in the large 240 litre 
mobile containers which would replace the present small rubbish 
bins.
As the member for Ascot Park pointed out, many councils 
in the metropolitan area have introduced this total waste 
collection. Among them, of course, are the Marion, Wood
ville, Enfield, and Tea Tree Gully councils and, in my own 
electorate, the council of Noarlunga, which apparently will 
take away anything that can be carried by two people. That 
includes even a refrigerator if the door has been removed. 
So, in answer to the interjection from the honourable mem
ber—

Mr Becker: For Hanson—
Ms LENEHAN: Yes, he would like to get his name in 

Hansard. Obviously many councils have decided that it is 
not beyond their means to introduce a total waste collection 
system. The article to which I referred a minute ago goes 
on to say that those councils which have introduced such 
systems in other States have found a favourable response 
and, after the initial capital costs, some savings as well.

It would seem to me that it is not only a responsible 
direction that we should be taking in South Australia but it 
is not prohibitive in terms of expense. I refer to what is 
happening in the Brighton council, which has introduced 
the system of large garbage bins and which apparently has 
them in operation at a cost of $38 a bin. The Waste Man
agement Commission has endorsed this concept of the large 
garbage bin collection system, and the article to which I 
refer concludes by stating:
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If it [this system] is introduced here, the troublesome backyard 
incinerator and its smokey intrusions would become redundant. 
And neighbourhood disputes would disappear.
Surely this is an incredibly important aspect of the whole 
discussion, to try to solve and resolve neighbourhood dis
putes.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: In representing the Opposition 
I will certainly have more to say about this at a later time 
on a later clause. However, I refer now to the Opposition’s 
concern about controls on backyard burning and particularly 
the responsibility being given to local councils to administer 
this provision in the legislation. When the previous Gov
ernment was in power I introduced, through the Department 
of Environment and Planning, a series of advertisements 
encouraging the community and the public generally to be 
more aware of their neighbours. One of the matters referred 
to in those advertisements was backyard burning. We were 
trying on that occasion to educate people rather than regulate 
in this regard. I have concerns not so much about the 
controls or the time permitted to burn, but the administration 
of the provision.

I have concerns also, as I mentioned previously, about 
the success of administering this provision. I have been 
contacted by a number of councils which have expressed a 
desire to be given the opportunity to administer the regulating 
of backyard burning. I have been contacted by many other 
councils which are concerned about this responsibility being 
given to them. I might point out that, particularly in regard 
to country councils, much concern has been expressed. I 
refer briefly to a letter received from a country council, 
which states:

I thank you for your letters regarding the Clean Air Bill and I 
advise that this matter was discussed by council at its meeting 
.. . My council was very concerned that this appears to be another 
Bill which has possibly more relevance to the metropolitan area 
and ignores that the country exists. Council has resolved that it 
considers that this type of legislation is not relevant to this council 
area.
I support what that council is saying. It is not as important 
in country areas as it is in the metropolitan area that these 
controls should exist. I have particular concerns about how 
local councils will police this regulation under the provisions 
in the Bill. We are led to believe (and, of course, we will 
not know this until later) that people will be able to burn 
only between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. I presume from that that 
local councils will have to have people sitting around for 
the rest of that 24-hour period in case someone, on a warm 
night, lights up an incinerator at midnight or 11.30 p.m. 
and the person next door complains to the local council. 
How they do that I am not quite sure. I guess that local 
councils will have to have after hours numbers for these 
people to be informed.

Mr Becker: They have that now.
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: That might be the case in 

some areas, but I suggest that the cost to councils will be 
prohibitive—

An honourable member: They won’t do it.
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: Exactly—they will not do it. 

They cannot be expected to do it. If some councils have 
the ability and the finance to employ enough people to 
police it properly, that is fair enough. However, I repeat 
what I said in this debate yesterday: what is the use of 
bringing in legislation that cannot be policed or administered? 
We know that that will be the case. I suggest that very few 
councils in the metropolitan area will be able to properly 
administer this part of the legislation.

An honourable member: What is your answer?
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: It has already been pointed 

out by one of the honourable member’s colleagues. We felt 
that we should move towards a total collection, and I still 
believe that that is the case. We also believe (if the honourable

member had been listening) that we could do more by trying 
to educate people through advertisements on the radio and 
television about the problems being experienced in this area. 
I believe that that was starting to work because the number 
of people who talked to me about it and who referred to 
those advertisements was quite substantial. The last speaker 
referred to neighbourhood disputes. The present Minister 
would have to speak for himself, but while I was Minister 
I was aware of the number of complaints which came in 
about backyard burning and which really revolved very 
much around neighbourhood disputes. A lot of problems 
came about because neighbours could not get together and 
talk about their problems, and I think that it is a very sad 
state of affairs when we have to consider legislating to 
overcome those problems.

I would imagine that there are some cases which are quite 
genuine, where young mothers have washing on the line 
and people next door, who give no consideration whatsoever 
to their neighbours, insist on lighting up an incinerator and 
causing a nuisance. I know that that happens: there are 
genuine cases, but I am sure that there are many cases 
where, if the neighbours involved had their heads banged 
together and were made to talk it out or were encouraged 
to do so, the problem would to a large extent disappear.

Ms Lenehan interjecting:
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: If that is not the case, then 

it is a different situation. However, I do not see why this 
Government or anyone else should expect local government 
or council officers to solve neighbourhood disputes. If the 
Government cannot work it out itself, does not know how 
to solve the problems (and it is difficult) and does not have 
the answers, I do not see why it should throw it onto local 
government and say, ‘We all realise that it is a problem. 
You go out and fix it’—first, because of the cost involved; 
secondly, because of the difficulty in properly administering 
the legislation; and, thirdly, for the reason I have just sug
gested, namely, I do not think that it should be local gov
ernment’s responsibility any more than it is that of a Minister 
of the Crown to be solving neighbourhood disputes in this 
manner. I will be saying more about this a little later in 
discussing a clause that is yet to be considered by the 
Committee. At this stage I am flagging the concern of the 
Opposition in regard to the proper administration of this 
clause in the legislation.

Mr MEIER: The member for Ascot Park’s second reading 
speech, made during the consideration of clause 39, was 
interesting. Although his remarks had little to do with the 
measure, he made some relevant points. The suggestion was 
made that apparently a previous Government had not 
intended to consider the matter of incinerators. Clause 4 
provides that, apart from sections 38 and 39 and Part VI 
this Act does not apply to, or in relation to, a domestic 
incinerator, and so one could argue that for the most part 
the Act does not apply to the domestic incinerator. Some
times comments in a speech made by a member can be 
misinterpreted.

Clause 39 provides that the Director-General ‘may, by 
order, prohibit, unconditionally or conditionally, the burning 
of fires in the open or of incinerators, or incinerators of a 
specified class, during such period, or periods of time and 
within such area, or areas, of the State as may be specified 
in the order’: will incinerator burning be regulated in a 
similar way to fire bans which operate in set areas of the 
State at present? ls it possible that country areas may be 
affected very little in normal circumstances? I point out 
that there are differences in country towns; perhaps we 
should refer to certain country towns as hamlets or villages, 
where there is very little need, if any, for controlling burning. 
However, I am well aware that in some of the larger country 
towns problems similar to those which occur in the city can
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occur as a result of incinerator burning. Will the Minister 
comment on how different sections of the State will be 
advised as to whether burning can occur during certain 
periods?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: First, let me set the context 
of what I want to say by harking back to a good turn done 
to me in the News not so long ago by my old friend Tony 
Baker. When notice was first given of this legislation he 
wrote one of his fascinating columns, wherein he said:

Who is this Hopgood fellow who is bringing in the heavy hand 
of the State again in order to stop us burning a little piece of 
paper, or whatever it is, in the backyard incinerator?
If correspondence columns in the newspapers are any sort 
of an indicator (and we all tend to work on the iceberg 
theory, of course), the News was inundated with responses 
from people saying, 'Lay off. Baker, the Government is 
doing the right thing in this respect.’ I am not surprised 
that that was the result, because soon after the Government 
came to office with a commitment to implement this form 
of legislation a poll taken indicated that a little in excess of 
80 per cent of people felt that there should be some control 
over backyard burning.

I put to the honourable gentlemen opposite that education 
is simply not enough: it is not sufficient to compose a jingle 
that says ‘Be neighbourly' or ‘nice’ or something else and 
whack it on the television and expect that overall the problem 
will be solved. As a matter of fact, the Liberal Party knows 
this well, because for many years it urged on Labor Gov
ernments in this State legislation in regard to control of 
litter. Enormous amounts of money by some people’s stand
ards are put into educational campaigns with regard to litter 
through an effective organisation called KESAB and in other 
directions, and of course KESAB promotions and other 
educational campaigns have had some impact.

The Liberal Party of the day recognised that education 
of itself was not sufficient and urged that there should be 
specific legislation imposing fining for littering, and of course 
that happened. That was instituted against a recognition 
that it would not be possible to detect every incidence of 
littering that occurred within this State. To be able to detect 
every incidence of littering there would have to be an enor
mous army of inspectors, police or boy scouts especially 
sworn in to do the job. Nonetheless it was recognised that 
having a stipulated offence carrying a penalty would have 
a salutary effect on this anti-social activity. The present 
Government has accepted that present philosophy: it will 
not be possible to detect and prosecute every breach of the 
Act.

The Hon. D.C. Wotton: It’s totally different.
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: It is not totally different: it 

is an amenity issue, an environmental issue. It is a matter 
that is difficult to police, and we accept in advance that it 
would not be possible to detect every offence.

The Hon. D.C. Wotton interjecting:
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: In some respects the hon

ourable member is right: it will be easier to detect offences 
under this Act than it was to detect the minor littering 
offence. Members opposite are being totally inconsistent in 
the way that they are opposing this reform, whereas they 
very vigorously urged reform which would lead to the rec
ognition of the offence of littering in this State. Certainly, 
there is flexibility in the way in which this regulation can 
be promulgated and administered. It would be possible to 
totally prohibit backyard burning in certain areas and it 
would be possible to not proceed with the regulations in 
relation to certain other areas. It is recognised that this is 
rather more a metropolitan problem than a country problem. 
One is being far more anti-social in lighting a smokey fire 
in Unley than at Lower Light, and maybe we will move 
towards the regulations taking into account that factor.

At this stage it is the intention that the general regulation, 
which has been fairly widely canvassed in the press, will 
apply throughout the State. This matter has been discussed 
with local government. The health inspectors in local gov
ernment are well aware of our intentions, and in most part 
they are anxious that this power be available to local gov
ernment. This is largely a local problem; I see it as being 
quite appropriate that local government should have the 
power of administration.

Mr HAMILTON: I had not intended to make a contri
bution at this stage, but I feel that either the previous 
Minister for Environment and Planning is deliberately mis
leading the House or his memory is very poor. I remember 
that many years ago an eminent politician in this State said 
that if one chose to ignore the law one paid the penalty. In 
relation to this clause, people should accept guidance from 
Government and semi-government authorities and be pre
pared to live in harmony with their neighbours. I would 
suggest that many neighbours are most tolerant in regard 
to acts which they believe are offensive, which include 
backyard incinerator burning. Many people request that 
their neighbours desist from this practice when, say, there 
is washing on the line, although some people choose for 
whatever reason best known to themselves to ignore that. 
There are means available for people to obtain assistance, 
and I refer to the Brompton Community and Legal Service, 
where warring neighbours can obtain assistance from people 
who try to reconcile differences of opinion—where, to use 
the words of another member, they ‘bang their heads together’ 
to try to get some sense into the situation.

Just digressing, this situation applied successfully in New 
South Wales and now here in South Australia. If people 
cannot see sense, then one has to do something to redress 
the problem. I refer to an incident that affected me in which 
a neighbour, over a period of over 12 months, pumped his 
septic tank on to his garden. I lived in the country, and I 
put up with it for 12 months because I did not want to 
become involved in a dispute with my neighbour. However, 
it reached a point where neither I nor my wife could tolerate 
the stench which resulted in my involving the local health 
inspector. That chap no longer carried out that practice.

Most people in the community are very tolerant towards 
their neighbours, but there should be penalties for people 
who are not prepared to accept what the majority of the 
community wants. This has been amply demonstrated by 
many speakers today and in the past week in relation to 
the surveys and polls carried out. If the previous Minister 
chooses to ignore that fact, then he is in cloud cuckoo land 
and out of his tree.

Ms LENEHAN: Clause 39 refers to ‘incinerators of a 
specified class’. Will the Minister assure the Committee that 
under the regulations ‘incinerator’ will be carefully defined? 
What sort of incinerators will there be, how are they to be 
specified, and whether in fact the traditional practice of 
people using 44-gallon drums to burn off, calling them 
incinerators, will continue? It has been put to me by many 
constituents that that practice is completely inconsiderate. 
Pieces of paper fly into neighbours’ yards, and it also presents 
a very serious fire hazard if the incinerator is not in some 
way covered. Does the Minister intend, in the regulations, 
to prescribe the sort of incinerator which will be covered 
by this Act?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: The Act allows some flexi
bility in the way in which the regulations will operate. It 
will be appropriate in certain circumstances that there be a 
regulation prescribing the container in which the burning 
will take place. This is to anticipate debate which will no 
doubt occur on the Joint Committee of Subordinate Leg
islation. It is one matter which, with the passage of this
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clause, the Government in its general administration pro
cedures will be able to take cognisance of.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I give notice that when the 
time comes to debate those regulations, if the opportunity 
is provided in this House, I will be opposing any provision 
where every person is limited in the type of incinerator they 
can use. It depends entirely where one lives. I do not believe 
that we should be told that we have to have a standard 
incinerator. I have used, for years, a 44-gallon drum; I do 
not have a neighbour in sight, and I will be blowed if I will 
go to the expense of putting in a specified incinerator, just 
because someone in the metropolitan area might have prob
lems. I am sure that the majority of people in the metro
politan area have proper incinerators. I am probably out of 
order in debating this matter, but I give notice that, if that 
is to be part of the regulations, I will have something to say 
when the opportunity is provided.

Mr BECKER: This is turning out to be an incredible 
debate.

Mr Peterson interjecting:
Mr BECKER: I would not have to try too hard to beat 

your effort. You play with your toy train; the member for 
Glenelg will fix you up.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Order! The member for 
Hanson.

Mr BECKER: I said in the second reading debate that 
this would be a Committee Bill. We have spent considerable 
time in the Committee stages, about which I am pleased, 
because it has given members the opportunity to express 
their concern. I support this clause although I believe the 
legislation is as weak as dishwater. It does not go far enough. 
I can support certain members’ claims because I have 
received complaints that incinerators cause more problems 
than anything else to people with bronchial asthma and 
other respiratory problems. There is this feeling within the 
metropolitan area of the community, and the Government 
of the day must have some opportunity to protect people 
with respiratory problems and disabilities.

The member for Mawson quite rightly raised the matter 
of a prescribed incinerator. I become annoyed with legislation 
that we are asked to consider and debate when we do not 
know what we are dealing with until we see the regulations. 
That is totally wrong. I would rather know now whether or 
not a 44-gallon drum with an open top is permitted, or 
whether a brick incinerator with fine mesh over it is accept
able. My neighbour has a swimming pool and is not happy 
with my burning off, so we do not burn any more. I can 
understand the problem expressed by the member for Albert 
Park: he is quite right. People in the metropolitan area have 
difficulties with incinerators. However, I can understand, 
as the member for Goyder said, that there is a different 
situation in the country, although I believe that most country 
towns (certainly where I was born in the Barossa Valley) 
do not like incinerators spewing out smoke.

Further down, clause 39 provides that an order will be 
published in a daily newspaper circulating throughout the 
State. Which paper or papers does the Minister have in 
mind? Daily newspapers do not now reach every household. 
The other point I raise refers to the broadcast by radio 
throughout the area, or areas, of the State to which the 
order relates. I hope that means every radio station in the 
State, whether it be AM or FM (I hope that it will not be 
the exclusive right of 5AA). Will the Minister clarify those 
situations, particularly with regard to the use of the print 
media, where there has been a definite change in readership? 
Also, if all the radio stations are used (and the morning 
television stations would have to be considered as well), it 
will be a costly exercise, but one which may have to be 
adopted to make sure that there is total coverage in the 
hope of reaching about 75 per cent of the population. Could

the Minister explain to the Committee what is meant by 
the terminology in that clause?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: We will use exactly the same 
procedure that the Department of Agriculture uses in relation 
to fire bans. I think that is quite proper.

Mr BECKER: The Department of Agriculture procedure 
is not always satisfactory as far as I am concerned, because 
one is told to ring one’s local council, about which I am 
not happy. I do not see why we should put the responsibility 
on the local government authority. I believe that if the 
Department for the Environment is going to bring in this 
legislation it is up to that Department to police it. The 
Henley and Grange Town Clerk has informed me that if 
that council has to appoint additional inspectors or upgrade 
its inspectorial staff it could mean up to a 6 per cent 
surcharge on rates. Just think what would happen if local 
government was looking at those sorts of imposts and put 
on rates notice, ‘There is an additional 6 per cent added on 
to your rates because the Government of the day wants the 
council to police the air pollution legislation.’ There would 
be quite a backlash. I give a warning there to the Govern
ment.

I do not think that it is satisfactory to use the Department 
of Agriculture, and I should not have to ring the local 
council or try to find an after hours number to ask whether 
I can light a barbecue or incinerator. There should be a 
better system of communication. The Minister did not 
answer a question I asked about publishing the information 
in a daily newspaper to be circulated throughout the State 
or a broadcast on radio throughout the State to which the 
order relates. If that system is not to be used why put it in 
legislation?

Mr MEIER: I would like to ask the Minister a question 
about the time period. The Bill provides that if conditions 
are not satisfactory for burning then a certain period of 
time may be stated in which one cannot burn. I have heard 
bandied about a period of 10 a.m. to 3 p.m., but I am not 
certain whether that is the actual time or whether it is to 
be 10 a.m. to 12 noon or some other time. If it is envisaged 
that it will be be from 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. has the Minister 
considered the impact on families where both partners are 
working and have no other time to burn rubbish such as 
fish or crayfish which it is necessary to burn within a 24- 
hour period?

Mr EVANS: As concern has been expressed about this 
matter I suggest that the Minister might follow this course. 
I accept that if the information is published in one daily 
paper which is circulated throughout the State some people 
may still not see it. Also, it is very expensive to advertise 
on radio stations, but there is an alternative. People have 
to ring their local council to find out about fire bans, and 
so on. But, we have a number to dial for the news or for 
weather or sports details, and perhaps we might consider 
putting this information on a similar system. It is no more 
expensive than dialling the local council. It will be direct 
access. If people cannot get through, they could dial a 
prayer.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I thank the honourable 
member for that suggestion. It is certainly one that I should 
take up with my officers. In relation to the matter raised 
by his colleague, it is the present intention, subject of course 
to review by the Subordinate Legislation Committee, that 
the regulations should be so worded that burning is permitted 
from 10 a.m. to 3 p.m., Monday to Saturday inclusive. We 
believe that this is a sufficient spread to allow those who 
want to burn to do so.

I also point out, since the honourable member represents 
a rural electorate, that in most parts of rural South Australia 
no burning is permitted in any circumstances during the 
extended summer months, and so as an administrative
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problem it is one which relates only to a segment of the 
year. Finally, getting back to an earlier point that was made 
in this matter by the shadow Minister, I remind that gentle
man that, of course, the CFS has a recommended incinerator 
for use in country areas. As I understand it, it is not man
datory that it be used but the general feeling on the part of 
the CFS is that in fire prone areas, such as that which the 
honourable member represents, to use a lesser standard than 
that which is recommended is really quite irresponsible.

Mr Meier: You should see my 44-gallon drum.
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I would hope the 44-gallon 

drum has certain specifications or modifications which would 
bring it into line with that recommended by the very respon
sible body.

Clause passed.
Clause 40—'Minister may cause work to be done where 

any notice or order is not complied with.’
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I seek clarification. I presume 

that we will have to refer to line 29, because I intend to 
deal with the insertion of a new subclause. Amendments to 
lines before we reach that point refer to the new subclause. 
Could we deal with that first, with the concurrence of the 
Chair?

The CHAIRMAN: I suggest that the honourable member 
move his first amendment, but he could also speak to the 
new subclause.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I move:
Page 13—

Line 20—After 'parts of premises and’ insert ', subject to 
subsection (3a),’.

Line 26—After 'taken’ insert ‘to avert serious injury to 
public health’.

I am moving the amendment because I am particularly 
concerned about a number of industries. The Chamber of 
Manufactures itself has also expressed concern about this 
breaking and entering provision in the legislation. I hope 
that it is not likely to be used. I keep repeating that in the 
past, because of the responsible attitude of officers in charge, 
it is not likely to have to be used but one can never be 
sure.

As has been explained to me (and I am sure that members 
on the other side, and certainly the officers responsible, 
would know it is not just a matter of going in and closing 
down premises or turning off a couple of switches or knobs, 
particularly in some of the very sophisticated industries and 
premises that we have in this State, it needs to be handled 
very carefully. I cannot see why when we look at regulations 
it should not be mandatory that the officers responsible, 
when a licence is provided, should be given a copy of after 
hours telephone numbers, and so on, so that they always 
have a contact with people in authority in the industry that 
might be closed down. I cannot see that it would be too 
difficult to contact someone at senior level who is responsible 
for those premises. An arrangement could then be made 
quickly for that person to accompany the officer when the 
final step is taken of closing down the premises.

[Sitting suspended from 6 to 7.30 p.m.]
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: Before the dinner break I was 

explaining to the Committee that I thought that it was not 
too much to expect, particularly with the preparation of the 
regulations, that provision be made, for example, for the 
provision of telephone numbers to be mandatory by senior 
members or directors of a company, or senior management 
of an industry, that was likely to be closed during certain 
periods. I emphasise that we would hope that this would 
not be the custom. I would hope that we would not see the 
situation occurring often, where, as a result of a breach of 
this Act, the Minister found it necessary to close down a 
particular industry. However, I think that it is necessary for 
there to be some provision in the regulations to enable these

precautions to be taken and that is why I am moving this 
amendment. There are virtually three amendments in rela
tion to clause 40. The amendments relating to lines 20 and 
29 on page 13 are supplementary, I would suggest. The 
matter of line 26 is a different matter. Is it the wish of the 
Chair that these amendments be debated together?

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Whitten): I suggest that 
they can be debated together. Do you now wish to debate 
lines 20 and 29?

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I have done that, and will 
debate line 26 later on.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN: That is right.
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: Obviously the amendment to 

clause 40, page 13, line 20, will depend on what happens 
after line 29, in any case, with the insertion of a new 
subsection. I move:

Page 13, after line 29—Insert new subsection as follows:
(3a) Where an authorised person has exercised his power

under this section to break into premises without warrant, 
he shall not do anything, or cause anything to be done, on 
the premises otherwise than in the prescribed manner.

I hope that the Government recognises what we are on 
about in this amendment. We are not suggesting that it is 
a clause that will be used often, but that it is merely a 
safeguard should the situation arise where the clause is 
needed.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: Here we are talking about 
two specific situations: first, an inspector is called out to 
industrial premises as a result of a complaint—someone 
smells an unsual odour which suggests that there are emis
sions occurring which should not be occurring, or there has 
been some visual evidence that something is happening. 
The inspector gets to the premises and is confronted by a 
high cyclone fence with a locked gate; somewhere inside 
that fence is the actual industrial plant. He is unable to 
raise the people in the plant. How does he get into the 
plant? In those circumstances, it is envisaged that he would 
force entry through the gate. Secondly, a situation could 
arise where there is an automatic plant in operation, 
unmanned, and in those circumstances the inspector has to 
be able to get into the plant to find out what is happening.

Mr Evans: You mean unpersoned.
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: Precisely, as the honourable 

member reminds me. It is impractical to require that we 
have the telephone numbers of everyone who could be 
involved here because we are talking about potentially every 
industry in the State. I agree with the honourable member 
that we would see this clause operating in very limited 
circumstances indeed, but no-one can predict which indus
trial plant will be subject to this possibility, or when.

The Hon. D.C. Wotton: But every industry has to apply 
for a licence. Surely when it applies it is not too, much to 
expect that a telephone number be provided?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: It may be possible. It seems 
to me administratively cumbersome. The main problem I 
have here is that the amendment, in those circumstances, 
envisages that we should prescribe the manner in which 
entry is to take place. I think that that is too limited. I do 
not think that we can encompass within a regulation all the 
possible circumstances that could arise that will enable this 
action to take place. Unless the honourable member can 
come up with some machinery to get around that, I urge 
the Committee to reject the amendment.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: First, the Minister put forward 
a situation where an inspector is faced with a 20-ft. barbed 
wire fence, or whatever the case may be. Admittedly that 
might happen on certain occasions, but I still cannot see 
why something should not be written into the regulations 
to indicate a procedure that has to be gone through before 
that procedure can be followed. I cannot see any difficulties
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in telephone numbers being provided so that officers can 
contact the people concerned. If they go through those 
telephone numbers and are unable to contact someone, then 
they might have to go through the procedure of breaking 
and entering. However, I think that as the clause is written 
it is far too wide open. I feel as if I am a recording, when 
I say that I hope that the officers will treat with respect the 
responsibility that they have here. I am sure that, under the 
present conditions, that would be the case. However, if an 
officer did not comply then untold damage could be caused 
by someone breaking into premises and doing what he 
thought was the appropriate thing to do at the time.

