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Mr SPEAKER (Hon. J. Fouras, Ashgrove) read prayers and took the chair at 10 a.m.
CHIEF RETURNING OFFICER'S REPORT ON REFERENDUM

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable members, I have to report I have received from the Chief
Returning Officer his report pursuant to section 8.7 (2) of the Referendums Act 1989-90.

 PARLIAMENTARY CONVENTION RELATING TO REFLECTIONS ON JUDICIARY
Mr SPEAKER: Honourable members, yesterday in the House, the member for Archerfield

indicated that he was unsure of the convention relating to reflections on members of the judiciary. I wish
to advise that--

No member may use offensive words against any member of the judiciary.
Reflections cannot be cast in debate upon the conduct of the judiciary, including a charge of

personal character, unless it is based on a substantive motion.
As is common practice, a decision as to whether words are offensive or cast a reflection on the

members of the judiciary rests with the Chair.
The second edition of the House of Representatives Practice also states at page 489--

"Judges are expected, by convention, to refrain from politically partisan activities and to be
careful not to take sides in matters of political controversy. If a judge breaks this convention, a
member may feel under no obligation to remain mute on the matter in the House."

PRIVILEGE
 Comments Made by Chief Justice

Mr BORBIDGE (Surfers Paradise--Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (10.03 a.m.): I rise on a
matter of privilege. I refer to an extract from Thomas' Judicial Ethics and also to an article by Zelman
Cowen and David Derham, who was subsequently head of the law school at Melbourne University. I
draw your attention, Mr Speaker, to the fact that pages 52 and 53 of the former make it clear that the
Chief Justice, and other judges on whose behalf he wrote, at all times acted with complete propriety.

Mr Gibbs interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The Minister for Tourism!
Mr BORBIDGE: Page 462 of the latter states the conclusion that criticism of judges for doing so

is improper. The rest of the article states why that is so. I table those articles.
PAPERS

The following paper was laid on the table, and ordered to be printed--
Report of the Intellectually Disabled Citizens Council of Queensland for the year ended 30

June 1990.
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The following papers were laid on the table--
Regulations under the Weapons Act 1990
Rules under the Education (Senior Secondary School Studies) Act 1988
Statute under the Griffith University Act 1971-1990
Report of the Board of Trustees of the Toowoomba Grammar School for the year ended 31

December 1990. 
MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

 Overseas Visit by Minister for Transport and Minister Assisting the Premier on
Economic and Trade Development Hon. D. J. HAMILL (Ipswich--Minister for Transport
and Minister Assisting the Premier on Economic and Trade Development) (10.04 a.m.), by leave: I am
pleased to be able to report to the House today on my recent, and very productive, trip to Hong Kong,
Taiwan and Indonesia. All members will be aware that Asia is one of Australia's key export markets and
its significance is increasing. Austrade has forecast that while the value of Australian exports to North
America will increase by $1.6 billion by 1994 and exports to Europe will grow by $3 billion over the same
period, the value of our exports to Asia will rise by $10.4 billion. It is quite obvious that the Queensland
Government has a responsibility to ensure that our State receives a fair share of the benefits available
from that increased trade.

To that end, on 10 May, I was very pleased to attend the official opening of the Queensland
Government's Hong Kong office by the Honourable the Premier. On 13 May, I was equally pleased to
be able to open the Queensland Tourist and Travel Corporation's trade and investment office in Taipei.
Both offices are staffed by very high quality and enthusiastic employees who will do their utmost to
facilitate investments in, and travel to, the Sunshine State. While in Hong Kong, I discussed trade
matters with a large number of local businesspeople at the numerous meetings and functions that we
attended.

Mr Palaszczuk  interjected.
Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The member for Archerfield!
Mr HAMILL: I was assured by the editor of the influential Sunday Morning Post, Mr David

Maguire, that his newspaper and its sister publication, the South China Morning Post, would be pleased
to assist in the promotion of our State in any way that they can. Also while in Hong Kong, we had
discussions with the general manager of the Hong Kong division of EIE Development (International)
Ltd, Mr Herman To, during which we were advised of that company's desire to investigate future joint
venture projects in Queensland following that company's current period of consolidation.

Members of the Hong Kong Chinese Chamber of Commerce expressed great interest in
Queensland and, particularly, in the State's gold and mineral resources and its ability to supply seafood.
We received a briefing on the operation of the Hong Kong commuter train system which has been
developed over the past five years by private enterprise and the local government in a very successful
joint venture. The next stop in the nine-day trip was Taipei, where the Director-General of the Transport
Department, Mr Geoff Stevenson, and on 13 May I had a meeting with the Director General of Civil
Aeronautics Administration, Ministry of Communications, General Chen Chia-ju. The purpose of that
meeting--and it was the basis of the discussions we had later with aviation industry leaders--was to put
forward our case for having the two new Taiwanese international airlines, Eva and Mandarin, select
Brisbane as one of their ports of call.

Two million people from Taiwan travel abroad each year, but only 22 000 of them came to
Australia in 1989-90. While that was double the number that visited in 1987-88, it is still only a fraction
of the potential for this market. The two new airlines have the potential to remedy that situation. Now is
the time, before any other patterns become set, to get those airlines to come to Queensland. During
our discussions with the 
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companies involved, we convinced one of the officials of Eva to come to Queensland before making
any decision and see for himself why we were so adamant that the airline should choose Brisbane. I
am pleased to be able to tell the House that Eva has now made application for Brisbane and Sydney to
be its ports of call. I am also pleased to inform the House that the Chairman of the Queensland Tourist
and Travel Corporation, Mr Peter Laurance, announced before we left Taiwan that the tourism potential
was so great that a Queensland travel expert would be assigned to the office in Taipei.

On Tuesday, 14 May, we arrived in Jakarta, where we met with the Secretary General of the
Indonesian Department of Transport and other senior officials. We were advised of that Government's
plans for a multibillion-dollar transport infrastructure project in which we hope Queensland companies
can become involved. In a meeting with the Indonesian Minister for Home Affairs, Mr Rudini, and the
Australian Ambassador to Indonesia, Mr Phillip Flood, we received a commitment from Indonesia that it
supports our proposal for a sister-State relationship with the province of Central Java. That commitment
was very gratifying as it follows nine months of delicate work behind the scenes to forge an agreement.
We believe the sister-State agreement will underpin our future trade relations with Indonesia. That
agreement will help to open the door for many more Queensland companies to become involved in
trade with this country of 180 million people and provide the basis for closer cultural and social ties
between this part of Australia and Queensland's near northern neighbour.

Mr Speaker, I seek leave to table, and have incorporated in Hansard, the remainder of my report,
detailing the meetings I attended during the trip.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I advise the Minister that I have not sighted his report. At the moment, I
think that it should just be tabled. The procedure is that the Minister should bring the report to the
Speaker. I have not seen it.

Mr HAMILL: I accede to your ruling, Mr Speaker. I table it and, perhaps after you have sighted it,
it may be incorporated.

Mr SPEAKER:  No, it will not be incorporated.
MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

 Overseas Visit Report
Hon. K. H. VAUGHAN (Nudgee--Minister for Resource Industries) (10.09 a.m.), by leave: I rise

to report to the House on my recent visit to Sweden, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Canada
and the United States. The purpose of my visit was threefold. I sought first-hand information about
recently restructured electricity industries and about energy efficiency and renewable energy technology
programs. I also marketed Queensland as a reliable resource supplier and an attractive investment
target. Honourable members would be aware that the Goss Government is keen to improve the
efficiency of Government-owned enterprises, including the Queensland electricity supply industry.
Therefore, my chief purpose overseas was to meet with key Government and industry participants in a
number of electricity industries which have recently undergone change in efforts to improve their
efficiency. My discussions focused on the real impacts of those changes.

My second task overseas was to market Queensland's products and investment potential--an all-
important exercise in tough economic times. In both the United Kingdom and Sweden, I promoted the
use of Queensland's clean coal and clean coal technologies. This is particularly relevant in the UK
where, following privatisation, the requirement to buy British coal is being phased out. One of the key
points I discussed with both the Secretary of State for Energy and one of the three electricity
generators, PowerGen, was the potential for Queensland coal sales into the UK. In the UK and the
United States, I also hosted lunch-time functions for business-leaders, financiers and major institutional
investors at which I outlined to them the potential investment 
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opportunities in Queensland's mining and mineral-processing industries. I explained the Goss
Government's foreign investment policies, our aim to improve the efficiency of mining infrastructure and
support services, and our support for joint-venture projects. I told them of the considerable scope for
matching international investors with risk capital and market links to Queensland companies with
exploration and mining experience and capacity. My officers will be following up a number of requests
for further information.

I now table a summary of my discussions in individual countries as well as a full itinerary.
MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

 Valuations for Rating Purposes
Hon. A. G. EATON (Mourilyan--Minister for Land Management) (10.11 a.m.), by leave: This

Government has an ongoing commitment to the system of providing updated valuations each year for
the purposes of local government rating and the levying of land tax. However, with the exception of four
local authorities, there will be a pause in the annual valuation program during 1991 with the next
valuation to be made in 1992. Four local authorities--Cairns, Douglas and Mulgrave in far-north
Queensland, and Gold Coast in the south coast region--are to be revalued this year as at 31 March
1991. In December 1989, the former Department of of the Valuer-General, together with three other
departments, was integrated into the Department of Lands. The new department is undergoing a
process of reorganisation and regionalisation to enable it to undertake its expanded role in the State's
public administration following the adoption in principle of the Report on Land Policy and Administration-
-the Wolfe report.

Earlier this year, the Valuer-General undertook a survey of the property market to identify, in broad
terms, market movements which would form the basis of the valuations for this year. Particular
emphasis was placed on identifying any areas of significant downward market movement. That survey
covered market movements as indicated by land sales from 31 March 1990 to 31 March 1991, as the
date of each annual valuation is gauged at the end of March each year. Any change identified after
this period would be considered when making the 1992 valuation. The outcome of the review showed
that the market was generally static, with small increases in the urban lands of some regional centres,
as well as in some cattle grazing areas throughout the State. However, there was a market downturn
since the last valuation in areas of four local authorities of the City of Cairns and the Shires of Douglas
and Mulgrave in the far north, and in the City of Gold Coast. Accordingly, it was decided to carry out
revaluations of those four local authorities only. The valuation date for those four councils is 31 March
1991 and the valuation will take effect for rating and taxing purposes for 12 months from 30 June 1992.
For all other local authorities, the 1990 valuation will take effect on 30 June 1991 and remain in force
until 30 June 1993.

Discussions with the Local Government Association of Queensland have confirmed that local
government would not be inconvenienced if annual valuations were not made for 1991. Local
authorities have a number of alternatives available to them should they wish to alter rating relativities
established by the 1990 valuation. Those options include the adoption of a system of differential rating
and the use of the legislative powers which were introduced in this session of Parliament and which will
allow councils to average valuations over three years to limit the increase in rates for individual
properties or groups of properties in any one year. I have discussed the matter of land tax with the
Honourable the Treasurer. The effect of valuing the four nominated local authorities will be that land-
owners in those areas who are liable for land tax and whose property values have fallen, and who are
not affected by the phasing-in requirements of the Land Tax Act, will get the benefit of decreased
valuations effective from 30 June 1992. I again wish to emphasise that the more recent indications of a
downturn in some sectors of the property market would not have been reflected in any annual
valuations carried out in 1991 and will be taken into account in the March 1992 valuation, which will
become effective for revenue purposes for the 12 months commencing 30 June 1993.
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
 Absence of Ministers during Question-time

Hon. T. M. MACKENROTH (Chatsworth--Minister for Police and Emergency Services) (10.15
a.m.), by leave: The Premier and Treasurer will both be absent from question-time today as they are
attending the Premiers Conference in Canberra; the Minister for Employment, Training and Industrial
Relations will be absent owing to a conference on the construction industry; and the Minister for
Business, Industry and Regional Development will be absent as he is opening the Colgate Palmolive
factory at Labrador.

 SELECT COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES
 Submissions

Mr FOLEY (Yeronga) (10.16 a.m.): I lay upon the table of the House two further submissions
received by the Select Committee of Privileges in connection with the committee's review of the
privilege attaching to parliamentary papers.

PRIVILEGE
 Comments of Director-General of Corrective Services Commission

Mr CONNOR (Nerang) (10.17 a.m.): I rise on a matter of privilege. I bring to the attention of the
House an issue of serious concern. It involves possible contempt of Parliament by a senior officer of the
Corrective Services Commission. In an interview with the Director-General of the Corrective Services
Commission, Keith Hamburger, conducted by Rod Henshaw of ABC radio on 2 May 1991, a discussion
took place pertaining to information that I had relating to the escape of prisoner Pernich. It was stated
by Mr Hamburger to Mr Henshaw--

"In fact the police will be talking to Mr Connor about that and I believe that this is a matter
above politics."

He went on to say--
"I believe that Mr Connor has a responsibility to give that name to the police."

It went further, and it was quite clear that it was intended to intimidate both my informants and me. I
table a partial transcript of that interview. I find the whole matter prejudicial and a breach of the privilege
of this House. I therefore move--

"That the matter raised by Mr Connor be referred to the Privileges Committee."
Question put; and the House divided--

AYES, 30
NOES, 46

Resolved in the negative.
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Mr CONNOR having given notice of a motion--
Mr CONNOR:  I table the document.

QUESTIONS UPON NOTICE
1 .

 Academic Excellence Grants to Year 12 Students
Mr BEANLAND asked the Minister for Education--

"With reference to the list of secondary school students published in The Australian on 10 April
showing the names of 102 Queensland Year 12 students who were granted $2,000 each by the
Federal Government for academic excellence at the end of 1990--

(1) Who and/or what organisation in Queensland provided the names to the Commonwealth
Government?

(2) What criteria and data was used in discriminating among the top students in the 990 band
to accommodate this request?

(3) Was this data provided to the Commonwealth?
(4) If so, did the data provided involve disclosure of information which is considered

confidential within Queensland and which is not available to students, their schools and
universities?

(5) How does the Government reconcile its position in denying information to universities to
enable discrimination among students and its action in exercising discrimination for the purposes of
the Federal Labor Government?"
Mr BRADDY: (1) As Minister for Education, I provided the names after advice from the Board of

Senior Secondary School Studies.
(2) The Board of Senior Secondary School Studies provided the names of 102 Year 12 students

from within all of the appropriate Queensland institutions, taking into account the performance of all
students under current assessment procedures. These included achievements relating to the Common
Scaling Test and information used as the basis for allocating the TE scores.

(3) No. The Commonwealth was provided with a list of names, not with any raw data.
(4 and 5) These questions therefore lapse in view of my answer to part 3.

2 .
Television Reception, St Lawrence

Mr PEARCE asked the Minister for Transport and Minister Assisting the Premier on Economic and
Trade Development--

"With reference to the small isolated community of St Lawrence which currently receives very
low quality television signals from stations located in Mackay and Rockhampton because the town
is outside the transmitting area of both stations and to the fact that the Broadsound Shire Council,
in cooperation with local ratepayers, is undertaking to improve reception in the town--

What role is Queensland Railways playing in assisting Broadsound Shire Council and the
people of St Lawrence to achieve their goal?"
Mr HAMILL: Queensland Railways is working with the Broadsound Shire Council and the people

of St Lawrence in an effort to provide them with clear television reception. To achieve this goal,
Queensland Railways has contributed $8,500 toward the cost of satellite television rebroadcast facilities
for the residents of St Lawrence. This Government believes that isolated communities should not have
to suffer from communication problems or other difficulties because of their geographical position.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
 Criticism of Chief Justice by Premier

Mr COOPER: In asking a question of the Deputy Premier, I refer him to the Premier's remarks
yesterday in reply to a question from me regarding published comments by the Chief Justice, and the
Premier's subsequent criticism of Mr Justice Macrossan in this House. I refer also to an example used
yesterday by the Premier of a long-running legal action over 10 years which resulted in both parties
being disadvantaged by the justice system and the indication from the Courier-Mail today that the trial
judge in that case was Mr Justice Macrossan, and I ask: does the Deputy Premier accept that use of
this legal example constitutes further criticism of the Chief Justice, which is against all the conventions
of this House, and will he now, on behalf of the Government, formally apologise to the Chief Justice--an
apology which should have been made yesterday?

Mr BURNS: As I was absent from the House yesterday attending a local government conference
in western Queensland, I did not hear the Premier's remarks, although I did hear Mr Speaker's remarks
this morning. Having listened closely to those remarks, I believe that the Speaker made it clear that the
Premier acted quite properly.

Prostitution and Illegal Casinos
Mr COOPER: In directing a question to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, I table a

list of 11 establishments in Fortitude Valley and inner Brisbane--extracted from a document which the
Minister should know about--where police say prostitution is occurring. I note that Anne Marie Tilley
owns and operates Bunnie's Relaxation Centre in Fortitude Valley from behind the bars of the Brisbane
Correctional Centre, where she is serving a sentence as a result of Fitzgerald corruption charges, and
that her manager is the pre-Fitzgerald Dianne Bell, who is the niece of the de facto of none other than
Hector Hapeta. I ask the Minister: can he explain to the House why, after a $24m inquiry and 18
months of this Labor Government, the prostitution industry in this city is again operating at pre-
Fitzgerald levels and why, as we are told, even the illegal casinos are back in play?

Mr MACKENROTH: Firstly, I do not know of the document to which the Leader of the Opposition
referred. He said that he would table 11 pages, I believe, of some document of which I should be
aware.

Mr Cooper:  Eleven properties.
Mr MACKENROTH: I really do not have a clue about the document to which the honourable

member referred. In relation to the $24m inquiry, in which inquiries were made into prostitution--the
honourable member should be well aware, because he did accept it lock, stock and barrel, that
Fitzgerald recommended that this Parliament set up a Criminal Justice Commission. One of the roles of
that commission was to look at further matters in relation to prostitution.

Mr Cooper:  They have done that.
Mr MACKENROTH: The commission has not done that. It is doing so at present. As I

understand it, the commission called submissions in relation to its issues paper. At this stage, that is as
far as it has gone. The Government has stated quite clearly that the laws in relation to prostitution will
continue to be policed until such time as the Criminal Justice Commission has finished its report and
makes its recommendations to this Parliament. The Government will then consider those
recommendations. If the Government was to take action now in some way to change the law or to
make things different from how they were, I am sure that the Opposition would be criticising it and 
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saying that it was usurping the recommendations of Fitzgerald, where Fitzgerald quite clearly----
Mr Cooper:  These places are operating now.

 Mr MACKENROTH: For 32 years, those places flourished--and they paid to flourish--under the
Government of which the Leader of the Opposition was a member. When allegations relating to those
places were raised in this House, I sat here and heard the then Minister for Police say that they did not
exist. At least I am prepared to admit that there are places of prostitution.

