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Mr ELMES (Noosa—LNP) (9.52 pm): Tonight is one of those rare opportunities when a member of
parliament is able to set the tone for a fundamentally important debate, and I welcome the opportunity. If
the House is not careful and mindful of the true significance of this debate, it could degenerate into an
unedifying slanging match. The effort to which the government has gone to live in the past clearly indicates
that that is how it wishes to approach it. That need not—indeed it should not—be the case. The Liberal
National Party is in its infancy as a political party. It is little more than two years old. The merging of the
Liberal Party, the Country Party and its namesake more recently, the National Party, only happened, as I
said, a couple of years ago.

What we do know is that time and tide wait for no man. Neither does time wait for a political party. As
the community evolves and as circumstances change and the needs for the constituency shift, so must
political parties merge, morph, adapt and change if they are to remain contemporary and if they are to
remain relevant. While the LNP is immensely proud of its roots and immensely proud of its achievements
and celebrates its record, we do not dwell on the past or stand on our record or necessarily the heritage
from which we came. We have our sights firmly focused on the future, and we are setting about to write a
proud new contemporary history for conservative politics in Australia. 

We are determined to protect the environment and our national park estate, and it is increasingly
important in the era of climate change that the parks estate is grown, managed and preserved. It is
increasingly important that our biodiversity is managed and preserved not only for its heritage value but
also because of our interdependency, our future and the future for generations to come. Ours is a critical
responsibility, for it comes at a watershed time in the life of this planet. Some at least—and arguably
many—of the decisions which we take as the present caretakers of this planet will be irreversible.

The LNP is also a party which stands for the land rights of our Indigenous communities, and we are
able to stand clearly by that statement here tonight in the House by supporting this motion. There can be
no clearer statement of the fact of our position and of our commitment to our Indigenous brothers and
sisters of the Wik Mungkan people, and let each and every one of them be in no doubt that the LNP is a
party committed in partnership to their future. The opportunities are enormous, as is the commitment the
Wik Mungkan people must make. 

Above all things, the Liberal National Party is a party which stands for the individual. The LNP is a
party which encourages aspiration by the individual, provides for the equality of opportunity, facilitates the
way forward by which the individual may achieve and by which the individual may succeed to the
advantage of us all—to provide a hand up delivering independence rather than the handout which ensures
dependency.

So while we support the revocation which returns the land to the Wik Mungkan people, it is
incumbent on me to articulate the vast differences in approach which we on this side of the House have
from those opposite. We support native title, but the present native title arrangements to me are un-
Australian. The present native title arrangements mitigate the aspirations of Indigenous Australians to own
their own land, to own their own home, to have a job in meaningful employment by which to provide with
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pride for their own family and their community. The present native title arrangements hold land in
community trusts with little practical advantage for the Indigenous community. Native title was a great step
forward for Indigenous Australians, but the time since Mabo has shown us the practical flaws. We need
this native title concept to advance, to become contemporary so as to meet the emerging needs of
Indigenous Australians now in 2010 and in the years ahead and for generations to come.

We see Indigenous Australians integrated into mainstream Australian society if that is to be their
choice. We cannot in conscience support the ongoing maintenance of Aboriginal society as a curiosity of
ancient times, as a relic of the past, as a political trophy to be retained in abject neglect so that their so-
called natural champion can continually bestow hollow promises to do more on their behalf. Because of the
hollowness of those promises, the health, the lifestyle, the aspirations and the hope do not improve one
iota while their culture, values and heritage relentlessly shrink and disappear. That self-fulfilling
disadvantage is compounded by the contrary wild rivers legislation inhibiting the fulfilment of Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islander aspiration for self-sustainability on the land with which they are intimately
connected.

So this revocation decision, while welcomed, could also be seen as freeholding that which we have
not assessed and therefore do not fully understand and therefore could be a disaster from a conservation
management standpoint. I am left to wonder why section 18 of the Nature Conservation Act 1992 within
part 4 relating to protected areas under division 1 relating to basic concepts could not have been used as a
simpler alternative. Section 18 reads—
Management principles of national parks (Aboriginal land)

(1) A national park (Aboriginal land) is to be managed as a national park.

(2) Subject to subsection (1), a national park (Aboriginal land) is to be managed, as far as practicable, in a way that is consistent
with any Aboriginal tradition applicable to the area, including any tradition relating to activities in the area.

Perhaps the Bligh Labor government does want to see Indigenous people use their land in such a
way as to develop economically and sustainably and beyond traditional uses only, in which case I look
forward to the repeal of the wild rivers legislation as it affects this parcel to continue the logic of granting
freehold over this parcel.

Earlier in the debate I urged the Wik Mungkan people to rejoice. Why? When we read the fine print
in the commitment of what the Bligh Labor government has planned for these lands, three aspects stand
out. First is the money. I have said it before and, at the risk of repetition, I will say it here again tonight: the
Bligh Labor government is a government that has the rare distinction of going bust in a boom. It is a
government addicted to spending and taxing. With the return of this land a dowry of up to $79,800 from
DERM over three years—

Honourable members interjected.

Mr ELMES: Could I say—

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Wendt): Order! Member for Noosa, take a seat.

Ms Jones: Do you take responsibility for the knives in Vaughan’s back? 

Mr ELMES: Cheap shot.

Ms Jones: I just got confirmation.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! That is it. This is the last evening. I would ask everyone to show
some respect. When I am on my feet I expect the chair to be shown respect. That is by all members,
Minister, and member for Noosa. The member for Noosa has the call. No more interjections from the
member for Barron River or the member for Clayfield.