Advice that I have been given, particularly from those 
who are managing very sophisticated industries, suggests 
that it is vital that, if any action was taken by any officer, 
there should be someone to advise officers how to go about 
this process. So far as the way they should go about it is 
concerned, the clause uses the words ‘other than in a pre
scribed manner.’ I cannot see any problem in regard to that. 
Surely in the regulations it is just a matter of bearing that 
in mind and. while one is in the preparation of the regu
lations, being aware that one has to indicate the process 
required to be gone through before this very severe action 
is taken by an officer of the Department on the direction 
of the Minister to close down a business, factory or whatever 
the case may be. I cannot see any difficulties in determining 
a procedure that should be followed in regulation.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: To assist the honourable 
member and the Committee further. I make the point in 
relation to this business of telephone numbers that there 
are at present about 600 establishments that are prescribed 
under the regulations. That is about the number that would 
continue to be prescribed under this regulation. That leaves 
out hundreds and hundreds of other smaller plants which 
have the potential for problems to occur. In relation to the 
prescribed industries or industrial locations, clearly the 
information may be immediately available to us, but it will 
not necessarily be available in all other circumstances men
tioned. Obviously the departmental officers would prefer in 
the first instance to be able to make direct contact with the 
principals of the firm. We would want to enlist their aid in 
ensuring that the problem which has been identified is 
cleared up as quickly as possible. However, that may not 
be possible. Certainly, the immediate information will not 
be available to us through the machinery of prescription. I 
ask the Committee to reject the amendment. I believe that 
the administration will be done in the proper way, as it has 
been in the past, and I do not share the fears that the 
honourable member has.

Mr EVANS: I can understand that this will not happen 
very often—

An honourable member: Well, we hope so!
Mr EVANS: Plants usually operate only when people are 

present. However, I suppose that there will be automatic 
plants or plants operating without personnel in attendance. 
All I am doing is offering a suggestion (one I am sure 
officers arc probably aware of) regarding how entry can be 
gained even if no-one is around and the senior officers or 
management personnel cannot be contacted. From experience 
gained in serving on the Fire Brigade committee I know 
that Fire Brigade officers have keys to most businesses 
within their locality. If a real difficulty arises I do not think 
it would be very hard for us to look at it and say that the 
officer had taken all the action necessarily possibly including 
contacting of the Fire Brigade, to gain entry. I may be wrong 
(and the other former members of that Select Committee 
will correct me if I am), but if my memory serves me 
correctly, the Fire Brigade does keep such keys. I am not 
saying that this is the sole solution to this problem, but it

is just another thought on this matter if it has not been 
raised before.

Mr PETERSON: The point I was about to make was 
that just made by the member for Fisher; the Fire Brigade, 
the CFS, or a security service generally have access to plants. 
The thing that I cannot quite understand, and perhaps the 
Minister can explain this to me, is that, if a plant is causing 
a problem with emissions and dirty air, surely the plant is 
operating; if it is not operating it is on fire, and therefore 
the fire brigade will go in, but if it is operating there has to 
be people inside. Surely, in answer to all the points made 
here, the necessity to break in would therefore be removed 
and access could be obtained through the people working 
on the site. If people are not present then an emergency 
situation will exist and some other body will have to gain 
access.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: It may be that the plant is 
not on the phone. It may be that the officer is at the gate 
trying to get in and the people in what may be a noisy plant 
are not aware that he is there. They may not be immediately 
aware that a problem has arisen, as it may be in relation to 
external emissions that are not immediately affecting the 
workers in the plant. Finally, of course, the right of entry 
of the inspector is an important one to secure. It is hard to 
imagine circumstances where there was a problem and the 
people working inside a plant did not want an inspector to 
come on the premises. However, it seems to me it is impor
tant that that right be secured in the legislation.

Mr PETERSON: I will make just one point (and this is 
the point I made earlier in the debate) about restrictions 
made upon the burning of things. I assume that we are 
talking here about a notice or an order that will be covered 
under the regulations. The point that particularly concerns 
me is the way people burn hazardous materials in an open 
plant or home incinerator. That could be covered at the 
time of burning. Does the Minister envisage that, under the 
regulations to this Bill, there will be some form of regulations 
issued whereby a list of hazardous items will be issued in 
conjunction with a suggestion that the items on that list are 
not to be burnt in household incinerators so as to lessen 
the effect or damage that may be inflicted on people due 
to the burning of plastics and that type of thing in either a 
commercial or domestic situation?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: The intent of the regulations 
will be to specify what can be burnt rather than what cannot 
be burnt. That seems to be the safer procedure, so when in 
doubt, do not.

Amendment negatived.
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I move:
Line 26—After ‘taken’ insert ‘to avert serious injury to public 

health’.
I do not think I really need to spend a lot of time on this 
amendment. It was a matter that was dealt with under the 
previous legislation. I believe that it is important to clarify 
the situation here and that there should be some spelling 
out of what the clause is about. To suggest serious injury 
to public health is the only reason why this provision should 
prevail is easily understood. I do not intend saying anything 
more about this matter at this stage.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: The Government does not 
believe that this amendment adds anything significant to 
the clause, so I do not really feel obliged to accept it.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: If that is the case, I really 
cannot understand the Minister’s attitude. The clause states:

An authorised person shall not exercise his power to break into 
premises except upon the authority of a warrant issued by a 
justice, unless the authorised person believes, on reasonable 
grounds, that the circumstances require immediate action to be 
taken to avert serious injury to public health.
It is just a further safeguard and it is very shortsighted of 
the Minister to say that it is not necessary. If he feels it is
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not going to add anything to the legislation he is entitled to 
his opinion, but it is seen as another safeguard. I think that 
it would only be in a situation where serious injury to public 
health could be caused that this provision should prevail. I 
will be very disappointed if the Minister cannot see the 
necessity of qualifying this provision.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: It narrows the ambit of the 
clause considerably. It may well be that the circumstances 
are not spelt out in detail here, but my officers might well 
be doing an industry a good turn, because there could be a 
severe financial loss to an industry if immediate action was 
not taken. However, one could hardly argue before a court 
that the letter of the clause that the honourable member is 
urging upon us could be satisfied. I can see other circum
stances, other than that very narrow definition, in which 
we would want to proceed under this power.

Mr MEIER: I support the member for Murray in this 
amendment. It is interesting to hear the Minister reply that 
there could be other circumstances involved here such as 
economic loss to the industry. That is a change of heart 
from earlier when we looked at, I believe, clause 3, and 
when the member for Murray wanted to insert an extra 
clause so that the economic implications of any interference 
through required technological change would be taken into 
account. The Minister was not prepared to accept that 
amendment. Now we suddenly find, if the Act is being kept 
within its strict limits, the Minister is not prepared to accept 
the fact that the Act is limited in its direction. It has caused 
me concern during this Committee stage that we have found 
that the Act is much broader than it was first thought to 
be, that it is broader than perhaps necessary to simply tie 
up the various bodies or authorities that have been operating 
to date. I am disappointed that the Minister is not prepared 
to accept the member for Murray’s suggestion that it is only 
in a case involving public health that someone should be 
given the right to break into a premise.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I am trying to be as helpful 
as I possibly can to honourable members opposite. Let us 
take another situation in which there is an industrial premise 
emitting a considerable amount of sulphuretted hydrogen 
(and it does not need a great concentration of sulphuretted 
hydrogen to produce a rather unpleasant smell) and the 
whole area is blanketed fairly quickly with a reasonable 
concentration of this gas. It would seem to me that, in those 
circumstances, if it is not possible to get action on the part 
of the people from the plant or from the management of 
that plant, my officers would have a right to enter in this 
way. There may be no immediate bodily danger or danger 
to health, or the sort of thing the honourable member 
envisages, but if we are to limit the power of the clause in 
the way the honourable members are suggesting, then in 
that situation, my officers’ power is extremely limited indeed.

Amendment negatived.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: I presume the honourable 

member for Murray does not wish to proceed with his 
amendment to line 29.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: That is so.
Clause passed.
Clause 41 passed.
Clause 42—‘Deputies.’
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I move:
Page 14, lines 6 to 9—Leave out subclause (1).

This and the amendments that I foreshadow to clauses 45 
and 46 are Government amendments that have been altered 
at the request of the courts to fit in with the rostering 
system that currently applies. The Bill was not drafted with 
that system in mind, but the removal of this subclause and 
the other changes which I foreshadow will bring us in line 
with the system as the courts now operate.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I indicate that the Opposition 
supports this amendment.

Amendment carried; clause as amended passed.
Clauses 43 to 44 passed.
Clauses 45—‘Allowances and expenses.’
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I move.
Page 14, line 42—After ‘Tribunal’ insert ‘(other than the chair

man)’.
I move this amendment for the same reason that I moved 
my amendment to clause 42.

Amendment carried; clause as amended passed.
Clause 46—‘Conduct of business.’
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I move:
Page 14, line 44—Leave out, ‘, or in his absence, his deputy’.

I move this for the reasons I moved the previous amendment.
Amendment carried; clause as amended passed.
Clauses 47 to 51 passed.
Clause 52—‘Appointment of authorised officers.’

Ms LENEHAN: I think this clause refers to the question 
of policing of the Act and who is responsible for that 
policing. This is something which was raised with me by 
several constituents who were concerned, and this point was 
raised earlier in the debate on these clauses, about who 
would be responsible for actually policing the Act. Quite 
obviously it is going to be officers of the council when we 
are talking about the domestic situation. Given that some 
councils do not have an officer on duty from 5 o’clock on 
Friday afternoon until 9 o’clock on Monday morning, some 
of my constituents have expressed concern about the problem 
of illegal burning during the weekend period. It seems to 
me this is not an insurmountable problem. I would like to 
quote the Local Government Association General Secretary, 
Mr Jim Hullick, who is reported in an article that appeared 
in the Advertiser on 29 October last year as follows:

They may be difficult to police, especially as most burning is 
done at weekends, . . . But councils will just have to put people 
on to do the job. . .

It will involve additional costs, but it will service a demand in 
the community. 
I propose to take this point up a little later when talking 
about fines and regulations involving fines, because I feel 
that there is an answer to that whole problem of extra costs 
to be met by the councils involved. I want to raise the point 
because I think that the appointment of authorised officers 
is pertinent, particularly where councils do not have an 
authorised officer on duty over the weekend.

Mr MEIER: I have several question to ask the Minister 
on this matter. I think he touched on one matter after the 
second reading speech. Subsection (1) of clause 52 states:

The Minister may appoint such numbers of persons to be 
authorised officers as he thinks necessary. ..
First, how many persons is it envisaged will be appointed 
at this time? Secondly, how is it envisaged that these officers 
will be paid? Can savings be made in some other area? 
Thirdly, relating back to the fact that apparently the smell 
through one’s nose will be an important criteria to detect 
unpleasant odours, etc., what sort of qualifications are nec
essary for a person to be judged an astute sniffer?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I had not intended that there 
be tests of olfactory sensitivity as a condition of employment 
in this area. As I think I told the House before we went 
into Committee, we presently have two inspectors and two 
engineers operating in this area. It is not intended, at least 
in the short term, to increase that number. It will be a 
matter of seeing how the new legislation works out and 
determining whether indeed that is sufficient staff to meet 
demand.
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The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I have stated on a number of 
occasions during the debate that I cannot see for the life of 
me how the Minister can expect officers currently appointed 
to carry out the increased workload as a result of this 
legislation. I think that it is quite ridiculous, if this legislation 
is to go through in its present form with the added respon
sibility under this legislation, to expect those responsible for 
this area within the Department at the present time to carry 
on with this work. I think that the Minister is fully aware 
of my attitude and that of the Opposition in regard to the 
appointment of a lot more people in the public sector, but 
I cannot see how the people involved here can be expected 
to carry out the workload involved here. Will the Minister 
give a commitment at this stage that he will notify me when 
further officers are appointed as a result of this legislation 
being brought down?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: Making a commitment like 
that does not give me any problem at all. I do not know if 
the honourable member reads the Gazette regularly, but any 
such position would be advertised, and then the filling of 
the position notified, in the Gazette. This is a matter of 
public record and, in those circumstances, I am simply 
drawing the honourable member’s attention to the fact that 
such an appointment has taken place. I suppose I am, in 
part, doing his homework for him, but I am a generous 
man and do not mind acting in that capacity.

Mr EVANS: As the Minister has given us that guarantee,
I ask whether he is seeking to appoint people, say, who 
belong to the Clean Air Club. I would suggest that he 
consider members of that club, who wear a tie that is quite 
easy to distinguish from any others. I would not like to 
display one, but I saw one earlier this evening which I 
would be quite happy to wear. Has the Minister considered 
appointing people who belong to the Clean Air Club and 
who have an appropriate tie to wear while carrying out their 
duties?

The Hon. D.J. Hopgood: I hope that the honourable 
member is not involved in a conflict of interest at this 
point!

Clause passed.
Clause 53—‘Powers of authorised officers.’
The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I move:
Page 17, lines 33 and 34—Leave out ‘, is being or is about to 

be’ and insert ‘or is being’.
This clause relates to the powers of authorised officers. The 
Government’s amendments to this clause arise from the 
discussion that I had with the Chamber. I do not suggest 
to the Committee that the Government is going as far in 
these amendments as the Chamber urged upon the Govern
ment, but certainly we have not closed our ears to the 
suggestions that the Chamber made. The representatives of 
the Chamber were concerned about how one could justify 
action in relation to intent or imputed intent. We can see 
the force of their argument and accordingly are quite happy 
to make the amendment to the clause. I would urge that 
the amendment be accepted.

Amendment carried.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: We have two identical 

amendments, one to be moved by the Minister and the 
other by the member for Murray. I will take the Minister.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I move:
Page 17, lines 41 and 42—Leave out ‘any of them or make 

copies of any of them’ and insert ‘,or make copies of, such of 
them as he has reasonable cause to believe would afford evidence 
of an offence against this Act’.
In these circumstances I do not think any detailed expla
nation from me is necessary.

Amendment carried.
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I move:

Page 18, line 12—After ‘taken’ insert ‘to avert serious injury 
to public health’.
This is similar to a previous amendment moved which was 
not successful. However, I again ask the Minister to support 
this amendment. I do not intend to repeat what I said 
previously, but I see this amendment as providing a safeguard 
and I hope that the Minister will support it.

Amendment negatived; clause as amended passed.
Clause 54—‘Council responsible for enforcement of certain 

provisions.’
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I move:
Page 18, line 38—After ‘section 64(2)’ insert ‘(da) or ’.

The amendment to this clause concerns a reference to pro
posed section 64 of the Act and the insertion of a new 
paragraph (da). I presume that the Committee will deal with 
this matter as it relates to clause 54 first, and use it as a 
test of the Government’s attitude on this matter.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN: The honourable member 
can canvass the matter now, but on the understanding that 
if the amendment fails he will not continue with the matter 
in regard to clause 64.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: Paragraph (da) refers to the 
determination by a council of the hours during which the 
burning of matter by fires in the open or in domestic 
incinerators may or may not be carried out in the whole or 
any part of its area. I indicated earlier my concerns about 
the responsibility being given to local government in this 
State to administer the provisions under this legislation in 
regard to backyard burning. I recognise the difficulties in 
policing the provisions and the cost to local government 
involved and the problems that local government will have 
in trying to sort out domestic disputes.

They are the three main reasons why I believe that it is 
imperative that councils be given the opportunity of opting 
in or out of the administration of the legislation. I referred 
previously to a letter from a country council which indicated 
that it did not want to be bound to the regulations in the 
same way as will be the metropolitan councils. Obviously, 
some councils will be able to afford to put on extra staff to 
police the regulations, although I cannot see how this part 
of the legislation can be administered properly. I think it 
will cause terrific headaches for the Minister, and the Gov
ernment, and in particular for local government, because it 
will be local councils which will be the bunnies that bear 
all the problems.

Ms Lenehan interjecting:
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: They do not already. At this 

stage there is nothing in legislation that binds councils to 
do it. Unless the Government is prepared to accept my 
amendment henceforth local government will be bound by 
legislation to enforce these provisions. Whenever a complaint 
arises it will be not the Government or the Minister who 
gets the blame but the council, because it has been unable 
to carry out the responsibility properly, which will occur 
unless councils are prepared to put on extra staff at great 
cost to ratepayers. Members of the general public have made 
it quite clear that they are not prepared to continue to pay 
out of their pockets for this sort of legislation. There may 
be a very few people who are worried by backyard burning: 
as I have said, there are genuine cases where people cannot 
sort out their problems with neighbours who insist on being 
a nuisance. If a neighbourly dispute has got to that stage I 
doubt very much whether this legislation will help resolve 
it. It might overcome the problem as far as backyard burning 
is concerned, but if such hostility exists between neighbours, 
a person will find something else to annoy his next-door 
neighbour.

We are bringing down a sledgehammer to crack an almond. 
The Minister has indicated that he will not accept this 
amendment, so we will have to move it in another place.
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However, if the Government is successful there in getting 
this legislation through, obviously we will have to sit back 
and see how effective it will be. I believe strongly that it 
will not be effective, and never will be, in overcoming that 
problem. All that it will achieve is to impose a greater 
expense on the average ratepayer. Local government and its 
employees will be put in an invidious position with the 
responsibility for carrying out the legislation when the 
majority of people should recognise that it cannot work.

Ms LENEHAN: I support the original clause, and I do 
not agree with the points made by the member for Murray. 
First, he says that if his Party is unsuccessful with its 
amendments in the Upper House, the only alternative is to 
wait and see whether it works. It would be a much more 
reasonable proposition to say, ‘Let us see first whether this 
proposition, which is to give councils the power to enforce 
the regulations and to police them, will work.’

Mr Lewis: Whether they want it or not.
Ms LENEHAN: I will not respond to the interjection. I 

make the point that not all councils are opposed to accepting 
the responsibility. As the local member, with four councils 
in my electorate—

Mr Lewis: I have 19.
Ms LENEHAN: I am sorry, I do not have 19; I do have 

four fairly large councils. I have the biggest electorate in 
the State in terms of population, so that I would have more 
than my fair share in terms of burning problems. Many 
people do not understand that the council at the moment 
does not have the power to enforce any sort of regulations. 
People go to the council, and the council then has to say to 
them, ‘We are sorry, we do not have the power under the 
existing Local Government Act, or whatever, to enforce 
your neighbour to stop burning at all hours of the day and 
night.’ It has been put to me that people burn an amazing 
range of matter, including rubber and anything else one 
could imagine.

I do not accept the arguments of the member for Murray 
that by giving the councils this power, there will be an 
incredibly large cost. I will take up this point when we deal 
with clause 61 about the actual cost of the fine and where 
it goes, because that is relevant and pertinent to this whole 
discussion about the financial impost which the honourable 
member has claimed many councils are afraid of. As I said 
earlier, the Local Government Association is not opposed 
to councils having the power and enforcing the regulations.

The Hon. D.C. Wotton: Many of the councils are!
Ms LENEHAN: Not all of them.
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: It is obvious that the Minister 

will not accept the amendment. An amendment which I 
intend to move later provides:

For the determination by a council of the hours during which 
the burning of matter by fires in the open or in domestic incin
erators may or may not be carried out in the whole or any part 
of its area.
Would the Minister be agreeable to the Department being 
given the responsibility of determining the hours, with the 
Council being given the opportunity to determine whether 
or not it would go along with the legislation? Would he be 
prepared for the councils to be able to determine that part 
of the council area which should come under these provi
sions? Is the Minister concerned about the councils being 
given the power to determine the hours? After having given 
some thought to this part of the amendment, I did have 
some concern about individual councils determining the 
hours during which burning can take place. It is best for 
the Department, with the responsible officers who have the 
expertise in this area, to be able to indicate the hours in 
which backyard burning should be permitted. Is that causing 
the concern? I cannot see why the Minister would want to 
push a country council, for example, into this if it did not

have a problem with regard to atmospheric conditions, 
which is another matter that needs to be canvassed. What 
is the purpose of this provision? Are we worried about clean 
air and atmospheric conditions, or are we concerned about 
domestic problems? Are we worried about the complaints 
we receive because people are upset at the effect that smoke 
is having on their washing?

Ms Lenehan: That is a clean air item, surely.
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I am not too sure, but I would 

like the Minister to indicate his concerns and say why he 
is not prepared to accept this amendment. Is it because of 
the power to be given to local councils to determine the 
hours, or is it the overall situation?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: There is no doubt that we 
would want to consult very closely with local government 
in the bringing down of regulations, but it is possible for 
regulations to be varied from place to place in relation to 
any matter which the regulations address. My concern, how
ever, is particularly for the metropolitan area and more 
closely settled country areas. Air pollution is no respecter 
of local government boundaries. It may be in the member 
for Mallee’s electorate that what happens at Karoonda has 
no bearing on the quality of air at Tailem Bend. However, 
in the metropolitan area, for example, the boundary between 
Glenelg and Brighton runs along back fences. We would be 
getting into a very difficult situation if people on one side 
of that back fence were subjected to one set of regulations 
and people on the other side were subjected to a different 
set of regulations.

The way around it seems to be that the Minister sets the 
regulations but endeavours, in the bringing down of the 
regulations, to take account of those varying situations. 
There is probably very little problem with having an entirely 
different set of rcgulations for Tailem Bend and Karoonda, 
but if one allows for the possibility for that to happen (as 
between Glenelg and Brighton) in relation to the hours, 
what can be burnt and the manner in which it can be burnt, 
it seems that one is really opening up all sorts of problems.

Mr LEWIS: I am astonished that the attitudes expressed 
could be sincerely held as the only way in which to find a 
solution to problems of urban situations that do not arise 
in rural situations. Why cannot city corporations, regardless 
of where they may be, along with the entire metropolitan 
area (which includes a large number of city corporations, I 
know) be proclaimed under one section, and leave the rural 
councils, which have a smaller rate revenue base, to decide 
whether they wish to opt in or out?

Surely that would meet the desires of all elements express
ing contending views about this problem. I do not accept 
that it is fair to impose an unwelcome responsibility upon 
district councils of the kind that I represent just because it 
is convenient for people living somewhere else to have those 
regulations in place for their own interests. There are other 
instances where this sort of approach is taken. Where road 
funds are allocated, for instance, that kind of distinction is 
made between urban and rural situations. Why can it not 
be so in this instance?

It is not necessary to dictate to those small country towns 
not in city corporations that they must not only introduce 
but enforce these regulations when it will only exacerbate 
any neighbour to neighbour difficulties. I could foresee an 
instance of a teacher or anyone else resident in a country 
town who is not familiar with the mores of rural land 
management for cereal production complaining bitterly on 
a day at this time of the year when a farmer who owns an 
adjoining paddock to the town finds that he has to burn 
off his stubble, and thereby cause a problem to someone 
who may not otherwise be able to take any action about it. 
If the Minister can assure me that I am mistaken in my 
interpretation of the consequences I guess that may allay
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some of the concern that has been expressed to me about 
the problem.

The Committee divided on the amendment:
Ayes (19)—Mrs Adamson, Messrs Allison, P.B. Arnold,

Ashenden, Baker, Becker, Blacker, D.C. Brown, Chapman,
Eastick, Evans, Goldsworthy, Gunn, Lewis, Meier, Olsen,
Rodda, Wilson, and Wotton (teller).

Noes (22)—Mr Abbott, Mrs Appleby, Messrs L.M.F.
Arnold, Bannon, Crafter, Duncan, Ferguson, Gregory,
Groom, Hamilton, Hemmings, Hopgood (teller), Keneally 
and Klunder, Ms Lenehan, Messrs Payne, Peterson, Plun
kett, Slater, Trainer, Whitten, and Wright.

Pair—Aye—Mr Oswald. No—Mr Mayes.
Majority of 3 for the Noes.

Amendment thus negatived; clause passed.
Clauses 55 to 59 passed.
Clause 60—'Offences committed by body corporate.’
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: I seek clarification from the 

Minister who would be aware from the letter received from 
the Chamber of Commerce that that body was concerned 
about this provision. The chamber has indicated that this 
clause relating to directors’ responsibilities is causing concern 
because of the need to define some of the terms used. The 
Chamber is of the opinion that this provision should be in 
line with the provision contained in the Companies Act, 
insofar as it relates to the responsibilities of members of 
the governing body of the body corporate. I would like the 
Minister’s advice on this matter.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: This is the standard clause 
which is placed in all regulatory Acts. I guess with a little 
notice I could make a list available to the honourable member 
and the Committee, but I am assured that it is the standard 
clause in those acts.

Clause passed.
Clause 61—'Proceedings for offences.’
Ms LENEHAN: On several occasions people have raised 

the point with me that it is important that severity of fines 
be a deterrent to people who are continual burners. I will 
not go into the details but we are all aware that people will 
burn, irrespective of penalties. This point is very relevant. 
We have heard from the member for Murray earlier this 
evening that councils consider that this will be a heavy 
financial impost. However, it is my understanding that, as 
the councils have the power to collect the fines, those fines 
will then be able to be used to pay for the inspectors who 
police the regulations in their council areas. I am plucking 
figures out of the air, but, for example, if we are talking 
about a $50 on the spot fine or a $100 fine if one is served 
with a summons and goes to court, the collection of those 
fines would more than pay the cost of inspectors to police 
the regulations.

I think that it is worth making this point because there 
are people in the community who are concerned that fines 
of merely $10 will be set, and who will worry about a $10 
fine? Docs the Minister envisage that the level of the fines 
will be such that they will act as a deterrent to those people 
who are habitual burners, and am I on the correct path 
when I suggest that the council can use the fines to pay for 
the inspectors?

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: The honourable member is 
correct. I draw her attention to clause 61(3), which provides:

Where any proceedings for an offence against this Act are 
brought upon the complaint of an authorised officer who is in 
the employment of a council, the amount paid by the defendant 
in those proceedings by way of any fine shall be paid into the 
general funds of that council.
Therefore, the honourable member’s interpretation of the 
clause is clearly correct and it certainly would be our intention 
that the fines should be set in such a way as to provide an 
effective deterrent.

Clause passed.
Clauses 62 and 63 passed.
Clause 64—‘Regulations.’
The CHAIRMAN: The honourable member for Murray 

canvassed this clause during debate on clause 54.
The Hon. D.C. WOTTON: Of course, I cannot proceed. 