Mr Cooper:  What are you doing about it?
Mr MACKENROTH: I have informed the Police Commissioner that the laws relating to

prostitution in this State are to be policed. I raised that matter with him as recently as three weeks ago.
The Government's position in relation to prostitution is that the laws will be policed until such time as the
CJC finishes its inquiry and makes its recommendations, after which the Government will decide its
position.

 Colgate Palmolive Plant, Labrador
Mr PREST: I refer the Deputy Premier to the fact that the Minister for Business, Industry and

Regional Development will today open the new $50m Colgate Palmolive factory at Labrador on the
Gold Coast, and I ask: is he aware of the previous claims of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition about
this project? What are the facts surrounding this major industrial development?

Mr BURNS: I think the response from the representative of Colgate Palmolive will wipe any
Colgate smile off the face of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is developing a reputation as a knocker.

Mr Borbidge: I sold them the land and I know the commitment they gave.
Mr BURNS: These days, he is a knocker. There is not a thing in this State that he talks about that

he does not want. He does not want development.
Mr Borbidge interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I point out to the honourable member for Surfers Paradise that a question

has been asked.
Mr Borbidge: I was being provoked.
Mr SPEAKER: The honourable member was being extremely provocative himself. I ask him to

cease interjecting.
Mr Stephan:  The Minister was provocative.
Mr BURNS:  Mr Speaker, I would not be provocative; you know that.

These days, most of the time spent by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is in trying to stop business
operating in this State and trying to stop business setting up in this State. He does his best to try to
paint a picture of gloom so that no-one would want to come to this State. He is anti-goals.

Mr BORBIDGE: I rise to a point of order. I find the remarks made by the Deputy Premier
offensive and I ask that they be withdrawn. They are untrue and they are offensive.

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The Minister will withdraw the remarks.
Mr BURNS: In deference to the Chair, I will withdraw the remarks. I want to quote what Mr Geoff

Walsh, representing Colgate Palmolive, said about the statement 
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made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that Colgate Palmolive had no support from the
Government. A newspaper article states--

"Mr Geoff Walsh said . . . the powder detergent plant would be opened by Premier Goss next
May, which proved the company was enjoying a high level of cooperation from the State
Government.

'Any rumour that our company is dissatisfied with the Goss Government is totally false and we
are maintaining relevant contact with high level government officers as we push ahead with
planning and construction . . . in the long run the four-stage factory would employ at least 200
people, with the second stage oral care plant to cost at least a further $20 million.' "

Mr Walsh and Colgate Palmolive have denied the Deputy Leader of the Opposition's attacks on them,
on the Government and on the Government's cooperation in the scheme. They say quite clearly that
Mr Borbidge is knocking or that he does not know what he is talking about.

 Housing Accommodation for AIDS-infected Persons
Mr PREST: I refer the Deputy Premier to the problems of people who have contracted AIDS and

to the great difficulty that they experience in obtaining accommodation because of the prejudice and
fear in the private rental market, and I ask: has the Labor Government done anything to help these
people who are in real need?

Mr BURNS: Because of the fear and the way in which people react to any person who has the
HIV positive virus, people with AIDS have a real problem. As a result of that, the Queensland AIDS
Council lodged a number of expressions with the Government under the Housing Accommodation
Assistance Scheme, which is a very good scheme. I have to say that it was introduced by the previous
Government. I have sponsored it a great deal. If I possibly can, I try to put more money into it. The
scheme provides that groups such as the AIDS Council can apply for assistance provided that they
have a block of land and 10 per cent of the price of the house. The Government will provide the
remaining 90 per cent. The AIDS Council itself can run the scheme. A head lease arrangement has
been introduced so that the house and land cannot be sold. The end result is that the AIDS Council
has an opportunity to provide its own housing.

Just recently, recommendations on the Housing Accommodation Assistance Scheme were placed
on my desk. Three projects have been approved in principle for the Queensland AIDS Council. They
include the construction of 10 one-bedroom units, the purchase of a three-bedroom house in Townsville
and the purchase of a three-bedroom house at the Gold Coast. A fourth project sponsored by the AIDS
Council for young people seen at risk has been approved in principle. The AIDS Council owns a block of
old flats and a parcel of land at East Brisbane, which adjoins some of our land. We have started
negotiations with that council regarding buying the land so that it can obtain some capital to enter some
of these schemes.

Under the "L" scheme, which is a lease scheme, the Government leases houses from the public
and then hands them out to the community for use as crisis-care accommodation. The Government
has an "L" scheme house on the Gold Coast for which it pays rent of $120 a week. It also has a crisis-
care accommodation house in the northern suburbs, which the Sisters of Mercy have been operating
since June 1989. As from 24 May this year, the Government has approved an AIDS Council house on
the south side. In addition to that, people over the age of 18 are now eligible for Housing Commission
accommodation. That group contains some people who are HIV positive. This Government has moved
to change the eligibility for accommodation so that single people are not discriminated against under
the Housing Commission's waitlist. This Government has provided a substantial amount of special
accommodation assistance to those young people. In common with anybody else in the community,
they can put their names on the Housing Commission waitlist and be provided with Housing
Commission homes.
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 Overseas Holidays of Ministerial Staff 
Mr BEANLAND: In directing a question to the Deputy Premier, I refer to a report in today's Gold

Coast Bulletin, which states that a major row has erupted amongst Labor backbench MPs about
overseas trips by Goss Government Ministers. The report also says that there is concern within ALP
ranks that some ministerial staff have had side-trip holidays while travelling overseas with Ministers. I
ask: can the Deputy Premier tell this House why Ministers cannot include the costs of that overseas
travel when they make their reports to Parliament about their trips? Is it true that ministerial staff are
taking holidays on the side at public expense while allegedly travelling with Ministers?

Mr FitzGerald: Be careful.
Mr BURNS: I will be careful. Firstly, all of the costs of ministerial trips are tabled each year. I am

sure that anybody who has been a Minister in the Parliament would realise that, when one returns from
overseas, it takes a while before all of the bills arrive. Many expenses are put on credit cards. When the
bills are received, they are paid. Although the requirement is that those expenses be tabled within a
fortnight of a Minister's return, it is often impossible to do so.

I believe that the member is having a cheap shot at my director-general taking holidays after he
finished an overseas tour with me. It is true that he took that holiday. However, he was given approval
for that through the Public Service Management Commission. When he asked me whether he could
take that leave, I said that he could. I told him that he would have to obtain permission through the
public service arrangements. That was done. I have discovered that, on a number of occasions in the
past under previous National Party Governments, similar arrangements have also been approved. As
long as there is no expense to the Government, there is no reason why Ministers should tell their staff
where and when they should take their holidays.

 Escape of Prisoners on Leave of Absence
Mr BEANLAND: I ask the Minister for Justice and Corrective Services: will he explain to the

House why two prisoners who failed to return from leave of absence were not reported to the police? I
refer to Mr Hilton from Numinbah and Mr Johnson from Townsville prison. I also ask: is this the new
policy of the Corrective Services Commission, or does the Minister intend to suspend any staff as a
result of this cover-up, as he did when an escape from the Wacol prison was not reported?

Mr MILLINER: The member for Toowong is not aware of my responsibilities. The Corrective
Services Commission is responsible for operational matters. I am responsible for policy direction. I am
not aware of the matters raised by the honourable member for Toowong. If he cares to put the
question on notice, I will give him a full and detailed answer.

Mr BEANLAND:  I do so accordingly.
 Green Paper on Animal Welfare

Mr PALASZCZUK: In directing a question to the Deputy Premier, Minister for Housing and Local
Government, I refer to the Green Paper on animal welfare, and ask: what steps have been taken to
ensure that, firstly, rural industries are not forced into unnecessary red tape and obstruction and,
secondly, that domestic animals are protected from acts of cruelty.

Mr BURNS: The animal welfare Green Paper generated a lot of interest in the community when it
was suggested that people would have to go back and give the kiss of life to snakes that they have run
over with their cars. Since then, very valuable consultation has occurred with the UGA, the Cattlemen's
Union and other groups about the voluntary code of conduct which has been approved by the
Australian Agricultural Council and, over a period, has been set through Commonwealth Primary
Industry 
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Ministers and agreed to by the industry. We are trying to write into the Schedule of the Act codes of
conduct for cattle, sheep, pigs and poultry. Those codes have been agreed to by the industries, and
there seems to be no problem with them. There is common agreement that that is the way to go,
because those voluntary codes will become part of the Schedule.

Mr Harper:  Will we be given a chance to debate them?
Mr BURNS:  Yes. A public conference will be held in the second week----
Mr Harper:  We in this House?
Mr BURNS:  Yes. The Bill will come before the Parliament.
Mr Harper:  And the codes will be included?
Mr BURNS: Yes, the codes will be included. They will be written into the Schedule. The rural

industries made submissions to the effect that we should do it this way. They said that the way to go
was to include those codes of conduct, and they argued that it would be better if they had some
legislative backing rather than be voluntary codes, as they are now. There is no suggestion that animal
welfare inspectors will be going out to farms to ensure that people are looking after their cattle in the
middle of a drought or something of that nature. The Government has asked the Minister for Primary
Industries for permission to use DPI inspectors, who have practical knowledge of the industry and are
working all the time with people on properties.

Mr FitzGerald: Three officers have gone from Toowoomba, and three from Gatton.
Mr BURNS: The point is that this Government will give those inspectors the right to undertake

inspections. That is the best way of doing it on a practical basis for rural people. I recognise that
problems exist in many areas. For example, there is no doubt that great debate is taking place within
the community about the tail-docking of dogs. I am not worried about sheep-crutching, or anything like
that. Vets say that tail-docking is cruel. People who own Doberman pinschers and other dogs with short
tails say that they would not like to see their dogs with two-foot-long tails. The Government will write into
the legislation a provision that people cannot tie a rubber band around the tail until it falls off but that
they will have to do it in a humane and quick way.

Mr Gibbs: Just like Mr Borbidge.
Mr BURNS: That may be what happened to Mr Borbidge. They tied a rubber band around it and

let it fall off. The point is that it is cruel and unfair. If it has to be done to people such as Mr Borbidge, it
should be done humanely and quickly. Basically, we will try to write the regulations in such a way----

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The Deputy Premier should be kinder, particularly on the last day.
Mr BURNS: I am sorry, Mr Speaker. The point that I am trying to make is that the Government is

trying to write the regulations so that they address the practical problems in the community. The most
difficult problem relating to the Green Paper is that of tying dogs onto the back of trucks. On rural
properties where Bluey hops on and off the truck and things of that nature, to have to tie the dog to the
back of the truck would be crazy. However, there is a problem in the building industry. People put large
dogs on the backs of their trucks, which are effectively their offices and hold most of their equipment.
Dozens of letters arrive about dogs that have been tied to trucks, have fallen off and been dragged for
two or three miles before the owner is stopped by someone, but the dogs have been strangled. The
other argument relates to big dogs that have fallen off the backs of trucks and that people see from
time to time on the side of the road. One group of people say that dogs should be tied and another
group say that they should not be tied. I do not know the answer to that. The Government has asked 
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the animal welfare committee to come up with an answer. Its suggestion is that the dog should be tied
in the middle of the truck.

Mr Hamill: They should wear seat belts.
Mr BURNS: The Minister for Transport said that dogs should wear seat belts. There must be an

answer. On the second weekend in June--8 and 9 June--the Government will get all of the groups
together to go through all of the proposals to see if they can be worked out in a rational and sensible
way.

Mr Harper  interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member for Auburn will have the opportunity when the Bill

is introduced, not during question-time.
 Housing Accommodation Assistance Scheme

Mr PALASZCZUK: I ask the Deputy Premier and Minister for Housing and Local Government:
(1) has the Government completed reviewing applications received under the Housing Accommodation
Assistance Scheme for this year; (2) how much money was allocated; (3) what was the total number of
applications received; and (4) what was the break-down in amounts granted to pensioner, disabled and
boardinghouse accommodation?

Mr BURNS: The Housing Accommodation Assistance Scheme is very popular. There are a
number of reasons for that. America has non-profit housing, which is really community housing. In
Australia and Queensland, we work through the local councils, the Uniting Church, the Catholic Church,
St Vincent de Paul, etc. In America, they give the Lions clubs, the Kiwanis and the Rotary clubs the
opportunity to help run the housing. HAAS is our version of non-profit housing in America. It works quite
well. I cite the example of the Aramac council in western Queensland. Its application has been
approved in principle. Last year, four small units were built in Aramac to house single persons or people
who had finished their working years but who would normally, when no accommodation was available,
leave the town and go back to the cities. This year, a couple more units were built there. That council is
very practically providing an opportunity for people to stay in the town. It is a good decentralisation
move.

The Government has tried to expand the scheme and encourage a lot of councils and other
community groups to be involved. Every year, more and more people apply for the scheme. This year,
the Government allocated about $9m to it. We might try to increase that to $12m. However, we
received $75m worth of applications for that scheme. The Government worked on the basis of about
$4m for the disabled, $4m for the aged and $4m for youth and for boardinghouses. No-one has
addressed the boardinghouse problem in the community. It is not a problem that can be properly
addressed by the Housing Commission. It is very difficult for the Housing Commission to build a
boarding house and operate it with a public servant type manager. It is very difficult to buy old
boardinghouse-style homes. Most of them are in need of massive repair. Most of them do not meet the
fire requirements to the degree that they should. Most councils are very sympathetic to them. So, the
Government is trying to provide some money to community groups to conduct boardinghouse
operations. This year, a substantial amount of money will go into those schemes.

The major point is that HAAS is a highly successful scheme. We should all support it as much as
we possibly can and encourage community groups to be involved. If one of the local groups in a
community runs a house, people do not attack it as they do when the Housing Commission decides to
build there. If the Housing Commission builds eight or 10 flats in one a town, people say, "We do not
want Housing Commission here." However, when the Uniting Church, the Catholic Church or one of the
community groups in the town decides to build eight or 10 houses, everybody says that it is a great
idea. They get behind it and help to raise money to make it work. A whole line of people provide
support for the people in those houses. The scheme is very good.



Legislative Assembly 8314 31 May 1991

I recognise that the honourable member for Archerfield has a large Housing Commission
population in his electorate and that he shows a very keen interest in housing. He has been trying to
get the Brisbane City Council more involved in the scheme. Lord Mayor Soorley has indicated that the
council now will take some interest in the scheme. Basically, in the past, it has been councils other than
Brisbane that have been involved in the scheme.

 Sandblasting
Mr SPRINGBORG: In directing a question to the Minister for Environment and Heritage, I refer

to environmental concerns in respect of sandblasting and other abrasive blasting operations, and I ask:
is the Minister giving consideration to amending existing legislation to bring Queensland law into line
with New South Wales, where such activity can be undertaken only in strictly controlled blast rooms?

Mr COMBEN: There is no easy answer. The easy answer would be, "Yes". Whether Queensland
will go the way of New South Wales is still up for consideration. It is part of the Government's review of
the entire pollution-control legislation in this State--the four major Acts that control it. Sandblasting will
be the subject of one of the guidelines issued in terms of devolution to local authorities. Certainly, a lot
of work is going on there now. Various industry groups are involved in that. That is the best answer that
I can give the honourable member at present. Should he wish to see me afterwards and have
discussions with the departmental officers who are preparing those guidelines, I would be most happy
to facilitate that.

Sand-blasting
Mr SPRINGBORG: My second question is along the same lines and is directed to the Deputy

Premier. I ask: in view of his well-known concerns in respect of sand-blasting and abrasive blasting in
the open, is he considering amendments to the Local Government Act and, if so, has he discussed this
matter with his ministerial colleagues?

Mr BURNS: Yes, I am concerned, and have been concerned, about it for some time. At one
time, there was a sand-blasting operation opposite the Iona College in my electorate. It involved old
rusty vessels that had been taken from Moreton Bay. Day and night, and week in and week out, dust
and dirt blew through that college which housed 1 100 or 1 200 boys. When the Brisbane City Council
was asked to do something about the matter, it advised that it would be too costly. The council sent out
an inspector and a court case was begun. I think the bloke was fined. I cannot remember the exact
amount, but I think it was only $10 or $20. It was next to nothing. The council believed that it was not
worthwhile to continue sending inspectors out and going through the courts for that sort of return. The
Local Government (Planning and Environment) Act contains certain provisions, and if someone is
defying the town plan by running a business on a non-residential block and if the council will not take
action, an ordinary citizen can.

Mr Gunn:  Very costly for a person.
Mr BURNS: For an individual, yes, but he can get legal aid and do it himself. There is no reason

why he cannot go to the Magistrates Court and put his own case very simply to the magistrate. He can
say, "That block next to my place is Residential A. The bloke has a sand-blaster in the backyard and
that is against the law. He cannot run a business on a Residential A block and I want it stopped." He
does not need to get a lawyer, barrister or anyone else to go there for him. This will start to force
councils to enforce their town-planning regulations. It is up to the council. If the council says that people
cannot run a business on their block of land, then it is up to the council to ensure that that is the case.
If the council allows people to run businesses, then the zoning should be changed. The council cannot
have two bob each way about it. If it believes that all the people in this area are entitled to live on
Residential A land, then 



Legislative Assembly 8315 31 May 1991

industries should be sited elsewhere. That is what planning is all about. My part in that process is to do
with planning. I am trying to force businesses, councils and the private-enterprise people who want to
operate in their backyard rather than from a building down the road, to comply. They have an unfair
advantage. They know the rules and regulations relating to sand-blasting in enclosed areas. If a fellow
can operate a business in his backyard without spending money to set it up elsewhere, he will undercut
most of the other decent operators in the community.

 Department of Primary Industries Air Research Station
 Mr ELDER: My first question is directed to the Minister for Primary Industries. I was waiting for the
member for Burdekin to ask it. Members on the Government side of the House have a concern for the
needs of all residents of Queensland, particularly those in north Queensland. I ask the Minister: can he
inform the House of the progress being made in the replacement of the office accommodation for the
Department of Primary Industries air research station?

Mr CASEY: Recently, the member for Burdekin was very critical of the fact that nothing was
happening regarding the replacement of the office accommodation for the air research station of the
Department of Primary Industries.

Mr Stoneman:  I approved it two years ago. You took the money off them.
Mr CASEY: The honourable member should listen to the story. In 1989, cyclone Aivu demolished

the building. It was not a flash building. It was an old fibro and wooden building on high blocks, and the
department used three rooms upstairs. There was a smoko room downstairs for the external employees
and also a small library. The cyclone blew the building away. Its value on the books was $59,000 and,
under the natural disaster arrangements between this State and the Commonwealth, we will get
$44,000 from the Commonwealth to replace the building. However, that was not satisfactory to the
honourable member for Burdekin. At that time, for a short period, he became Minister for Primary
Industries, and the plans changed. As was usual with the National Party, he wanted to put up a
magnificent edifice, with a brass plaque with his name on it as having opened the building. He set out
with his grand plans for a replacement building worth some $174,000. This would have meant that the
people of Queensland would have been up for $130,000 or $140,000, because we could only get
$44,000 from the Commonwealth Government. What an outrageous waste of public money that would
have been.