Mr ELMES: With the return of this land goes a dowry of up to $79,500 from DERM over three years.
The Wik Mungkan people need to grab the joy tonight in armfuls, because here is a commitment that is full
of escape clauses and wriggle room. If all of the ifs and buts and hurdles and objects are negotiated
successfully, then that may be provided as $50,000 over three years if the land becomes a nature reserve
through a land management agreement with DERM. Much of the commitment is for a planning study,
partially funded by the Commonwealth, which no doubt will include full cost recovery of the DERM
contribution and which will involve minimum funds to support the self-determination for these lands by
traditional owners. It looks a bit like a Clayton’s commitment to me. Of course, given the political capital
that the Bligh Labor government has burned in this term alone, I am deeply suspicious of any
pronouncement or announcement that it makes. So I naturally look for the flaws and in this instance I have
not had to look too far. 

The second aspect is that only 17 per cent of the Mungkan Kandju National Park appears to be
being handed back to the traditional owners. The Premier, in speaking to this motion on 6 October 2010,
expressed great pleasure that—
... thousands of hectares of land taken from Indigenous people on Cape York more than 30 years ago will be returned to its rightful
owners. 
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She went on to say—
This decision puts an end to a shameful chapter in Queensland’s Indigenous history. It changes the outcome of a long legal battle
which saw the legitimate legal rights of the Indigenous people of Cape York circumvented by what can only be described as a
shocking abuse of power. 

Of course, the reality is that if the decision was as shameful as the Premier is on the public record as
saying it is, then she has redressed only 17 per cent of the shame. When I first heard the Premier speak, I
assumed that all 457,000 hectares of the lands were to be returned. Of course, that is the impression that
the Premier was trying to create. But she is quite happy for 83 per cent of the national park to be retained
by the state. Is she, in fact, saying that the 1977 decision was 83 per cent correct and only 17 per cent
wrong? In fact, the 83 per cent of the land being retained as national park is due to its high conservation
values. Could it be that the 1977 decision was correct in conservation terms? 

The national park at Archer Bend was created in 1977 under a recommendation from a senior
ecologist from the Queensland National Parks and Wildlife Service as a result of a systematic and
scientifically based assessment of Queensland’s natural ecosystems using RAKES—the rapid
assessment of key and endangered sites—

Mr Wettenhall interjected. 

Mr ELMES: Just for the record, I would like Hansard to note that it is the member for Barron River
up the back who is carrying on like a pork chop. So when Indigenous people in Far North Queensland get
to read what has happened in here tonight, they will know that this undue shouting and so forth that is
going on in the background is due to one of the people who are supposed to be standing up for their rights
in Far North Queensland. 

There is more. The minister in a press release said—
Archer Bend is a place of enormous significance to its people—returning the land as Aboriginal freehold is the right thing to do. 

Yet of the 75,330 hectares of the total area of 457 hectares of the Mungkan Kandju National Park
being revoked by this motion, 32,478 hectares—or 43 per cent—will not be returned as freehold as the
right thing to do but retained as a nature refuge. The messages being sent here are clearly very mixed. On
one hand the impression being created for consumption by the Queensland public is that a decision of the
past, in the words of the Premier and the minister, was truly evil and that this wondrous decision by the
Bligh Labor government will right that wrong. But in reality it rights only 9.42 per cent of the alleged wrong.
The member for Cook, Jason O’Brien, in welcoming the revocation is reported as saying—
This is an historical occasion and a healing moment for the local indigenous community ... This is about righting a great injustice in
Australian history. 

Cutting to the chase, at best it rights 9.42 per cent of the perceived wrong—the wrongness of which
appears to be arguable, a case supported by the retention of 90.58 per cent of the area as national park
because of its high conservation value or as a nature refuge. But there is still more. The package of
assistance valued at $79,500 and achievable only if all fine print conditions are met is not to help the Wik
Mungkan people look after their freehold land at all but to care for the nature refuge and the possibility of
any compensation is specifically excluded. The final nail in the coffin of credibility is that the Bligh Labor
government has also excluded the possibility that this great righting of a wrong is unique and is not to be
regarded as a precedent. So while the Wik Mungkan people can rejoice in what is a modest outcome,
every other Indigenous community in the state should be aware that the Bligh Labor government is not
about to do anything to help them and their particular aspirations. 

The third is a very practical request on behalf of the community of Cape York and elsewhere. I heard
in the speech that the member for Barron River gave that other Indigenous people and non-Indigenous
people will be allowed access to the land. That is, of course, a welcome thing. 

Ms Jones: Because of the generosity of the traditional owners. 

Mr ELMES: Because of the generosity of the traditional owners. I have no doubt that they will
continue to be very generous. 

There is another matter included in this revocation, which until tonight had not appeared in any
speech by the Premier or the minister. I refer to tabled paper No. 3309, which the minister tabled and
formally laid on the table of the House on 6 October 2010. This paper addresses two revocations: the
revocation of Archer Bend and the revocation of a small parcel of land—6,730 hectares—some 60
kilometres north-west of Cooktown known as Munburra Resource Reserve. This area experienced some
interest from goldminers in the early 1900s—interest that was dormant until the 1980s. According to the
tabled paper, the parcel was dedicated in 1995, but no date is given, to allow for mining exploration with
the intent that after 15 years it should be revoked and granted as Aboriginal freehold land except for any
areas covered by mining interests. The paper does not confirm that 15 years have, in fact, elapsed or
whether any of the area is still covered by mining interests, although I suspect not. 

Aside from that, on behalf of the LNP I welcome this action by the Bligh Labor government in
revoking this parcel of land to become freehold land for the Wik Mungkan people and I look forward to
celebrating their use of that land for their mutual and individual benefit. 
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