There is no point in my proceeding now that the Government 
has made it quite clear where it stands on this matter. Again, 
recognising that the Government is as determined as it is 
not to satisfy the requirements of the Opposition (and I am 
sure the majority of people in the State), I register my 
concern about the pig-headedness of the Government in 
this matter.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: I am glad that the honourable 
member mentioned that, because surely he would have had 
his attention drawn to report No. 7 of the Australian Envi
ronmental Council—Public willingness to part pay for clean 
air, which reports on a survey which was taken in Sydney 
and Adelaide in relation to the acceptance of measures to 
limit incinerator usage. In Sydney 90.4 per cent of people 
questioned said that they believed that there should be 
controls operating, and only .6 per cent said that there 
should not be. In Adelaide 91.6 per cent said, ‘Yes’, and 
1.2 per cent said ‘No’. In those circumstances it is a little 
difficult to give any credence to the honourable member’s 
suggestion that the vast majority of people in this State are 
opposed to this method of proceeding, because the method 
of proceeding which the honourable member was urging 
upon us would have opened up the possibility of no regu
lations operating at all in a large number of local government 
areas.

Mr BECKER: I have heard from the member for Mawson 
some of the most naive arguments that I have heard for a 
long time in this House Chamber.

Ms Lenehan: You haven’t even been here.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! The honourable member for 

Hanson has the floor.
Mr BECKER: One does not always have to be in the 

Chamber, Madam, to hear what members say in a debate. 
The reason that I complained earlier in debate on this 
legislation was that officers of the Henley and Grange council 
informed me that, if they have to employ inspectors to 
police this legislation, it is anticipated that there could be a 
rate rise of about 6 per cent. Henley and Grange ratepayers 
(and ratepayers in any other council area) will not be too 
happy if they have to pay additional rates of that magnitude. 
To say that under this clause fees and fines will be set that 
will be sufficient to recoup or give councils the opportunity 
to cover costs is not logical.

Recently officers of that same council had to take one of 
the ratepayers to court for breaches of the Dog Control Act. 
The fine was $20, and it cost the council about $500 in 
legal fees. The penalty provided in this legislation is about 
$500. No court awards the maximum fine: generally it is a 
quarter for the first offence. Therefore, one will find that 
rarely are costs awarded against the ratepayers; even if they 
are, they do not cover all the costs, and one will find again 
local government out of pocket. That is the real problem 
that one has to face when considering legislation such as 
this. As I said previously, this is a Committee piece of 
legislation. When one comes down to the last clause (the 
crunch clause), one finds that there are so many things 
which will be set down by regulations and which will make 
it even more difficult and time consuming for the Govern
ment to have this legislation properly and thoroughly enacted 
by the time it has run the gauntlet of the Subordinate 
Legislation Committee.

I do not think that we are achieving what the people want 
the Parliament to achieve in regard to the total banning or 
controlling of backyard incinerators, which would be one 
of the worst kinds of air pollution in the metropolitan area.
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As I said, regulations will be set down controlling industries. 
I cited the example of one company in my district which 
spent about $80 000 to $100 000 trying to control pollution. 
Here the powers could be very wide indeed and, as I said, 
we have to be very careful that we do not set up regulations 
or that the Parliament gives powers to make regulations 
that could put industry in a very difficult situation. There 
is no doubt that it will cost jobs in some areas, but we are 
creating a bureaucracy, too, and a large number of inspectors 
will be required. I view this clause with some doubt because 
we will not really know what it is all about until we get 
those regulations before the Parliament.

Clause passed.
Title passed.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD (Minister for Environment 
and Planning): I move:

That this Bill be now read a third time.

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON (Murray): Very briefly, I want 
to indicate my disappointment at the Minister’s attitude to 
some matters concerning this legislation. I perceived three 
major issues on which we were concerned to have the 
Government accept the Opposition’s amendments. The first 
one related to the fact that the word ‘economic’ has been 
removed from the definition of ‘prescribed matters’. We 
have determined that it does not appear in any other form 
anywhere else in the legislation, so, as a result, we conclude 
that neither inspectors nor the Minister need have any 
regard to economic factors when requiring the occupier of 
premises to carry out any particular work. As I said before, 
this was recognised particularly by those in industry as being 
imperative.

The second matter relates to the inclusion of a reference 
to odours in the Bill. We have opposed that in Opposition 
as strongly as we possibly can and we will be taking that 
matter further in another place. In relation to the control 
of backyard burning, we will not be opposing the provisions 
relating to local government, if it feels that it can administer 
them and has the power to do so. I do not want it to be 
seen that we are opposing an opportunity being provided 
to councils which believe that they have a particular need 
to become involved in the control of backyard burning. As 
I have said a number of times in this debate, there are 
obviously those councils that feel strongly that this action 
should be taken, but I believe strongly that the Government 
should have provided an opportunity to those councils in 
country areas, and those that feel that they cannot adequately 
police these provisions which have been forced upon them, 
to opt out.

If the local community was of the opinion that the councils 
should have been involved, then they could have expressed 
themselves quite clearly to the council and made it quite 
clear to that council that it should be involved but, under 
the provisions of the Bill as it stands at the third reading, 
councils have no option but to accept the stringent respon
sibilities laid down in this legislation.

They are the three particular concerns the Opposition has 
in regard to this legislation. I repeat the member for Hanson’s 
statement that, in relation to the administration of this 
legislation, a tremendous amount will depend on what comes 
out in the regulations. Admittedly this House will be given 
the opportunity to look at those regulations when they are 
brought before the Parliament. I can assure the Minister 
that we will be looking very closely at those regulations 
when they become available.

The Hon D.J. HOPGOOD (Minister for Environment 
and Planning): I would like to thank members for the 
attention they have given to this measure during its passage

through the House and through Committee. It is, I believe, 
historic legislation. It is an unfortunate consequence of 
modem civilised society that we tend to treat those necessities 
of life, air and water, as sewers and it is therefore an 
unfortunate fact that legislation has to reflect the necessity 
to control the discharge of wastes into the air and into 
water.

In introducing this legislation I was conscious of the fact 
that under a set of regulations in another Act there has been 
over 10 years of administration of air pollution in this State. 
I believe that by transferring those head powers to new 
legislation, rather than relying on the limited powers in the 
old Act, we are opening up a new charter for air pollution 
control in this State. At the same time I can give an assurance 
that the administration of the Act, should the Bill successfully 
find its way through another place, will be done with tol
erance and understanding and with very close consultation 
with all of those people who will be affected by it. Obviously, 
the major departure from the attempt made by the previous 
Government to proceed with such legislation is the intro
duction of the controls on domestic incineration. I believe 
that we are entering this exercise with a very high level of 
public support and I would hope that the administration 
that would be applied by this Government and by local 
government will be sufficient to control the problem, and 
that is all anyone asks. One does not ask that the controls 
to be applied should be more than is necessary to reasonably 
control the problem that one is addressing.

A good deal of the issues that have arisen, particularly in 
Committee, have been in relation to the age-old argument 
between Governments and Oppositions as to whether the 
ambit of the area in which Government can operate is one 
that should be set by Government itself, or by Statute, and 
I guess that that is an argument that will continue for as 
long as we have Governments and as long as we have 
Parliaments and Oppositions.

Bill read a third time and passed.

HEALTH ACT AMENDMENT BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 7 December. Page 2500.)

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON (Murray): It is not my intention 
to go into a long debate on this legislation. It is consequential 
upon the Bill that has just passed this House and the 
Opposition indicates that it supports it.

Bill read a second time and taken through its remaining 
stages.

PLANNING ACT AMENDMENT BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 7 December. Page 2500.)

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON (Murray): This again is con
sequential upon the legislation that has just passed this 
House. There are matters relating to clean air that did give 
me some concern to begin with and I know that questions 
were asked, again of the Chamber of Commerce, in relation 
to the rights of appeal that it had before the tribunal, which 
it felt were being taken away from it. However, I recognise 
that that matter is now tied in with this Bill. As it is 
consequential upon the clean air legislation, the Opposition 
supports it.

Bill read a second time and taken through its remaining 
stages.
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SMALL BUSINESS CORPORATION OF SOUTH 
AUSTRALIA BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 21 March. Page 2668.)

Mr OLSEN (Leader of the Opposition ): I do not oppose 
this measure although I do intend to move some minor 
amendments to clarify certain aspects.

The establishment of a Small Business Corporation was 
pari of Labor’s election policy, and it is some consolation 
to see that the Premier is keeping at least one of those 
promises he made during the last State election campaign.

Ms Lenehan interjecting:
Mr OLSEN: The member for Mawson makes some pained 

sort of response to that, and I can understand why she 
would feel that way because it happens to be a factually 
accurate and true position. Certainly there have been dozens 
of election promises which have been forgotten or blatantly 
disregarded, and many of these have had direct and damaging 
impact on small business in South Australia.

From the point of view of small business, the measure 
before the House is little more than a cosmetic change from 
the existing Small Business Advisory Bureau. As I will 
outline in a moment, the funds being made available to the 
new Corporation for assistance to small business in South 
Australia represent a very small increase on those already 
available through the Bureau. The desirability of establishing 
yet another Government corporation is open to severe ques
tioning. Before addressing the substance of this Bill, it would 
be appropriate to briefly examine what the present Govern
ment has done for small business, and the major change 
applied by this Government to small business is in the area 
of taxes and charges. During the next three years let us not 
forget the promise made by the Premier during the last 
State election campaign that—

The ALP will not reintroduce succession duties and will not 
introduce new taxes nor increase existing levels of taxes during 
our term of office.
That is a promise that would be welcomed by many small 
business operators but a promise callously and blatantly 
broken by the Premier within weeks of coming to office. 
He also promised:

We will not allow State charges—like transport fares, electricity 
and hospital charges—to be used as a form of backdoor taxation.

Ms Lenehan: What has that to do with small business?
Mr OLSEN: It has plenty to do with small business, but 

I can understand the member for Mawson not understanding 
the impact of taxes and charges on small business. If she 
got out and talked to some of the small business operators 
in her electorate she would understand the impact of the 
Bannon Labor Government’s taxing measures and charges 
on small business operators. If she did that, she would not 
make such an inane interjection as she has just made.

Since coming to office less than 17 months ago, the Labor 
Government has increased electricity charges twice, pushed 
up public transport fares by more than 40 per cent, and 
overall increased nearly 90 Government charges.

Mr Ferguson: What’s that got to do with the Corporation?
Mr OLSEN: Indeed, it has a lot to do with the Corpo

ration, and the member for Henley Beach well knows that 
small business operators in this State have had it up to their 
eye balls with taxes and charges inflicted by this Government. 
The Small Business Corporation is to the established, if he 
did not know and was prepared to read the second reading 
explanation, for the purposes of giving assistance to small 
business. If the Bannon Labor Government was dinkum 
about applying assistance to the small business sector, it 
would get off its back, get out of its own way and bring 
taxes down, not put them up.

Ms Lenehan: Like your Party did in Government.
Mr OLSEN: That it is an interesting comment, because 

the current Premier has not to this date responded to or 
attempted to argue against the statement I made in the 
House in December 1982 relating to the financial position 
that was left by the Tonkin Liberal Government for this 
Administration. He said publicly, but I must admit he has 
never countered those statements in this House, that he was 
left with a deficit. He was not left with a deficit. It was his 
Ministers who overspent in the Government departments 
by $23 million, and full well he knows that. If the Premier 
had a position to stand on, a basis on which to argue against 
that statement, he would have, either in this House or 
publicly, argued against that position which I outlined, 
backed up by Treasury documents available to us legitimately 
as the Government of the day before the election on 6 
November 1982.

But the Premier has not been prepared to do that, because 
he knows he cannot argue against it. He knows that he was 
not left a legacy of a massive deficit in this State, and he 
well knows it. He has never argued that point, never 
attempted to respond to that statement of mine in December 
1982, simply because he cannot respond to it, and because 
that statement was backed up by Treasury documents, by 
public servants in this State legitimately supporting our 
particular position. Many of the charges to which I have 
been referring relate directly to small business, that is, the 
90-odd Government charges that have been put up by this 
Administration.

Mr Groom: Tell us what you would have done.
Mr OLSEN: I would be pleased to respond to the member 

for Hartley. What we would not have done was, first, over
spend in Government departments by $23 million in a 
period of some seven months after the State election. That 
$23 million would have been a saving for people. In addition, 
we would not have increased the size of the Public Service 
by in excess of 1 000 people with an annual cost to South 
Australian tax payers of $25 million.We need not have had 
f.i.d., the first new taxation introduced by an Administration 
in this State for some 10 years, had it not allowed the Public 
Service to blow out in size by some 1 000 people. I am 
pleased to respond to the honourable member for Hartley’s 
interjection.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I am not pleased that 
the Leader has responded to the honourable member’s inter
jection.

Mr OLSEN: I will be pleased to abide by your ruling, 
Sir, if you will at least ask those members opposite to refrain 
from inteijections that reallydo need answering because they 
are blatantly inaccurate. In addition to the 90 Government 
charges to which I have already referred, there are some 
four taxes that have been increased and two new taxes, one 
being the f.i.d., and the other the reintroduction of the gas 
levy in this State. All those taxes and charges have placed 
massive additional financial burdens on small business in 
South Australia. Let me quote the Chairman of ICI Australia, 
Mr Bridgland. He summed up the impact of these taxes 
and charges in his recent report to shareholders, as follows:

The costs of State Government services and taxes and of workers 
compensation insurance are increasing at an alarming rate, and 
there seems, as yet, to be little recognition by State Governments 
that their mounting cost structures are progressively reducing the 
capacity of industry to maintain, let alone expand, employment 
prospects.
He went on:

There is also a sad failure of the Australian community to 
understand how important it is to keep our industries strong. In 
its concern for the social redistribution of wealth, the community 
has lost sight of the prior need to generate that wealth. Govern
ments pay lip service to the need while actively bleeding the 
patient.
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These statements may have been made by a representative 
of a large corporation, but they apply equally to small 
business. Indeed, larger companies are better able to absorb 
increased costs than are small businesses. No Government 
in recent history in this State has bled the patient so brutally 
and with such blatant disregard for promises made before 
an election. Any assistance that this Bill may provide for 
small business has been negated 100-fold by the harsh and 
unecessary taxation policies of this Government. There are 
many other areas of administration which have hampered 
small business under the present Labor Government.

For example, the Premier promised that ‘as a first step 
we will establish the South Australian Enterprise Fund to 
assist the expansion of industry’—end of quote, and certainly 
the end of the promise. He went on to say that the Fund 
would get behind businesses which have potential to expand 
and create jobs. However, the Government has been in 
office 17 months, and the Enterprise Fund that was to be 
established as a first step has still not appeared to assist 
small business.

Members interjecting:
Mr OLSEN: It seems to me that, in terms of honouring 

its election promise, that is, in fact, accurate. I understand 
that we may see something in the next financial year, nearly 
two years after the original promise was made, if the diffi
culties of finding as suitable person to head the fund are 
overcome. I understand that the Premier has been casting 
around the metropolitan area of Adelaide to find a business 
leader to head up this Enterprise Fund. Having done over 
the first 20 business leaders in the State, and having received 
a negative response, he is now on the second level of the 
business community of Adelaide attempting now to get its 
support to head up the Enterprise Fund. It may be that the 
member for Elizabeth, as a new-born capitalist in South 
Australia these days—

Ms Lenehan: You’re just jealous.
Mr OLSEN: That is interesting. There is the member for 

Elizabeth championing the socialist cause, having via the 
capitalist system picked up a dollar or two out of the sale 
of his 5AA shares. I have no difficulty with his picking up 
a dollar or two out of those shares, but it seems to be a 
contradiction with his stand in this place. As he has done 
so well out of the sale of his shares in 5AA, he might be a 
good prospective chairman for the Enterprise Fund in South 
Australia. The Labor Party has no other post for him at the 
moment, so perhaps that chairmanship might be a suitable 
berth.

Ms Lenehan: You must be desperate.
Mr OLSEN: I assure the member for Mawson that we 

are not desperate: obviously she is, because since the break 
between the December Parliamentary session and now she 
has done some door-knocking—

Mr Trainer: You just said that she did not get out to see 
people.

M r OLSEN: There is a difference. I remind the honourable 
member that there is a difference between seeing people in 
business houses in the electorate and door knocking indi
viduals at their households. The Government promised to 
establish the Ramsay Trust to inject funds into low-cost 
housing. We know the result of the Ramsay Trust proposal: 
it collapsed through lack of support and the Government 
has given no indication that it will attempt to revive that 
unkept promise. The Government, without consultation or 
mandate, shut down the Honeymoon and Beverley uranium 
mines and deprived the State of an investment of more 
than $500 million. That investment would have meant 
increased opportunities for small businesses in this State. 
The decision resulted in the loss of existing contracts for a 
wide range of firms in areas such as catering, transport, 
surveying, housing, and many others in the metropolitan

area of Adelaide. In so doing it cost job opportunities for 
young South Australians in the metropolitan area of Adelaide 
in the service industries to those major projects.

The Government promised an examination into ways of 
reducing unnecessary red tape associated with small business. 
However, in its first 17 months of Government the only 
identifiable area of action has been to abolish the Govern
ment deregulation unit, which had carried out extensive 
work on the elimination of unnecessary and over zealous 
Government cost and interference under the previous Gov
ernment. In its small business package the Labor Party 
promised to examine the problems associated with the pro
liferation of retail shopping centres and the associated prob
lems facing small businesses. No such report has been made 
available. It promised to lead a campaign to encourage 
South Australians to buy locally made products, products 
produced by small businesses: no such campaign has been 
held. The Government promised to provide real incentives 
to attract high technology industries to South Australia. The 
incentives have not been obvious, nor has the flow of new 
industries into South Australia.

An honourable member interjecting:
Mr OLSEN: Yes, it has, and I suppose the Premier will 

refer to British Aerospace, concerning which the Hon. Dean 
Brown, as Minister, had attracted and secured the contract 
for its establishment at Technology Park, as all honourable 
members would know, prior to the change of Government. 
An area of major concern to businesses, both small and 
large in South Australia, is the rising cost of workers com
pensation.

The Hon. J.C. Bannon interjecting:
Mr OLSEN: The Premier says that the Government is 

going to do something about it, although we have been 
hearing that for 12 months.

Mr Ferguson: What were your achievements in that area?
Mr OLSEN: The present Government has talked about 

workers compensation now for 17 months.
The Hon. J.C. Bannon interjecting:
Mr OLSEN: I remind the Premier (if he likes to look at 

the statistics) that workers compensation premiums over 
the last three years (which includes a small portion of the 
time of the former Administration) have increased by 244 
per cent, and that that escalation has taken place during the 
present Government’s period of administration. However, 
so far the Government has done nothing other than talk 
about and promote seminars and conferences to discuss the 
problems, without actually addressing the issue of legislative 
action to slow down the spiralling costs of premiums.

Mr Ferguson: What is your answer to that?
Mr OLSEN: If the member for Henley Beach had read 

the newspapers he would know what the answer is: we have 
clearly enunciated a policy in relation to workers compen
sation, which is more than the present Government has 
done. It has become more and more obvious that the Gov
ernment is going to talk around the problem without making 
any change before the next election because of the likely 
reaction from the trade unions.

The Hon. H. Allison interjecting:
Mr OLSEN: Indeed, 400 businessmen thought that our 

policy was okay. I would bet that the Premier has not been 
able to attract 400 businessmen to any of his business labor 
lunches. I suppose that is why Bob Hawke has been called 
in to come to the next business Labor lunch, because they 
want him to boost the numbers, being a little embarrassed 
about the Liberal Party being able to attract such large 
numbers to its lunches.

Ms Lenehan: What about the latest Bulletin poll?
Mr OLSEN: I am glad the honourable member mentioned 

the latest Bulletin. Last Monday night the Premier’s staff—
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Chair has been 
fairly tolerant during this debate. In fact I am coming to 
the opinion that I have been too tolerant. Interjections from 
either side of the House are out of order. The Leader will 
come back to the Bill before the House.

Mr OLSEN: Thank you. Sir, for your protection, but I 
would have liked the opportunity to respond to the comment 
about the opinion polls because—

The Hon. H. Allison: Mr 60 per cent, you mean?
Mr OLSEN: That was a bit of a facade last Monday 

night, selectively leaked to radio station 5DN after the story 
had been run in the country edition of the Sunday Mail 
only. So, it was selectively leaked to the News, but, of course, 
in giving it to the News they said, ‘You cannot have a copy 
of the report but this is what the results are.’ Anyway, the 
Morgan poll put to rest Mr 60 per cent: in fact it had 
dropped down a bit.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr OLSEN: Incentives have not been obvious nor has 

the flow of new industries into South Australia. I refer again 
to high technology industries and specifically to the promise 
made by the Leader of the Opposition prior to the last 
election about high technology. I have referred to workers 
compensation and the platitudes about that matter from 
the Deputy Premier. I remind the House that the Liberal 
Party has a firm policy on workers compensation that was 
laid down earlier this month. That policy, which will be 
implemented as a matter of urgency by the next Liberal 
Government, will cut compensation insurance premiums by 
at least 20 per cent.

The basic aim of the policy is to lessen the compensation 
burden on industry and to create a climate for increased 
job opportunities. To the forefront of that is the small 
business community. I remind the House that last financial 
year workers compensation premiums cost South Australian 
business about $120 million. A survey of 10 major companies 
in South Australia has revealed that the number of claims 
they incurred between 1979 and 1983 increased from 5 886 
to 20 157—a rise of 244 per cent, to which I have previously 
referred.

The rise in claims must inevitably mean further increases 
in premiums and, in many cases, it will be an almost 
unbearable cost on employers. The Liberal Party scheme 
will save employers more than 20c in the dollar in premiums, 
savings which can help give industry the capacity to create 
many new jobs. As a small business operator of some 17 
or 18 years, I well know the impost of Government taxes 
and charges and such things as insurance premiums, workers 
compensation premiums, and how they sap the capacity of 
the business to create and maintain job opportunities. When 
the going gets tough, as it has been for the small business 
community over recent years, the small business community 
cuts costs. If one is to cut costs, the main cost structure of 
any business is its labour component and its on-cost. The 
reason for that is that one winds back turnover rather than 
seeking to increase it, and one winds back job opportunities 
rather than increasing them. In other words, as a small 
business operator, a person determines to become smaller 
rather than bigger because of the cost and the on-cost of 
those operations. If anyone were to trace the history of the 
small business operators and its employment opportunities 
(maintained and a capacity to create, what is more) they 
would see that what I say is statistically supported.

I return to workers compensation. I will indicate to the 
House what the Liberal’s policy is on workers compensation 
because it seems that the Government is devoid of ideas in 
this area. It wants to bring speakers in from all over the 
world to give it some direction on the matter. The Liberals 
will implement a policy which has a direct benefit on the 
small business community, and the Bill before the House

relates to the Small Business Corporation. We are talking 
about impost and cost to the small business operators in 
this State. That policy will radically streamline court pro
cedures to avoid delays in dealing with claims, create a new 
division in the Industrial Court to hear all compensation 
cases, set up informal hearings to settle claims up to $20 000, 
institute compulsory conferences between parties before a 
magistrate so that all cards are on the table early, limit 
common law claims to a loss of future earning capacity, 
insist that contributory negligence by a worker is assessed, 
and pay weekly benefits of 90 per cent of average weekly 
earnings, including overtime but not site allowances assessed 
over the previous six months employment. The present 
weekly payment is full average weekly earnings.

The policy will avoid double dipping in relation to benefits, 
place greater emphasis on safety in the work place and 
commence rehabilitation soon after the accident, replace the 
existing Rehabilitation Board with a Workers Compensation 
Advisory Committee with wide responsibilities, including 
rehabilitation, monitoring occupational health and safety, 
the collection of statistics, recommendations to the Minister 
in relation to self insurers and oversight of the general 
operation of the Act. It will ensure effective discounts for 
employees with a good safety record, and provide for direc
tors of small businesses to opt out of workers compensation 
for themselves if they so desire. That is so they will not be 
automatically caught in the net, as they are at the moment. 
That plan will create employment by cutting more than 20 
per cent from workers compensation costs. These are not 
my figures but figures assessed by the Insurance Council of 
Australia on our proposal which was put to them for com
ment and recommendation as to what the likely reduction 
would be in premiums on that basis.

If we are dinkum about creating job opportunities for 
young South Australians, we have to give business the capa
city to employ. Over the past 10 years the capacity of 
business to maintain existing jobs or create new jobs has 
been eroded. We have sapped out of the business community 
every ounce of spare cash, every ounce of liquidity, and in 
so doing we have put people on the unemployment queue. 
If we are dinkum about creating job opportunities or main- 
taing those jobs in the small and big business sectors, then 
we need to ensure that they have the capacity to maintain 
those people: that means giving them the capacity to employ; 
that means stopping the erosion of liquidity of those com
panies by taxes, charges and premiums, such as workers 
compensation premiums. In the coming weeks I intend to 
outline a proposal which will ease the burden of taxation 
on industry and individuals. The scheme will break new 
ground in South Australia. It will take political debate in a 
new direction. Action must be taken as a matter of urgency 
to cut back the continued increase of cost burdens on private 
industry in South Australia. Before the last election the 
Premier said:

Small business dominates the retailing, wholesaling and man
ufacturing sectors in South Australia.
That is a statement with which I agree. The Premier further 
said:

Small business is a major employer of labour in our State, 
providing an estimated 60 per cent of total employment in the 
private sector.
The Premier went on to say that small business had the 
greatest potential to create jobs in South Australia, and that 
the performance of small business is vital to the future 
economic development of our State. I could not agree more 
with the Premier’s statement, but I do not agree with the 
overall approach that the Government has adopted to 
encourage stability and growth within small businesses in 
South Australia. By imposing new taxes and increasing 
existing taxes and charges, the Government has discouraged



28 March 1984 HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY 2965

investment and growth in private industry capital. It has 
increased the financial burden on firms which the Premier 
agrees provide an estimated 60 per cent of total employment 
in private industry. The Government has adopted the policy 
of economic management by rhetoric and not by action. 
Small business has quickly found out that rhetoric, the 
grand unfilled promises, does not pay the bills or create job 
opportunities.