We have taken an unused building from the Millaroo research station further down the road and
have placed it on the site. This building will be completed early next month and opened for display. I
invite the honourable member to go out and have a look at it. The cost to the Queensland people has
been only the $13,000 or $14,000 that it would have been spent in the first place before the
honourable member for Burdekin got his grandiose ideas. We have saved a lot of money. We will
receive the appropriate Commonwealth subsidy. I invite the honourable member to go out there and
see what is happening in his own electorate.

 Aboriginal Land Bill
Mr ELDER: I direct my next question to the Minister for "Land Rights", or the Minister for Family

Services and Aboriginal and Islander Affairs. In light of uninformed comments about our historic land
rights legislation, I ask: could the Minister inform the House about the recent statements made by the
Aurukun Shire Council in respect to its support of this Government's Aboriginal land rights legislation?

Ms WARNER: That was an understandable slip on the part of the member for Manly, because
over the last 24 hours there has been some concentration on this issue on my part. I thank him for his
question, because it is necessary to point out to this 
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House, after a lot of negative comments have been made about the land rights legislation, that the
Aurukun Shire Council----

Mr Stephan  interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The member for Gympie! I cannot hear the Minister.
Ms WARNER: Does the honourable member want to hear the other side of the story, or would

he rather stay in his own bigoted corner?
Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The Minister will answer the question.
Ms WARNER: The Aurukun Shire Council supports the Government's land rights Bill. A media

release put out by the council states--
"It gives Aurukun people inalienable freehold title to the traditional lands presently held under

a 50 year lease from the Government.
It is opposed to the demonstrations by people in Brisbane and does not support them in any

way.
While there is empathy with their cause, Council believes the demonstrators should at least

appreciate what the Government has proposed because it meets the ideals of traditional people
who have largely retained their culture and have strong spiritual ties to their homelands.

The various groups who have been involved with land rights are now fighting amongst
themselves which could cause a major backlash from the Government and see the whole matter
deferred, including Aurukun's case and other DOGIT areas.

Getting access to freehold title is the biggest single step for Aboriginal leasehold lands and the
Aurukun Shire Council is not happy with the disruption caused by non-traditional people to this
process."

On reflection, one of the sadder comments that could be made about the recent demonstrations is
that, in the main, they have not advanced the aspirations of Aboriginal people as a whole. I urge
honourable members, when talking to members of the Aboriginal community, to inform them that this is
not the National Party Government and that they do not have to use a sledge-hammer to crack a nut.
There are ways of negotiating with a Government that is prepared to listen, but in order to do that, they
really must negotiate properly and not just shake their fists and mouth slogans.

Opposition members interjected. 
Ms WARNER: The only thing that was possible under the National Party Government of

members opposite was demonstrating in the streets. The National Party Government never, ever
listened to any interest groups' points of view. This is a new Government, but people are slow to
change and they take a while to work out that there are methods of dealing with the Government.
Aboriginal people in other States have worked this out because they have had Governments that are
prepared to talk to them. This Government is prepared to talk to Aboriginal people. The consultative
process is not over; it continues. The implementation of the Aboriginal land rights legislation will bring
enormous benefits to Aboriginal people in this State.

Prosecution of Charges Relating to Ministerial Expenses
Mr KATTER: In view of the fact that this is the last day of the sittings and that the question I have

placed on notice is a detailed one, I would appreciate it, Mr Speaker, if the Minister could give
assurances to the House that this information will be made available to the House. I seek that
assurance.

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! I inform the honourable member that he has a choice at question-time. He
can ask questions either on notice or without notice. If he asks a question on notice, the procedure is,
of course, that the answer is delivered to the House when the Parliament resumes.
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Mr KATTER:  Mr Speaker----
Mr SPEAKER: Order! What does the honourable member wish to do? He cannot have it both

ways.
Mr KATTER: I fully accept your ruling, Mr Speaker. I anticipated such a ruling. I ask that the

information be provided. Could the Attorney-General give assurances that the information will be
provided? This Parliament can be prorogued and members of the Opposition will not have the
information at all. I am simply asking the Minister a question on notice.

Mr Vaughan:  This is a second question.
Mr KATTER: It can be interpreted as a separate question. Mr Speaker, I seek your indulgence

and request that it not be regarded as a second question, but part of one question.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! No, it is not a second question. I ask the honourable member to resume

his seat. The honourable member's question has been placed on notice. He can now ask his second
question.

Mr KATTER: I have asked for assurances, Mr Speaker. You can rule that that makes two
questions, or you can rule that it is one question. If you rule that it is one question, I ask for that
assurance.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Actually, it has been a long week. The member for Flinders is saying that
his first question is on notice and he now wants an assurance. He wants that to be treated as his
second question, so I call the Honourable the Attorney-General. The second question is: will the
Attorney-General give that assurance?

Mr Katter:  No, that is not it.
Mr WELLS: I thank the honourable member for the question, which is not really a question but a

megaquestion. It is a question about a question. The answer to his question about the question is: he
asked me a question on notice, he will get an answer on notice.

Mr KATTER: My case rests. The House has not been given an assurance. I will simply have to
accept the answer that I have been given. This House has not been given an assurance that the
Opposition can get that information. It is a cover-up.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I am on my feet. I have been extremely tolerant with the member for
Flinders.

Annual Land Valuations
Mr DAVIES:  In directing a question to the Minister for Land Management, I refer to his ministerial

statement this morning about the 1991 pause in valuations and to an article in yesterday's Townsville
Bulletin headed "Inflated rates seen as threat to residents"--that is, residents of Magnetic Island. I now
ask: will he confirm that there will be a pause in valuations for this year? Can he tell the House what this
means for the residents of Magnetic Island?

Mr EATON: I made that ministerial statement this morning because inquiries have been received
relating to the pause in valuations. This matter has been discussed with the Local Government
Association and, for a few days, I have been expecting a question to be asked in relation to this matter.
I inform the House that ratepayers on Magnetic Island or in any other area should suffer no hardship
because of the pause in the annual valuation program this year. May I remind honourable members
that the Valuer-General's valuations made as at 31 March 1990 will take effect for rating purposes on
30 June 1991. The 1991 valuation will be carried out in four local authorities only, that is, the Douglas
Shire, Mulgrave Shire, Cairns and the Gold Coast. These will be assessed as at 
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31 March 1991. These valuations will not come into effect for rating purposes until 30 June 1992.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I think this matter was covered in the Minister's ministerial statement. Does

he have any additional information in answer to the question?
Mr EATON:  I will table the answer and ask that it be incorporated in Hansard.
Leave granted. 

This means that for the rating year commencing 1 July 1991 the valuations were based on a
market level of some 15 months previously so that any pause in the valuation program would have
no effect until 30 June 1992.

Before deciding to undertake a pause in the annual valuation program for all but four local
authority areas, the Valuer-General undertook a market survey as at the date upon which the
valuation would have been based on 31 March 1991. This indicated that except in those four local
authorities to be revalued, the market evidence indicated that most local authority areas would
have been written at the same levels or slightly increased. Although there was indications of a
slowing down in the number of sales the actual levels had not fallen significantly at 31 March 1991
except for in the four local authorities nominated.

Any down turn in the market after 31 March 1991 would not have reflected in that years
valuation but will be taken account of in the valuation to be made at 31 March 1992, which is the
date upon which the Valuer-General intends to base the next annual valuation of all local
authorities.

It is quite ridiculous to say that residents will be forced from their properties because of high
rate bills.

Honourable members would be aware that local authorities have a very wide discretion to rate
differentialy in their local authority areas. If they feel that valuations at any time are causing
hardship, the differential rating powers allow them to give relief.

Furthermore honourable members will recall that recent legislation has been introduced
recently by the Honourable Minister for Housing and Local Government to allow local authorities to
average their valuations which have been in force for the last 2 or 3 years, and to limit the increase
for individual parcels of land or for categories of land.

These powers are and will be available for all local authorities introducing their budgets for the
coming financial year.

Article in Townsville Bulletin Relating to New Toxic Waste Dump Site
Mr DAVIES: In directing a question to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, I refer to

statements in today's Townsville Bulletin that the State Government has targeted Townsville as the next
site for a toxic waste dump. I ask: can he advise whether this is correct?

Mr MACKENROTH: I have seen the article in today's Townsville Bulletin claiming that the State
Government has targeted Townsville as the next toxic waste dump. The sensationalism engaged in by
the media in relation to toxic waste never ceases to amaze me. The State Government has not
targeted Townsville, but clearly needs to find landfill areas for toxins produced by industry. At this stage,
the Government is attempting to find a location in south-east Queensland. All members would be
aware of the Government's search and the present impact assessment study that is being done at
Gurulmundi near Miles for a waste disposal site in south-east Queensland. When the study is
completed and a site has been located--irrespective of whether it is at Gurulmundi or somewhere else--
the Government will then give consideration to siting secure landfill areas in central and north
Queensland.

Under the criteria that have been agreed upon between the Queensland Conservation Council, the
local government associations, industry and the State Government, I cannot see how we could end up
with a toxic waste dump in Townsville. One of the criteria is that the dump must be at least 1 kilometre
away from the nearest residence, which means that a clear site of at least 2 kilometres is needed. I do
not know whether we could find a site such as that in Townsville. The site that is being considered in
south-east Queensland is almost 400 kilometres from the centre of Brisbane.
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The story that appeared in today's Townsville Bulletin is designed to sensationalise the issue. That
newspaper was advised of the facts. It did not take any note of them or was not interested in them. It
should not have published the article. When the Government looks for a site in north Queensland, it will
do exactly the same as it has done in south-east Queensland. It will announce the matter publicly and
provide the local people in  north Queensland with all the information. It will advise them of the locations
that are being looked at. Nothing will be done secretly.

School Textbook and Resource Allowance
Mr LINGARD: In directing a question to the Minister for Education, I refer to a recent letter from

him to a parents and citizens association in which he stated—
"The school textbook and resource allowance has been substantially increased. Parents with

students in Years 11 and 12 will receive an additional $300 to help cover costs of the necessary
books and other items over those two years."

I refer to the Minister's statement referring to an additional $300. Previously, the allowance was $120 in
Year 11 and $50 in Year 12. The Minister has raised the amounts to $150 in Year 11 and $150 in Year
12. Clearly, that is not an additional $300. I ask: does he admit that his comments are deliberately
misleading? Does he admit that they are deceitful to parents? Does he admit that it is disgraceful for a
Minister of the Crown to use that tactic? Will he stop using that statement, and will he advise that p.
and c. association that this is not an additional $300?

Mr BRADDY: In relation to the use of English, I point out to the honourable member that his
construction would be applicable only if I used the language "additional to moneys that had been
previously paid". As honourable members are aware, allowances are paid throughout the period of
secondary school education. In no way did I indicate that the amount of $300 was additional to moneys
that were paid by the previous Government. I reject the imputation and inference that the honourable
member is trying to place on the information that was supplied.
 Primary School Funding
 Mr LINGARD: In directing a further question to the Minister for Education, I refer to statements in
this House by the Treasurer such as "education funds have risen by 14 per cent". Quite obviously, in
some areas there has been a substantial increase in the actual cheque which arrives at the school, but
there is also a substantial increase in the number of areas which have to be financed. I ask: does the
Minister agree that, even though funding to primary schools has increased, they now have to cover the
costs of teacher relief days, in-service activities, resource centres and administrative assistant
enhancement programs? Therefore, without admitting the new costs which schools have to meet, is it
not deceitful to say that there has been asubstantial increase in funding to schools?

Mr BRADDY: Under this Government, the first education budget increased by over 14.7 per cent
the amount of moneys that were allocated to education across the State. In turn, that provided an
opportunity, which this Government took, to increase substantially the school grants so that the moneys
that the school principals and school
 communities have available to spend at their discretion has been substantially raised. Because of the
increase in those moneys, which are discretionary and able to be spent at the discretion of the
individual schools, we have received great support from the community.

Obviously, other projects also have to be funded, and allowances are paid to the school
communities. However, we have increased substantially the moneys that can be spent at schools. We
do not have a magic wand to take away the projects that have to be paid out of those moneys and
other moneys that are sent. If the honourable member is trying to suggest that substantial additional
funds have not gone to the schools, the honourable member is wrong, and the Queensland people
know much better.
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"Dig" Tree
Mr BEATTIE: I ask the Minister for Environment and Heritage: in light of the recent publicity

concerning the health of the historic "dig" tree of Bourke and Wills fame, can he inform the House of
the action he has taken to have the matter investigated and of the findings so far?

Mr COMBEN: I thank the honourable member for his question. I am pleased to report that the
"dig" tree is alive and well and is not an ex-parrot. As most members would be aware, the "dig" tree was
the spot at which Robert O'Hara Bourke was due to liaise with his ground party at the end of April 1861.
When he returned, he found that the base party had left and, as a result of that, two months later he
died. The 130th
anniversary of his death is coming up on approximately 28, 29 or 30 June. After reports from a South
Australian tour operator that the "dig" tree was full of white ants and was dying, I visited the tree. The
comment is typical of the comments from other States, which are jealous of the great infrastructure of
history and heritage that we have in this State, that suggest that we are not looking after the "dig" tree.
Why we would want to look after a tree under which a pommy-born Melburnian, who had never been in
the bush before, went out and died under in the centre of plenty is a little surprising. But the "dig" tree is
the second most important heritage tree in Queensland. Certainly, the
 ork that is necessary to be done there will be undertaken. I travelled to the "dig" tree with Tim Cox, the
manager of the Stanbroke Pastoral Company, on whose land the "dig" tree stands. I was accompanied
by Rod McLeod, the treasurer of the Royal Historical Society and Dr Ross Wylie from the Queensland
Fire Service. I thank my colleagues for allowing him to travel with us.

The "dig" tree has been attacked by termites and is showing its age. It is over 200 years old.
However, with the work which we will undertake out there on the 130th anniversary celebration on 29
and 30 June, we will certainly ensure that it will be able to survive at least for another 70 years to see
the 200th anniversary of Robert O'Hara Bourke's death. The people of Queensland, the people of
South Australia and the people of Melbourne who sent him on his mission can be assured that the
"dig" tree is in good hands and will be surviving well after the second centenary of that event.

Management of Currumbin Bird Sanctuary by National Trust
Mr BEATTIE: I ask a further question of the Minister for Environment and Heritage: in the light of

a feature article in yesterday's Courier-Mail regarding the management by the National Trust of
Queensland of the Currumbin Bird Sanctuary and complaints by its founder, Mr Alex Griffiths, could the
Minister inform the House of what actions he has taken to resolve the matter?

Mr COMBEN: The matter of the National Trust and Alex Griffiths is a long, ongoing matter which
is fraught with sadness because Alex Griffiths is a great Queenslander who 15 years ago gave his
substantial assets to the State, which then vested them in the National Trust of Queensland. It was a
great, magnanimous gesture. The National Trust took on the responsibility with great gusto, and
certainly there was good faith on both sides. It is unfortunate that, 15 years later, the National Trust and
Alex Griffiths are not seeing eye to eye. The Mayor of the Gold Coast, Alderman Lex Bell, has made
personal representations to me. Following a public meeting about the issue, a delegation of 300 people
came to my office. Recently, I received a petition containing 2 500 signatures saying, "Please have an
inquiry into the National Trust administration of the Currumbin Bird Sanctuary and the treatment of Alex
Griffiths."

The truth of the matter is yet to be determined. I wish to place on record my total faith in the
National Trust of Queensland and my support for Alex Griffiths. There appears to have been a break-
down in communications. I have set in train an informal inquiry to be conducted by a senior officer of
my department. The acting deputy director-general of my department has been given a brief and some
heads of inquiry to investigate the 
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administration of the Currumbin Bird Sanctuary. My deputy director-general is a very experienced man,
who has legal and accounting qualifications. He is a very humane man who, I believe, will do a great
job in mediating between the two parties. However, if something illegal or improper or something of a
more substantial nature is discovered, I will reconsider the heads of the inquiry. At this time, the job is to
ensure that the letter and the spirit of the agreement and the Currumbin Bird Sanctuary Act are being
carried out by the National Trust, that the obligations to Alex Griffiths are being maintained and that he
is getting satisfaction from a great gift.

I was disappointed in what appeared in the newspaper yesterday and certainly by the comments of
the President of the National Trust, Mr McConachie, who suggested that there was some unknown
political agenda. The political agenda is to overcome the problems of the last five or six years; to ensure
proper mediation and to arrive at a solution; to see the good name of the National Trust restored in
regard to this matter; and to see Alex Griffiths' concerns laid to rest. Both parties can win. That is the
hidden political agenda. There is no agenda other than resolution of the matter.

Public Sector Management Commission Review of Queensland Radium Institute
Mrs SHELDON: I ask the Minister for Health: in view of the fact that it is the stated policy of the

Minister that the concept of early diagnosis is paramount in the treatment of cancer patients, how can
he reconcile this policy with the stated recommendations of the Public Sector Management
Commission review of the Queensland Radium Institute--

"That the Department of Health review the goal of providing a service without a waiting list to
all clients, whether emergency cases or not, in terms of cost efficiencies."?

Will the Minister guarantee not only cancer patients but also their suffering families that this medieval
and totally unacceptable approach to the rights and needs of patients will not be adopted?

Mr McELLIGOTT: The honourable member quoted from the report of the Public Sector
Management Commission that followed its review. Of course, its recommendations are not necessarily
binding on the Government. As a matter of fact, I share her concern, and I can indicate that there is no
thought on the part of the Government to implement that recommendation. It was a recommendation
that the PSMC said should be considered, and it has been considered and rejected.

Unemployment
Mrs SHELDON: I refer the Deputy Premier to the record high unemployment figures and the

Premier's oft-quoted claims that it is all Hawke's fault and that there is nothing a State Government can
do about it, and I ask: if that is so, why has Queensland's unemployment sky-rocketed while New South
Wales has recorded only modest increases in unemployment? In particular, why has the number of
people looking for full-time work in Queensland in the last 12 months risen from 8 per cent to 11.6 per
cent--an increase of 3.6 per cent--while in New South Wales the number has risen from 6.2 per cent to
8.8 per cent--an increase of only 2.6 per cent?

Mr BURNS: I thank the honourable member for the question. Unemployment is a problem that
worries any Labor man and any Labor Government. This Government has been trying to address that
particular issue in many ways. There is a problem in this State in that Queensland does not have a
great manufacturing base. Something has to be done about that by the Government itself. We must
get our systems right so that business can flourish in this State. It has been suggested that this
Government has not done much about the unemployment problem. I refute that and cite the example
of my own department. The Department of Housing and Local Government is raising and spending
about $15m a week on construction projects. Through the HOME scheme, the Government is lending
approximately $7m or $8m a week. The accelerated works 
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program--which, if I remember correctly, amounts to some $300m--has been given a budget increase of
about $100m. In recent weeks, $100m worth of contracts have been awarded. The Government is
doing as much as it can to inject some money into the construction area.

It is not true to say that one can compare Queensland with the other States. What really needs to
be looked is what this Government is trying to do to address the unemployment problem. I make the
point that there is not much value in cheap shots about the economy of this State. There is not much
value in knocking the system and making criticisms that appear in the newspapers. The Opposition can
do that if it wants to, but when it comes down to the bottom line, the Government has to get people to
put their hands in their pockets and invest in jobs in this State. They will not do that as long as
members of the Liberal Party and the National Party spend all of their time saying that this State is
going bad. This State is not going bad. One reads every day in the newspapers that people in the real
estate industry, the construction industry and other industries are saying, "We will lead the recovery in
this State because this is the best managed State." This State has the best Government in the nation,
and as a result this Government will do the best as far as recovery is concerned.

 Undersized Fish in Wivenhoe Dam
Mr LIVINGSTONE: In directing a question to the Minister for Primary Industries, I draw his

attention to reports that I have received in relation to large numbers of undersized fish being removed
from Wivenhoe Dam, and I ask: can he inform the House what action can be taken to solve this
problem?

Mr CASEY: I am most concerned about the reports from the member for Ipswich West, that
young fish that are being used to stock Lake Wivenhoe are being removed on a regular basis by a
particular group of people. This is being done after the fish have grown to a certain extent. They are not
being allowed to grow to full maturity. All honourable members would be aware that there is a big
program under way in Queensland to stock inland and restricted waterways with fish to cater for the
leisure activities of the recreational fishermen in this State. Many public organisations contribute a lot of
money towards those restocking programs. Local committees raise funds for that purpose, and service
clubs also assist. I feel quite sure that all members on both sides of the Parliament would be most
distressed to hear that a group of people is endeavouring to take these fish before they grow to
maturity. The Government will clamp down as hard and as strong as it possibly can in accordance with
the fishing laws of this State. Inspectors from the Boating and Fisheries Patrol of Queensland will be
used to ensure that fish that have been placed in those impoundments, with the use of public moneys,
will in fact be allowed to grow to maturity and be taken by recreational fishermen in the normal way.

Housing Referral Workers Program
Mr LIVINGSTONE: I ask the Deputy Premier, Minister for Housing and Local Government: firstly,

when did the Government announce that it would review the Housing Referral Workers Program?
Secondly, what consultation took place in Ipswich and around the State? Thirdly, when was the report
received? Fourthly, has the Minister read the concerns of some Ipswich welfare groups indicating that
Ipswich will be disadvantaged. What action has the Minister taken to ensure that Ipswich will not be
disadvantaged?

Mr BURNS: I thank the honourable member for the question. Soon after this Government was
elected, it decided to review the whole Housing Referral Workers Program, the spending for which was
blowing out. The Government's concern in housing is to spend as much money as it can on bricks and
mortar for houses for people. As a result, in January 1990, the Government sent letters to all of the
organisations involved, and we arranged for the housing referral people who were working in the system
to have an elected group to represent them in a review. That review continued until November last year,
when the report came down, and there have been a number of consultations 
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since then. The point I should make in relation to Ipswich is that I just cannot really understand the
concern. We have called tenders for 30 groups of 40 houses under what is called the community rent
scheme, and for another 20 people to work in the housing resource service which is designed to help
people who are seeking private rental accommodation. Those tenders close this week.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The time for questions has now expired.
Mr BORBIDGE: I rise to a point of order. I refer to the Government's apparent intention to

prorogue the House. Therefore, I seek leave to move that general business notice of motion dissent
from Mr Speaker's ruling be debated forthwith.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I seek advice on that. The advice that the Chair has is that Government
business takes precedence, but the member may, I suppose, move and test the rule of the House if he
wishes to do so. The advice I have is that there is a precedence for Government business at this point
of time.

LEAVE TO MOVE MOTION ON NOTICE
Mr BORBIDGE:  I seek to move a motion without notice that general business notice of motion

dissent from Mr Speaker's ruling be debated forthwith.
Question--That leave be granted--put; and the House divided--

AYES, 30
NOES, 45

Resolved in the negative.
 Mr BORBIDGE:  I rise to a further point of order. In accordance with the provisions of Standing
Order 43, I give notice that the motion standing in my name be dealt with on 16 July.

Mr MACKENROTH:  I rise to a point of order. The motion that was agreed to by this House at 2
o'clock this morning was that Government business would take precedence over all other business. I
would suggest that we get on with the business that has to be dealt with today.

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! I sought the view of the Clerk before and I was advised that that was the
case. The reason I gave leave to the member for Surfers Paradise to move that motion was that it
pertained specifically to me. The House has given its view about not wanting to debate that motion. I
will now call on Government business.
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 PRIVILEGE
 Notice of Motion, Standing Order 43

Mr BORBIDGE  (Surfers Paradise--Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (11.37 a.m.): I rise on a
matter of privilege. Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to Standing Order 43, which states simply--

"A Member, having given Notice of a Motion for a certain day, may give fresh Notice for a later
but not for an earlier day."

I am not seeking to interfere with Government business, I am simply applying Standing Order 43.
Mr SPEAKER:  Order! Under the agreement reached by the House last night, Government

business will take precedence today. I am not obliged to put the honourable member's motion,
because I have to give precedence to Government business.

 PRIVILEGE
 Notice of Motion, Standing Order 43

Mr BORBIDGE  (Surfers Paradise--Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (11.38 a.m.): I rise on a
further matter of privilege. I am not moving a motion. Under the provisions of Standing Order 43, I am
simply giving a fresh notice of motion.

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The advice of the Clerk is that there are procedures for the honourable
member to give that notice under Standing Orders. However, Government business must take
precedence now.

JUSTICES OF THE PEACE AND COMMISSIONERS FOR DECLARATIONS BILL
Hon.  D.  M.  WELLS  (Murrumba--Attorney-General) (11.39 a.m.), by leave, without notice: I

move--
"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill for an Act to provide for the appointment, registration

and functions of justices of the peace and commissioners for declarations and for related
purposes."
Motion agreed to.

First Reading
Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and Bill, on motion of Mr Wells, read a first time.

Second Reading
Hon.  D.  M.  WELLS  (Murrumba--Attorney-General) (11.40 a.m.): I move--

"That the Bill be now read a second time."
The world in which we live is becoming increasingly complex. It is time for the age-old institution of

justice of the peace to be equipped to meet the demands and the complexity of the twenty-first
century. The Bill which I am introducing to this House will enable this to occur. Eventually, there will be
four categories of people performing the functions which we now associate with justices of the peace.

The first category will be called commissioners for declarations. Their commissions will entitle them
to perform the witnessing functions which most people associate with the role of the justice of the
peace as it is now understood. They will hold a commission which will authorise them to perform their
witnessing function and they will be entitled to the use of a seal of office. The use of the seal will not be
mandatory because, of 
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course, commissioners will often be asked to witness documents while they are away from their base,
and people cannot be expected to carry their seals around with them. It will not be mandatory for
commissioners for declarations to undertake training, whether at a TAFE college or elsewhere.
However, the undertaking of a course by the commissioners will be highly recommended.

Training will be required for the second category. These people will be called justices of the peace
(qualified). These will be the people who will exercise many of the more weighty powers associated with
the present concept of justices of the peace. They will be able to perform certain bench duties as well
as non-bench duties, such as the issue of search warrants, the remand of defendants, the adjournment
of a court, granting of bail, and take certain procedural actions. These JPs will be required to use their
seal when appropriate. They will also possess all the powers of a commissioner for declarations.

The third category will be known as justices of the peace (Magistrates Court). These justices will be
able to constitute a court for the hearing and determination of a charge of a simple offence where the
defendant pleads guilty. This will include those indictable offences which are punishable on summary
conviction before a Magistrates Court by a fine, imprisonment or otherwise. These justices will be
required to undertake a short but demanding course of study. They will, of course, be people who have
already qualified as JPs (qualified). Consequently, the Government will pay for the cost of their training.
JPs interested in seeking appointment to the JP (Magistrates Court) category will be able to make
application to the Department of the Attorney-General for consideration. They will also have the power
to preside over proceedings for the examination of witnesses in relation to an indictable offence. The
justices of the peace (Magistrates Court) will, in addition, possess all the powers of justices of the peace
(qualified) and commissioners for declarations. These justices of the peace will be required to use their
seals in respect of their functioning as justices of the peace on the bench, as well as when performing
those duties of a JP (qualified).

But what of somebody who does not want to undertake any of the courses and does not want to
become a commissioner for declarations? Such a person is now a justice of the peace, and has served
the community in that capacity. The Government, therefore, does not propose to take the honour or
the title away from them. Such people will continue to be able to write "JP" after their name. After five
years, the powers of a JP (qualified) and of a JP (Magistrates Court) will only be capable of being
exercised by a person who has received formal training. A person choosing not to undertake the further
training and choosing not to become a commissioner for declarations will not be entitled to a seal, but
will be entitled to continue his witnessing functions, and to write "JP (commissioner for declarations)"
after his name. This will become the fourth category to which I have already referred.

Not only must lay justices, if they are to be credible, have undergone a credible course of training,
they must be updated in that training. Therefore, it will be a requirement that from time to time those
justices who are required to undergo training as a pre-condition for their appointment should also
undertake refresher courses to ensure that they have a contemporary understanding of the legal
system which they have the grave responsibility of playing a role in administering. Those refresher
courses, however, will not, of course, be as onerous as the initial courses required for qualification in the
first place. This will guarantee that justices of the peace are not only credible, but highly respected;
indeed, respected to much the same extent as they were when this ancient institution was in its
heyday.

The legislation will establish a JPs' advisory council. The council will advise the Attorney in relation
to the operation of the Act, selection criteria and procedures for the selection of persons for
appointment, the nature of training courses to be undertaken, and manuals and other publications that
should be produced for the purposes of the Act. It will also advise as to the special needs of justices of
the peace situated in remote areas or within communities of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders.
Specific cultural considerations for the training needs of Aboriginal justices of the peace and Torres
Strait 
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island justices of the peace who are able to constitute Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander courts under
relevant legislation should be identified. While they might be addressed separately from those general
responsibilities applicable to justices undergoing other courses, there will be a retention of the essential
elements.

I intend in the near future to give further consideration to the implementation of the Australian Law
Reform Commission's recommendations regarding Aboriginal customary law. I expect that customary
law will have a role in the syllabus of justices of the peace, particularly for Aboriginal and Torres Strait
island justices and those who exercise their powers in Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities.
On the advisory council, one of the positions will go to a justice who has a claim to be a representative
of justices of the peace as a group. The Attorney will also be empowered to select to the committee
others who have such special interest or experience as may be of assistance in the administration of
the Act.

One of the features of the legislation which I expect will be widely welcomed is the lowering of the
eligible age for appointment to 18 years and the removal of the previous upper age limit of 66 years.
This brings the legislation into line with existing statute law as to the age when individuals are regarded
as having full legal capacity. At the same time, it removes the discriminatory provision which presently
prevents elderly, active and dedicated justices from continuing in office.

Of considerable importance are the transitional provisions. There will be a five-year moratorium
during which justices of the peace will continue to hold the powers of a justice of the peace under the
present legislation and perform all of the functions associated with the justice of the peace as
understood in the context of that legislation. That should give them plenty of time to make a decision
as to whether they wish to exercise the higher powers of a justice of the peace and, if so, if they wish to
undertake the courses which will be made available. These are the significant features of the Bill. It
does, of course, contain a number of others. These are specifically of an administrative nature, such as
the appointment of a registrar of justices and commissioners as well as the keeping of a register
containing relevant particulars of them. These have been adapted from the previous Act.

The Bill provides for several offence provisions, including a prohibition on a justice of the peace or
commissioner for declarations seeking or receiving any remuneration in connection with the
performance of the duties of office. The Governor in Council may revoke or prohibit the appointment of
any justice or commissioner.

The Bill ensures that its terms do not have any adverse effect upon the functions of Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander justices when constituting Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander courts. Such courts
are possessed of different powers from those of Magistrates Courts.

Since the launch of the Green Paper, I have met with large numbers of justices and have been
involved in public meetings with literally thousands of justices of the peace. One of the matters which
has, of course, consistently concerned me is how the reforms were to be funded. I discovered,
however, that one of the things that consistently concerned JPs was that they did not want to pay $25
a year for the privilege of being voluntary commissioners for declarations. As from the date of the
proclamation of the legislation, people wishing to become a commissioner for declarations will be
required to pay a registration fee slightly in excess of the value of the current registration fee. This will
be a one-off payment and there will be no further charge by the Government on an annual basis or
otherwise. The registration fee will be increased from $51 to $80, the increase representing the costs of
the new manual, which will be produced and provided to those entering into the office for the first time,
as well as the cost of the seal and administrative costs to my department. Current justices of the peace
who are appointed under the old system and wish to become justices of the peace (qualified) will have
to pay a once-only sum of $20. This will again represent costs incurred in providing the manual and the
cost of the seal.
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Underlying all of these reforms is a conception which is at once obvious, but little realised. A justice
of the peace exercising his or her judicial mind is a justice. He or she is acting, according to the doctrine
of the separation of powers, as a member of the third arm of Government--the independent judiciary.
Such a justice is not part of the executive arm of Government at all, and certainly not a mere accessory
of the Police Service, required to sign whatever is put before him or her. This thought is simple, but its
consequences are profound. The doctrine of the separation of powers underscores the necessity for a
formal separation between the roles of commissioners for declarations, whose function is administrative
and who are part of the executive arm of Government, and justices of the peace, qualified or of the
Magistrates Court. The justices, acting in that capacity, are part of the judicial arm of Government. That
is as serious a responsibility as our system places upon its servants. It is a responsibility which touches
directly the liberty of the citizen. So, far from being an adjunct to the police function, the JP who
considers, for example, a request for a warrant should consider himself or herself as a bulwark of the
liberties of Queensland's citizenry. This is why we need the training. This is why we need the separation
of functions. This is why we need reform.

Debate, on motion of Mr Littleproud, adjourned.
JUSTICE LEGISLATION (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL 1991

Hon.  G.  R.  MILLINER  (Everton--Minister for Justice and Corrective Services) (11.50 a.m.), by
leave, without notice: I move--

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill for an Act to amend certain Acts administered within
the Department of Justice and to repeal the Associations Incorporation Act Amendment Act 1989."
Motion agreed to.

First Reading
Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and Bill, on motion of Mr Milliner, read a first time.

Second Reading
Hon. G.  R.  MILLINER  (Everton--Minister for Justice and Corrective Services) (11.50 a.m.): I

move--
"That the Bill be now read a second time."

The Justice Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill amends a number of statutes for which I
have administrative responsibility. Although some of the amendments which I will outline shortly are
related, most are unrelated except that they form part of my portfolio and they are not controversial. As
honourable members would be aware, since 1989 a number of miscellaneous amendment Bills have
been introduced into this House. This Bill differs from those, in that it is the first which relates only to one
department and which is intended to effect a number of substantive changes to legislation rather than
purely technical or machinery amendments. The advantage of a Bill of this type is that it overcomes the
problem of introducing numerous small statutes, thereby taking up parliamentary time and wasting
public moneys.

I can assure honourable members that, if there are any amendments to legislation that I
administer which raise controversial points, they will be introduced separately. One recent example of a
Bill which I mistakenly thought might fall into that category was the Superannuation Trust Funds
(Protection of Employee Entitlements) Acts Repeal Bill. At the end of the day, it turned out that that Bill
had tripartisan support but, as I thought it may interest honourable members, I introduced it separately
so as to give each member of Parliament the explicit opportunity of specifically debating it.

Turning now to the Bill before the House--the first of the amendments proposed is to the
Associations Incorporation Act. The main amendment proposed is to insert a 
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new section 67A, which will allow the Minister to exempt from specified provisions bodies incorporated
by letters patent under the Religious, Educational and Charitable Institutions Act. The Religious,
Educational and Charitable Institutions Act was repealed in 1981, but numerous religious orders and
other charitable organisations are incorporated under it. I have received submissions that the
Associations Incorporation Act is drafted in such a way so as to preclude many religious orders from
incorporating under it. For example, the Act assumes that each association will have elected office
bearers. This is not the situation with a number of religious organisations, and the proposed
amendments will allow greater flexibility and sensitivity for dealing with bodies which are formed for and
donate all of their time towards helping the community. The exemption power will be limited to these
organisations and will not have general application. Amendments are also proposed to the Bills of Sale
and Other Instruments Act as well as the Motor Vehicles Securities Act. These amendments are
intended to facilitate the registering of restraining orders made under the Crimes (Confiscation of Profits)
Act 1989.

The next amendment in the Bill is intended to overcome a deficiency in the Corporations
(Queensland) Act 1990. Section 83 (1) of that Act provides that a person could remain a member of the
Queensland superannuation fund if they had transferred to the Commonwealth under section 81B of
the Commonwealth Public Service Act. Unfortunately, the Queensland regional commissioner, Mr Barrie
Adams, was appointed under the Australian Securities Commission Act and, on the basis of advice
provided by the Commonwealth, section 81B is not available to him. The proposed amendment is
intended to preserve Mr Adams' rights and ensure he is not disadvantaged because he was appointed
under another Commonwealth Act.

The amendments to the Corrective Services (Administration) Act 1988 have two objects. In the first
place, the Director-General of the Department of Justice will no longer be an ex officio commissioner on
the Queensland Corrective Services Commission, and his place will be filled by a person nominated by
the Minister. Secondly, the amendments will allow the Director-General of the Department of Justice to
nominate a departmental officer to serve in his place as a member of the appeal tribunal established
pursuant to section 46.

The amendment proposed to the District Courts Act is a very important one. It will allow a judge, at
his discretion, to adjourn an action, matter or proceeding to another place within the district. The
practical importance of this is that, in northern and western areas, if persons express concern about
leaving their localities to give evidence in remote places, a judge in the future will have the option, on
the balance of convenience, of adjourning the trial to that place. Indigenous persons in particular have
often expressed concern about leaving outlying tribal areas to give evidence in, what to them, are
remote and alien locations. The administration of justice is best served by ensuring that a court can
adjourn to a place where such persons can give evidence. The irony is that for many years judges have
had the power to adjourn trials from one district to another, but no power to adjourn within a district. I do
emphasise that trials would only be adjourned if a judge was satisfied that there would be appropriate
facilities at the proposed adjourned location to ensure that the court could operate effectively and
justice administered appropriately.