The Bill before Parliament is full of tokenism and is 
designed to give an impression of action when it does little 
more than change the structure of the present advisory 
bureau. My first concern is that the Government finds it 
necessary to form yet another statutory authority to satisfy 
its professed aim to help small business. There are more 
than 300 statutory authorities in South Australia, each of 
which has an inbuilt long term cost to the taxpayer. Most 
people operating in small business are aggressive, inventive 
and have, ability to initiate. It is therefore ironic that the 
Government sees fit to establish a statutory authority, a 
symbol of bureaucracy, to look after their needs.

Mr Ferguson: I am sure he has not read the report.
Mr OLSEN: I can assure the member for Henley Beach 

that I have read the report that this Government commis
sioned, and I highlight to him that, as a small business 
operator of some years, I have known the impact of paying 
a wage bill week after week for 14 or 15 employees, what 
the cost of that is, and what the escalation of wages means 
to the small business operator. In other words, I have 
experienced the problems that we are trying to address 
related to the business community. The plain facts are that 
the honourable member does not understand the basic prob
lem.

Mr Ferguson: You need to read the Bill.
Mr OLSEN: I have read the Bill, which does not address 

the problem of the small business community in South 
Australia. A redirection of the economic package of this 
Government will assist the small business community far 
more than the tokenism of the Small Business Corporation.
I said at the beginning of this speech, as it relates to the 
Small Business Corporation, that I do not intend to oppose 
the Bill: I will seek to amend it. We will give this Bill and 
this Corporation some capacity to perform, and it will be 
interesting in 12 to 15 months to see what its track record 
is. I hope its track record is far better than the Ramsay 
Trust and most other initiatives of this Administration. I 
hope that its track record in getting up and running is far 
better than that of the Enterprise Fund and as it relates to 
the South Australian Development Corporation. That is 
another story that one could relate about a Labor Admin
istration trying to help the small business community of 
this State. The statutory authority to which I referred before 
those interjections has created concern and in some cases a 
lack of confidence.

Of course, there is a real need that moneys allocated by 
the Government should benefit small business directly and 
not be swallowed up by administrative costs. I believe that 
the aims of the Government for small business could have 
been achieved more effectively with a simpler administrative 
structure. I believe it would be more constructive if the 
present Small Business Advisory Bureau were upgraded. 
The next step would be to work more closely with trade 
and professional organisations to avoid the potential duplicity 
of another statutory authority. We already have more than 
275 trade organisations and associations in South Australia 
that represent small business in similar areas to those outlined 
in this Bill.

While many of these groups carry out useful, worthwhile 
work in putting to the public and the Government problems 
faced by their members, there is little likelihood that the 
formation of a statutory authority will provide them all

with a central and trusted body that will be able to solve 
all of their problems. The makeup of the Corporation board 
is the basis of some concern. The Bill stipulates that the 
Corporation should be made up of seven members and 
chaired by a representative of the Department of State 
Development.

It is essential that the board members are people who 
clearly understand, from practical experience, the problems 
of small business. This is not set out in the legislation and 
I will be seeking an assurance from the Premier that this 
will not become another resting place for people with little 
knowledge or understanding of the problems that the board 
will need to address. We have seen, of course, a few jobs 
for the boys in recent months as handed out by this admin
istration. One could look at the Electricity Trust Board, for 
example, and the breaking of its nexus. One could mention 
a number of other appointments of former Ministers in a 
Labor administration, so I hope that this will not become 
a resting place for some of the Labor Party’s former Min
isters. I recall that before the last election the Premier gave 
an undertaking that the board would be representative of 
the small business community. I seek an assurance from 
him that, in fact, he will achieve that objective with this 
board. I will now refer to some specific points in the Bill 
which seeks, as one of its functions:

. . .to provide advice to persons engaged in, or proposing to 
establish, small business; . . .
I believe that it is just as important to give advice that will 
stop people and make them rethink a proposal before they 
become an unnecessary bankruptcy statistic as it is to give 
advice to an existing business that needs help. Another 
reference relates to the improvement of management skills, 
training and educational programmes. Management skill is 
the skill most frequently lacking in the small business com
munity. The reason why it is lacking, which we understand, 
is that the small business operator works from the early 
hours of the morning to late at night, because of cost 
pressures, to maintain his business. He has not got the 
capacity or time to be able to be involved in education 
programmes; that is, the development of management skills 
to maintain his business, because he is in the business of 
surviving. Having established a business and committed his 
life savings, he is in the business of surviving. With taxes, 
charges and other imposts we have seen, ‘survival’ is the 
key word. This person is spending five, six, or seven days 
a week and many many hours maintaining the viability of 
his business and has not the time, capacity or ability able 
to get away from that business to develop the management 
skills so badly needed in the small business sector.

When one recognises that it has been indicated that some
thing like 60 per cent of all bankruptcies are caused by bad 
management, that area quite clearly has to be addressed. 
The problems are not only providing management expertise, 
advice and education programmes, but also communicating 
to the small business community that it is available, where 
it is available, how they can seek it out and how that 
information can be passed on or disseminated to them. This 
is the key problem. One of the problems I believe the Small 
Business Bureau has is that it has, and provides, some of 
these skills. But to advise the small business community 
how to gain access to them has been a major inhibiting 
factor, because they do not know where to go, or how to 
seek that advice. So, that matter clearly has to be addressed. 
The Bill says that that is one of the objectives.

I laud that objective because I think it is very basic and 
a necessary one. This matter has to be addressed, and we 
have to go all out to open up access to small businessmen 
so that they know where to go and who to contact for this 
advice. I believe that the Corporation will do the small 
business community a major service if it can co-ordinate
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the many educational and training programmes currently 
available through the trade and professional associations, 
the Chamber of Commerce and TAFE to increase manage
ment skills.

Many of the programmes are excellent. Some have good 
motives, but with greater guidance they could be more 
widely supported. There is a need to get the Commonwealth 
and State Governments together in this education field so 
that training programmes for industry are working together 
and so that there is no duplication of effort, as there is at 
the moment. There is, strictly, a wastage of funds that would 
better be directed towards having these education pro
grammes accessed to the small business community by redi
recting those funds; that would remove the duplication of 
effort that currently exists. I again quote:

To monitor and make representation on the effect of policies 
and practices of Governments.
I support strongly this function as the most common state
ment made by small business people and their representative 
organisations. When asked what help they needed, or what 
is the most important thing Governments could do to help 
their cause, the answer was, ‘Just get out of our way. Reduce 
the burden of regulation and give us a fair go. We want a 
fair go to survive on our own initiatives.’

Mr Ferguson: Absolute nonsense!
Mr OLSEN: It is not absolute nonsense. If the honourable 

member wanted to set up a delicatessen and had to apply 
for 17 separate licences to do so he would not believe that 
that statement was absolute nonsense. If he had to sit down 
after running his shop for 9 or 10 hours a day and fill out 
Government forms and regulations to forward he would 
not say it is nonsense. The member for Henley Beach has 
never been in a position to fill them out, so he does not 
understand what the impost of Government regulations and 
red tape is on the business community of South Australia.

It is well documented by big business, which has had 
time, capacity and staff to devote to obtaining these statistics, 
what the cost is in employment time merely to provide 
Government with those statistics. The cost to business to 
provide that information to Government is extraordinary. 
There is no doubt that State Taxation is one of the greatest 
burdens, inhibiting factors or mechanisms by which we in 
Government get in the road of the small business operators 
of this State, or indeed any State of this country.

Mr Ferguson interjecting:
Mr OLSEN: That inane interjection from the member 

for Henley Beach clearly indicates that he does not under
stand the small business community and its problems. 
Members opposite are trying to address a problem they do 
not understand because they have not had any experience 
of it. If one looks along the front bench opposite it is clearly 
demonstrated that there is no experience in the small business 
community there. I quote again from the Bill before the 
House:

To provide advice to persons engaged in or proposing to establish 
a small business.
I believe it is just as important to give advice that will stop 
a person and make him rethink his proposal before becoming 
an unnecessary bankruptcy statistic as it is to give advice 
to give an existing business that needs help or to give advice, 
quite often when it is too late, to someone who is in an 
irrecoverable position in relation to finance or liquidity of 
their business.

It is necessary to give adequate advice and guidance to 
people prior to their taking on a small business enterprise. 
Another reference in the Bill relates to the promotion of 
improved management skills, training and education pro
grammes. I refer here to what I said previously, that there 
is no doubt that in this area there is a lot of ground that 
can be made and a lot of useful service that this Bill can

provide to the small business community. The Bill also 
comments on consulting and co-operating with representa
tives of small business. That is a most critical role as there 
are 275 separate organisations in this State now and to 
further duplicate resources and effort would be quite wrong 
and unnecessary.

The training areas mentioned earlier need co-ordination 
and consultation, not duplication. The Bill refers to ‘financial 
assistance’ and ‘to provide financial assistance by way of 
guarantees or grants’. There is a real danger of duplication 
with the IDC. As the IDC is currently concerned with the 
matter, some clarification from the Premier on how this 
would dovetail is essential, I believe. It is more efficient to 
have one body managing the Government loans and grants 
of the State and a clear definition of responsibilities must 
be made in that regard. Therefore, the functions of the IDC 
and the new Corporation are clearly defined. I will be 
seeking by way of amendment a guarantee limit of some 
$50 000 from the Corporation without referral to the IDC 
for endorsement of grants or guarantees on loans to the 
small business community greater than that.

The legislation states ‘to promote and assist development 
of small business in the State.’ That is a fine statement, 
although the Bill does not specify precisely how this is to 
be done. It has been said many times that, if each small 
business in the State took on one person, we would not 
have an unemployment problem. Clearly, that is an accurate 
statement. Small business is principally a people business 
and in a possible costing statement on page 70 of the 
working party report, an extra $60 000 has been suggested 
for programmes of training and advice. In a State Budget 
of $2 billion, this is a pittance to assist a sector that provides 
60 per cent of private sector employment in South Australia.

An honourable member: Do you want us to spend it all?
Mr OLSEN: I do not want the Government to spend it 

all. All I want it to do is contain the size of the Public 
Service in South Australia and we would have had $23 
million or $25 million available for such programmes, not 
$60 000 as nominated thus far. That $60 000 is really the 
tokenism of this measure of the establishment of the Small 
Business Corporation. As the Corporation will commence 
officially on 1 July, I look forward with interest to the 
moneys to be allocated in the next Budget for loans and 
grants to the small business community.

I have outlined briefly some of the shortcomings of the 
Government’s actions to assist small business so far, and 
my concerns about the measure at present under debate. 
However, the Government has a mandate for the establish
ment of this Corporation and the Opposition will therefore 
not oppose the broad thrust of this measure. What is tragic 
is that the Government—

An honourable member: It’s terrible—
Mr OLSEN: We do not believe that the measure is 

terrible. We believe that the Government is misguided in 
how it attains its objective. The objective is clear. We are 
at one on the objective of the Small Business Corporation, 
but the critical thing is how one attains the objective. What 
is tragic is that the Government has seen fit to impose so 
many brutal taxes and charges on small business, without 
consultation or apparent consideration for the real hardships 
that those taxes and charges have caused. It is hypocritical 
for the Government to bring before the House a measure 
like this and claim that it cares about small business, when 
in the past 17 months the Premier has embarked on one of 
the greatest taxation gathering exercises seen in this State.

Mr Klunder: Since the last Government.
Mr OLSEN: I am glad that the member for Newland 

interjected because the track record is quite clear. We have 
seen in this last year a tax increase of something like 14 per 
cent. The only State to have a greater increase is Western
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Australia. I remind the honourable member that, in the last 
year of the Tonkin Administration, the tax levels fell in this 
State by 5.4 per cent and in the three years of the Tonkin 
Administration the previous Liberal Government took South 
Australia to the lowest taxed State per capita in Australia, 
and that is a record that this Administration will never ever 
be able to emulate, witnessed by the massive tax increases 
since the Government changed hands.

Members interjecting:
Mr OLSEN: And well members opposite might react, 

because that is a statistical fact. That is the clear difference 
between a Labor Administration and a Liberal Administra
tion. We believe in reducing the tax burden, not increasing 
the tax burden as indeed this Government has done. Even 
today, the Premier has refused to give an undertaking that 
taxes will not increase further between now and July next 
year. The Premier was specifically asked and he would not 
give any indication. He wants to leave it open for the 
opportunity to have round 2 of tax increases under the 
Bannon Labor Administration. For the Premier to refuse to 
give this undertaking, when 17 months ago he was brazen 
enough to suggest that there would be no increases for the 
next three years, is hypocritical and dishonest. However, 
we also saw in Question Time today the double standards 
that are applied by this Administration. Conflict of interests 
about Ministerial performance was mentioned.

An honourable member interjecting:
Mr OLSEN: Why did the honourable member not tell 

me about this conflict of interest? When the Premier was 
Leader of the Opposition, we could give not one, but four 
or five examples where he not once sought to have a dis
cussion with the Minister or Premier of the day. What 
double standards! What hypocrisy we have emanating from 
the front bench on the other side!

The taxes and charges already imposed by this Govern
ment have been an enormous burden to small business. 
The smoking of further rises which the Premier has now 
pointed at individuals and businesses for the next 15 months 
must have a detrimental effect on business growth and 
development. We have the Prime Minister and the Federal 
Treasurer asking for capital works programmes and capital 
investment to stimulate the economy. We will not get capital 
investment projects undertaken by the business community 
while there is doubt about the future and about taxation 
measures, and if they have to persevere with a 14 per cent 
increase in taxes over the next 12 months, facing the prospect 
of a little amount over the next 12 months, they will not 
invest in capital. They will protect the status quo and their 
position now.

We have seen the actions of this Government directly 
counter to those put forward by the Federal Prime Minister 
and the Federal Treasurer. The Federal Finance Minister 
drew attention to the fact, as did Senator Button, that, if 
the Federal Government was asked to back up such industries 
as BHP to protect jobs, the State Governments had to 
reduce the tax burden because it was no good the Federal 
Labor Government’s assisting industry to see a State Labor 
Government draw off all that money given in assistance to 
prop up ailing State Budgets. It is a tragedy that the Premier 
could not see his way clear to give that undertaking to the 
Parliament today as it relates to taxes and charges; we might 
have got some capital investment if the Government had a 
sure direction. However, the track record of this Government 
in terms of giving directions is somewhat shaky.

It is also a tragedy that the Premier could not see his way 
clear to give the undertaking to show the way to business 
and give it grounds for confidence and decisive forward 
planning. I have mentioned earlier and have given notice 
of the moving of three amendments which have been tabled 
to the Bill currently before the House and which the Oppo

sition believes are necessary in the interests of better legis
lation and the protection of the South Australian taxpayer. 
The first of the amendments circulated in my name relates 
to clause 6 of the Bill. This provides for staggering of 
appointments every 18 months so that the composition of 
the board of thc Corporation will alter after each 18 month 
period.

That is a sensible amendment (and indeed I am attempting 
to describe to the House the reason for the amendment that 
the Opposition has put forward, and I will speak to these 
amendments in detail when I move them during the Com
mittee stage) which, while retaining the actual length of a 
board member’s term of service as three years, allows for 
the composition of the board to alter after a shorter period 
of time. The Opposition believes that this will mean a betler 
board and hence a better Corporation as new and fresh 
ideas can be contributed as a result of a more dynamic 
changing leadership. The business world is fast moving, and 
a world in which ideas and initiatives in this new era (the 
technological era) particularly are constantly being presented 
and changing. As ideas change, so do people’s expertise and 
ability to contribute to the more efficient running of an 
organisation such as this particular Corporation.

The second amendment relates to clause 13 of the Bill 
and is designed to set an upper limit on the amount the 
Corporation is empowered to guarantee in respect of any 
one loan taken out by a small business or individual seeking 
to start a small business and requiring Government assist
ance. There have been numerous experiences in the past 
where Government guarantees have been allowed to busi
nesses or individuals and the South Australian taxpayer has 
had to bear the brunt of bad debts and bankruptcy pro
ceedings. The history of the South Australian Development 
Corporation, which was disbanded by the former Govern
ment, is littered with cases where guarantees, grants or loans 
were made to businesses in good faith but resulted in large 
losses of public funds.

The dangers of repetition of this type of misuse and loss 
have already been highlighted in my speech, and it is for 
this reason that the Opposition seeks to stipulate clearly in 
the legislation how much it can guarantee for any one 
individual or business. We believe that the future limit 
should be $50 000, with any larger amounts being referred 
to the Industries Development Committee (which has 
amongst its membership members of both the major Parties 
and a representative from the Treasury). This puts a control 
mechanism on the giving out of guarantees larger than 
$50 000 more in the control of Parliament, which I am sure 
the Government would agree is an appropriate move and 
a necessary one. That is a check system on allocation of 
grants greater than $50 000.

The third amendment we seek to move to make a minor 
adjustment to the legislation is related to clause 21 of the 
Bill, which refers to a requirement for applications for grants 
or guarantees to be in writing. The Opposition believes that, 
since no provision exists at present for the Bill to ensure 
that such written information remains confidential, an 
amendment is necessary to ensure that confidentiality. It is 
vital that any information given in confidence to officers 
of the Corporation be kept within the bounds of that organ
isation. That is only natural, in the light of normal business 
practice in the private sector. Confidentiality is expected in 
the business sector, particularly in the professions such as 
in the law and in banking and finance. It should therefore 
be expected in respect to the business practices of the Small 
Business Corporation.

To briefly repeat, in summary, the Opposition does not 
oppose the measure before the Parliament. It will seek to 
amend it in several areas, as I described in my second 
reading speech, with proposed amendments which we believe
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streamline the operation and provide some safeguards and 
protections in the measure. I trust that this measure will go 
a long way towards assisting the small business sector in 
this State. I have some doubt that it will achieve the objective 
put down. I believe the objective of assistance to the small 
business sector in South Australia would be better achieved 
by reducing the tax burden and the charges placed upon the 
small business community, by reducing the red tape placed 
upon the small business community, and the inherent cost 
of red tape on the small business community, by a contin
uation of the role of the Deregulation Unit established by 
the former Administration in this State and disbanded by 
the current Administration, and getting out of the way of 
the business community.

Where I am at one with the Government, as it relates to 
this measure, is in relation to the education programme and 
advice to be offered by this Corporation to the small business 
people of this State to ensure that there is not duplication 
and. where there is duplication, that it can be eliminated to 
ensure that those programmes currently available to the 
small business community can in fact be expanded and the 
small business community can have greater access to those 
programmes, because in fact that area of management 
expertise and skills is the critical area where we need to 
give adequate assistance to the small business community.
I am concerned that any provision of lender of last resort 
is merely a proposal to prop up so-called lame ducks. The 
Premier has indicated in public statements that that is not 
his or the Government's objective in the establishment of 
the Small Business Corporation.

Mr Lewis: Can you believe him?
Mr OLSEN: We cannot believe him on his statements 

thus far. particularly as they relate to election promises. 
However, on this matter I trust that the Premier’s objective 
is indeed one that can be attained. The measure before the 
House recognises in some way the role of the small business 
community. It is a vital ingredient of the economy of this 
State, and indeed of Australia. It deserves the wholehearted 
support of the whole political spectrum.

I suppose the argument that has emanated tonight centres 
around how to provide that assistance to the small business 
community and in many respects, as I have highlighted to 
the Parliament tonight, we disagree with the Government 
on how that objective can best be met, and I say that, not 
only representing the view of the Liberal Party, but as 
someone who had some personal and practical experience 
in the payment of wages to 14 or 15 people every week and 
the problems and the survival aspect of the small business 
community particularly. With that understanding of that 
problem, I hope we can get to the stage of developing a 
proper and cohesive programme directed to support and 
education, but not to prop up those lame ducks which I 
mentioned just a moment ago; rather, to provide meaningful 
assistance so that it has the capacity to reward those small 
businesses that are showing initiative and flair and have 
the capacity to grow, because of that tremendous wealth in 
the small business man for initiative, for capacity to grow, 
because of ideas and the fulfilment of those ideas by personal 
effort by small business men. With the amendments outlined, 
the Opposition does not intend to oppose the Bill.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON (Premier and Treasurer): I
move:

That the time for moving the adjournment of the House be 
extended beyond 10 p.m.

Motion carried.

Mr GROOM (Hartley): I think that, in significant parts, 
that was a very disappointing contribution from the hon
ourable the Leader of the Opposition. Quite clearly, what

was omitted was the failure of Liberal Government financial 
policies during 1979 to 1982. We really heard very little 
about the failure of economic management during that period 
of time.

Members interjecting:
Mr GROOM: It is no good carrying on that we are the 

lowest taxed State if we have the highest deficit, and it is a 
very simple matter of prudence that if we spend more than 
we are getting in we must get into a deficit situation.

Members interjecting:
Mr GROOM: What occurred during 1982 was that the 

Liberal Party’s Budget completely got out of control. It got 
out of control because the Liberal Government was coming 
into an election period, and it completely overspent. It did 
not exercise prudent restraint and seek to redress that sit
uation, so the fact of the matter was that it imposed on this 
State a record deficit of the magnitude of $63 million. Even 
assuming that the Leader of the Opposition is correct about 
his figure of $23 million (and I hasten to add he is not), 
take that off the $63 million and we are still left with a 
deficit of some $40 million, not to take into account the 
raid on the capital fund.

That is to be contrasted with the surplus that was left in 
the Treasury when the Corcoran Government left office. If 
honourable members want to ask themselves why small 
business encountered economic difficulties, they simply have 
to look at their record from 1979 to 1982, and the answer 
is there. It is no good carrying on raising this phantom 
‘figure of $23 million and saying, as the Leader of the 
Opposition did, that it should not be spent. Where was that 
money spent? Quite clearly, it was spent on teachers, on 
the police, on hospitals, and on welfare. I would like the 
Leader of the Opposition to explain how he would not have 
spent that so-called $23 million that he plucked out of the 
air.

Having heard the contribution from the Leader of the 
Opposition, I really wonder what depth of small business 
expertise there is on the other side of the House. Honourable 
members opposite simply focus on one issue, time and time 
again, and they point to the wages component and magnify 
it out of all proportion, as if that was the only problem 
small business encountered. That is only one component of 
the overall cost structure of small business. There are very 
heavy components in terms of leasing, if you have to lease 
your own premises. The purchase of elementary things like 
stationery is extremely high.

Repair costs of equipment are very high. The cost of 
services to have people come and repair equipment is high 
and the actual purchase of equipment is very expensive on 
the open market. You have to be able to determine that 
you purchase the right equipment, not having some smart 
salesman come and sell you a computer for some $20 000 
odd that is out of date. This is what the Small Business 
Corporation is going to provide. It will provide one-stop 
shopping for small business people who will, at the one 
location, be able to obtain advice on all these matters at 
the one time. That is why the working party recommended 
a departure from the Small Business Advisory Council set 
up by the previous Dunstan Administration in 1977: it no 
longer met the needs of small business. Indeed, the Small 
Business Corporation will. Honourable members opposite 
continually focus in on wages, as if getting the wage com
ponent down answers all the problems of small business. 
That is just plainly ridiculous. I do not know how many 
members opposite have ever operated a small business.

Mr Lewis: Obviously you do not.
Mr GROOM: For the honourable member’s benefit, the 

legal practice I am associated with employs a total of 20 
people, so I do not think the honourable member is correct. 
That has grown over many years.
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Members interjecting:
Mr GROOM: That is just not right. The cost of services 

is the biggest factor, the cumulative cost of services in terms 
of lease payments, interest payments, which are extremely 
high, stationery and telephones, equipment and purchase of 
equipment. That is what small business needs advice on. 
Wages is only one of the components; of course it is a 
significant component. What did honourable members 
opposite do for small business during the period 1979 to 
1982? All they did was reduce pay-roll tax to some extent.
I have looked at the record. What did honourable members 
opposite do?

An honourable member: Reduced the tax burden.
Mr GROOM: It is no good reducing the tax burden if 

you just whack up the deficit to such an alarming proportion 
that you have to pay for it in other ways. What has this 
Government done in relation to pay-roll tax? An article in 
the Advertiser on 3 February states;

Since the present Government came to power in South Australia 
in 1982, pay-roll tax exemption levels have been lifted from 
$125 000 to $140 000 and then to $160 000, and now it will be 
$200 000.
In just over 15 months that is an extraordinary record for 
a new Government facing the sort of economic climate 
honourable members opposite placed this Government in. 
Because they were coming into an election period (and 
honourable members opposite know it), they did not increase 
taxes and charges to redress the imbalance because they 
were going to do it after the election. They expected to win.

Members interjecting:
Mr GROOM: Do not carry on with those ridiculous and 

inane interjections. The honourable member opposite wants 
to look at small business as a whole, the financial viability 
of the small business sector, and look at the benefits that 
will come from this type of corporation, and indeed the 
economic policies of both the Bannon Labor Government 
and the Hawke Labor Government.

Mr Becker: How many jobs?
Mr GROOM: For the benefit of the member for Hanson, 

can honourable members opposite see Malcolm Fraser pour
ing $77 million into South Australia for job creation schemes? 
I cannot. Honourable members opposite opposed these 
schemes. By June of this year some $77 million will have 
been spent—

Mr Lewis: Of taxpayers’ money.
Mr GROOM: I take it the honourable member opposite 

is opposing job creation schemes. That is the import of his 
objection. I am pleased to see that the member for Mallee 
is now on record as saying that he opposes these job creation 
schemes. Some $77 million is being spent and will have 
been committed in South Australia by the end of June this 
year. These funds will employ some 7 000 people approxi
mately in 900 community projects. Apart from the employ
ment aspect, who is going to be the greatest beneficiary of 
that $77 million? Small business will be, because in addition 
to employing people it must purchase goods and services. 
Honourable members opposite do not like that because their 
Federal Government would not have done the same thing. 
Woe betide South Australia had the Fraser Liberal Govern
ment succeeded in 1983. The fact of the matter is that 
South Australian small business has gained enormously as 
a consequence of the election of the Bannon Labor Gov
ernment and the Hawke Labor Government, and honourable 
members opposite know they would not have spent 
$77 million in South Australia.

I am indebted to my colleague the member for Albert 
Park. In the Advertiser of Thursday 8 March, a former 
Liberal Prime Minister and capable Treasurer, Sir William 
McMahon, said ‘Hawke re-election is vital to recovery’. 
Quite clearly, by implication, the election of the Peacock

Government would have set economic recovery in Australia 
back to such an extent that it would take years to come out 
of the quagmire created by the type of policies of honourable 
members opposite.

In the whole of his speech, the Leader of the Opposition 
could not point to anything positive that the former Tonkin 
Liberal Government had done for small business in this 
State. I know it did reduce pay-roll tax to some extent, but 
nothing like the Bannon Labor Government has done in 
12 months. I congratulate the Premier on this measure, and 
I hasten to add that the Deputy Premier must feel very 
satisfied that this legislation is being introduced into the 
House, because he was one of the prime movers in ensuring 
that it was part of Australian Labor Party policy at the last 
State election. I know he travelled to Victoria and extensively 
looked at the Victorian Small Business Corporation.

Members interjecting:
Mr GROOM: Honourable members opposite can laugh. 

This is not a laughing matter. It is for the benefit of small 
business in South Australia. It is not a matter about which 
the member for Coles can give those girlish giggles that she 
is quite prone to do. It is not a matter to giggle at, for the 
benefit of the member for Coles. It is a serious matter in 
the interests of the economic welfare and well-being of 
South Australia and South Australian small business and 
the people it employs, because it employs something like 
60 per cent of the work force in South Australia. I ask the 
member for Coles not to laugh at this matter, to treat it 
seriously, and give it the importance it requires.

It is and was an important plank of Australian Labor 
Party policy at the last State election. The Deputy Premier 
can be well pleased with the role he played, because it will 
advance the interests of small business. It is well to remember 
that the first advancement in terms of small business in 
South Australia came in 1977, with the establishment of 
the Small Business Advisory Council by the Dunstan Gov
ernment. That no longer meets the needs of small business 
and a Corporation, with entrepreneurial skills, is required. 
It is well to remember that, of the seven members on the 
board, six will come from private enterprise to ensure that 
there is sufficient entrepreneurial skill and that it does not 
degenerate to a red-tape bureaucracy, that it has flexibility 
and is in keeping with the partnership required in South 
Australia between the public sector and the private enterprise 
sector. This Government can be justly proud of its record 
since coming to office in November 1982. It has had to 
increase taxation, but those increases have been kept to a 
minimum to ensure that economic growth continues and 
that employment opportunities are maintained. We have 
reduced pay-roll tax by a massive amount; $77 million has 
been spent on job creation.

Mr Becker: It has not been spent.
Mr GROOM: The honourable member is quite right. It 

will be committed by June: a total of $77 million. A vast 
amount is being spent during that period of time. Only 
recently the Premier announced a variety of job creation 
projects where private enterprise itself was on the move. 
The Premier is to be commended for this measure. It will 
enhance the viability of small businesses; it will protect 
them from bankruptcies in future. One of the biggest prob
lems that small businesses face, apart from the various 
components that make up their operational costs, is lack of 
management expertise.

Far too many people go and purchase goods and equip
ment, borrow large amounts of money and then find that 
they have to repay the capital, which becomes part of their 
taxable income. The net result is that suddenly they find 
they have no cash flow. Management is an essential part of 
the viability of small businesses. There are too many small 
business people who go into business without sufficient
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background and expertise in management. This Corporation 
will provide one-stop shopping for small business in future. 
It will put together all of the necessary ingredients to make 
a successful small business. I commend the Premier for 
introducing the measure.

Mr INGERSON (Bragg): I support the Bill and, to a 
degree, the general principles and aims of the Government 
in introducing the concept of a Small Business Corporation. 
I agree with the Leader’s view that it could have been done 
another way, but I recognise clearly that it is a very important 
part of the Labor Party’s policy and as a consequence of 
that I would support the Bill. The member for Hartley stated 
very clearly that the previous Government left a large deficit 
and that according to Treasury documents it was obvious 
that had Liberal principles continued the deficit would have 
been about $13 million. In fact, we ended up with a deficit 
of some $63 million, a considerable amount of which was 
due to natural disasters. An important point which is not 
often talked about by members opposite is the $23 million 
over spent by Government departments. It is interesting 
that IPA, an independent survey group, has pointed out 
very clearly that in the past year there was an increase in 
taxation of some 14 per cent and some 26.7 per cent over 
the past three years. The member for Hartley’s comments 
about budgeting were interesting: on the one hand the Gov
ernment maintains that it is unacceptable to have a deficit 
of $63 million, but with its own deficit, with increased 
income and expenditure, it has ended up with a bigger 
deficit. The lastest statements put out by the Treasurer 
indicate that today we are looking at a deficit of $100 
million: it will be interesting to see whether or not that can 
be reined in to the budgeted figure of some $68 million.

The member for Hartley maintained that we on this side 
of the House do not understand what wage costs are all 
about. However. I point out that wage costs usually vary 
between 15 per cent and 25 per cent of a total cost of a 
business, with other costs making up the remaining com
ponent. The biggest single increase in costs arises from the 
imposition of Government charges. They have risen in the 
past 12 months by some 14 per cent. Costs to businesses 
which use power or gas have increased by 25 per cent. A 
situation now exists where some of the other costs are now 
line ball with wage costs. There is no question that wage 
costs have moved forward a little ahead of inflation, but 
significant cost increases have occurred now through Gov
ernment charges.

It is interesting that the member for Hartley should refer 
to pay-roll tax, because we have just done a little exercise 
on that, and I point out that it is absolute nonsense for a 
Government to say that that is a big thing for small business 
to pay, because hardly any small businesses pay pay-roll 
tax, and so any big increase is not very important at all, 
because few people are involved. It is not a big exercise. 
The Government has said how marvellous it was to push 
the exemption level up by $25 000, but in fact it means 
nothing at all, because so many businesses are not caught 
up in it.

The Hon. J.C. Bannon: But they would have been had 
we not lifted the exemption level.

Mr INGERSON: That is nonsense. Very few small busi
nesses are between the $175 000 and $200 000 levels. The 
other matter I want to put straight concerns the interjection 
that this was not a statutory authority and that perhaps the 
Opposition should read a few comments made about the 
matter. However, if the honourable member concerned refers 
to page 2666 of Hansard she will find that the Premier’s 
speech indicated very clearly that it was the view of the 
working party after consideration of alternative organisation 
structures that a statutory authority would be the most

appropriate framework to give effect to the Government’s 
small business programme. If it is not a statutory authority, 
perhaps the Premier can tell us what it is. The most important 
thing that has been highlighted is that the Government has 
recognised that there is a need to support small businesses, 
and I commend the Government for doing so. There is no 
question that Governments in the past have paid only lip 
service to small business. The matter of small businesses 
has been a Party-political exercise of attempting to gain 
votes, but neither Party has really sat down and looked at 
what could be done for small business. I congratulate the 
Government for at least putting together some aims that 
will help small business considerably.

I believe the problems of small businesses fall into six 
main categories, namely, management, finance, education 
and training, industrial matters and problems, taxation and 
Government charges, and legislation. I refer first to what 
small business people themselves see as being the problems, 
which they would like the Corporation to look at. As men
tioned clearly in regard to the aims of the Corporation, it 
ought to advise Government on problems regarding legis
lation and on what can be done to help small business 
groups in that regard. The most common single factor that 
came from our investigation of the small business group 
was that all the people concerned wanted the Government 
(of whatever persuasion), to do was to get out of their way, 
to remove hurdles, reduce Government regulation, taxes 
and charges, and reduce the licensing and effect of licensing 
at local government level. I refer to a report on the Australian 
Small Business Association in the Financial Review of 
22 May. Paul Greenwood, who is the Director of the Aus
tralian Small Business Association in New South Wales said:

The ASBA was born out of a feeling of frustration among many 
small businessmen that they were being neglected. It is the classic 
situation where a person or group takes so much before reacting. 
Since the early 1970s, the small businessman has borne the brunt 
of taxation and legislative change to the point of desperation. It 
has taken them until 1983 to come forward to protest.

The ASBA has pinpointed high taxation, the increasing cost of 
employing staff, difficulties in raising finance and frustration in 
dealing with all levels of government as the problem areas that 
need reform.
It is interesting that the member for Hartley should say that 
the cost of employing staff is not an important factor, when 
here is an independent group of small businessmen, their 
numbers increasing by some 100 per month (who will prob
ably comprise the most vital small business association in 
Australia), clearly pointing out that the cost of employing 
staff is a very important factor in this whole area.

Small business has more influence than it thinks and 
hopefully through this Corporation its board representatives 
will be able to follow through in examining legislation and 
the effect that it has on small business. The second point 
was that the Association wanted a fair deal and not a special 
deal. It does not want anyone running around and giving it 
assistance: all it wants is to be able to compete in a fair 
and reasonable way, to get on with the job and to make 
sure that Governments get out of its way. The next area 
concerned industrial awards, which as many in this place 
know are principally designed for big business, big unions 
and Governments. Because small business is not represented 
as well as it ought to be at the award level, it needs to have 
some other or some different sort of industrial award system. 
Hopefully this Corporation will look at other alternatives 
that will still guarantee certain conditions of employment 
to the employee.

The next point raised was that in tendering for contracts, 
making Government payments and the purchase price of 
goods, many times small business is clearly selected against, 
and hopefully the Corporation will look at that area. It is 
interesting to note that the Corporation talks about advocacy
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in its objectives. More and more small business national 
associations are forming, because it is believed that the role 
of the small trade associations is not able to be as effective 
as it ought to be and these national bodies are being set up 
to lobby on behalf of small business. If it believed that 
corporations similar to this was the way to do it, why is it 
that stronger national bodies are being formed in an attempt 
to lobby Government at both State and national level? They 
do not want to see duplication of resources and effort. They 
see this Corporation as being a body to fill gaps and/or to 
meet needs and not as being a direct competitor, and surely 
that is an important factor. Any duplication of resource 
does not have an end benefit for small business, and one 
of the prime aims of the Government ought to be to make 
sure that the end benefit is to the small businessman himself 
and not to the corporation in the corporate structure.

The question of a need for the Corporation was put to 
many trade associations and individual business people. 
There is no doubt that something is needed and a Corpo
ration is seen by the majority as the way to go about it. 
However, the matter which needs clarification, which is not 
spelt out in the Bill but which will be dealt with at the 
Committee stage, is that involving the Small Business Cor
poration in Victoria, which is deemed to be the most suc
cessful corporation in this field. People, when asked about 
it, said that the reason for its success was the people on the 
board and the people it employed. It is absolutely essential 
that in South Australia we obtain the best people from the 
private sector with small business practical experience to 
work on the board, and that the staff have a background 
of small business. I again quote from the article quoting Mr 
Greenwood in the Financial Review as follows:

‘When a person starts a small business and it grows to a level 
where he needs help, he simply advertises and makes a deal about 
wages and conditions with an employee. What we say is that if 
one accepts the definition of a small business man as fundamentally 
an owner-manager, we feel there are not any significant differences 
in bargaining power between the small businessman and the 
employee.

That contrasts with the big business situation where professional 
managers, who are themselves employees of the enterprise, nego
tiate terms and conditions with other employees further down 
the organisational structure. What we think are unfair are the 
labour costs, the penalty loadings, the shift allowances, the annual 
leave loadings, which bear no relation to performance at work. 
Small business is looking to pay dollars for effort. It is very 
simple . . .  if the cost of labour exceeds what the price of a product 
can bear in a competitive market, then the business ceases.’

Mr Greenwood wants to see an overhaul of the industrial and 
arbitration system to consider small business.

‘The system has developed through the activities of government, 
large business and big unions dealing in areas of common interest. 
They set awards which affect the whole of the work force. Those 
engaged in small business, who as a group employ more people, 
have no voice in this.’

While Government and big business may be able to absorb 
higher labour costs because it is generally a smaller component 
in the total cost of production, it can invariably break a small 
operator.

‘This leaves the option of either subsiding small business or 
allowing it to opt out. I think the latter would be fairer.’

Mr Greenwood wants all arbitration and legislation to be sub
jected to a small business impact study, much the same way as 
it is looked at for, say, environmental considerations. We think 
that would be the biggest and most constructive step forward. We 
accept there should be consumer laws, fair trading and trade 
practices legislation, but we should also look at their effect on 
small business.’

Similar co-operation should come from Governments and reg
ulators.

‘We have to develop a bureaucracy that understands the needs 
and problems of small business in its administration of the policies 
of government. At present, it is hardly sympathetic, from corporate 
affairs down to local government level. We want co-operation 
and a lot less regulation.’
Those statements, clearly setting out the cost and regulation 
problems involved, are made by an independent man who 
is now the New South Wales Director of the Australian

Small Business Association. He clearly outlines the problem 
of regulation and Government involvement getting in the 
way of small business. I have already mentioned the six 
major issues that I believe cause small business problems, 
and the most important one is management. In many cases 
this is caused by the lack of previous experience or by lack 
of formal qualification in business. Generally, the persons 
concerned are frightened to go to associations or do not 
know that associations have information available. People 
are not aware that they can purchase management advice, 
they do not know where to go for that advice, and they are 
not aware that in many instances Government depart
ments—and in this case the previous Small Business 
Bureau—provide that sort of advice.

Mr Mathwin: They’re timid.
Mr INGERSON: Generally, they are poor communicators 

and, as the member for Glenelg has said, quite often timid 
people who are concerned about their future but who do 
not know where to go. The IBIS group recently carried out 
studies on small businesses and declared that some 64 per 
cent of all bankruptcies are due to bad management and 
not necessarily to financial problems.

The other management problem which was mentioned by 
the Leader was that small business people have to work 
such long hours to survive. They have to be managers, 
workers and accountants. Consequently, because of tiredness 
and other factors, they simply do not carry out management 
exercises as they should.

Many things have been said about the lack of finance 
which causes problems for these people. When I have dis
cussed this matter with many small business peope their 
major concern is availability of finance, not that interest 
rates are too expensive. This is often caused too because 
for management reasons small business people traditionally 
make poor presentations of their proposals and accounts to 
the banking system and other financial institutions. The 
lack of availability of finance is principally due to regulation 
of the financial system.

There is no question that with a controlled interest rate 
there was a positive discriminaton in favour of small business 
people over the past years which acted against the flow of 
amounts of money available to them. It is only common 
sense that if there is a sum of money available, if a business 
is prepared to pay 15 per cent for it and if by statutory 
requirement, one has to sell at 13 per cent to someone else, 
there will be less money available at 13 per cent than at 15 
per cent.

The boards that run banks and financial institutions are 
bound to make sure that they get the best possible return 
for the investor’s money and those who bank money, on 
the other side of the ledger. I believe that the quickest and 
best way in which we can help small business in this area 
is to totally deregulate money. It is interesting to see that a 
Government which traditionally would not be in this area— 
the Hawke Government is moving quickly to deregulate the 
financial area, for which it should be congratulated. My 
only concern is that it will not open the banking system 
enough to allow more banks to come in.

The best thing we can do for business, particularly small 
business, is to have more competition; the more banks in 
the system, the more money available, particularly for small 
business. The other reason for problems in the finance area 
is the traditional policy of banks permanently requiring 
asset mortgages to back up any loans. As anyone in small 
business will know one only has one’s house one’s mother’s 
or auntie’s house and any other number of homes which 
one could put up—bricks and mortar to guarantee the loan. 
That sort of policy acts specifically against small business. 
It is a traditional banking policy which is starting to change.
I was interested, in discussion with a member of the State
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Bank, to hear that it is intending to offer some very impres
sive packages in the near future, with changes in the banking 
system that we have not seen for a long time. It will be a 
move away from the traditional method of guaranteed asset 
mortgage.

The Government obviously is pointing itself towards cer
tain areas of concern. In that excellent report of the Working 
Party into Small Business it was mentioned that there two 
main areas to be considered: venture and equity capital. 
There is no question that banks have not been interested 
in going into direct partnerships with small business (that 
is the equity capital area in which there is a very large hole). 
However, I am a little concerned that governments them
selves may see it necessary to enter that area. But, as I said, 
if there is a gap which needs to be filled that is the sort of 
area that governments, through the Small Business Corpo
ration, ought to be looking at.

Ample sources of money are available to small business. 
But as I said the effects of asset mortgage in particular and 
interest rates having been controlled are the two biggest 
factors working against small businesses. In either of those 
things the State Government can have little effect. But it is 
interesting to see that the Hawke Government is moving 
reasonably rapidly towards deregulating this system. I believe 
that this is one single factor that will help more small 
business than any other. The groups of small business men 
who are in the most difficulty in the financial area are 
obviously in the high risk shops, such as delicatessens, 
greengroceries, and other businesses. I single those out not 
meaning that they are the only ones, but using them as 
examples. Banks and financial institutions particularly are 
not prepared to lend them money at other than high risk, 
which obviously is represented in high interest rates. Another 
difficult area comprises the poor operators and those who 
demonstrate poor management. Another area that Govern
ments should look at is the rapidly expanding profitable 
business liquidity and the need for that kind of business. 
Because of the current method of asset mortgage banking 
it is impossible for many small businesses to expand and 
take on personnel.

In the finance area there is equity and venture capital, 
and in the rapidly expanding areas I see the guarantee 
system being put forward in this Bill as part of the Corpo
ration's function, which will be a very important factor. 
However, I do suspect that in the early days of the Cor
poration there will be a large number of applications which 
will not stand up to any management guidelines. Hopefully, 
as it settles down the Corporation will be able to use its 
guarantee system to suit the purposes of all small businesses.

I turn now to education and training. As the Leader 
pointed out, some concern has been expressed about not 
duplicating existing facilities. We have a great number of 
providers of facilities, but the best thing that the Corporation 
could do would be to co-ordinate and evaluate the current 
systems provided for small business. After all, the Federal 
Government provides facilities through its National Training 
Council. It is currently setting up in this State some 15 of 
those councils in different industries that are looking spe
cifically at training programmes. The State Training Council 
works in conjunction with the Federal Government and 
TAFE. Recently TAFE has been upgraded with its computer 
and small business centre in the city. That course has been 
made more practical. That is the most important factor that 
the Corporation needs to look at. There are plenty of aca
demic courses around, but that is not what is required. We 
need simple straightforward management courses that can 
get across the message very clearly to the small business 
man to manage his business much better.

There are many trade organisations, such as the Master 
Builders Association, which have an excellent training pro

gramme specifically geared for small businessmen in the 
building industry. The Chamber of Commerce is continually 
running training programmes for small business, and the 
Australian Institute of Management hires out its services to 
any trade association interested in taking up management 
training. There are plenty of providers. As I said earlier, a 
lot of the courses are far too academic and I hope that one 
of the main roles of this corporation will be to co-ordinate.

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

Mr MATHWIN (Glenelg): I rise on a point of order. In 
view of the agreed arrangements regarding the business of 
the House that we have an early start in the day and an 
early finish in the evening. I move:

That this debate be adjourned.
Motion negatived.

Ms LENEHAN (Mawson): I wish to wholeheartedly sup
port the introduction of this Bill and, in so doing, to con
gratulate the Premier on bringing this Bill into the Parliament. 
I believe that it is the most significant introduction by the 
Bannon Labor Government. I want to speak very briefly 
about the Bill tonight, and I will commence by talking about 
the economic context in which we have introduced this Bill. 
As has been widely reported in the past, nearly half of all 
small businesses go into receivership within three years and 
approximatley 80 per cent are out of business in 10 years. 
These are frightening statistics in view of the significant 

I employment involved. The high incidence of early small 
business failures highlights the importance of developing 
mechanisms to deliver appropriate education, training and 
counselling to those in small business.

Whilst there will always be a number of small business 
failures, the current rate has been far too high and the 
resultant social cost is totally unacceptable. A vigorous and 
viable small business sector is essential to the economic and 
social well-being of the State. The major obstacle in devel
oping more effective conselling and advisory services is the 
reluctance of small business owner-managers to seek advice. 
Therefore, in order to implement effective small business 
initiatives, the establishment of a statutory authority is 
essential. For reasons of autonomy, and to establish credi
bility, acceptability and visibility within the business com
munity, a statutory authority within the broad functions set 
out in the Act and as determined by its budget is not tied 
to the basic conventions and practices of the Public Service 
and is therefore, better able to develop programmes and 
services for small business using private enterprise flair and 
entrepreneurial skills.

I would like to briefly summarise some of the functions 
of the Small Business Corporation. The report of the Small 
Business Working Party confirmed beyond any doubt that 
the prime need of small business is management education. 
Therefore, it is appropriate that the Small Business Corpo
ration will, first, stimulate and co-ordinate the efforts of 
the Education Department, tertiary institutions, industry 
and other associations in the provision of relevant and 
practical small business management. Secondly, it will 
expand and upgrade counselling services. Thirdly, it will 
develop the capacity to deliver a wide range of cost effective 
advice to small businesses through the development of an 
innovative path-finder network of expertise using the skills 
of retired and unemployed professionals. Under that last 
category I believe that one of the things that the Small 
Business Corporation will be able to do is set up regional 
offices in the regional areas of Adelaide, such as the south 
and north, and also within other regions, such as the country 
areas. I believe that under the provisions of this Act the
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Small Business Corporation will indeed have the power to 
establish such regional offices. It will also have the power—

An honourable member interjecting:
Ms LENEHAN: I think that it may well do. For example, 

it will also have the power to be able to place an officer in 
such an organisation as a business opportunities office, 
which has been proposed by the southern regional councils. 
The point I want to make is that the Small Business Cor
poration will have the flexibility of which members opposite 
have been extremely critical. I now pick up some of the 
points made by the Leader of the Opposition. He talked 
about this Bill being nothing more than tokenism. He also 
said that people in small business are aggressive and inven
tive, and a statutory authority will somehow stifle these 
qualities. I put to the House that that is utter nonsense. In 
fact, by setting up a statutory authority it will have the 
flexibility to be creative, to respond to the needs of small 
business, and to meet the educational needs of the owner- 
managers who need the sort of advice that the Small Business 
Corporation will be able to offer. I find the kind of criticism 
and negativeness that I have heard from the Opposition 
tonight very disturbing indeed, particularly when one con
siders the Opposition’s record.

The previous Liberal Government (as the member for 
Hartley has so rightly pointed out) was, to its detriment, 
able to preside over one of the highest rates of bankruptcy 
for small business in Australia since the Depression. Yet 
members of the Opposition are standing up tonight and 
criticising this exciting initiative that has been brought into 
this Parliament by the Premier. I find this very disturbing, 
as the small business community in this State will. I stand 
here as a member of this House who has somewhere near 
900 small businesses in my electorate.

An honourable member interjecting:
Ms LENEHAN: That is very interesting. As a member 

who keeps in touch with the needs and opinions of the 900 
small businesses in my electorate I very much challenge 
that particularly caustic remark.

An honourable member interjecting:
Ms LENEHAN: Of course, that is the only way the 

honourable member can. I conclude by saying that I believe 
that the implications of this initiative will also have a far 
reaching effect on other aspects of economic development 
in South Australia, namely, the tourism industry. I believe 
that this will have a marked effect on a whole range of 
small businesses which now comprise the area of tourism. 
In conclusion, I once again congratulate the Premier on 
bringing this measure before the House.

The Hon. JENNIFER ADAMSON (Coles): I do not 
oppose this Bill. However, it seems to me that the Govern
ment has once again engaged in a classic case of raising 
expectations, wrapping some rather flimsy material in a 
very attractive package and using—

Mr Baker: Cellophane.
The Hon. JENNIFER ADAMSON: It is yet to be seen 

whether or not it is cellophane: it may be a little hard to 
see through it at this stage, but I believe that the services 
which are already being provided by the Small Business 
Advisory Bureau are excellent. I doubt very much whether 
the Corporation, in its statutory arrangements, will be able 
to do a great deal better. I certainly hope that it can partic
ularly in the areas in which the bureau has excelled, namely, 
counselling and education for management. However, the 
whole question of small business revolves essentially around 
management capacity, entrepreneurial ability and the lack 
of barriers to the exercise of that capacity and ability.

Therefore, if we are looking at ways to assist small business, 
we should, in the first instance, be looking at the removal 
of barriers to the success of small business. The Leader of

the Opposition has already outlined very effectively some 
of those barriers, a vast number of which have been put up 
by the State Government. It is within the power of the State 
Government to remove the barriers and the continuing 
increase in charges and taxation of an excessive order and, 
also, to remove the regulation which is choking small busi
ness. The report of the working party into small business 
defines small business as a business in which one or two 
persons are required to make all the critical management 
decisions; finance, accounting, personnel, purchasing, proc
essing or servicing, marketing and selling without the aid 
of internal specialists and with specific knowledge in only 
one or two functional areas. The Wiltshire report suggested 
that the conditions defined would be found to exist in the 
majority of enterprises with less than 100 employees.