The proposed amendment to the Jury Act expands the list of exempt persons to include
employees of the Department of the Attorney-General. This simply ensures that the situation pertaining
prior to the division of the Department of Justice and Attorney-General in September 1989 is re-
established.

The amendments to the Hire Purchase Act 1959 are of considerable importance to the commercial
community. At the moment, before a person can hire goods under the Act, a 10 per cent deposit must
be placed with the owner. In 1959, this provision was intended to prevent hirers overcommitting
themselves, but since the introduction of the Credit Act in 1987 the Hire Purchase Act has been
restricted to essentially commercial transactions. Requiring commercial operators to place a 10 per cent
deposit is unnecessary and potentially counter-productive and the proposed repeal of this provision is
strongly 
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supported by the Australian Finance Conference. Likewise, abolition of provisions dealing with terms
charges will also allow the Act to be more commercially realistic and user friendly. The abolition of most
of the insurance provisions flows from the passage by the Commonwealth of the Insurance Contracts
Act and the Insurance (Agent and Brokers) Act in 1984. These Commonwealth statutes now cover the
field and render existing State insurance provisions redundant.

The remaining amendments to the various statutes are of a machinery kind. Finally, the Bill also will
repeal the Associations Incorporation Act Amendment Act 1989. The object of the Act was stated as
being to streamline incorporation procedures by enabling an association seeking to incorporate to
certify that its rules complied with the Act. The view of both the Government and the department is that
it is inappropriate for applicants to vet themselves and that the safeguards enshrined in the Act could
inadvertently be subverted by allowing this self-vetting procedure. As a result of these concerns, this Act
has never been proclaimed to commence.

As I indicated at the outset, the amendments proposed under the Bill, while of a more substantial
nature than those found in general miscellaneous statute Bills, are nevertheless essentially non-
controversial. Many Parliaments in Australia have introduced departmental miscellaneous amendment
legislation, and in that regard I draw honourable members' attention to the Justice Legislation
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Act 1990 of Tasmania. Honourable members, when checking Federal
legislation, would see that invariably a law and justice legislation amendment Act is passed annually or
bi-annually by the Commonwealth Parliament. This Bill brings Queensland into line with other State
Parliaments and ensures that at the one time a number of socially worthwhile amendments can be
achieved. It gives me great pleasure to commend this Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Gilmore, adjourned.
CREDIT AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 22 May (see p. 7768). 
Mr GILMORE  (Tablelands) (11.59 a.m.): In rising to speak to the Credit Amendment Bill 1991, I

preface my remarks by saying that the Opposition will support this legislation in its passage through this
House. It is a fairly simple piece of legislation but one that arose out of a very complex set of
circumstances which had to be addressed very seriously.

This is a two-part Bill. The first part simply stays the penalty provisions under the Credit Act which
would apply if a company was found to be doing the wrong thing under the Act. It is designed to
encourage the disclosure of mistakes by lenders, persons or companies providing credit rather than
having them simply waiting, trying not to be discovered and suffering the fear of the sword. Obviously,
the penalties in respect of this breach can be fairly onerous. It is important for major credit organisations
not to be brought into disrepute in a public forum.

The first part of the legislation is important because it allows organisations that are at odds with the
law in a technical sense--either through a genuine mistake, computer malfunction or for some other
reason--to be able to approach the Department of Justice and say, "We have a little problem. Can we
have a stay of proceedings against us and a stay of penalty until the matter has been properly
canvassed before a court of law?" I might add that the legislation states clearly that a stay of
proceedings is null and void when the matter is determined by a court. All the checks and balances are
in place in the legislation, and I commend the Minister for bringing this Bill, which contains important
reforms, before the Parliament. 

The second part of the Bill could probably best be known as the Westpac legislation. It seeks to
redress a commercial difficulty that came to the notice of the justice system 
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when the Westpac Corporation was found to be in default in a technical sense. I understand that
Westpac was at fault in two separate technical areas. One was considered to be rather serious, but the
other was considered to be not so serious. The serious area of default has since been determined by a
court of law. I have a copy of the judgment which shows that the judge ruled that in no sense did
Westpac attempt to defraud anybody. The judge also found that nobody was disadvantaged by the
actions of Westpac. The breach concerned a failure by the company to declare in documentary form its
pecuniary interest or some other kind of interest in insurance transactions. As the more serious matter
has now been determined by the court, I am now more than satisfied that this Minister--and, indeed,
the other Parliaments in this country--are taking the right steps to ensure that these matters can be
rectified. My colleagues and I are satisfied that no attempt was made to defraud anyone and that no-
one was disadvantaged by the bank's action. Now that the matter has been put to rest, I trust that
everybody will be able to get on with his business. I hope that breaches of this kind will not occur again,
but inevitably they will. The complexity of Australian law, particularly corporate law, ensures that failure
will occur from time to time. Provided that those failures are not deliberately fraudulent but are simply
mistakes or accidents brought about by maladministration or computer malfunction, they will be able to
fixed up at the earliest opportunity.

In conclusion, I thank the Minister for facilitating, on this and other legislation, a departmental
briefing for me. In my view, it is very important that Opposition spokesmen be given a full opportunity to
gain a clear understanding of the meaning and intent of legislation so that when it comes before
Parliament, the Opposition can either accept it or reject it with the advantage of having acquired some
knowledge of it. I thank the Minister for his cooperation, which has always been forthcoming. I believe
that because Parliament's time is not wasted and everybody understands what is happening prior to
coming to the Chamber, his action has allowed the passage of this legislation to be expedited, and I
thank him for his assistance. Having said those few words, I indicate the Opposition's support for the
Bill.

Mr WELFORD  (Stafford) (12.04 p.m.): It is with some reluctance that I rise to support this Bill. I
acknowledge the point made by the Opposition spokesman that in respect of the technical breaches of
the Credit Act, Westpac had no intention of defrauding any of the parties to the credit contracts that are
technically invalid. It is a most unusual occasion for Parliaments to pass laws retrospectively to protect
corporate operators in the commercial markets from contracts that they themselves entered into and
that they themselves drafted. In my view, this legislation should be very much an exception to the rule.

The purpose of the Bill is to validate credit contracts that were entered into by the Westpac
Banking Corporation. Out of many thousands of contracts that were transacted throughout Australia, it
is fortunate that there are only about 412 of them in Queensland. I understand that of all the credit
contracts of the particular type concerned that were entered into throughout Australia, 48 per cent were
performed in such a manner as to breach section 38 of the Credit Act, which required Westpac, under
the terms of this contract document, to disclose any commissions it granted to associated entities. The
particular breach involved relates to a commission of 25 per cent. I mention that because it is no small
commission in the context of these transactions, and because it was paid to subsidiaries of the
Westpac Banking Corporation. Two types of breaches have occurred, and one is being remedied
because it is said that it is a technical breach only. I use the word "technical" in a lay sense. It is a
technical breach because there is some evidence to indicate that Westpac brought to the notice of
credit-seekers the fact that the commission was paid. The notice was included in some form of
certificate for insurance; but it was not indicated, as required by the Credit Act, in the original contract,
although other evidence suggests that the certificate was provided at the same time as the contract
was entered into. Nevertheless, the fact is that a major Australian banking corporation has breached
the law. If that breach were to be left unremedied by this Parliament, the 
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credit charges that that corporation would seek to impose upon its clients would be unenforceable. In
his second-reading speech, the Minister stated--

"Borrowers were made aware of the commission paid because bank procedures require staff
to ask borrowers to read, in their presence"--

I take that to mean in the presence of the bank staff--
" . . . the important notices in the insurance certificate which disclose the information."

It would drawing the long bow to satisfy me that that formal procedure was carried out on every
occasion that people went to a bank and obtained credit through this procedure.

The redeeming features of the legislation are, firstly, that to some extent notice was available to
people through the certificate, even though it was not provided in the contract; secondly, that there may
have been some of the 412 cases in Queensland in which bank staff did perform that noble duty of
drawing specific attention to the notice of the commission to clients when they entered into the contract,
although there is no guarantee of that; and, thirdly--and the point being made by the previous speaker,
which I accept--that there is no significant or material detriment being suffered by the people who have
taken out credit contracts with the Westpac Banking Corporation. It is fair to say that people who
entered into those contracts intended that they be enforceable. It is unlikely that people who entered
into those contracts would have expected that their contracts were unenforceable merely by virtue of
their not receiving notice in the contract about the commission when they may have received it in
another form. I note also that New South Wales and Victoria have already passed legislation to similar
effect. In those circumstances, there is some justification for Queensland following suit. However, in the
context of the conduct of the banking industry over recent years, it must be said, and ought to be made
absolutely clear to bankers and finance companies operating in the commercial market, particularly
where they exercise the choice, by and large, as to the terms of their contracts, that this relief will not
become a common practice; that the relief provided to the Westpac Banking Corporation by this
legislation is a one-off relief; that it operates only retrospectively and not prospectively; and that it sets
no precedent for the future in respect of those sorts of breaches.

I do not think it is an answer to Westpac's poor administration that it simply turns to us and says,
"It's a technical breach." There are no individuals in our community who receive the benefit of this sort
of legislative action, even though it may affect numerous people in similar circumstances. By and large,
the law is that, when one enters into a contract with one's eyes open, one is bound by its terms. I could
hardly imagine a private individual having the influence on the Parliaments of this country to be able to
come to them and say, "Please change the law to protect us from our own folly." That is what is
happening here, but it is happening under very limited circumstances. Let us hope that it does not
become a common practice. Notwithstanding those reservations, I support the Bill and call on the
House to do so similarly.

Mr QUINN  (South Coast) (12.12 p.m.): When the Credit Act was debated in this House in 1987,
the Liberal Party foreshadowed the problems that this legislation seeks to rectify. We recognised that,
because the principal Act was extremely complex and difficult to understand, it would be difficult to
comply strictly with it. That has proven to be so. I will remind honourable members of that debate in
1987. The Bill was introduced by the then Minister, Mr Clauson. I note that the now Premier, Mr Goss,
also spoke on the matter. In representing the view of the Liberal Party, Angus Innes made two
important points. The first one was that, because this was uniform legislation introduced in other States
as well, the sins of one State could easily be visited upon another. Because I believe that it highlights
exactly what has happened here, I will cite the paragraph, which stated--

"The problem is that many of the troubles that are involved with the Act relate to the language
in which it is expressed, for which the Queensland draftsmen bear little responsibility in a qualified
sense. We cannot disclaim the responsibility of producing legislation in this House. Because of the
pressures of modern co-operative 
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legislative action and because of the reality that Australia, in a commercial sense, knows no
boundaries for transactions, Queensland inherits the sins of other States."

In this case, that has proven to be true. Every State now has to implement this type of retrospective
legislation to validate those breaches. At that time, the second point that Mr Innes made was that the
legislation was extremely complex and difficult to understand. He stated--

"The Liberal Party advocates the complete rewriting of the basic legislation. I foreshadow that
the Liberal Party supports this legislation on sufferance in the interests of an industry that has a
computer system set up and that has standardised things in a climate of co-operation between the
States to attempt to get uniformity."

Those are the two basic points that I want to make. I am pleased that the Minister has recognised that.
Indeed, in his second-reading speech, he indicated the cooperation between the Ministers in various
States in seeking to review the credit legislation in order to rewrite it in a more simplified language so
that it can be easily understood and so that technical breaches of this nature should not occur in future.
We recognise that, in this instance, Westpac did fail because of the difficult legislation. We will be
supporting the Bill.

Hon. G.  R.  MILLINER  (Everton--Minister for Justice and Corrective Services) (12.14 p.m.), in
reply: I thank all honourable members for their contributions to legislation that seeks to overcome this
technical problem that Westpac faces. I particularly thank the honourable member for Tablelands, Mr
Gilmore, for his support and his kind words regarding the briefing. Since I have been a member of this
place, I have always held the view that shadow Ministers should be recognised as such. I assure
honourable members that I am only too happy to make officers of the department available to
Opposition members for briefings on various matters. We need informed debate in this place so that,
when we are representing the people of Queensland, the decisions reached are informed and not seat-
of-the-pants decisions. I am only too happy to make those facilities available to shadow Ministers and
any other members of the House who seek information.

I thank the honourable member for Stafford for his contribution. He has spoken to me a number of
times about this particular legislation. It has resulted from a breach of very complex and difficult
legislation. I personally do not believe that Westpac deliberately set out to deceive anybody, and I think
that is generally accepted by all. The situation that arose has caused some embarrassment. I, too, am
not particularly keen on retrospective legislation. However, in this instance I think it is warranted because
the community will not be materially affected to a great extent and, had this Bill not been introduced
today, the ramifications would have been horrific for an institution like Westpac. I am advised that it
could have cost Westpac in the vicinity of $1.2 billion had these problems not been identified and
rectified in this way. Overall, although legislating retrospectively is of some concern, it is in the interests
of the entire community, and that is why it is being done in this instance.

I thank the honourable member for South Coast for his contribution. I can recall that, when the
Credit Act was introduced, comments were made by Mr Innes and Mr Goss that it was a very complex
piece of legislation. As the honourable member quite rightly pointed out, consumer affairs Ministers
around Australia are meeting to try to resolve the matter so that uniform credit legislation can be
introduced in the Parliaments of Australia that will overcome the problems that arise as a result of this
very complex type of legislation. I thank honourable members for their contributions to the debate.

Motion agreed to. 
 Committee 

Clauses 1 to 12, as read, agreed to.
Bill reported, without amendment.
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Third Reading
Bill, on motion of Mr Milliner, by leave, read a third time. 

 FRIENDLY SOCIETIES BILL
 Second Reading

Debate resumed from 22 May (see p. 7765).
Mr GILMORE  (Tablelands) (12.19 p.m.): This legislation in respect of friendly societies is indeed

an interesting piece of legislation. I think that it requires some consideration by this Parliament. This Bill
is based on the New South Wales legislation, which I understand was drafted from an original
Queensland draft, if I can put it that way. It seems to be a convoluted way of arriving at a piece of
legislation. In any case, it does give recognition in this Parliament and, more properly, in a statute of
this Parliament, to friendly societies and the role that they play. I must say that I have been somewhat
confused by the status and role of friendly societies, even though I have consulted widely with friendly
societies, attended their meetings and talked to them. It has been a difficult thing to come to grips with
because friendly societies appear to be one thing to one person and another thing to another. Indeed,
they were referred to quite extensively in the Brady report on non-bank financial institutions. I found that
report very interesting. It enabled me to get some sort of a grip on the matter.
Friendly societies are an historical organisation in this State. They have been around for a long time.
The first friendly society in Queensland was opened in 1848----

Mr Beattie:  They have a long history.
Mr GILMORE:  Yes, they do have a long history, and an excellent history. Friendly societies

played a role in the mining areas and other areas of the State when there was no other organisation to
play that role. For instance, they provided funeral benefits for groups of people who had banded
together to provide those benefits to themselves in times when money was hard to get and poverty was
rife. These societies provided funeral benefits, covered medical costs and provided assistance to
widows and orphans of their deceased members. In those days, when there was no properly
established society security in this country, friendly societies were an important self-preservation
mechanism. They were put together by people to enable them to look after themselves. The friendly
societies of this State have now grown beyond that charter and they have tended to develop into
something that was never intended in the first instance.

The legislation that honourable members are debating today is designed to bring friendly societies
firmly out of the past and take them into the twentieth century. It gives them a future. That is a very
important aspect of this legislation insofar as it recognises the things that they now do, while casting a
very careful eye upon the past. The legislation does not impinge upon the traditional areas of friendly
societies. They may continue with those operations. I was very pleased to see provision for that
contained within the body of the legislation. I might say that those people who are actively involved in
friendly societies--not only the members but also those persons who are involved with them--were also
pleased to see that those traditional areas of responsibility and interest were recognised and that they
will continue.

I said earlier that the friendly societies have grown beyond their original charter in size and number.
Today, there are 115 friendly societies of varying colours and creeds. They are a most peculiar
conglomeration of institutions which do not apparently fit into any other area of our society. These 115
societies have grown in recent times, because of the change in interest and emphasis, to currently
having a capital asset of $220m in this State and considerably more funds around the nation. Because
friendly societies have suddenly grown from a very small funeral benefits fund to suddenly becoming
major providers of credit within this State, it is important that they be recognised as 
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that, and that prudential controls be in place to ensure that the Friendly Societies Act, as credit-
providers, and the people who invest funds with them, are adequately and properly protected by the
legislation. Over the last 10 or 15 years, as I understand it, there has been considerable nail-biting over
the development of some kind of legislation. I am not the first person who found it difficult to
understand, and be confused by, the structure of friendly societies and what they do.

It seems to me that, today, we are facing an interesting time, because the arguments that have
been developed in an attempt to formulate a legislative structure around these people have now
subsided. One of the major reasons is that friendly societies have matured to become financial
institutions, whereas previously, although they wanted to be financial institutions, they clung grimly to
their original status as friendly societies. They did not want to be impinged upon by legislators. They
have now matured and become very sophisticated in their view. They do understand the need to have
some protection for the investors, and accordingly, this Act seeks to provide those prudential controls in
a similar way to those controls placed on building societies in this State, but they do not give the same
status to friendly societies as building societies have. That is an important difference, I guess, in this
legislation. It clearly outlines for the first time what a friendly society is. Members have, of course, a clear
understanding of what building societies are, what credit societies are, and the legislation is starting to
tidy up what has been a very untidy area of credit provision in this State.

This Bill also recognises the complexity of the societies, and embodied in the legislation is a set of
objectives, which is indeed very welcome news. It is also welcomed, of course, by the friendly societies,
because it clearly outlines their aims and objectives in this context. Suffice it to say, I think, that
members of the Opposition are supporting this Bill because we believe it to be a balanced and
responsible piece of legislation. It is designed to protect investors while retaining the original purpose
and flexibility in a modern context. Sufficient has been said about the fact that friendly societies play a
very important role in our community, and I believe that they will continue to provide that important role,
as they have extended their tentacles into the insurance bond area. That, of course, is the reason for
the need for this legislation. They have changed their original context. They have grown into areas
which were not originally conceived for them as a result of those areas being made available to them by
Federal legislation and the advantages to be gained in the taxation system. It is wholly understandable
that they have extended into those areas. This legislation pulls them together in a clear and modern
context; it gives them clear direction; and I believe that it gives a clear, sustainable and worthwhile
future in our society. With those few words, I offer the support of the Opposition to the legislation.