As my colleague the member for Bragg has stated, because 
of my special interest in the tourism industry I propose to 
address the contents of this Bill with regard to their effect 
upon the tourism industry. The tourism industry in South 
Australia has very, very few big operators. They could be 
numbered on the finger of one hand. The Hilton would be 
the biggest. The hotels and major accomodation sector would 
comprise major operators, notably, the Gateway, the Oberoi, 
The Grosvenor and other large hotels. Of course, the airlines 
would come into that category. Murray River Developments 
would probably be the biggest tour operator in this State 
and I doubt if its employees would exceed 100, so all the 
others are in the small business category and, as far as 
tourism is concerned, that sector is very much unchartered 
territory. It has not been documented; no catalogue exists 
of those who operate in it, how many people they employee, 
or what their rate of success or failure is. It is very difficult 
indeed to tell and only personal knowledge of the scene and 
knowledge of businesses opening and closing will give one 
an idea of trends occurring in tourism operating as a small 
business.

The report of the working party stated on page 9 that the 
attention of too many small business owner managers is 
directed towards keeping the ship afloat rather than trying 
to chart the course ahead. I believe that that is particularly 
apt in respect of its application to the tourism industry and 
in that regard the South Australian tourism development 
plan developed under the Tonkin Government, endorsed 
by that Government and endorsed by the present Govern
ment, has provided at least a charting of the course ahead 
for businesses in the tourism sector. However, whilst a 
broad course may have been chartered, there is difficulty 
with many of the smaller operators in determining their 
own course, particularly when it comes to marketing, pro
motion and capitalisation.

Page 15 of the report of the working party identifies the 
skills that small business owner managers perceived a need 
for. The list includes financial management and advertising 
and promotion. I note that marketing itself is not identified, 
and yet from my observations that would be one of the 
critical deficiencies. The report further identifies the skills 
as being using one’s account effectively, cost and stock 
control, pricing products and services and obtaining funds 
for the business. There is no mention in that list of staff 
training and development or of efforts to achieve improved 
standards of service, yet for many small businesses, including 
those in the manufacturing sector, which are not service 
providers in the traditional sense but nevertheless have an 
obligation to provide a service, notably in meeting orders 
and deadlines, and being reliable about deliveries and things 
of that nature, standards of service are absolutely essential 
for success.

I believe that in omitting staff training and development 
and the achievement of standards of service, a serious omis
sion has been made, not so much perhaps by the Bailey
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Report, but by those small business owner managers who 
identified their own needs. There is clearly a lack of appre
ciation at the operator level of where one of the serious 
deficiencies lies at the moment. I firmly believe that if 
tourism is to develop and expand in South Australia, and 
if we are to achieve a competitive edge over the other States, 
it will only be if we can provide better standards of service 
than operators in other States, so I perceive a very great 
need for improved staff training and development and I 
am pleased to pay tribute to the South Australian Tourism 
and Hospitality Industry Training Committee for its efforts 
in that regard.

I repeat that the efforts presently being made are not 
sufficient and a huge effort needs to be put in right across 
the board, particularly in the hospitality industry and in the 
retailing industry. It is extraordinary, when times are hard 
and money is available to be spent, to go into a shop with 
money in one’s pocket, handbag, cheque book or credit card 
wanting to buy a product and simply not receive any accept
able standard of service in terms of assistance from staff in 
seeking out the suitable product that one is looking for. I 
have noticed this particularly in the purchase of clothing 
and I believe it is also apparent in the sale of other goods.

The working party report, in identifying the various needs 
of small business, at page 36 states that whilst activity in 
the Government guarantee area has increased since late 1981 
when the South Australian Development Corporation was 
wound up, the extent of this increase suggests that there is 
not a strong need for residual finance. That may be the 
case in the general area of small business, but I do not 
believe that it is the case in the tourism sector. In fact, at 
page 37 the working party report states:

It considered a deferred interest loan scheme put forward by 
the Department of Tourism to provide cash flow assistance to 
new tourist ventures in the formative years, but felt, as the 
established lenders already by negotiation provide principal repay
ment holidays, there was little reason for the Government to 
introduce an interest deferral scheme for small business generally, 
although the Government may wish to consider the scheme being 
promoted by the Department of Tourism if it believes such a 
scheme could be selectively used to encourage development of 
desirable tourist plant.
I would take issue with the working party on this question 
of no real need for resource capital and the claim that 
existing financial institutions are meeting existing needs. In 
my travels around South Australia as Minister of Tourism 
and subsequently, and in my intensive questioning of tourist 
operators in the regions, the one issue that is continually 
raised is the urgent need for access to funds. I was in the 
Mid North a few weeks ago and this question was raised. 
An example was given of an excellent rural farm that hosts 
tourists, that is extremely well run, but at the moment it is 
not looking its best simply because there is no capital avail
able for what should be a complete new silage system within 
the farm, which at the moment would be a costly exercise 
that the operator could simply not contemplate.

The person involved cannot borrow funds for that purpose. 
People in the whole region feel that it is essential that that 
aspect of the farm be upgraded if the standard is to be 
maintained and if visitors are to continue to be attracted 
to it. This view about the need for access to capital was 
endorsed by Mr John Haddad of Federal Hotels when he 
addressed the Australian Hotels Association annual confer
ence in Adelaide last year. He said:

As is normal with any growth industry, there are constraints 
which continue to restrict the capacity of suppliers of tourist 
services—
and bear in mind that these stock suppliers, with very few 
exceptions, are small businesses—
to meet the market demands. One of the key contraints is in the 
financial area where competition for public sector funding could 
force the tourist industry into a too narrow resource base.

In fact, Mr Haddad added by interjection, as I recall, that 
the tourism industry pays far too much for its money in 
light of its capacity to contribute to employment and to 
create jobs. He made the point that governments all round 
Australia are desperately trying to create jobs and are using 
taxpayers’ funds to do so. At the same time Government 
borrowings have, in the past, forced up interest rates, which 
has made it difficult for tourism, and indeed other industries, 
to have access to development capital. Mr Haddad went on 
to say:

Equally, earnings from existing resources need to improve to 
encourage institutional lenders to provide adequate funds.

If one asks around the tourism industry, one will find that 
people go from one bank or financial institution to another 
in an effort to obtain risk capital. As far as the banking 
industry is concerned, tourism seems a little like entertain
ment, a very high risk area. It has proved to be extremely 
difficult for tourist operators to have access to development 
funds. Today’s good news about the establishment of a 
resort hotel at West Lakes marks years of very determined 
effort by the operators to gain access to risk capital. In fact, 
that hotel complex tried to obtain guarantees from the 
Government unsuccessfully. In the end, Australian Fixed 
Trusts financed the project, but nevertheless the project still 
wants access to a deferred interest loan scheme, a scheme 
which the Premier promised he would establish a year ago 
and about which not a word has been heard since.

I return to Mr Haddad and repeat his remark that earnings 
from existing resources need to improve to encourage insti
tutional lenders to provide adequate funds. How can earnings 
from existing resources improve when the profit margins of 
most tourism operations continue to be very small indeed? 
One of the reasons they continue to be small is increasing 
Government taxes and charges. Upon re-reading Mr Had
dad’s words I could not help reflecting on the crisis that 
confronted the hotel industry when liquor tax was increased, 
originally by 33 1/3 percent, subsequently by 25 percent of 
that original total high, on the other taxes, particularly the 
f.i.d. which are hitting the industry, of the increased costs 
which will accrue because of Government legislative initi
atives such as the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration 
Act Amendment Bill currently before the Parliament, and 
of increases in charges such as electricity and water.

The electricity price hike which took place at the beginning 
of this year had a quite devastating effect on small business 
and certainly reduced its earning capacity. I did some research 
in my own electorate and found one hotel with a monthly 
electricity bill of about $1 500 that was going to be severely 
affected. Local butchers, many of whom paid around $800 
a quarter in the summer for electricity are now paying up 
to almost $1 000 per quarter. Local delicatessens currently 
paying around $1 000 per quarter for electricity were working 
on very fine price margins. Dry cleaners, some of whom 
paid $1 000 a quarter to fire their boilers for only three or 
four hours per day, are now having to find $1 250 a quarter 
to do that, and so it went on. The capacity of small business 
to increase its earnings is very severely restricted by continual 
increases in Government taxes and charges. To return to 
Mr Haddad’s speech, he then made reference to an issue 
which is a Federal Government issue, and said:

The industry must be tireless in its efforts to increase the level 
of depreciation allowance on tourist plant and buildings, and to 
retain and improve the present investment allowance despite its 
unsatisfactory limitations.
I note that the present Government, in its tourism policy, 
undertook to petition the Federal Government to achieve 
just those things. We have seen no result of this so far and 
one can only hope that, in this Federal Budget, those petitions 
will be answered.
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The Bill sets out a series of very fine goals. It is to have 
the function of providing advice to persons engaged in or 
proposing to establish small businesses. That function, of 
course, is being well fulfilled, although with limitations 
acknowledged in the working party report, by the present 
bureau. I again pay tribute to Mr Peter Elder and his staff. 
On many occasions they have responded to requests by me 
as the local member to assist small businesses in my elec
torate that were encountering difficulties, or small businesses 
in the tourism industry well beyond the scope of my elec
torate that were having difficulties, and in each case I 
believe that my constituents were extremely grateful for the 
advice offered. The Corporation is to promote awareness 
of the value of proper management practices in the conduct 
of small businesses, and to promote, co-ordinate and, if 
necessary, conduct management training and educational 
programmes. It is to disseminate information for the guid
ance of persons engaged in or proposing to establish small 
business, monitor and make representations with respect to 
the impact on small business of the policies, practices and 
laws of the various branches of Government.

I have grave doubts about the Corporation’s being able 
to achieve those aims. The goal of the Corporation as laid 
down in the Bill is to act as an advocate. How can people 
appointed by the Government act as an advocate for small 
business in respect of its interests when those interests are 
being gravely threatened by the very Government that 
appoints the members of the Corporation? It is simply a 
conflict of interest which I cannot see working. The best 
advocate for small business is the independent sector of 
small business, organised in such a way as it is now being 
organised on a State and national level, as to be able to 
speak without fear or favour. With the best will in the 
world, I would be very surprised if the Corporation, through 
its chairman, can be effective as an advocate because the 
role of Government in determining the effectiveness of 
small business, or the future of small business, is becoming 
so powerful as each year passes that any advocate who 
attempts to challenge the Government and in doing so 
attempts to fulfill his role as an appointee of the Government 
will find himself or herself in an extraordinarily difficult 
position.

I have doubts about that aspect of the Bill. The record 
shows that boards and committees appointed by the Gov
ernment tend to be very muted in their criticism of Gov
ernment, whatever the justification of that criticism on 
behalf of the people whose interests they purport to represent. 
The guaranteeing of liabilities as outlined in clause 13 of 
the Bill is something that should help small business, but 
one wonders to what extent it will. The extent to which this 
will be possible will become apparent in Committee, as will 
details of the guidelines and the general attitude of the 
Government in making funds available by way of guarantee, 
and the limits.

When considering the number of small businesses in 
South Australia and the number of those that will no doubt 
seek assistance, one realises that it will not be possible for 
everyone to be served as they would like to be, and there 
will have to be some very strict criteria applying in that 
regard. Again, I go back to my premise that under-capital
isation is the biggest problem for many businesses, at least 
those in the tourism sector. The majority of operators have 
initiative, dedication and the willingness to work. They may 
buy management expertise through management and con
sultancy firms, but they cannot buy capital. As far as I can 
see, it is not the role of the Government to provide yet 
another lending service. The working party agrees with that 
attitude, and it recommends that there should be merely a 
guarantee function. I do not see why the State Bank cannot 
be asked to make available a certain proportion of funds

specifically for lending to small business, notably those 
involved in tourism ventures. If indeed it is a Government 
that promotes tourism and recognises that tourism has a 
greater capacity than any other industry to generate employ
ment, it should be a case of putting your money where your 
mouth is and making those funds available.

As the Leader pointed out, the real problems faced by 
small businesses relate to costs. The member for Hartley 
was somewhat hysterical in his insistence that we on this 
side of the House believe that wages are the only cost that 
is burdensome on some small businesses. Of course that is 
not the case. Many other costs that he outlined as well as 
those that members on this side referred to, notably taxes 
and charges, are burdensome. Other problems can relate 
very much to dealing with the public sector, to fulfilling the 
obligations imposed by the statutes, notably in respect of 
planning laws, which increasingly are being regarded as 
excessively time consuming and costly by both large and 
small businesses. These matters are not addressed in the 
Bill, and yet every day they are addressed by the Government 
in this House. In its dealings on those matters the Govern
ment seems to be very unsympathetic to the needs of small 
businesses.

The provisions of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbi
tration Act Amendment Bill are a classic example of that 
lack of sensitivity to the impact of legislation in a general 
area on a small business. It is fine to introduce a Bill in 
regard to the Small Business Corporation of South Australia 
and to mouth fine sounding words about what the Govern
ment will do for small business, but it is quite another thing 
to pass legislation in the same fortnight which will have an 
adverse effect on small business. It amounts to taking $100 
away with one hand and giving back $10 with the other— 
I suspect that that ratio of give and take is not very far off 
the mark.

I certainly wish the Small Business Corporation well. I 
think that the educational role will be admirably fulfilled if 
the Corporation maintains its standards already set by the 
Bureau. I believe that the advisory role will also be well 
carried out, but I have very grave reservations about the 
efficacy of the advocacy role, and in Committee stages I 
certainly want to question the Premier about just how much 
real financial aid will be given to small business by way of 
the guarantee and by way of grants for services which small 
business claims to need.

1 repeat that the tourism aspect of small business (and 
there is no small business that does not benefit from tourism 
development) has been rather slightly dealt with in the 
working party’s report and has been scarcely considered in 
the Government’s attitude to its other legislation. The proof 
of this Bill will be in its enactment. I hope that in 12 
months time we can see a number of practical measures 
that have been undertaken and recognised by small business 
as being helpful. The most helpful thing that the Government 
could do would be to hold at a firm level some of its 
charges and to really fulfil its promise not to increase taxes.

Mr FERGUSON (Henley Beach): I also extend my con
gratulations to the Premier on introducing this legislation. 
There are 338 small businesses in my electorate, and I have 
taken the opportunity of contacting every one of them. 
When the Labor Party was elected to office after nearly 
three years of Liberal rule, within about two days I was 
contacted by small businesses which operate in my electorate 
seeking assistance because of the dire straits they were in 
following the Liberal regime. Bankruptcies reached an abso
lute peak during that period and profit rates, about which 
we hear a great deal from members opposite, were very 
slim if there at all. The catch cry of three members opposite 
who spoke was that Governments should get out of the way
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of business, but that sentiment is not reciprocated by the 
businesses in my area.

Mr Oswald: Come on!
Mr FERGUSON: Small businesses have been seeking 

assistance from Government continually, especially following 
the Liberal Government’s term of office. They do not want 
Government to get out of the way; they want assistance 
from the Government. During the time I have been a 
member of the House I have been seeking this sort of 
legislation.

Members interjecting:
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Whitten): Order!
Mr FERGUSON: I have been seeking this sort of legis

lation so that we can make sure that business gets some 
assistance, because small businesses in particular have been 
crying out for assistance and for Government to help them. 
The previous Administration got out of the way of business, 
and look what happened! There were record bankruptcies, 
and businesses were collapsing all over the place. Although 
in due course I would like to see all the recommendations 
adopted, I am happy with the contents of the legislation. In 
due course I will refer to the recommendations not covered.

Every time I rise to speak the member for Mitcham 
screams like a monkey. I know that he has experience in 
every field, but I would like him to show courtesy for a 
change and keep quiet. I understand that there is no oppo
sition to the Bill and that we are all in agreement on the 
proposition before us. The object of it is to stimulate and 
co-ordinate the efforts of the Education Department, tertiary 
institutions, industry and other associations, in the provision 
of relevant and practical small business management training, 
which is to be lauded. The Leader of the Opposition said 
that this was one of the best parts of the Bill, and for once 
he and I are in agreement.

The problem he related of getting training to the people 
is the nub of the problem, because merely to run a course 
in TAFE, or by any other means, and to get business men 
to attend, especially those in my area, will be difficult. The 
new statutory authority will have to devise a means of 
bringing training to the people rather than asking business 
people to come to the training. I do not have palatial 
business establishments in my area. There was mention of 
15 employees: if there were 15 employees in the area of 
Henley Beach it would be an extremely large shop. Most 
small businesses in the area employ only one or two persons, 
although they are extremely important, because when one 
adds up the number of hours worked by people in this area, 
it makes a very large number.

The other objective of this proposition is to expand and 
upgrade the counselling services, hopefully with the provision 
of regional sections. When this Bill is enacted, I certainly 
hope that the western area will be taken into consideration 
for the provision of counselling services, which are certainly 
most necessary. 1 have been in constant contact with the 
organisation now in vogue in order to assist small business 
people in the area who have difficulty and need counselling 
services, and I hope that this service to our small business 
people can be increased.

A further objective is to develop the capacity to deliver 
a wide range of cost effective advice to small business 
through the development of an innovative path-finder net
work of expertise, utilising the skills of retired and unem
ployed professionals, and I find this an admirable objective. 
It is difficult for people undertaking new ventures to obtain 
the necessary advice at a price they can afford. There are 
many consultants, but when people come to my office with 
a new idea and I suggest to them a range of consultants, it 
is usually beyond their capacity to pay. A path-finder service 
in the Small Business Corporation is an excellent idea, and 
one which I feel sure will be supported on both sides of the 
House.

The inquiry found that there was no need for small 
business to have a direct lending capacity. However, the 
Government believes that the establishment of a streamlined 
small business loan corporation scheme administered by the 
new Corporation would significantly improve the access of 
small business to finance. When looking at this issue at the 
Party committees, I was in favour of allowing direct finances 
to be provided to small business because one of the constant 
arguments, which has also just been put forward by the 
member for Coles, is that finance is unavailable. However, 
after listening to the arguments, I had to bow to logic, 
because it was suggested that, once the Government enters 
into this field, finance through the normal financial insti
tutions will dry up and we will find ourselves in a very 
difficult situation.

The member for Coles said that the matter of a voice for 
small business should be left to the private institutions. 
During my travels through my electorate, very few people 
have managed to take up affiliation with any of the business 
affiliations available to them. I doubt whether there will be 
much change in the situation. We are dealing with people 
who enter business usually for an average life of about three 
years, and they do not have the time to look around for 
this sort of advice; quite frankly, they are not prepared to 
spend that sort of money. I find no difficulty in the suggestion 
that the new business corporation will become a voice for 
small business, and I see no reason why this cannot happen.

When 1 asked how Opposition members would assist 
small business I was surprised and shocked by some mem
bers’ answers. The Leader suggested that he would assist 
small business by reducing workers compensation costs, and 
the way he would do that would be to penalise those people 
hurt in industry.

Mr Mathwin: Rubbish! Don’t be silly.
Mr FERGUSON: That is what the Leader said, and the 

member for Glenelg can refer to the Hansard: 90 per cent 
of the average weekly earnings would be paid to people who 
had been hurt. What they receive now is 100 per cent. In 
other words, he would fine those people hurt in industry 
10 per cent, and that money would be used to assist small 
business. I do not see that as a way of assisting small 
business, and I am sure that it would not want to be assisted 
by doing someone else in the eye. The member for Bragg 
referred to the dangerous comments made by a Mr Paul 
Greenwood, of the Small Business Association, which views 
the member said he supported. These matters have been 
mentioned by all three Opposition speakers: they would like 
to see the industrial awards done away with and replaced 
with some other fancy relationship: it was nothing substantial, 
except that all industrial awards would be done away with 
in the small business area.

Mr Lewis: What a good idea!
Mr FERGUSON: ‘What a good idea’, says the member 

for Mallee. The member for Coles from time to time in 
this House, and to her credit, has defended the rights of 
women by asking questions and trying to improve their 
status. However, I would pose this question to her: how 
would she support a 16 year old girl employed in a delica
tessen without the protection of an award? How would she 
pay an 18 year old girl?

Someone mentioned Target. What would the Government 
do about young people employed at Target? Protection in 
this area is very poor now in any case. They need protection 
of awards and the Department of Labour. What we have 
heard from the Opposition, so far is that we should do 
away with the industrial awards as a way to help small 
businesses.

Mr Groom: They would bring back child labor.
Mr FERGUSON: If the Opposition had its way it would 

send six-year-old boys up chimneys, as happened in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. If one is to do away 
with industrial awards, what would the Opposition put in
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their place? The only reason it wants to do away with those 
awards is that it wants to cut the cost of labour and exploit 
those teenagers who are now working in small business. The 
small protection that they now have is what the Opposition 
wants to take away from them. If I am wrong, let the 
Opposition tell me how it will go about it.

The member for Coles started out as a prophet of doom.
I can see these black clouds on the horizon. She doubted 
that the Corporation would succeed. What evidence would 
she produce to substantiate that? All I have heard from the 
other side is nothing but criticism. The working party made 
recommendations on a commercial tenancy tribunal to be 
established in concert with the Commercial Tribunals Act, 
involving some sort of protection in respect of leases and 
rents charged.

It is a wonder we have not heard anything about it from 
the Opposition. If it was really concerned about small busi
ness, it would be up in arms about the sort of chicanery 
that is going on so far as rents and leasing are concerned. I 
have not heard one member of the Opposition, in the time 
I have been in this Parliament, say anything in support of 
the proposal of the member for Hartley. Defenders of busi
ness—we are hearing very little from them.

An honourable member: You’re right behind them, aren’t 
you?

Mr FERGUSON: I support small business in my elec
torate. A chemist shop proprietor came to me and said that 
his rent was being increased from $105 per week to $300 
in one hit. This proprietor was being forced to work seven 
days and seven nights a week as part of the new lease being 
forced on him. If he was able to go to a commercial tenancy 
tribunal this matter could be arbitrated. Many examples of 
this sort of exploitation exist in my electorate. I certainly 
support small business men in this area, and I believe that 
they should be protected from exploitation by big business 
men. I hope that in due course the total recommendations 
made in the report of the Working Party into Small Business 
will be considered by this Parliament.

Mr BAKER (Mitcham): I, like my colleagues on this side 
of the House, support the principle of recognition of small 
business and recognise the mandate that the Government 
has for introducing this measure. But, before getting on to 
some of the principles of the Bill, I would like to take up 
certain comments made by the three gay pretenders on the 
other side of the House. Unfortunately, we do not know 
how many Ministerial positions will become available, but 
they have all tried tonight, and on their performance they 
will get a guernsey for incompetence.

Mr Groom: Deal with the Bill.
Mr BAKER: I am just saying that they are technically 

incompetent. Let us refer to our friend the member for 
Hartley. He tried hard: he said that he did not know what 
the Budget deficit was during our period in Government 
but settled on a figure of $40 million.

Mr Mathwin: He had a quick stab.
Mr BAKER: He had a quick stab, but he failed to mention 

that that represents 2 per cent of the South Australian 
Budget, whereas our friend Mr Hawke, who has been receiv
ing tremendous praise, is running a $10 billion deficit, which 
represents something like 12 per cent. This is a matter of 
economics. The member for Hartley did not fail to con
gratulate Mr Hawke on his wonderful effort, nor did he fail 
to congratulate the Premier on his. He congratulated the 
Premier on raising taxes. He is the first person I have ever 
known to say that an increase in taxation creates jobs.

M r Groom: That’s is not what I said.
M r BAKER: That is exactly what you were saying. I find 

that incredible. The honourable member must sell the busi

ness community that little proposition. If he wants to talk

Mr Groom: What about the Leader of the Opposition?
Mr BAKER: There is a bit of noise from the other side. 

I heard him quite clearly congratulate the Premier on 
increasing taxation. That was the whole tenor of his speech. 
That is the only contribution he can make to this House— 
congratulating the Premier on increasing taxation.

Mr Mathwin: He has to congratulate the boss.
Mr BAKER: Yes, he does. As I said, the three gay pre

tenders.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I hope that in the next 

28 minutes the honourable member for Mitcham will come 
back to the Bill.

Mr BAKER: I am certainly dealing with the Bill and 
following up some remarks that were made in this debate.
I think it is important that we lay them to rest before we 
go much further. The member for Hartley mentions, of 
course, that this would be one-stop shopping. If the Labor 
Party record continues, it will stop there and not go any 
further. It is one-stop shopping in its true sense.

The member for Mawson, who made a marvellous con
tribution to this debate, said that it is essential that we have 
a statutory authority. We have records to show that we have 
240 statutory authorities in SA with accumulated deficits 
of something in the order of $1 billion. This must be fairly 
conclusive evidence that we need another statutory authority! 
The only two things the member for Mawson mentioned, 
besides profusely congratulating the Premier, was that bank
ruptcies had reached record levels. I tell the member for 
Mawson that they reached record levels during the Labor 
regime.

If we want to talk about performance, the Premier said 
in Parliament in 1982, having won Government, ‘Take note 
of the unemployment rate that we have been left with.’ 
Since that time has unemployment fallen as a result of 
Labor policy? Have we seen a sudden increase in the number 
of jobs made available to young people? Have we seen 
businesses improve their profits? Have we seen South Aus
tralia going ahead? We have not. Do not talk to me about 
the performance of the State Government. The Labor Gov
ernment loves spending money. Every department over
spends. Actually, I think one or two did a little bit better 
than others. The member for Henley Beach was supporting 
small business. I ask him how many people he put out of 
work when he was head of the Printing and Kindred Indus
tries Union. How many people lost jobs in the printing 
industry because of the outrageous demands perpetuated by 
that union?

An honourable member: Give us an example.
Mr BAKER: The honourable member should look at 

what has happened to employment in that union. Any time 
he wants to get educated—

Members interjecting:
Mr BAKER: Any time that the member for Albert Park 

wishes to get educated, he can read my report on the printing 
industry. There has been a 25 per cent loss of employment 
in the printing industry in the last four years.