Ms ROBSON  (Springwood) (12.28 p.m.): I would like to wholly concur with the comments made
by the member for Tablelands about this excellent piece of legislation. I will refer briefly to it in the
context of the role it has served in the community sector. People would be aware that community
organisations are able to register under the Friendly Society Acts, and even though it did not provide
the form of protection that is now available under the Associations Incorporation Act of 1981, it certainly
was an Act which facilitated the registration of these non-profitmaking groups which allow them to be
recognised in a formal sense. That was of an enormous benefit. I think it encouraged groups to
structure themselves more closely because there was a sense of direction and there were rules to be
adhered to. It was a fairly important move. As the member for Tablelands has so rightly said, it is an
outdated piece of legislation. It was introduced in 1913, which is a long time ago in anybody's terms.
There are other Acts that have been introduced, as I have just alluded to, with the Associations
Incorporations Act.

This is a very important piece of legislation. The Friendly Societies Act plays a very important role in
our society. The Bill recognises the changed nature of a contemporary society and the needs of that
society. I actually see this Bill moving away from the welfare social area into a more commercial
investment type of area by actually recognising the needs of the marketplace. That is very important,
and it is something about which we are all aware. Historically, the community sector has been very
reliant 
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on the Friendly Societies Act to give some form of direction. I am sure members are aware that there
are a lot of community groups that tend to rise up in an ad hoc way, with little direction, and they tend
to fall off at the same rate because they do not have any structured rules or organisational procedures.
The Friendly Societies Act played an important role in laying down guidelines for community groups and
in seeking guidance and assistance from the appropriate departments where it was required.

I am pleased that provisions have been built into the legislation to enable correct assessment of
societies' activities. That is a most important function of the legislation. Operating standards will be
prescribed. Recently, we have seen incidents in which the Act was powerless to enforce some of its
provisions. In a case in which charges should have been laid, it was not possible to do so under that
Act. It is very important that regulation is in place and that there is the power for prosecution as a
disincentive for people to do the wrong thing. With those few words, I support the Bill.

Mr QUINN  (South Coast) (12.31 p.m.): I rise to join in the debate on the Friendly Societies Bill and
in doing so indicate at the outset that the Liberal Party will be supporting this legislation. Friendly
societies were originally conceived and established to provide welfare benefits and financial support for
their members. Many societies still offer the traditional services such as medical, pharmaceutical,
hospital and nursing benefits. However, more recently societies have expanded into offering financial
products such as insurance bonds. Because of the taxation advantages associated with these financial
instruments such as insurance bonds, friendly societies have now become multimillion-dollar
enterprises. In some cases, they have billions of dollars under management. Australiawide, friendly
societies have an investment pool of more than $9 billion, on which they endeavour to secure the best
returns for their members. I am not talking about minor financial institutions; they are quite a large
sector of the financial market.

Many of the large institutions are based in Victoria. Unfortunately, some of them recently made
newspaper headlines for reasons that their members would not appreciate. In that regard, I refer to the
difficulties faced last year by the OST Friendly Society, one of the largest friendly societies in Victoria.
The investors in that society saw as not being in their best interests the society's investment in
Dreamworld. Their nervousness about the security of their funds led to an inordinately large number of
members seeking redemptions, which in turn placed the viability of that friendly society in jeopardy for
quite some time. The resultant bad publicity gave rise to investors besieging all societies within that
State wanting confirmation that their funds were safe. It was not until OST was brought under the
management umbrella of IOOF, another large Victorian society, that investor confidence returned.

Earlier this year, a similar incident occurred in Queensland when authorities intervened due to
suspected irregularities with regard to the management of members' funds. The proper management of
friendly societies must be ensured, otherwise this whole sector of the financial market will fall into
disrepute. This State has not seen the same dramatic growth in this non-banking sector as elsewhere,
due mainly to the tighter legislative controls which have existed on the investment avenues of societies.
This State has just over 120 societies with current assets of some $300m. They are not in the same
league as the combined IOOF/OST society, which now has funds in excess of $4 billion.

As other members have said, the current legislation was introduced in 1913 and, although subject
to amendments in the intervening period, it needed a complete review to better reflect the changing
nature of friendly societies and to attempt to gain some degree of uniformity with similar legislation in
other States. This Bill remedies the shortcomings of the old legislation and introduces aspects such as
incorporation, responsibilities of directors and officers, reporting standards, prudential standards and
advertising standards--aspects which did not exist or which were very loosely drafted in the existing
legislation. Accountability to members and to the Registrar of Commercial Acts has also been
increased. As was mentioned by the member for Tablelands, the need for this was identified in the
Brady report into non-banking financial institutions in Queensland. 
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Also identified in that report was the need for uniform legislation. Uniformity is desirable because the
major products of the societies offering financial products, namely, the insurance bonds, are marketed
nationwide and prospective investors ought not be subjected to a situation in which they have to
investigate the differing pieces of legislation under which the societies act in order to determine the
safety of their investments. Obviously, uniformity of legislation requirements will enhance public
confidence in this sector of the market. In this respect, it will put all friendly societies on the same
regulatory footing.

In general, this Bill does not limit the original objectives of friendly societies but tightens up the
conditions under which they operate and thus protects members' funds from imprudent or illegal use. It
also extends the financial services able to be provided and makes directors and officers more
responsible for their actions. As was stated previously, representatives of Queensland friendly societies
have had input into the development of this Bill, which has ensured that their views have been taken
into account. The Liberal Party supports this legislation.

Mr BEATTIE  (Brisbane Central) (12.36 p.m.): I intend to speak only very briefly in relation to this
Bill. Earlier this year, the Act showed that the Registrar of Commercial Acts was virtually powerless to
investigate a suspected case of fraud involving a Queensland friendly society. That, I think, highlighted
the fact that this legislation--and it has been pointed out that the Friendly Societies Act was introduced
in 1913--is really outdated and needs significant changes. Friendly societies now offer many more
attractive products such as insurance bonds. Because of recent changes in Federal legislation, many
ordinary people now make use of products which previously were not available. The insurance bond is a
good illustration of that. Under those circumstances, this legislation is the long-overdue modernisation
of an Act. The Brady Committee has made recommendations, and these have been incorporated in
the legislation. The changes are in line with what has happened in New South Wales and Victoria. They
deal with the problems that were raised earlier in the year.

I think it is worth reflecting on the problems. Under the existing Act, the Registrar of Commercial
Acts has no investigatory power. That is a very significant weakness. There are no requirements for
prudential supervision, and that again is very serious. It means that there is no requirement for solvency
or liquidity reporting from friendly societies. As evidenced by the support for this Bill by all parties, I
believe that that would be an unacceptable state of affairs. Under the existing Act, the registrar must
wait for a friendly society to submit an annual report or some other regular process. He cannot require
reports on important matters such as liquidity. This legislation gives the registrar power to require regular
reports on these matters. Indeed, the registrar can take appropriate action. In other words, this
legislation gives him some teeth that did not exist previously.

We are moving into a more financially accountable period, not only from a Government point of
view but within the wider financial sector. Financial institutions, the community and the people who elect
us to this Parliament expect it. Therefore, this Minister should be congratulated, because this Bill is
really about greater financial accountability. I am in full agreement with the comments of the
honourable member for Tablelands, who said that the Bill is balanced and responsible. I congratulate
him and the Liberal Party on supporting a Bill that is in the best interests of the people of this State.

Mr BOOTH  (Warwick) (12.39 p.m.): I am pleased to join in this debate. I am sure that all
members would agree that friendly societies brought the first little bit of financial stability to workers,
including farmers. Those societies worked on the principle that the many helped the few who were in
trouble. In those days, if a person who was not a member of a friendly society got into trouble--and I am
talking about bad health problems--his children went close to starving. The member for Brisbane Central
stated that people can now take out insurance, which might be better, but this is really the same
principle as Medicare uses, namely, people who are unfortunate enough to become 
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sick benefit from the contributions made by those who do not become sick. It is approximately five or six
years since some friendly societies and the Queensland friendly societies pharmacies association
approached me and said that they believed that a new Bill was being drafted and that they would like
to have some input into it. I tried and tried, but nothing ever happened, until recently. I suspect that,
before taking this action, the Minister was considering some of the recent occurrences in the southern
States.

The member for Brisbane Central spoke also about the investigatory powers of the Minister. I am
not sure whether investigatory powers are all that is needed. How many instances can one think of in
where investigatory powers existed yet no-one did anything about those powers until it was too late?
Investigatory powers are good only if they are used. The societies pharmacies association has always
been inclined to believe that it did not get a fair go. If that is the case, this ill should remedy that. I hope
that the association does get a better go. It has been in my electorate ever since I can remember. It
goes back to the time when, in terms of giving advice, a pharmacist was almost as good to the doctor.
Some wonderful people worked for those pharmacies. I do not believe that their advice was too bad. Of
course, pharmacists do not do that sort of thing now.

The Minister should be alert to the fact that, although friendly societies do not play the same role
as they played 30 years ago, before medical insurance was introduced, they are still playing a part.
Their executives and employees are excellent. However, they may not have the necessary skills and
qualifications to handle huge amounts of money. I guess that is what the Minister has been a little bit
worried about. Perhaps that is why he has been given those investigatory powers. As long as the
Minister uses those powers occasionally and lets people know that he is prepared to use them, I
believe that more responsible decisions will be made than have been made in the past.

Friendly societies are appreciated by all of us. They are appreciated particularly by those of us who
can remember what used to happen before they were introduced. If it were not for friendly societies, we
might not have things such as medical benefits, Medicare and other benefits that provide some
protection when people are unfortunate enough to become ill. I am sure that all of us would appreciate
that. As I said, in the early years of this century, if a person became ill, his children nearly starved. That
is not quite the situation today. However, today's medical bills are of such proportions that not many
people can afford them without support. I support the Bill. I am pleased that the Opposition spokesman
has had some input into it. I am pleased also that the Minister, in his usual way, has been prepared to
talk to people. I congratulate him on that.

Mr ARDILL  (Salisbury) (12.43 p.m.): I believe that friendly societies still fill a very great need in our
society, even with the benefits provided through Government instrumentalities. Friendly societies have a
long history of being important to the community. This legislation represents a great move forward to
provide for registration and incorporation of friendly societies. In the past, the opportunity existed for
malpractice. I do not want to delay the proclamation of this Bill by even one minute, so I will keep my
remarks fairly brief. Much of what I intended to say has already been covered by other members. It is
very important to accept that the rules of friendly societies require some regulation, and that any
changes to those rules cannot be made without the knowledge of all members of those societies. It has
been drawn to my attention that malpractice has occurred in the past. 

I am not quite sure whether the upper age limit provision will be widely supported, but there is
certainly a case for it. It has my support. The issue of conflict of interest certainly arises in some friendly
societies. It is good to see that the director will have some control over that. That is what the legislation
is all about. In the past, the department was powerless when general complaints were received,
because it could act only on a specific complaint. Now, the director can investigate complaints, and, in
many cases, before it is too late and actions cannot be undone. Some friendly societies have been
able to derive considerable benefit from the huge escalation in land prices. Some 
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of them have property and the increment allowed them to get a good deal of assets behind them.
Those assets should be controlled in the interests of the members of the society.

A very important part of the Bill is that which deals with records. It states that the minutes books of
the friendly societies shall be open for inspection by the members, and that any member can request a
copy of same. That is a very important provision in the Bill. It is important that members know their
rights and that they can gain access to all of the records. I assure members that, in the past, that was
not the case with some societies. The new provisions that insist on annual meetings and the holding of
meetings in accordance with the rules and voting procedures will be welcomed very much by members
who, in some cases, have been kept in the dark about what is happening to the society into which they
have put a lot of effort. I support the Bill.

Mr STEPHAN  (Gympie) (12.47 p.m.): I wish to join briefly in the debate on the Friendly Societies
Bill. I support all speakers who have spoken so far. Mr Booth, the member for Warwick, made the
comment that many friendly societies have been waiting for a long time for the legislation to be
introduced. I also note the Minister's comment that the Friendly Societies Association has been actively
involved in the formation of the Bill. The association's efforts and assistance were appreciated by him
and would have been readily forthcoming. As I said, many friendly societies have been waiting for a
long time. They have been wondering what the future held for them. They want to ensure that they are
able to continue to operate in the way to which they have become accustomed, with adjustments, of
course, according to the requirements of the time.

The friendly societies will be incorporated and managed by directors. That incorporation will make
their conditions more reasonable. That provision has been included for the protection and support of
individuals in organisations such as the friendly societies, which deal with substantial amounts of money
in its various forms. Under those circumstances, it is very important that the legislation includes that
provision, which gives that support when and where it is required. In his second-reading speech, the
Minister stated--

"Traditional friendly society objects are preserved by the Bill and additional objects included
which reflect the widening scope of the larger societies."

The Bill gives that recognition, which has been a long time coming.
The Minister stated also--

"A criticism of regulators is that they do not have the power to act quickly enough when
investors' funds are threatened. Another is that the guilty are often able to evade liability by
transferring money or property."

Tied up with that is clause 13.9, which deals with the validation of regulations. The Committee of
Subordinate Legislation held discussions with the Minister and various members of his department
about that matter. The Committee of Subordinate Legislation discussed the possibility of moving a
disallowance motion. I note the Minister's comment that a criticism of the regulators was that they did
not have the power to act quickly enough. That verifies the advice given to that effect by the Committee
of Subordinate Legislation. It was for that reason that the committee was adamant that the legislation
be rectified. The legislation shows that the secondary advice that we received was in line with the legal
position and that the Committee of Subordinate Legislation was on the right track. Belatedly, the
Minister has agreed with the committee in this instance.

In relation to the disallowance motion considered by the Committee of Subordinate Legislation--I
recently attended a conference interstate. It is not unusual for the Committees of Subordinate
Legislation in other States to move disallowance motions. I make that comment bearing in mind that
we have gone through this process now. In the future, the committee will not, as it was on the last
occasion, be as hesitant in moving disallowance motions. I am not saying that for any reason other
than to say that, at the latest conference in Perth, if it did nothing else, it pointed out to the committee
its role and responsibility. That responsibility is no more and no less than to ensure that 
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everything within the Act and the regulations is done according to law. I am not trying to pick faults with
any Minister or any department, however, regulations must be applied within the law. The advice that
the committee receives should be accurate; the committee is there for that particular purpose. I am
bearing in mind the suggestions by EARC of possible changes to the Committee of Subordinate
Legislation. That opens up a whole new field as to what its advisory role might be.

I thank the Minister for the legislation. I thank him for the validation of regulations. I support the Bill
and wish the Minister well.

Hon. G.  R.  MILLINER  (Everton--Minister for Justice and Corrective Services) (12.53 p.m.), in
reply: I thank all honourable members for their contributions to the debate on this very important piece
of legislation. In view of the time, I will not go through all the members' contributions individually, but I
sincerely thank each and every one of them. The Bill is a milestone, because it replaces the outdated
1913 legislation. Again, I wish to publicly thank the people in industry for their input into this legislation.
They have to work with the legislation and it is very important for them to have this input. One of the
hallmarks of the legislation is that it introduces accountability and we, as legislators, have a moral
obligation to members of the community to ensure that when they are dealing with institutions such as
friendly societies, credit unions and building societies that they can have confidence in investing in
those institutions. I strongly believe that we have obliged that moral obligation with what is contained in
this legislation.

The member for Gympie raised the matter of the regulations that were introduced. There was
conflict as to whether there was any difficulty with them. The Committee of Subordinate Legislation
wrote to me and there was a certain amount of correspondence back and forth. The committee
received one sort of advice and my department received another. I suppose that is how lawyers make
their money. Obviously, the validating clause is there to remove any doubt whatsoever. We were faced
with a friendly society which was in difficulties and we had to move to protect investors' funds. That was
our prime concern and we did it in a way that we believed was legal. However, it was very difficult
because of the outdated legislation. I am pleased to say that we were able to protect their funds, but
had we been unable to move at that time, I firmly believe that the investors would have lost a lot more
money. Our action was right and proper and we would do the same again under similar circumstances.
Fortunately, under this Friendly Societies Bill more powers are given for inspection and action. I assure
all honourable members that as long as I am the Minister I will be instructing officers and inspectors to
move quickly and decisively to protect investors' funds. That is the most important thing that we can do.

I foreshadow that I will be moving some amendments to this Bill at the Committee stage. Basically,
they are of a technical nature.

Motion agreed to. 
Committee

Hon. G. R. Milliner (Everton--Minister for Justice and Corrective Services) in charge of the Bill. 
Clause 1.1, as read, agreed to.
Clause 1.2--
Mr MILLINER (12.56 p.m.): I move the following amendment--

"At page 2, line 8, omit--
'and this section'

and insert--
', this section and section 13.9'."
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Amendment agreed to.
Clause 1.2, as amended, agreed to.
Clauses 1.3 to 8.10, as read, agreed to.
Clause 8.11--
Mr MILLINER  (12.58 p.m.): I move the following amendment--

"At page 92, line 25, omit--
'196'

and insert--
'12.21'."

Amendment agreed to.
Clause 8.11, as amended, agreed to.
Clauses 8.12 to 13.1, as read, agreed to.
Clause 13.2--
Mr ROWELL  (12.59 p.m.): There is one matter of verification that I wish to seek from the Minister.

This clause refers to branches. Does this mean that branches of existing societies registered under the
old Act will continue to administer their affairs and funds in a similar manner as under the provisions of
the old Act? It talks about assets in particular and there is some concern on the part of the branches as
to whether those assets will be retained under this clause. Could the Minister please confirm that for
me?

Mr MILLINER:  Branches which are in existence will be regulated under the existing internal rules
of the society. They will be protected.

Mr ROWELL:  Is there any problem as far as the protection of their assets is concerned?
Mr MILLINER:  No, there is no problem as far as their assets are concerned.
Clause 13.2, as read, agreed to.
Clauses 13.3 to 13.6, as read, agreed to.
Clause 13.7--
Mr MILLINER  (1 p.m.): I move the following amendment--

"At page 139, line 12, omit--
'Part'

and insert--
'section'."

Amendment agreed to.
Clause 13.7, as amended, agreed to.
Clause 13.8--
Mr MILLINER  (1.01 p.m.): I move the following amendments--

"At page 139, line 18, omit--
'Part'

and insert--
'section' ";

"At page 139, line 28, omit--
'Part'
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and insert''
'section'."

Amendments agreed to.
Clause 13.8, as amended, agreed to.
Clause 13.9--
Mr MILLINER  (1.02 p.m.): I move the following amendment--

"At page 139, omit lines 32 and 33, and insert--
'13.9 (1) To allay any doubt, it is declared that the Friendly Societies (Duties and

Functions of Registrar) Regulations 1991 (in this section called the "regulations") published in
the Gazette on 14 January 1991 at pages 97 to 109 inclusive are and always have been valid
and effectual.