Members interjecting:
Mr BAKER: The honourable member can collect it from 

the Department of Labour.
Mr Mayes: You tell us now.
Mr BAKER: The honourable member can collect my 

report on the printing industry from the Department of 
Labour any time he likes from his colleague, the Minister 
of Labour. He said that 300 small business men in the area 
were crying out for Government assistance. One constructive 
comment that the member for Henley Beach did make 
tonight, and I congratulate the member on that one com
ment—

192
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Mr Mathwin: He sat down early.
Mr BAKER: That was early, but he did contribute some

thing that the other two speakers did not. He said that 
training has to be taken to the people. That is one comment 
with which I can agree because people in small businesses 
do not have the time to go on training courses. I thought 
that that was quite an astute observation. He probably had 
to be told about 500 times, but it was astute. Then he made 
the startling revelation that he had been suddenly convinced 
that guaranteed loans were the best idea because funds 
would dry up if the Government gave cash. I agree with 
the guaranteed loan situation and with most of the references 
in this Bill. However, the incredible comments that have 
come from Government members about this matter fail to 
amuse me.

I will comment on the five matters which have to be 
seriously addressed if this Bill is to be a success. There is 
no doubt that there is bipartisan agreement on the needs of 
small businesses and the need to give them a fair go in the 
market place. We have mentioned venture capital and the 
education process, and the member for Henley Beach (to 
his credit) spoke about the fact that small businessmen 
invariably do not have enough time to attend courses. We 
have talked about effective counselling services. I hope that 
the officers who arc appointed to these positions are skilled 
and have been successful in businesses in their own right.

Members interjecting:
Mr BAKER: lf the speeches to date are any indication, I 

think that there is not a businessman amongst them. Then 
we heard the member for Mawson suggesting the setting up 
of regional offices.

Members interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable mem

ber for Mitcham will resume his seat. It is very difficult for 
the Chair to work out who is speaking on this debate. I 
have allowed a bit of latitude, but I think that the time has 
come for the latitude to be tightened. The honourable mem
ber should come back to the debate and show a bit of 
decorum. I ask the honourable member for Mitcham to 
come back to the Bill.

Mr BAKER: Thank you. Sir. I am grateful for your 
protection. The member for Mawson also mentioned the 
fact that we would have a vast network of regional offices.
I think that the Premier will have to explain that situation.

Mr Mathwin: She said it.
Mr BAKER: Perhaps the member for Mawson is making 

Government policy or perhaps the Premier can tell us a bit 
more about that and will communicate more with Govern
ment members, because as far as I am aware that is not the 
intention in the Bill.

Mr Mathwin interjecting:
Mr BAKER: That is probably the case. We have the 

concept of regional offices with the expenses, overheads and 
everything associated with them. Whilst it may be easier to 
provide access to particular people in small business in 
regional areas through this mechanism, I submit that the 
hub of Adelaide is in Adelaide and that the most sensible 
spot for this organisation is in the Adelaide area. I would 
be horrified if the Small Business Corporation were to set 
up regional offices because that would be uneconomical. It 
will not provide the services that are necessary because—

Mr Becker interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable mem

ber for Hanson is out of order, too.
Mr BAKER: He made a very relevant comment, though, 

Sir.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Comments are out of order, 

as I told the honourable member before.
Mr BAKER: They certainly are. One thing that rather 

amazed me was the congratulation given to the Deputy

Premier. He was congratulated on the fact that he had gone 
through Victoria and looked at the possibility of setting up 
a statutory authority to look after small business. Only a 
week ago we saw the lndustrial Conciliation and Arbitration 
Act Amendment Bill passed in this Parliament, which is 
anti business and anti jobs, yet we have congratulations 
extended to the Deputy Premier from that side of the 
House. One wonders why we ask whether this is window 
dressing. All Government members understand that the 
Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act Amendment Bill 
will have a fundamental effect on business in South Australia, 
yet the Deputy Premier gets congratulated for searching out 
this new idea. Is this supposed to be the offsetting mecha
nism? This is the sop. For the edification of the member 
for Henley Beach, he has missed some of the best parts of 
the Bill. I mention the member for Henley Beach, because 
he spent a large proportion of his contribution on this 
subject talking about exploitation of people in the workforce. 
He also said that award wages are the only mechanism to 
achieve justice.

I say that that suggestion is rubbish. There are many 
other mechanisms available which are stifled by the very 
laws in Australia that we should be trying to change. Those 
laws relate to the ability of people to work in partnership 
with equity in business with some form of remuneration 
and with the final rewards being associated with the strength 
of the business. That must be the best system: the people 
involved not only get a wage but also have a share in the 
future of that business. Unfortunately, the Labor Party is 
unwilling to concede that there are better ways of the labour 
force organising itself and better ways of reaching agreement 
between two parties, such as employees and employers. 
There is a vast number of organisational arrangements over
seas that actually promote the business enterprise ethic, and 
if we have to continue with this drivel in the House, then 
this State Government will certainly not further the cause 
of any business in this State. We have had mention of what 
contribution the Small Business Corporation will make to 
small business. Let me say that there are some very practical 
things that the Government could do in its own camp to 
make life easier for small business. I will give six examples 
of people who have come to see me in the last two months. 
They are practical examples.

Members interjecting:
Mr BAKER: If any member wants to check the record 

he is quite entitled to do so. The first example relates to a 
person who wanted to expand his business and he needed 
to sell off part of his property. When it came to getting the 
necessary agreements from the Engineering and Water Supply 
Department, it took six weeks. It placed the contract and 
the business of the person involved at risk. If that agreement 
had been achieved in two weeks the business would have 
gone ahead as planned. Fortunately, we were able to remedy 
that situation. All I am saying is that that additional four 
weeks wait for a simple approval could have placed a busi
ness at risk.

Let me relate to honourable members the tyre retreading 
situation, and they have their friends in Canberra to thank 
for this particular exercise. The Commonwealth Government 
introduced a taxation on tyre retreads. It was based at the 
wholesale level of tyres. As most people would understand, 
much of the tyre retreading business is wholesale. It sells 
direct to the retail outlets such as service stations and to 
the larger firms that have fleets of cars. It is a very com
petitive market. The Commonwealth Government intro
duced a 25 per cent sales tax on retreads, payment of that 
tax to be within 21 days of the end of the month in which 
the transaction took place. The fact that the people involved 
were on 30 and 45 day credit lines meant nothing to the 
Commonwealth Treasury. They had to pay tax before they
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reccivcd their revenue. That sent two of the smaller tyre 
retread firms in Adelaide to the wall. That is an indication 
of how the Commonwealth Government views small busi
ness.

I know a delicatessen owner whom I help out occasionally 
by explaining regulations to him because he has difficulty 
in filling in the massive number of forms he receives. I had 
a communication from a small business man who was 
building a house and who said, ‘I have got my house com
pleted, but I have not got my water, sewerage or electricity.’ 
Of course they are all Government instrumentalities. That 
person could not sell his house until those services were 
connected. He was on credit, which meant that every month 
he failed to sell that house—

The Hon. Peter Duncan: Where was the house? Was it at 
Coober Pedy West? How could he not get Government 
services?

Mr BAKER: That is a brilliant comment from the member 
for Elizabeth. If he talks to the Master Builders Association 
or the Housing Industry Association, they can identify at 
least 50 houses which are completed on the ground but have 
not yet had these services supplied. If the member does not 
believe me, why does he not go and find out? Perhaps he 
can actually assist them and convince some of his own 
Ministers that they should get their act together.

Mr Mathwin interjecting:
Mr BAKER: He has a lot of influence. If he wants to 

check this out, and assist small business. I ask that he go 
along to the organisations concerned, find out where the 
problems are and then go back and tell the Minister of 
Water Resources and the Minister of Mines and Energy 
that there is a problem here, because they do not seem to 
want to do anything about it. If business is to operate in 
this State, it has to be serviced properly by Government. 
Another example at a local government level relates to the 
signs policy. I know of a council that has suddenly stated 
it is going to introduce a whole range of measures relating 
to signs. The council is dictating how large a sign can be 
placed on a delicatessen. It has taken away the right to 
advertise, even in an aesthetically pleasing way. How does 
that assist small business? Of course, they charge people, 
because they have to put in an application to have a sign.

I received a phone call today from a person who wished 
to develop a tulip farm and who is stymied by Federal 
Government regulations as to the number of tulips he can 
bring into the country. This is just a small selection of the 
people who have come to my office, some of whom I have 
been able to assist and others whom I have not. Every 
member, I would imagine, who has the confidence of the 
electorate, has the same difficulty. I am sure that there are 
a number of small businessmen who have gone to the 
member for Albert Park and said that they have a problem 
and could he help them out. How many members of the 
House identify a problem and find that it relates back to 
the Government?

If we can say that we are going to assist these people, we 
will do far more than set up a Small Business Corporation 
and will do far more than they could expect through the 
Small Business Corporation. I conclude on the note that 
this measure has support from the point of view that it 
does set up a centrepiece for small business. We would have 
done this somewhat differently. I agree that the Government 
has a mandate to do this. I just ask that, when the Small 
Business Corporation does set up and when small business 
men come to that Corporation and explain the difficulties 
they have with Government, that Corporation feeds infor
mation back into the Government system and tries to fix 
up some of the problems that these people are facing out 
there on the ground.

Mr HAMILTON ( Albert Park): I welcome the oppor
tunity to speak in this debate. From the outset I declare my 
support for the Bill. It is quite clear that this Government 
has been given a mandate to implement this policy. Labor 
Party policy is one of continuing support for small business, 
as stated in our pre-election promises and also in the Gov
ernor’s 1983 Speech to members of this Parliament. I found 
it rather interesting, when listening to some of the contri
butions made by members opposite tonight, to hear what 
they had to say about the deficit that this State has. It may 
be that my memory is not the best. However, I do think it 
is very good in some respects. I listen to repeated requests 
from members opposite, particularly the Leader and the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition and their shadow Ministers, 
for money for this, money for that, money for something 
else, requests for tens of millions of dollars, coming from 
the Opposition benches, yet members opposite then criticise 
this Government for having a deficit. Their requests and 
following comments are typical crocodile tears. They care 
not about the deficit in this State. All they are concerned 
about is trying to bring down a Government, reduce business 
confidence, and preach the doom and gloom that we heard 
for three years leading up to the 1979 election and are now 
starting to wear again.

Let members opposite get out in the business community 
and talk to people. It is very good to read in the media that 
a previous Prime Minister of this country, Billy McMahon, 
says that Hawke is great for business recovery in this country. 
That is something that members opposite do not deny and 
we know that, coupled with the Hawke and Bannon Gov
ernments, small business is getting a better go in this State— 
there is no doubt about that. I will refer to some of the 
articles. Maybe Mr Schrape, for example, is wrong in his 
comments made late last year when the full centre spread 
of the News read ‘Let’s back South Australia’. Obviously 
members opposite have not read this article. There were 
also the headlines ‘Rapid progress on road to recovery’ and 
‘South Australia leads way to recovery’ on 17 October 1983. 
Let them read the editorials. They do not want to do that. 
Let us have a look at what this Government has done in 
terms of assisting small business people.

Our housing policy, for example, has resulted in hundreds 
of millions of dollars being poured into this State to assist 
the housing industry and associated industries, which have 
benefited from that. Of course, small business has been 
affected by that. The member for Todd laughs because he 
does not believe that there are small businesses in the 
housing industry. He has a lot to learn obviously from 
many of those small people involved in those particular 
industries and the associated effect they have on all those 
facilities needed to make up a home unit. We all know 
what is required in the whitegoods industry and how that 
industry has been affected by the upsurge in the manufac
turing sector. They have been delighted by the increase in 
sales.

There is no doubt that this Bannon Labor Government 
has greatly assisted small business people. I was pleased to 
hear the comment from the member for Mitcham when he 
spoke about the amount of work that I do in my electorate 
amongst small business people. I know that members oppo
site, whether they are prepared to admit it or not, know 
that I get out amongst the 400 people in small businesses 
in my electorate and talk to and listen to them. If the 
member for Todd would listen he might learn a little bit. 
One can always learn from someone else and he should 
close his mind off.

Another matter that concerned me was the comments 
coming from the other side of the House in relation to 
doing away with industrial awards. It has become obvious 
during the period of time that I have been in this Parliament
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that there is a lack of knowledge of the Conciliation and 
Arbitration Act. If one looks at the amount of time lost 
through industrial, disputes for the 12 months ending July 
1983, only 114 working days were lost per 1 000 employees 
in South Australia, compared to the national average of 
289. The figure in Queensland is 492. It is obvious to me 
which State has the best industrial record. That is attributable 
to the knowledge of people on this side of the House who 
understand and have the confidence of the trade union 
movement. That is reflected quite clearly in the reduction 
in the number of disputes within the trade union movement 
and industries across this State.

There is no doubt that the business community has seen 
and acknowledged what we are trying to do. For example, 
the Deputy Premier had the opportunity to go to New 
Zealand to look at the Workmens Compensation Act as 
part of a review of that Act to try to reduce its cost to 
industry. That is not acknowledged by members opposite. 
As much as they dislike it, they know damn well our know
ledge and our desire to improve the workers’ rights in this 
State, to assist small business in this State, is quite evident 
to any clear thinking and pragmatic person who looks at 
this Bill. I would like to conclude by referring to today’s 
announcement about the project at West Lakes. There will 
be 270 jobs in this $48 million project. I congratulate Peter 
and Marilyn Howe for their confidence in South Australia. 
It will be an enormous fillip, not only to the north-western 
suburbs and particularly the electorate of Albert Park, but 
also to those many people in that area who have been 
looking for work. It will assist the hospitality industry and 
also the sporting and recreational facilities available in the 
north-western suburbs. I have said repeatedly that Football 
Park and the rowing facility in this area are just two facilities 
of international standard. They should be properly exploited 
while at the same time taking into account the needs of 
residents in that area.

There is no doubt in my mind that the future of this area 
is great in terms of this industry and, indeed, for the devel
opers and the management of this project. I can see more 
and more business houses benefiting from this project in 
the West Lakes area. The West Lakes area has had assistance 
from successive Governments over a period of many years 
going back to as early as 1969. I am absolutely delighted by 
what has taken place today. I was aware over 12 months 
ago of what Peter Howe was trying to do because he came 
into my office and explained the situation to me. Members 
opposite have a very short memory in relation to the tourism 
industry. If they go back and look at the announcements 
made since this Government has been returned to office, I 
believe they will be pleasantly surprised, as indeed have 
many people, particularly small business people in South 
Australia, by the amounts of money that have been poured 
into the tourism industry. I look forward to the success of 
this small business legislation. I know that more and more 
business people will be given the information coming from 
the finality of this Bill. One must express some concern as 
to how it will come out in that other House. Nevertheless, 
I wish this Bill a speedy passage and believe that it augurs 
well for our commitment and the future of small business 
here in South Australia.

Mr BECKER (Hanson): Any moves by any Government 
to encourage free enterprise in South Australia must be 
welcomed. It is a pleasure to hear that the members from 
the socialist Party and the central left, left of centre and 
sideways of centre, support small business and free enterprise 
in South Australia. There was a time under previous socialist 
Governments in this State when everything was done to 
kill off the initiatives of and encouragement for free enter
prise. Let us remember that tonight we have a blow and a 
shift from the left to the centre left in supporting free

enterprise. We hope it continues because that is from where 
employment will come in the future. The member for Maw- 
son again gave one of her awful inane speeches. It was quite 
an embarrassment to listen to someone who is so ignorant 
of the needs of free enterprise, not only in her area but also 
in the rest of South Australia. All she could talk about was 
bankruptcies. She made quite a play of bankruptcies for 
quite some time, particularly in her attempt to get into 
Parliament, almost as if she was gloating over the tragic 
situation of so many bankruptcies occurring. Bankruptcies 
have been occurring since time immemorial, some of them 
for tax dodging purposes. Perhaps she should contact the 
painters and dockers about this matter.

Members interjecting:
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I hope the member for 

Hanson will come back to matters pertaining to the Bill 
before the House

Mr BECKER: The legislation establishing this Corporation 
is not necessary. We presently have an organisation to cater 
for the needs of small business in South Australia. This 
legislation is a fulfilment of a Labor policy enunciated 
before the 1982 election. People conceived the idea that a 
Labor Government would do something good for free enter
prise and particularly small business in South Australia. But 
it is only window dressing, and the legislation could well 
be misleading. I hope it is not, for the sake of those who 
need help, because it would be a cruel trick to play if the 
Government does not fulfil its promises. It will be extremely 
difficult to support small businesses in the way it has been 
promised, particularly having regard to some of the promises 
made this evening. The member for Henley Beach said that 
there are some 350 small businesses in his electorate, most 
of which employ two or three people.

Mr Ferguson: There are 336.
Mr BECKER: Yes. Unfortunately, one of the tragic areas 

in the honourable member’s electorate is the Henley Square 
shopping centre where much has been done over the years 
to encourage small businesses, but because of geographic 
location small businesses do not seem to survive. If ever 
an area needed help it would be the Henley Square centre. 
But there has to be sufficient population and the right 
business to survive in any given area. I well remember a 
few years ago, when part of the Glenelg area was within my 
electorate the proposal by A.V. Jennings to establish the 
Bay Junction Shopping Centre. The project was eventually 
purchased by, I believe, the State Superannuation Fund. 
The developers spent some 18 months surveying the small 
businesses in that location and established businesses on 
Jetty Road and surrounding areas. That shopping centre 
has proved to be an unsuccessful venture. One must be 
careful when establishing such businesses. It all comes back 
to the Planning and Development Act, more than anything 
else.

The member for Henley Beach did not remind us of some 
of the large companies that operate within his electorate. 
The Target-Arrow Group would provide well over 100 jobs 
at its Fulham Gardens premises. Also, there is Rothman’s 
on Grange Road, the shopping centre on Grange Road, 
where Coles is located or the Independent Grocers, on 
Findon Road at Kidman Park. There are many large busi
nesses, warehouses, and organisations that employ many 
people in the area that he represents, people who are 
dependent on good business management and good business 
relations. These establishments have survived because of 
astute management. Mistakes have been made and there 
have been failures, but these ventures have been able to 
continue with their operations. Counselling alone does not 
solve all the problems; a business needs skilled management 
and good luck to be able to survive in today’s business 
climate and that which has prevailed over the last few years.
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More importantly, one needs the working capital necessary 
to first establish a business.

We have heard nothing from Government members in 
relation to service stations, the petrol resellers in South 
Australia. All members would well recall what has occurred 
in the past four or five years in that industry under the 
administration of both the Liberal Government and the 
current Government. No one has done anything to help 
those people. We all know what they need: there should be 
a fixed wholesale price for petrol to give the resellers a 
chance to make a fair and reasonable profit. This proposed 
small business authority will not achieve the result that 
those people want. I cannot see how it can do it. The Small 
Business Advisory Bureau is not the answer to the problems 
in the petrol resellers’ area. Problems have arisen when 
people, particularly those in the later years of life, having 
suddenly found themselves unemployed, have taken their 
capital to establish a small business, some skilled and some 
semi-skilled. Some of those businesses have survived, but 
at least 50 per cent of them will not survive. That is the 
tragedy of the free enterprise system. We cannot guarantee 
everyone that no matter what industry, profession, or busi
ness, they go into they will survive. That is the uncertainty 
with the political scene and structure that applies today not 
only in South Australia but in the rest of the country and 
the world.

I well remember the supermarket at West Beach which 
had had approval from a previous Minister of Labor and 
Industry that enabled it to trade seven days a week from 9 
a.m. to 9 p.m. Upon assuming office a new Minister wrote 
to the proprietor advising him that within a few days he 
would no longer be able to trade seven days a week from 
9 a.m. to 9 p.m., he would have to trade normal hours. As 
a consequence, 114 young people lost their jobs as did 14 
full time people.

We fought against that decision and got a nine month 
reprieve for that business, but 114 young people lost the 
opportunity to gain work experience and employment and 
the chance to support themselves while studying at the 
Institute of Technology or the university. Also, unfortunately, 
several full time jobs were lost by people of ages that made 
it extremely difficult for them to find employment.

Young people have a big problem getting their first job 
or their first start, but even bigger problems occur in regard 
to mature age people attempting to find employment when 
they suddenly find themselves out of work after working 
for perhaps one employer for 10, 20 or 30 years. The Small 
Business Advisory Bureau would have found that there is 
keen competition from other States in Australia to attract 
new businesses, and South Australia has not been without 
problems in that regard in the past. The members who have 
served on the Industries Development Committee would 
know very well the difficulties and decisions that have had 
to be faced. This legislation relies on the support of the IDC 
to investigate certain applications over $30 000.

I can remember the battle that we took on to try to save 
Golden Breed, as well as many other companies which had 
established operations in the industrial complexes to the 
south and to the north of Adelaide. At one stage the Gov
ernment backed a ceramic tile manufacturer to the tune of 
$3 million, but before the first perfect tile was made it went 
bankrupt. On another occasion a Government guarantee 
was sought and granted to someone who sought to purchase 
an oil drilling rig worth $1.5 million or $1.6 million, and 
the person involved put down $10 000 deposit. What a 
gamble! But it was a gamble that paid off, and has resulted 
in a very successful drilling firm for South Australia. Many 
benefits have been derived from the Government’s support 
through the Industries Development Committee in helping

those who have good ideas but who lack the working capital 
to succeed.

That was always the dream of Sir Thomas Playford: if 
one has a good idea, a good concept which will create 
employment, and it is in the interests of the State, then the 
Government should take it up and support the establishment 
of those businesses. The role of this authority will be as a 
lender or financier of a last resort. An applicant will have 
to approach a bank or business house at least one or two 
(perhaps sometimes three) times, and if the application for 
capital is refused, that person will then have to come to the 
authority and apply for a Government guarantee. Through 
the Development Corporation there was the situation of 
Government guarantees, debentures and shares. Whilst the 
South Australian Development Corporation did not have a 
good track record, it was a lender of last resort and took 
terrible risks to save a number of jobs over a number of 
years, some of which paid off quite well in the long term 
but, in the short term, there were losses. The Riverland 
cannery is one example, and the huge debts created in that 
cannery will have to be written off. There is no way that 
anyone could ever trade out of that situation.

The Hon. B.C. Eastick: A bit like Rare Earth.
Mr BECKER: Yes: the plunge is taken, and if it does not 

come off then it has to be written off It is an awful way 
of dealing with taxpayers’ money but if one is to create and 
protect jobs and arrive at a principal scheme as we envisage 
under this legislation one has to take risks. The Industries 
Development Committee supported the Coalyard Restaurant, 
which still survives. It is an interesting story and I will not 
vouch for what was said in the book I t’s Grossly Improper. 
but that demonstrates the type of applications that we receive 
from time to time. There is also the industrial complex at 
Salisbury that has survived and not only employed people 
to support the local retailing market but also: the export 
market, and that is the area we want to get into; to be able 
to manufacture and export.

One case that comes to mind when we were in Government 
is the manufacture of safety sporting equipment, south of 
the city, by a firm called Fox Sportswear which manufactured 
fire protection clothing for racing car drivers, motor cyclists 
and moto-cross riders. The company and its product were 
so successful that Vern Schuppan wore it a few years ago 
on the international circuit in Europe, where he received 
many inquiries from international racing drivers. He helped 
to promote this firm overseas. He is a gentleman we are 
very proud of, he won the Monte Carlo rally last year, and 
we hope he will continue to support and represent South 
Australia in publicising this State when he is overseas again 
this year.

Motor cycle and moto-cross riders were permitted to wear 
the Fox Sportswear product in every State of Australia 
except South Australia, as well as in New Zealand and 
America. However, that firm could not obtain approval 
from the Auto Cycle Union in South Australia. We went 
along to the Small Business Advisory Group (I think it was 
Lincoln Rowe) and representations were made to see whether 
the group could approach the controlling authority of motor 
cycle sport in this State to obtain approval and have the 
safety standards accepted, because it had met safety standards 
around the world. Finally, approval was given, but the 
whole story is that Fox Sportswear, whilst employing about 
20 young South Australians, had been approached on 
numerous occasions to transfer the factory lock stock and 
barrel to a location out of Melbourne. The Victorian author
ity found out about the problems being experienced in South 
Australia, which were not of the Government’s making, and 
was prepared to do anything to encourage a new industry 
to be established in the heart of its local market. It was 
prepared to do anything to take that company away from
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South Australia. It was a very simple approach and request, 
and a Government authority was able to sort the problem 
out, and we saved that company for South Australia, and 
it is now doing very well.

Last Thursday, the Premier opened the Independent Gro
cers warehouse at Plympton North, in my electorate, a $6 
million project, lt is encouraging to see organisations such 
as that able to expand and develop with their own capital. 
I am not critical of what the Government is trying to do, 
because I want to do all I can to instill confidence in the 
small business sector as well as the free enterprise system 
in this State. It employs 60 per cent of the people of South 
Australia and it will be the first sector of our community 
that will recover quickly and afford employment opportun
ities. When in Government we instituted pay-roll tax 
exemptions and so we did what we could, and I believe 
that created many hundreds of permanent jobs. It was well 
received. The employment programmes mentioned involve 
$77 million, and only a part of that has been allocated or 
expended. I do not mind that amount of money going 
towards employment creation schemes, provided that they 
are permanent employment projects that will give community 
organisations the chance to employ someone so that they 
can become viable and self-generating. Unfortunately, too 
many are used for political purposes.