(2) The regulations are to be read and construed as if the following definition were, and
had since the commencement of the regulations been, inserted in regulation 1.02 after the
definition "meeting"--"property", in relation to a society, includes all funds of the society
howsoever obtained or held by it;'."

This amendment seeks to clarify an uncertainty in the Friendly Societies (Duties and Functions of
Registrar) Regulations 1991 regarding the definition of "property". The definition will ensure that when
an administrator is applied to a friendly society under the regulations, the property that vests in him will
include all funds previously held or obtained by the society. The change will reinforce the administrator's
role in managing the affairs of the society. Members will note that the amendment is to take effect at
the commencement of the regulations.

The CHAIRMAN:  The next amendment can also be dealt with.
Mr MILLINER:  I move the following further amendment--

"At page 140, omit lines 1 and 2."
Amendments agreed to.
Clause 13.9, as amended, agreed to.
Clause 13.10--
Mr MILLINER  (1.05 p.m.): I move the following amendment--

"At page 140, line 5, omit--
'Part'

and insert--
'section'."

Amendment agreed to.
Clause 13.10, as amended, agreed to.
Clause 13.11 and Schedules 1 and 2, as read, agreed to.
Bill reported, with amendments.

Third Reading
Bill, on motion of Mr Milliner, by leave, read a third time. 
Sitting suspended from 1.06 to 2.30 p.m.
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 TORRES STRAIT ISLANDER LAND BILL
 Second Reading

Debate resumed from 22 May (see p. 7779).
Mr SLACK  (Burnett) (2.30 p.m.): As honourable members are aware, last night we debated at

length the Aboriginal Land Bill. Most of the points that were made relative to that Bill apply to this Bill.
However, some points need reiterating. That is borne out by copies of correspondence I have from
people of the Torres Strait, as it was with the correspondence I had from the Aboriginal Co-ordinating
Council. Last night, when I addressed the Aboriginal Land Bill, I made the point that Opposition
members were disappointed with the Government's handling of this issue. Today, we do not have the
gallery to play to, so I will be as objective as I possibly can, as we should be in addressing these issues.
There is no doubt that the Islander people feel that they were not consulted properly on this legislation.
The Minister will claim that several people in the community and various organisations have been
consulted, as were the Aboriginal people. But that is not the feeling of the Islander people, which is the
important issue. Yesterday, I stated that the Aboriginal Land Bill was rushed into this House. The same
position applies with the Bill before us today. I believe that, yesterday, I produced sufficient evidence to
establish that case.

I have a copy of a letter that the Torres Strait Island Co-ordinating Council forwarded to the Prime
Minister. It is no secret that those people went to great lengths to ensure that members of Parliament
were aware of their feelings on the issue. I have also a copy of a letter that was forwarded to the
Honourable the Premier, Wayne Goss, on 16 May. It stated----

"Dear Premier,
I would like to thank you for the priority and attention which you are giving to the concerns of

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders. Through the years we have often felt ignored by
governments in Brisbane and Canberra, and we appreciate fully the helpful approach now being
taken by you and your government. We also are committed to cooperating with you to find
satisfactory outcomes to the various problems of our region."

The letter forwarded to the Prime Minister was dated 28 May.
Mr Gunn:  Who is the Prime Minister down there now?
Mr SLACK:  I am not sure about that. The letter stated--

"Dear Prime Minister,
We are contacting you urgently to protest the apparent determination of the Queensland

State government to pass land rights legislation for Torres Strait Islanders and Aborigines. There
has been no consultation with us or opportunity for us to review the text of legislation, to seek legal
advice, or otherwise to inform ourselves on matters critical to our survival as peoples. This is a clear
violation of Article 27 of the International Convention on Civil and Political Rights, and of every
civilised standard in OECD countries in modern times. We can only assume that this undue haste--
which we protested to Premier Goss of Queensland in a letter dated May 16, 1991--masks the
intention of Queensland to hand over our heritage and our futures to the interests of the mining,
forestry and pastoral industries. We seek your intervention with your Labor party colleagues in
Queensland."

We can see that those people are very disappointed. Because the Government raised their
expectations during the consultation process, they have cause to be disappointed. I am not saying
that, had the Government consulted further, the legislation would have been any different. I am not
pretending for a moment to support this legislation, the Torres Strait Islanders' arguments or those of
the Aboriginal people. However, they were entitled to have a fair input on their terms. We tend to make
laws which they describe as white men's laws and which the Minister readily described as white men's
laws. We 
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tend to make laws that we think are good for other people without listening to those people. Quite
often, all they want is for us to at least listen so that they can put their case. As the Minister would be
well aware, Torres Strait Islanders do not listen in the same manner as we do. It is a much slower and
involved process for them. They live in a remote part of Queensland, north of Cape York, where they
feel isolated. They are very conscious of the fact that they are in that position, which is one of the
reasons why they feel so strongly independent and do not want to be dictated to by Brisbane or come
under the direction of Brisbane. Within our society, they have a unique culture of which they are very
proud. They have a culture this is distinct from the Aboriginal culture, and it is a very strong culture.
They are an industrious people. They have developed a crayfishing and fishing industry. They are able
to represent themselves well and govern themselves well. Although any system will have problems,
they feel that the election of their people under the DOGIT system was working reasonably well. I firmly
believe that they do not see that what the Government is proposing to give them is what they want. I
do not believe that, last night, during the debate on the Aboriginal Land Bill at the Committee stage,
the Minister satisfied the Parliament as to the practical application of the legislation, particularly that part
dealing with the appointment of trustees over the land where there is an existing elected council
structure. The Opposition believes that that will pose major problems and confuse people. The Minister
should imagine that she is a Torres Strait Islander or an Aborigine living in a community and stand back
and ask herself, "Well, how will this alter my situation? How am I going to benefit from this legislation?"

The Torres Strait Islanders have become used to the present system and the way in which it
operates. Suddenly, they are being thrust into a different system. They will not understand how it works,
and it will take them some time to do that. There must be confusion because there will be vying
interests within the community for pieces of land and control over that land. I am not doubting for one
moment the good intentions of the Minister in regard to coming to terms with individual clans, tribal
interests or the interests of individuals in relation to land-ownership, or the desire of the member for
Caboolture to do that. However, something must be brought before this Parliament that is workable,
and that is where the Opposition sees problems arising. Obviously, this Bill will be passed, as was the
Aboriginal Land Bill last night. It will be up to the people concerned to try to make it work. Last night,
during the debate on the Aboriginal Land Bill, I mentioned that the Minister said on television that this
legislation and the legislation that was debated last night will not be the last of the legislation on land
rights or the last statement on land rights. That, in itself, will keep this issue alive. It is going to increase
the pressures----

Ms Warner:  The Aboriginal people are not going to go away, nor are the Torres Strait Islander
people.

Mr SLACK:  I am not suggesting that the Aboriginal people are going to go away. However, by
saying that she is open to suggestions in regard to changes to the legislation and that there may be
changes in the not-too-distant future, the Minister is increasing the hopes and aspirations of those
people, which will increase the possibility of lobbying by them for changes that they see as necessary to
this legislation. It is the firm belief of the Opposition that the formulation of that legislation should have
been allowed to continue and that legislation should not have been introduced until the Government
had its policies in place in regard to what it was eventually going to give to the people of Queensland.
The Government should have waited until it was ready to introduce legislation without any duplicity,
without saying to one group of people, "Yes, we are looking after the mining industry. Yes, we are
looking after the forestry industry. Yes, we are looking after and protecting the pastoralists. You have
got nothing to fear from this legislation." Instead, the Government is saying to Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander people, "This is not the final word. You are going to get other benefits. You can apply for
other benefits.", and so on. Naturally, that raises the hopes and aspirations of those people. It is not
satisfactory to introduce legislation until the matter is finally sorted out. The people of Queensland
should know exactly where this Government 
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stands in relation to land rights, whether they relate to Torres Strait Islanders or Aboriginal people, and
the effects that its policy will have on the general community.

The Minister has not been prepared to spell out exactly what vacant Crown land will be in the
future. This Government may alter its policy in regard to vacant Crown land. The Minister says that it
does not necessarily apply to the 1.16 per cent of the land that has been mentioned. The Opposition is
naturally very concerned about that. It is entitled to be concerned about the consultative process. The
Opposition does not claim for one moment--I repeat "not for one moment"--that it would necessarily
alter its position in regard to not supporting mineral rights and not supporting applications by indigenous
people for national parks. It is not saying for one moment that it is deviating from its policy at all.
However, the Opposition believes that the people who have a direct input into this matter are the
people about whom we should be talking, and they should have been consulted in the process. The
information that I get, and the tone of the letter from the Island Co-ordinating Council to which I
referred, is that the people are very unhappy with that aspect of the legislation, and I can understand
why.

The only other point that I will make is that the legislation is being debated at the end of this
parliamentary sittings. There is no criticism implied whatsoever of the Government or the Minister in
what I am saying. However, the Torres Strait Islander people have said to me--and they have probably
said it to other honourable members--that quite often they are the people who are forgotten when
Aboriginal people and Torres Strait Islander people and the relationships between the Torres Strait
Islander and Aboriginal people are discussed in the community. They feel that the community tends to
forget that they have a very strong culture and that they have inherited a culture that they wish to pass
on to their children. The Torres Strait Islander people wish to maintain their culture. It is different from
the Aboriginal culture. They feel that Torres Strait Islander people should be recognised as Torres Strait
islander people, who have their own strong indigenous culture.

I do not propose to go on any longer, except to say that the Opposition does not support the Bill.
At the Committee stage, the attitude adopted by the National Party will be identical to the attitude that it
adopted last night during the debate on the Aboriginal Land Bill, and for the very same reasons. The
Opposition acknowledges that the Bill that was debated last night was almost identical to this Bill.
Therefore, I conclude by saying that the Opposition cannot support this Bill.

Mr FOLEY  (Yeronga) (2.44 p.m.): The winds of change are indeed blowing through the Torres
Strait islands. In recent decades, a resurgence in Melanesian identity has been witnessed throughout
Melanesia. The people of the Torres Strait will be looking to this Parliament today for the profound
change which this Bill will make in their relations with the land. They will do so at a time when they will
also be looking further south to Canberra, where a most important case is being considered before the
High Court of Australia. That case is inextricably linked with the legislative history of this Bill. In May
1982, Mr Eddie Mabo and a number of other persons issued proceedings in relation to a claim for the
Murray Islands. Their statement of claim asserted that, since time immemorial, the Murray Islanders
had maintained a system of laws, customs, traditions and practices of their own for determining
questions concerning ownership of, and dealings with, land, seas, seabeds and reefs.

Their statement of claim further alleges that in accordance with those laws, customs, traditions and
practices, those plaintiffs now own or have proprietary interests in, or usufructuary rights in relation to,
the land, seabeds, reefs and fishing waters of the Murray islands. The will of those people to come
before the courts of the land was sought to be frustrated by this Parliament. To the great shame of
honourable members in 1985, the Queensland Coast Islands Declaratory Act was passed. That Act, I
am very proud to say, is repealed by the provisions of this Bill currently before the House. I say with
confidence that that Act was a racist Act. I say so because the High Court of Australia, in considering
the matter under the Racial Discrimination Act, so found. In 
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section 3 of that Act, the previous Parliament in 1985, in an act of legislative infamy----
Mr Lingard: You have never been to Murray island.
Mr FOLEY:  --purported to extinguish the rights of those people and, thank goodness, the

Whitlam Government introduced the Racial Discrimination Act, because when that case was taken
before the High Court of Australia----

Mr Lingard interjected. 
Mr FOLEY:  Never been to the Torres Strait? The honourable member is sadly wrong there. Back

in the early 1980s, I had the great honour,together with Mr Stephen Mann, of visiting there in
connection with a research project which we then undertook in relation to the problems facing Islander
child welfare--problems, I might say, which had been caused by the infamous history of administration
of the islands under the previous Government. It was with great pride that I stood beside Mr Mann and
the sacred wongai tree and looked out over the Torres Strait. No-one could be insensitive to the spirit
which was abroad in those times, and indeed, no-one could condone that act of infamy by this
Parliament which sought to frustrate the rights of those people to have their case heard in the courts of
the land. The High Court of Australia held that section 3 of that Act was inconsistent with section 10 of
the Racial Discrimination Act, and hence, was invalid. One of the good things, I might say, about our
Federal system, is that section 109 of the Constitution provides that where State Acts are inconsistent
with Federal Acts the latter shall, to the extent of the inconsistency, prevail. This Parliament tried to
deprive the Torres Strait Islander people of their rights to go before the courts of the land. The
international community, having passed the international convention on the elimination of all forms of
racial discrimination, had expressed an abhorrence of such racially discriminatory practices.

The Whitlam Government, in its great wisdom, passed that Act through the Parliament of Australia
in 1975. Its validity was challenged again by Bjelke-Petersen, and it was upheld in the famous case of
Koowarta v. Bjelke-Petersen. That established the principle of validity of the Act upon which the High
Court subsequently found that the Queensland Coast Islands Declaratory Act of 1985 was invalid in
section 3. I am proud to say that this Parliament, the forty-sixth Parliament, repeals that Act and
thereby removes the taint of racial discrimination from the Legislature of Queensland which had been
so inappropriately put upon this State by the previous regime.

Let me turn finally to the points raised by the honourable member for Burnett. He referred to the
matter of consultation, to the documents dated 28 May to the Prime Minister, and to the document
dated 16 May to the Premier. I table a copy of those documents. I invite the Minister, to explain to the
House exactly what consultation has taken place with respect to the Torres Strait islands, and
particularly the Island Coordinating Council, being the body charged by this Parliament with statutory
responsibility to give advice in relation to these matters. I support the Bill and congratulate the Minister
for bringing it before the House.

Mrs SHELDON  (Landsborough) (2.52 p.m.): The purpose of the Bill is to provide a scheme under
which Torres Strait Islanders can obtain secure title to certain categories of land and exercise control
over the use and management of that land. The Liberal Party does not support this Bill for the same
reasons it did not support the Aboriginal Land Bill last night in this House. Torres Strait Islanders, as well
as Aborigines, do not feel they were adequately consulted about this legislation. That was the main
plank of our rejection of this Bill. It applies equally to the Torres Strait Islander people. Their concerns
are our concerns, just as are the Aboriginal people's. The same weaknesses are apparent in both Bills.
The Liberal Party will not be supporting the Bill.

Mr BREDHAUER  (Cook) (2.53 p.m.): I want to talk for a few minutes about this Bill and raise
some of the issues that were taken up in the contribution by the shadow Minister, some of which relate
to the arguments that were raised in the display that we 



Legislative Assembly 8346 31 May 1991

saw from members opposite in this House last night. Firstly, I think it is important that we are now
debating a separate piece of legislation which relates to the land matters of Torres Strait Islanders. I
take up the point that was made by the shadow Minister about the placement of this Bill in this session
of Parliament. That is not any indication of the importance of the legislation or the importance of the
region. It is merely coincidental that the legislative program has reached this particular point on this
particular day. The fact that the Minister and the Cabinet subcommittee have gone to a lot of trouble to
draft a separate piece of legislation for Torres Strait Islanders is a clear indication that this Government
continues the commitment that was started in 1984 by the National Party Government. I commend that
Government and the Minister at that time for establishing separate pieces of legislation for Aborigines
and Islanders. Our Government is continuing that commitment to recognising the separate cultural
identity of Torres Strait Islanders, and that is reinforced by the debate and passage of this Bill.

Whilst recognising that there are significant similarities between this Bill and the Aboriginal Land
Bill, I would like to focus for a few minutes on the differences between them. I will begin by speaking
briefly about the issue that was raised by the member for Yeronga, namely, the repeal of the
Queensland Coast Islands Declaratory Act of 1985. As the member for Yeronga said, that Act sought
to extinguish the traditional rights not just of Murray Islanders but of all Torres Strait Islanders for the
purposes of the Queensland Government trying to frustrate the attempts by Eddie Mabo to seek justice
for his particular case through the court system. I think all people in the Torres Strait will welcome the
fact that that Act will be repealed by this Bill. I applaud the Minister for the action that she has taken in
this regard as it will go a long way towards restoring the self-esteem of Torres Strait Islanders in knowing
that our Government recognises the rights which pre-existed European influence in their region and in
this country.

I want to make further references to a couple of differences in the Bill. Some of them may seem
insignificant in the context of the Bill, but I can assure honourable members that they are not. One of
the differences that I will mention briefly is the fact that, in this legislation, the term "Island custom" has
been substituted for the words "Aboriginal tradition". "Island custom" is a term which at present has
some significance and currency in the Torres Strait. Once again, it recognises that the relationship
between Torres Strait Islanders and the land and Aboriginal people and the land is different. One of the
principal aspects in which that relationship is different is that, in the main, in the Torres Strait islands
people were not dispossessed and forcibly removed from their land en masse, as happened in many of
the mainland Aboriginal communities. So there has always been that connection to the land. In fact,
not so long ago when Torres Strait Islanders were informed that they did not have the rights and the
title to their land that they thought they continued to traditionally exercise, it came as quite a surprise to
them. This Bill is about restoring those rights to them so that they can continue to occupy those islands
and use them in accordance with island custom.

The deed of grant in trust areas in the northern peninsular area for the two predominantly Torres
Strait communities of Bamaga and Seisia are to be retained. This is a matter of some contention. I
have spoken at length with many people from the Inginoo community in the northern peninsular area
who claim traditional association to that land. I can sympathise with the concerns that they have
expressed. However, historically, the communities of Bamaga and Seisia have been there for quite a
long time. As most honourable members would know, they have their own separate councils. I believe
that it is important that, because of the historical significance of their occupation, those people be
allowed to continue to occupy and function in those areas. That is a very important aspect of this Bill
which should not be underestimated.

Another of the differences is that, under this Bill, it is possible for individual Torres Strait Islanders to
lodge claims for land. That is different from the provisions in the Aboriginal Land Bill, because under
that Bill it is possible only for Aboriginal groups to lodge a claim for land, unless of course an individual
Aboriginal happened to be the only remaining survivor of his particular clan. Under this legislation, the
Government 
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recognises that, under the land title structure, or land ownership structure, which existed in the Torres
Strait before European influence, there was a system of individual title. The Bill has recognised that by
allowing Torres Strait Islanders individually to lodge land claims. The boundary of the Torres Strait is
established so that the Torres Strait Islanders may not claim land on the mainland--and I have given
the two exceptions of Bamaga and Seisia--and, likewise, mainlanders may not claim land within the
Torres Strait area.