There are three main clauses of the Bill. Clauses 13 and 
14 deal with the process and the authority, and give the 
real authority to the Corporation. The second reading expla
nation states:

Clause 13 provides that the Corporation may guarantee liabilities 
of a person under a loan entered into, or to be entered into, for 
the purposes of a small business or proposed small business. The 
clause provides for upper limits to be fixed by the Treasurer on 
the total amount of the liabilities of any particular person that 
may be guaranteed by the Corporation and on the total amount 
of all liabilities that may be the subject of guarantees by the 
Corporation. The Corporation must, before giving the guarantee, 
be satisfied that the person is not able to obtain the loan upon 
reasonable terms and conditions without the guarantee; that it is 
in the public interest to give the guarantee; and that there are 
reasonable prospects of the business being financially viable. 
Certainly this was the experience when I was a member of 
the Industries Development Committee, but it does not tell 
prospective applicants that, if they apply for this type of 
support funding, everything will be laid before the committee 
and the Government and one is tied up lock, stock and 
barrel when it comes to supporting these guarantees.

One might not have much equity, but the Government 
will insist on having every remaining bit of equity one has, 
say, in household property or personal effects. It will insist 
on personal business insurance in case something happens 
to the proprietor. Honestly, the demands and expectations 
that are made by the Government and have been made in 
the past to persons seeking support are frightful.

I think it is wrong for the Government to offer a guarantee, 
to say it will give this and that, and then for it to turn 
around and, in terms of some of the worst lending institutions 
in the State, take one and tie one up for everything one 
has. So, if the venture does go bad a person loses everything. 
I do not think that should be the idea of it at all. I do not 
think a person’s dignity has to be taken away. If someone 
has a good idea and there is a chance that it is viable, that 
it will create employment, that person should be given 
financial support by way of a grant to try to prove the 
project’s worth. If the department or authority does its 
homework it is in the authority’s interest to make sure that 
the project succeeds because it is supporting it.

But, as I said, it is not right to tie up a person to such 
an extent as has happened in the past. If the Government 
is to insist on doing that one may as well forget all about 
it, because this is what the money lenders and banks do. Why 
go to the Government where there is the risk that all this

information is placed before this gigantic bureaucracy? I 
have seen it happen. There is only one real way to help 
small business or any new business or viable scheme and 
that is to provide long term low interest loans. If the Gov
ernment was genuine, this is what it would do.

The State Government cannot do it in South Australia. 
It would have to come from the Federal Government, which 
can unlock funds held by the Reserve Bank. The trading 
banks in this country must lodge with the Reserve Bank a 
certain percentage of their deposits as a statutory reserve. 
Those deposits earn very low interest. At one stage it was 
about 1 per cent and it is probably about 2 per cent today. 
But, the Federal Government (through the agency of the 
Reserve Bank) is the receiver of millions of dollars of very 
low interest money. If the Federal Government was genuine, 
and if the State Government Treasurers all got together and 
put some clout on to the Federal Government, I believe 
they should ask for some of those funds to come back to 
the State at around 3 or 4 per cent. Then I believe no-one 
would complain about it.

But, certainly under the scheme and under the proposal 
for this authority, no-one will be able to afford cheap money. 
Probably in most cases they will be paying 0.5 per cent or 
more above the normal commercial rate. That will not help 
any business at all. If we could give them interest free loans, 
better still, but certainly let us look at the scheme in relation 
to the moneys held by the Reserve Bank in its statutory 
fund. I hope that the Treasurer will talk to his counterparts 
in all the other States, go to the Prime Minister and Federal 
Treasurer and say, ‘We want a slice of the statutory reserve 
funds lodged with you by the banks. We want to use that 
to start new business ventures and small business so that 
we can lend it out at about 4 per cent.’ It could be done. 
The Federal Government would cover handling costs. I do 
not think it is paying any more than about 2 per cent for 
those funds.

The other area about which I was disappointed recently 
relates to a constituent of mine who has a motel which he 
wanted to expand to make it easily viable, and to add a 
restaurant. He had been to the various financial institutions 
and could not get all the money he wanted. He was several 
thousand dollars short. He went to the Government for 
Government guarantees and support and the only reason 
he could not get the money was because the Government 
does not support, through the Industries Development 
Committee, motel projects. The excuse was that if he was 
given support all the other motels would come forward and 
seek the same sort of assistance.

We have heard so much, particularly from the member 
for Coles and the Minister of Tourism, that the growing 
labour intensive industry in this country at present is tourism. 
Surely this Government and any other Government would 
want to encourage hotel and motel development. It is tre
mendous to think that in the Albert Park electorate of West 
Lakes there will be a new hotel project. I do not think the 
Chappells will be too happy. But at least somebody is 
prepared to spend $8 million and create 100-odd jobs. We 
do not know how many full time jobs it will create, but 
certainly there will be many jobs created.

So, what chance has small business got to expand and 
develop in this State if the Government cannot really give 
it what it wants; that is, ample working capital at long-term 
low interest? It is no good having advisers and theorists. 
Theories do not sell businesses or products, even though 
they may help in the management of business. It is in this 
State’s interest to encourage the people to come up with 
ideas. It is in South Australia's interest to encourage small 
business and the development of ideas.

The motor car started from a small project. The Bell 
Corporation is the largest telephone company in the world,
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but it started from a little idea and a small business. For 
every 10 businesses that start, possibly only one or two will 
survive and grow into large corporations or organisations. 
It is worth the risk and the gamble, and it is worth the 
encouragement to give to the people of this State the oppor
tunity to prosper in this area. I hope that we will see the 
true and rightful direction that this authority will be given 
to encourage that support.

Mr OSWALD (Morphett): I support the Bill, but I must 
say how I doubt the sincerity and motivation of speakers 
from the Government back bench. Clearly, if we are not 
going to have a Small Business Advisory Bureau, then it 
must be replaced with something that will provide similar 
advice to small business, particularly people in business 
who are about to set up and who need expert advice on 
finance, on methods of setting up business, interviewing 
staff, and all those minor matters that still have to be 
addressed.

The Government has a mandate for this piece of legislation 
and the Opposition will not oppose the Bill. However, I 
will be supporting several of the amendments that were put 
forward and telegraphed by the Leader of the Opposition. 
My doubting of the sincerity of ALP speakers goes back to 
about 1980. when it suddenly became popular, even fash
ionable, for the then Leader of the Opposition (now the 
Premier) and his supporting speakers to become very pro 
business. It was very noticeable in 1980 to members then 
in the House that it was suddenly the done thing for the 
then Labor Opposition to be very pro small business.

At every opportunity Labor Opposition members got up 
and sang the praises of their policy towards small business. 
Unfortunately (I should say ‘unfortunately for small busi
ness’), the Bannon Government, when elected, continued 
its oratory in support of small business, on the one hand, 
while, on the other hand, it belted small business savagely 
with increased taxes and charges. That accusation is an 
historic fact now and one that cannot be denied by any 
Government speaker. In this Bill the Government is simply 
reconstituting the Small Business Advisory Bureau into a 
statutory body as the Labor Party’s contribution to small 
business development in this State.

Unfortunately, I have not yet been able to detect anything 
else that the Australian Labor Party has been doing towards 
helping small business. I put to the Government through 
you, Sir, that there are many other ways in which the 
Government can be far more effective in assisting small 
business, and I will come to those propositions later. First, 
let us consider the proposal before the House. The objectives 
of any advisory body, whether it be a statutory body or a 
Government run body in the form of a department or 
whatever, is to promote and encourage a prosperous small 
business sector. It does this by providing appropriate advice 
and assistance to persons who have the flair, expertise and 
enthusiasm to go out in this world, put up some risk capital 
and try to set up a business and make it work.

It has also the job of providing assistance to existing 
businesses which have the potential to expand and diversify 
into other markets. The Minister’s second reading expla
nation refers to major initiatives empowered in the Bill. He 
stated:

Major initiatives empowered by this Bill include the upgrading 
and expansion of advisory and counselling services;
That is a vital part of the Bill and one which I support. I 
supported it in the former concept of the Advisory Bureau 
and to see it developed in the Corporation is desirable. The 
Premier continues:
the co-ordination, promotion and possible conduct of training 
and educational programmes for small business management;

That is also a vital part of the Small Business Advisory 
Bureau and the Corporation. The Premier continues:
and the provision of financial assistance to small business by way 
of grants or loan guarantees to enhance the efficiency of a small 
business operation.
Once again, that is a vital role for the Corporation to play. 
I also raise the desires raised by the member for Hanson, 
extremely eloquently, namely, the need to provide finance 
at the right interest rate—a competitive interest rate—and 
also a need to provide finance in industries such as the 
tourist industry which has extraordinary difficulty at times 
getting money from banks because of being able to put up 
certain guarantees. The Minister’s explanation continues:

The Corporation also will perform an important advocacy role 
and will monitor the impact on small business of all new legislation 
and regulations.
I am pleased to see that there is some provision that will 
monitor new legislation and regulations and consider what 
impact those regulations will have on small business. The 
Tonkin Government went to extraordinary lengths with its 
Deregulation Unit, and I will come back to this shortly. 
However, under the Tonkin Government a Deregulation 
Unit was set up with one purpose in mind: to get Govern
ment off the backs of small businesses. These roles, in the 
second reading explanation to which I have just referred, 
are fine, but they are quite capable of being carried out by 
the Small Business Advisory Bureau under a Government 
and a Minister who are sympathetic to the needs of small 
businesses, rather than a Government whose only interest 
in supporting small business is because it sees the private 
sector’s ability to create jobs and provide profits from which 
the Government, through direct and indirect taxation, can 
cream off money to fund its socialist programmes.

That is theoretical politics, but it is a fact of life that the 
ALP consistently has shown its interest in small business 
not only as a means of creating jobs but as a means or 
source of direct and indirect taxation to fund its programmes. 
Without that source of taxation from the private sector it 
could not survive, because Governments cannot print money. 
We all know that; they can only spend the money that they 
get, and the only source of money is the private sector. I 
see smiles on the faces of certain members opposite with 
trade union backgrounds because this has been the theory 
under which they have operated all their working lives. I 
do not blame them for that; it is a political philosophy that 
they have grown up with, but it is not mine nor that of 
those who have been involved in small business enterprises 
in their business and working lives.

I will look at some of the comments in the report of the 
Working Party into Small Business, dated August 1983. 
Members will find when we go through a few paragraphs 
that even this working party was split down the centre on 
the value of the Smail Business Corporation. On page 58, 
under the heading. ‘Small Business Corporation’, and under 
‘The Need’ it says:

The Working Party is confident that a statutory authority is 
the most appropriate organisational structure to give effect to the 
Government’s small business policy. Three alternative adminis
trative frameworks were considered:

(i) An upgrading of the existing Small Business Advisory
Bureau, with the Manager of the Bureau responsible 
to the Director of State Development;

(ii) The establishment of an autonomous Small Business
‘Department’ . . .

with a Minister that could follow the lines of Victoria or 
other States where they have a Minister of Small Business. 
Then comes the third alternative:

(iii) A limited liability company funded from General Revenue 
(based on the Western Australian model).
All three proposals have distinct disadvantages in comparison 
with a statutory authority. The first two proposals do not overcome
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the major deficiencies of the existing Bureau, and the third has 
no particular advantage compared with a statutory authority.
At that stage the authors of this report are saying that they 
support the formation of the Corporation as against the idea 
of having an advisory bureau or an autonomous small 
business department. However, when we go over the page 
we find that the author goes on:
The success or otherwise of the recommended initiatives will 
depend upon the establishment of a visible, vital organisation, 
highlighting itself as a caring, empathetic, and highly professional 
service, at arm’s length from the Government.
Fair enough, but then the report states:
However, the Working Party wishes to emphasise that establishing 
a statutory authority is potentially a two edged sword.
This was not mentioned in the second reading explanation 
by the Premier. It goes on:
Whilst the Working Party is adamant that a statutory authority 
is the most appropriate vehicle to give effect to the Working 
Party’s recommendations, a statutory authority is also likely to 
bring with it greater expectations as to what can be achieved. 
That can be a real concern. It is no good going into this 
exercise where people have great expectations of the Cor
poration that will not be delivered. It goes on:
And of course, there is no inherent reason to expect a statutory 
authority per se to be more effective than a Government depart
ment or a division of a department.
There is the contradiction. Earlier it was speaking in favour 
of the Corporation, and here on the next page we have:

And of course there is no inherent reason to expect a statutory 
authority per se to be more effective than a Government depart
ment or a division of a department. Therefore, unless the Gov
ernment is able to make resources available to enable the 
Corporation to implement the programs and carry out the func
tions, recommended by the Working Party, the Government is 
likely to attract criticism that the Corporation is nothing but a 
sham.
So, quite clearly, the authors of the Working Party into 
Small Business are very apprehensive about a corporation. 
They see it as a two edged weapon. It concludes:

Indeed, the Working Party believes that unless the setting up 
of a statutory authority can be accompanied by a significant 
expansion in the assistance and services offered to a small business, 
a statutory authority is not warranted.
That is quite clear. Unless it can deliver the goods it is not 
warranted. What we question is the fact that the existing 
advisory bureau, under careful Ministerial guidance from a 
Minister who is pro-small business and understands small 
business, can in actual fact make a great success of that 
particular Ministry. As I said earlier, the best way that a 
socialist Government such as the Bannon Government can 
help small business is to get out of their way, get off their 
backs, by providing immediate relief from State taxes. State 
charges, penalty rates, licence fees, and so on. It should do 
something positive about the exorbitant unit cost of labour 
which at the moment is costing South Australians jobs. It 
is an enormous impost on the gross turnover from business.

The bottom line is a small net profit which, when equated 
to the members of staff, ultimately results in staff being 
dropped off. It is a real problem that the Government seems 
to have turned a blind eye to. However, it is a problem that 
does exist. The Government can also assist by removing a 
clause from its small business policy in which it encourages 
the establishment of employee and State owned enterprises 
designed to compete with the private sector. I refer to a 
booklet entitled ‛Small Business—Growth Sector for the 
80s’, which is signed by John Bannon as Leader of the 
South Australian Parliamentary Labor Party and dated 
October 1982. This was the policy for the last election and 
at page 26 it states:

A Bannon Labor Government will encourage the establishment 
of more employee-owned enterprises in South Australia through 
the application of co-operative principles, employees share own
ership and other acceptable arrangements.

That is a very vague, blanket expression. It refers to ‘other 
acceptable arrangements’. That leaves the way clear for a 
policy of State ownership through Government sponsorship.

I cast members’ minds back to the old days of the Frozen 
Food Factory and the clothing factory and other Government 
fores into the private sector. It was a disaster for the taxpayers 
who put up the money. Nevertheless, that policy still exists 
in the policy speech of 1982 where the Bannon Government, 
once again as a matter of policy, is preparing itself to move 
into the public sector. That would be a total and utter 
disaster for the small business sector in the community. I 
will tell the Government why the Australian Labor Party 
can never claim to command the confidence and respect of 
the business community and those men and women who 
are employees within the private sector.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I think it might be 
better if some honourable members sat down.

Mr OSWALD: The reason for this is quite philosophical 
and is clearly reflected in the small business policy of the 
Australian Labor Party—either one is a Socialist and believes 
in those principles, or one does not. I know that some 
members opposite claim to be only democratic Socialists 
and, as such, they talk about a mixed economy. I know that 
members opposite really believe that we should have a 
mixed economy, that public and private sectors should share 
in that economy and in the turnover of cash as it flows 
through. Unfortunately for South Australia there are too 
many members of the left wing in the Australian Labor 
Party, both in the Parliamentary ranks and also around at 
Trades Hall, who do not carry the democratic socialism tag 
and who proudly claim the radical left wing guernsey—the 
progressives that we have been reading about in the papers.

It causes great concern to people in the business com
munity when they hear members opposite speak on small 
business, knowing their backgrounds and political philoso
phies. It is a fact of life that Labor policies stop well short 
of total commitment to private enterprise, and that the 
further to the left one is in Labor Party politics the less 
committed one is to supporting the private sector. It is very 
nice for members opposite to pay lip service on this matter. 
If members opposite are embarrassed by what I am saying,
I can understand why. Those whose politics are to the left 
would agree with what I am saying. Those on the middle 
ground would be embarrassed because what I am saying is 
true.

Ms Lenehan interjecting:
Mr OSWALD: I would not expect the member for Maw

son to do anything other than react, because her politics 
are so far to the left that it does not matter. However, I am 
rather curious that other members opposite are reacting in 
the way they are doing. There is no way that the progressive 
left, which now controls the Labor Party in South Australia 
will give its unequivocal support to the essential role of 
private enterprise in our community. The member for 
Brighton is laughing, although I do not know that her 
background is such that she should laugh at an issue such 
as this. I do not see any reason why the progressive left 
would make a commitment to smaller government, backed 
by the elimination of unnecessary agencies and duplicated 
agency functions. They are not interested in that sort of 
thing. Also, I do not know that the progressive left would 
endorse with any certainty, or show any consistencies in 
the future towards, policies that apply today.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Chair is finding it 
extremely difficult to link up the honourable member’s 
remarks to the Bill.

Mr OSWALD: I will do so in a moment. Unless that is 
done business men today cannot make financial commit
ments that they know can be used as a planning base in the 
future. These matters involve the impact of Labor Party
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policy on small businesses in this State. Many business men 
in the community are apprehensive about these matters. 
Government members spoke tonight at great length in praise 
of the Small Business Corporation and about what they are 
doing for small business in South Australia. All the Labor 
Party has done is formulate legislation to promote small 
business through a Corporation; it has done nothing to 
provide relief to small business men in real need due to the 
savage attacks which have been made on small business in 
the past 12 months by way of increased taxes and charges. 
Small business could be helped far more if the Government 
reversed its high taxation, big government policies and 
reverted to Liberal Government policies involving lower 
taxation and smaller government. Small business would 
then get some genuine relief. Small business does not have 
a show if the Government continues to proceed down the 
track that it is taking now. I am sorry if I am embarrassing 
members opposite.

Members interjecting:
Mr OSWALD: Members opposite can laugh; I know that 

they laugh when a chord is struck. However, history shows 
the Labor Party’s performance up until 1979, and history 
will show the effects of its performance from 1982 onwards, 
resulting from big government and big taxation. In 12 months 
time the deficit will have blown out further.

Mr Trainer: Have a look at the Gallup poll.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr OSWALD: It would not hurt to mention to the House 

the impact that the Deregulation Unit had under the Tonkin 
Administration. In the Bill I notice that one of the roles of 
the Corporation is to oversee any effect that future legislation 
will have on the viability of small business. The charter of 
the Deregulation Unit was as follows:

(a) Sweep away unnecessary or duplicatory bureaucracy and
requirements;

(b) Remove redundant regulations;
(c) Substitute standards as to the end result (known as per

formance standards) in place of detailed regulations 
and requirements which now specify how the result 
should be achieved;

(d) Reduce paper work to the essential minimum;
(e) Negotiate with the Commonwealth to avoid overlapping

returns;
(f) Eliminate governmental delays to the greatest practicable

degree;
(g) Ensure that statistical data and assessments drawn from

returns to Government are readily available to assist 
business;

(h) Create the confidence that Government exists to assist
rather than control.

If those principles can be incorporated and executed by the 
Corporation, that will be tremendous. I submit that, with 
the way the Tonkin Government set it up, with the Dere
gulation Unit administering those principles and the Small 
Business Advisory Bureau operating as it was, we could 
achieve the same aim, and superimposed upon that, is a 
policy of small Government taxation where we will get away 
from much of the small business and let the entrepreneurs 
who know how to run small business have a free hand 
without interference by the democratic socialists who are 
hell bent on getting control of small business. The socialists 
want to gain control of it and get the public sector to move 
into the private sector. The problem is that eventually they 
will choke the goose that laid the golden egg. There will be 
less businesses producing turnover and less taxation to cream 
off.

I refer now to a press release that came out on 7 December 
from the Chamber of Commerce. It was put out by Mr M. 
Deare, who is the Trade Development Manager for the 
Chamber of Commerce. It will give some indication of 
employer reaction to the question of Labor Party policies 
which are affecting the State. The release states: 
take in quote on galley proofs.

Small business, ‘well on the road to recovery under the previous 
State Government,’ is being impeded by the Bannon Government 
according to the Chamber of Commerce and Industry . . .  ‘There 
are too many unnecessary and unreasonable regulations and rules 
applying to the small businesses’ he said. Many regulations were 
out of date and did not apply to businesses operating today. ‘The 
former Government established a deregulation unit with the aim 
of removing obsolete and unnecessary regulations. ‘It was dis
banded following the election of the Bannon Government in 
March.’ The Premier, Mr Bannon, said no moves would be made 
to re-establish the unit. The unit was disbanded because its work 
and ‘no tangible benefits and was a waste of scarce resources.’ 
My personal feeling is that it is scandalous that the Dere
gulation Unit was removed. I sincerely hope that the Cor
poration does include all its aims and ideals in its charter. 
With the disbandment of the Small Business Advisory 
Bureau, the Corporation has to succeed. It has to succeed, 
for the benefit of those potential business men and those 
already with businesses who are in need of help and advice, 
financial assistance and sometimes moral support when 
their businesses are in trouble. They need to sit down with 
someone who has a lot of knowledge and background in 
business and who can do a lot to bring that businessman 
back onto the road to recovery.

In the interest of small business, I hope the Corporation 
will be successful. We will watch with great interest. I am 
not sure that it is the right track to follow as the Small 
Business Advisory Bureau could have achieved the same 
aim under a Government with different taxation and charges 
policies. In the interests of small business, I do wish the 
Corporation success in the future, and I hope sincerely that 
it will succeed.

Mr PETERSON (Semaphore): I rise to support the leg
islation. Anything to help small business in this State must 
be supported, but this legislation probably will not have the 
effect that many people expect of it. A company will have 
to be on its knees before it obtains assistance from the 
Small Business Corporation but still, it is there, and there 
is that chance of raising money. Comments from both sides 
have been varied, and it is difficult to pick who is supporting 
what. The comment about additional State costs adding to 
the costs of business is logical. We know in daily life that 
State taxes have increased costs. There has also been no 
clear definition of small business, and I suppose that it is 
impossible to define. I assume that most people were speak
ing of small business men in retail trade shops, but that is 
not the only type of small business.

The functions of the Corporation in the Bill are to provide 
advice to persons, to promote awareness of the value of 
proper management, to disseminate information, to monitor 
the effect of the policies and practices of Government, 
which would probably be taken up fairly quickly, and to 
consult and co-operate with persons and bodies represent
ative of small business and where appropriate represent 
their views to the Government, which is exactly what any 
small business organisation should do. It is an important 
part of our economy, and I do not believe their voice is 
heard often enough in our policy-making forum. The Premier 
in his explanation commented that this Bill fulfils a major 
commitment of the Government to actively encourage the 
development of small business, and that the Small Business 
Corporation will be directed to increase the number of 
viable small businesses. He also said that our economic 
future depends on strong partnership between private and 
public enterprise, and the private business sector. Previous 
speakers spoke of the need for assistance to business, and I 
agree with the member for Hanson, who referred to statutory 
reserve deposits being a source of funds. I do not believe 
States or any small group within a State can fund these 
small businesses. He referred also to the small petrol resellers
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who have been faced with many problems. This is not the 
only way we can help small business. There are many ways 
in which it could be done, and one is a realistic look at 
shop trading hours for various businesses, looking at the 
public’s access to the business and how it will affect their 
viability. That problem has not been approached in a realistic 
way. On several occasions I have raised in this House the 
situation of a furniture retailer in my electorate who has 
been driven to his knees because of a change in shop trading 
hours. Another way to support small business as a State is 
to purchase goods from it. We do not do that enough. I 
also raised in this House the matter of the boat-building 
industry where, at a meeting of boat builders, representatives 
from two major Government departments told those boat 
builders that they would not buy their boats.

That is not the way to run a business and I believe that 
we must support our industries. I have referred to major 
developmental projects in this State that contract out of the 
State for the materials required, and in particular I mentioned 
a metal treatment firm that carried out work for a Victorian 
firm which obtained the contract. Only the other day I 
talked to a person from an engineering firm who told me 
that he had been contacted by a contractor on the Continent 
to do a job in South Australia. That is stupid, senseless and 
a waste. If a South Australian firm can do the work, we 
should keep the jobs here. We are not supporting industry 
in this State. There is no Government organisation to look 
after the interests of State business. We must consider assist
ance for small business.

I heard one honourable member refer to people who have 
received offers to take their business interstate, and I know 
of several people who have received offers from the Queens
land Government to take their business to that State. If we 
do not support industry, it will leave the State, and jobs 
will go too. I understand that the Premier spoke today (or 
yesterday) with major defence people about the submarine 
project. Obviously, that is not a small project and it will

affect business in this State. The point was made to me 
today that we are talking about building submarines, which 
must be considered as the most sophisticated naval vessels 
in the world today. We have heard the Minister of Marine 
talk about building the Philanderer III at Eglo, and the 
Troubridge replacement. They are obviously big and com
plicated jobs), and I pray that they are undertaken in this 
State—

The Hon. B.C. Eastick: Whom do you expect to answer 
your prayer?

Mr PETERSON: I usually answer my own prayers. I 
hope that that work comes here, because Eglo is in my 
district. These projects will mean a lot of work for my 
district, for Port Adelaide, and for South Australia, and that 
is important. The point was made to me that we are pro
moting the State in relation to building submarines, and 
replacements for the Troubridge and the Philanderer III but 
only the other week we told the rest of the world that we 
could not build a 70-foot aluminium yacht, lf we can do 
it, let us do it, but if we cannot do it, let us say that we 
cannot. We should tell the rest of the world what we can 
do. If the State Government does not support industry and 
if industries fail because of the lack of practical support 
from the Government in the form of orders and work, it is 
no good having a measure such as this. One has to go on 
one’s knees to get anything out of this legislation. Let us 
support our own industries. Let our Government support 
our State industries.

Mr LEWIS (Mallee): At 1.5 a.m. I now have some insight 
into the meaning of the term ‘early sittings’. I seek leave to 
continue my remarks later.

Leave granted; debate adjourned.

ADJOURNMENT
At 1.5 a.m. the House adjourned until Thursday 29 March 

at 10.30 a.m.