Some concern has been expressed by the Island Coordinating Council. I acknowledge those
concerns. Earlier in the debate, the member for Burnett, the shadow Minister, raised those concerns. I
have some puzzlement over some of the claims that were made in the council's letter of 28 May to the
Prime Minister. I am not trying to detract from the council's genuineness in expressing its concerns, but
I have some puzzlement over some of the claims that were made in that letter, particularly the claim
that there has been no consultation.

On 3 April this year, I attended a meeting of the Island Coordinating Council on Yorke Island, which
was attended by the Premier, the Minister and members of the committee that was put together to
draft the legislation. Ross Rolfe, Graeme Neate and Marcia Langton were there. Those people
discussed the issues with the Island Coordinating Council. I understand that other similar meetings
have been held. I join with the member for Yeronga in asking the Minister if she would clarify the
consultation process that occurred with the ICC. I do not believe that it is correct to claim that there has
been no consultation. Perhaps I could wear the criticism if it was that the consultation was insufficient,
but it is incorrect to claim that there was no consultation.

I have some reservations about the claim in that letter to the Prime Minister, which was read by the
member for Burnett, the shadow Minister, that the action of the Queensland Government "masks the
intention of Queensland to hand over our heritage and our futures to the interests of the mining,
forestry and pastoral industries." I have knocked around the Torres Strait enough to know that there is
no current mining, forestry or pastoral industry in that region. The last mining industry in that area was
the Horn Island goldmine. On numerous occasions, members have spoken about the legacy that the
previous National Party Government left to the people of Horn Island through that failed mining venture.
It is costing Queensland taxpayers a considerable sum of money to rehabilitate that site. That process
is well and truly under way. I acknowledge that, in the past, mining leases have been issued over
various parts of the Torres Strait, including Horn Island and Prince of Wales Island. However, it is a bit of
a furphy for the ICC to suggest that this Government is trying to give away its interests to those three
particular industries.

While I am talking about the ICC and some of the discussions that I have had with its members in
recent times, I wish to mention briefly some of the references that were made yesterday and again
today in the House about the role of DOGITs. Members of the Opposition--almost to a person--have
extolled the virtues of the deed of grant in trust system and the way in which it accorded--according to
them--land rights to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people. By their speeches, those members
have demonstrated that they are implacably opposed to land rights for Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander people. I question whether they have really gone out and talked to those people, because the
people of the DOGIT areas have continuously and constantly campaigned for the legislation to be
changed, because DOGIT does not suit their needs or their traditional land-ownership styles.

I wish to quote a brief comment that was made to me recently at a meeting that I attended about
DOGITs. I was told, "We didn't ask for DOGIT. We got landed with it. It was not what we wanted. We
had to suffer it. We accepted it because we were told it would be changed." I ask the member for
Burnett: who said those words? None other than George Mye, the deputy chairman of the ICC and the
ATSIC Commissioner for the Torres Strait region. That was said at a meeting on Yorke Island on 3 April
1991, which the Premier attended. Mr Mye said that they did not want it; they got landed 
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with it; they got stuck with it. Those Opposition members who have been pontificating about how well
received the DOGIT legislation has been in the past four years should get out and talk to the people to
gauge their reactions, because I assure them that it is nowhere near as positive as they believe it to be.
The member for Fassifern was attempting to interject on the member for Yeronga, saying that the
member for Yeronga might not have been to the Torres Strait region. I ask the member for Fassifern:
when was the last time that he was on Murray island? When was the last time that he sat down and
talked to those people about their thoughts on this legislation? It is all very well for Opposition members
to tell us what the people want or do not want. But I am sure that most of those members have never
been out there to talk to the people.

Mr Gunn:  I have. I have spoken to them.
Mr BREDHAUER:  The honourable member for Somerset would be the exception. I acknowledge

that he regularly visits the Torres Strait region because he has a personal family interest there. He
probably has had more experience in the Torres Strait region than I have had.

Last night, I thought that the member for Flinders was indulging in an exercise in obfuscation.
However, because it has been repeated by the member for Burnett, the implications of handing over
ownership of the land must be clarified once and for all. From what Opposition members have been
saying ad nauseam for about 14 hours yesterday and again today, one could be led to believe that, by
the passage of this legislation, all functions of the elected councils in the ICC and the ACC will be
thrown instantly into turmoil. I implore the honourable member to read clause 2.18 of the Torres Strait
Islander Land Bill and clause 2.20 of the Aboriginal Land Bill. If he does so, he will realise that all other
State laws and statutes continue to apply. Therefore, the community services Acts, by which those
councils are constituted and by which they exercise their various powers, will continue to operate. Under
this Bill and the Aboriginal Land Bill, the form of land tenure is being changed, not the community
services Acts that control the administration of the Aboriginal and Islander councils. The legislation
states clearly that those Acts continue to apply. The administration of the Aboriginal and Islander
councils is not under threat, which is not what Opposition members would have us believe. Last night,
Mr Katter seemed to be having trouble grasping clause 3.02. That clause does not take the ownership
of the land away from the people, which is not what Mr Katter would have us believe. From what the
member for Burnett said earlier in the debate, I now believe that Opposition members were doing that
because they were grandstanding to the 30-odd people in the gallery. They were trying to paint the
Government in as poor a light as possible and, to use the words of the member for Burnett, they were
not making an objective contribution to the debate. He said that they were not being objective.

Mr SLACK:  I rise to a point of order. The member is misleading the Parliament. That was not
what I said at all. I said that there were members in the House who would have been grandstanding to
the gallery. I was not referring to the Opposition necessarily or to Government members. That would
have referred to Government members as well.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER  (Mr Campbell): Order! There is no point of order. I have been very
tolerant in this debate. However, under Standing Order 120, members should not refer to what has
been said in previous debates. The member for Burnett referred to the previous debate, so I have
allowed the honourable member for Cook also to refer to it. However, I now ask him to return to the Bill.

Mr BREDHAUER:  The clauses are the same in both Bills. So, it is relevant that I address the
clause in this Bill. Clause 3.02 does not take ownership of the land away from the Torres Strait
Islanders. It improves the form of tenure to an inalienable freehold title. In discussions with various
people about the form of land tenure, some suggestion was made in the Torres Strait that it would be
appropriate to appoint a council of elders that could act as trustee of the land. A suggestion has been
made that the island councils should continue in their current role as the trustees of the land. A
suggestion also has 
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been made of a combination of the two, with the island council having a senate--for want of a better
word--of elders who would provide advice about how best to distribute the trusteeship of the land.

In the case of the Torres Strait, it is probably even easier for the Minister to determine who the
appropriate land-holders or trustees might be. However, a clause in the Bill states that the Minister is
compelled to consult with Torres Strait Islanders, as she is compelled under the other Bill to consult with
Aborigines, to find out from them what they think the appropriate trusteeship of the land should be.
Criticism has been made of the consultation process to that point. I will not run away from that criticism.
However, it is stated repeatedly in the clauses of both of the Bills that the Minister must consult, or the
Director of the National Parks and Wildlife Service must consult, or whoever it happens to be must
consult. The consultation process does not finish today with the passage of the legislation. That
process gets into top gear today with the relevant Ministers and the relevant departmental people
consulting with Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders about what they need.

The process of allocating deeds of grant in trust to the island communities, which took place in
1984 and 1985, excluded specifically from those deeds numerous islands with which Torres Strait
Islander people have significant historical and traditional association and to which they may have
economic and cultural viability claims. Under the legislation, it is possible for all of those islands that are
vacant Crown land to be gazetted for claim and then to be claimable by their traditional owners or by
people who have some historical association. In essence, the Bill provides a significant improvement for
the people of the Torres Strait. As I have done in previous debates, I acknowledge some of the
concerns that have been mentioned. However, many furphies have been raised by members on the
other side of the House both in this debate and in others. I will not say that members opposite have not
read the Bill. However, if they were to study the Bill, particularly some of the clauses, such as clause
2.18 of the Bill, I am sure that they would understand it a little better.

I commend the Minister, the other Ministers who were involved in the Cabinet subcommittee and
all of the people who worked with them. Last night, we heard about how horrible it was that they had to
work overtime and on weekends. I know that they have gone flat out for months. They have done an
excellent job of producing the legislation. I am looking forward to getting on with the job with my
constituents--the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people of the Cook electorate--and the Minister
and her staff and going about the process of delivering land rights to Queensland Aborigines and
Torres Strait Islanders for the first time--in 1991.

Mr LINGARD  (Fassifern) (3.13 p.m.): I refer to the comments of the member for Cook. I advise
him that, although he is a new member of Parliament, he should know that, when members throw
abuse in the Parliament, they should check their facts first. As the member for Cook has thrown abuse
at the member for Fassifern, I remind him that I am probably the only member of this House who has
lived for a long time in the Torres Strait islands. I remind him that my wife has lived in the Torres Strait
islands for a very long time. I remind him also that my children have lived in the Torres Strait Islands for
a very long time, something that the honourable member certainly cannot say about himself. He wishes
to throw abuse in this House without checking his facts. I would be the only person in this House who
has lived on those settlements, and lived there for several years. The honourable member did not
check those facts.

Last night, I heard the member for Stafford and the member for Everton throwing comments
around this Chamber about how members from this side of the House were patronising in their
comments, about how good those people could be--whether they be Aborigines or Torres Strait
Islanders. I say to those members: quite honestly, they are the typical urban whites who, if they had to
go to Aboriginal or Islander settlements, would say--as I said before I went to the Torres Strait islands--"I
can think of all these philosophies that I would like to put into effect when I go to an Aboriginal
settlement or when I take my young family there." When I went to the Torres Strait islands, I may 
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have had that patronising attitude. However, when I arrived at the settlements on those islands, I
certainly changed very, very quickly. I remind the member for Cook that I lived there for quite a long
time. He has made a stupid mistake. He simply did not check and was talking off the top of his head.
He has been caught out.
 When I went to the Torres Strait islands, I probably had a few ideas about what I wanted to do for
the Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders. I remind every member in this House that they would only
have to visit Yorke Island, Murray Island--which the member for Cook referred to--or Darnley Island to
gain new respect for these people. Members do not realise that, if they went to live on Yorke Island and
visited a house there, they would have to wash their feet at the bottom step and clean their feet on a
towel on the second stair before walking into a meticulously kept house. Honourable members do not
realise the control that these people have over their settlements when they are not influenced by the
whiteman. They run their own settlements and are in control. I tell the Minister and backbenchers that it
is a concept one has to experience before one can realise that these people have a bossman and peer
group concept that we, as white people, are not aware of. When they are in absolute control of their
own island, and not affected by the whiteman, they have a culture that in many instances surpasses
our own.

It is not easy to explain different cultures. For example, it is difficult to explain why the Japanese
culture is different from ours. We do not understand why the Japanese are meticulous with their art and
needlework. It is something that we as Australians do not understand. Also, we do not understand the
differences between Aborigines and Islanders. The Aboriginal culture is completely different from the
culture of the Torres Strait Islanders. For example, an Aborigine does a very short dance about an
animal or bird because the end of a day is the end of his life. An Islander is completely different. When
an Islander dances a particular story, the story has a theme. The dances are completely different. The
Minister must understand the difference in these cultures. If the Minister wishes to implement any policy
such as this, she must accept the bossman concept--the person who is in charge. The Minister is an
outsider; if she tries to impose the whiteman's understanding and culture on the Islander culture, she is
doomed to failure. I have seen it happen over and over again. I have seen it happen at Bamaga.
There are the two settlements of New Mapoon and Umagico and the old Islander settlements of Red
Island Point and Cowal Creek. If whiteman imposes his culture on these people, the system is doomed
to fail. The peer group and bossman concept must be there; these people must be in charge. If the
member for Cook goes up there and talks to Joey Mosby and the Warria family who are now in charge,
he will realise that anything imposed on Yorke Island that is not a part of their culture is doomed to fail.

The Minister knows as well as I do that ATSIC and the ICC are not in support of this concept. I am
not saying that the Minister is wrong or that she has not done the job correctly. All I am saying is that
the Minister must understand their culture because, until she gets them on side, no system can be
imposed upon those people. Their culture is completely different and it is impossible to explain. It is
impossible to explain an Aborigine's culture. When he is put into gaol, that is the end of his day, as his
dances depict. He does not see the next day. When he dances, he dances an end story which finishes
at the end of the day. It is an animal or a bird story. Islanders do not do that. When an Islander is put
into gaol he has the concept that maybe in the future he will get out of gaol. An Aborigine does not
have that concept. I cannot explain it, but when one lives with those people, one begins to understand
their different culture.

The Opposition has received a letter from Getano Lui and the ICC. Getano said that, unless
sufficient decision-making power is located at the regional Torres Strait level and under the accountable
political control of regional residents, the confusion, wasteful duplication and counterproductive
jurisdictional arguments among Government agencies will continue to be a problem. The member for
Cook discussed George Mye, who is the deputy chairman of the ICC. Getano Lui is the chairman, and
he says the same thing. He said that, unless economic development prospects are grounded firmly on
a regional environmental protection plan, we may be creating as many problems as we solve. On 
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the other hand a confirmation of traditional rights, mechanisms for regional self-government and
development and an overriding commitment to marine and other environmental values will create
peace and goodwill.

Getano Lui said that he hopes for the prosperity which this Government and his people both seek.
He sees Torres Strait/Queensland Government relationships as an active and equal partnership. They
are glad to accept responsibilities along with rights and, as a people, they have shown that they are no
strangers to weighty responsibility and political decision-making. Getano is annoyed when he hears the
whiteman criticising what happens on the islands and what has happened with George Mye on Murray
Island, Darnley Island and Stephen Island. Getano believes that the whiteman's control of local councils
has also gone wrong. Just because the whiteman criticises the system does not mean that it can be
replaced with people from outside. The Islanders regard this legislation as an outside control. They do
not regard it as something that they can control themselves. I say to the Minister and the Government
backbenchers that, if they try to force something on Aborigines and Islanders which their bossmen or
peer group do not like, it is doomed to failure. The Minister has not convinced the elders, peer group
leaders and bossmen of the concept.

Hon.  W. A.  M.  GUNN  (Somerset) (3.23 p.m.): Mr Deputy Speaker, I will not take up too much
time of the House because I spoke at length last night in the companion debate. Brisbane is a long
way from Torres Strait, and many Torres Strait Islanders have never visited Brisbane. Most have never
travelled any farther than Cairns, and they do not know what happens in Brisbane. Over the 20 years
that I have been going up there, I have found, in common with the member for Fassifern, that the
people resent the white man and the decisions that are made in Brisbane on their behalf. Great play
was made on the Mabo case. I was on Murray Island the day that Mabo returned for the first time in 20
years. At that time, I spoke to him and gave him a ride down to the village. Some honourable members
would know that the new airport is a distance from the village and it is quite a drive. One would have to
take the drive to believe it because it is very steep country. The elders of the village told me that they
are dead against the Mabo case succeeding. Murray Islanders are a very proud race, and Mabo made
no contribution over a number of years. The Commonwealth Government and the State Government
have spent millions of dollars fighting the case. The Queensland Government fought the case on the
grounds of the Letters Patent that were issued by Queen Victoria.

I am not concerned about the island councils, but I am very concerned about the island
communities. One of the chief failings of the island councils is that, in many cases, they are a family
affair. Many of the resources that should have been provided for the communities never reached them.
The Government is providing excellent housing, but it is allocated by the community councils. In most
cases, houses are allocated to the friends or relatives of the councillors. I know of one lady who
originally came from New Guinea and who has nine children. She is living in a tin hut on Badu Island. I
went to the chief and said to him, "You are going to have four or five houses being built and the
allocation will be left to you." Of course, someone from Cairns was given the last available house. The
lady told me that she had been applying for a house over a three-year period. I understood that
housing was to be allocated to people in the greatest need, but that did not happen. Recently, I
received another telephone call from her and she told me that she had missed out again. She said, "It
has been three years. I have nine children and we are living in a tin shed, and it is most unfair."

Another matter I wish to raise should not be interpreted as criticism of the representation by the
member for Cook. I have an interest in the Torres Strait region, but it is not a financial interest as some
people might think. I have no investments in that area; rather, I have four half-Islander grandchildren of
whom I am very proud, and that is my interest. Recently, I received a telephone call from someone who
lives in the Torres Strait area. Although this matter strictly has nothing to do with the Minister, I know
that she is concerned about the welfare of these people. ATSIC does a good job and it is a good set-
up, but the CDP payments are not coming through on time. I tried 
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to get in touch with the Minister, but she was away at the time, so I telephoned ATSIC. It is most
important that these people get their money. They work for their money, and it is not the dole. They are
very proud of the work they do, and the Minister would know that as well as anybody else would. The
delay in the payments results in the whole community suffering. I admit that my daughter owns a store.
She will not stand by and watch children starve, or do anything of that sort, and she provides credit for
people until the payment arrives. However, it is most important that the payments arrive on time. After
all, the people are not receiving money for doing nothing. They are working, and we, as members of
Parliament, should look after them.

I believe there can be no earthly doubt about the fact that the Queensland Government and the
Commonwealth Government have done a good job in looking after the Islanders. The buildings, such
as the schools and the MAPs, are excellent throughout the islands. The Government has provided
good teaching staff. I have visited the region on many occasions, and I believe that the Department of
Education sends excellent teachers. I have met most of the principals. Of course, it is only right that the
Islander culture should be preserved, which is why English is taught as a second language. When I go
up there, I can speak Islander language almost as fluently as I can speak English. The Islanders are
very proud people and they are very proud of their culture. The member for Fassifern mentioned
dancing, and I recall going to Saibai Island on one occasion. At that particular time, the festival was so
important that most of the headdresses were brought over from New Guinea. One would only have to
see the work that goes into the beautiful costumes and hear the beautiful singing voices of the children
to realise how they feel about their culture.

The people who live in that region are against this Bill, and there can be no shadow of doubt about
that. I understand that the Bill will take powers away from the community councils. I do not know who
will perform the role of the trustees, but I believe that this issue is the key to the whole legislation. The
people who will constitute the tribunal, which is a very important body, will make all the difference. The
Islanders are very shy in their dealings with officials. I think I mix fairly well, but it may surprise the
Minister to know that it took me a couple of years to get to know the people in the community in which
my daughter lives. I used to say to her, "They are so shy. They don't talk very much." She said, "We will
fix that up today." She was a nurse on the island at the time, and we hopped in her car and went
around to every house. After that, I was accepted and everything was okay with the people who lived
there. I went fishing regularly with them--and I was not in the Government boat, I might say. If the
member for Cook has ever gone fishing in that region, he would be able to confirm that it is absolute
paradise.

Mr Bredhauer:  Who, me?
Mr GUNN:  I do not want to embarrass the member for Cook, but I am sure he would agree that it

is great country up there. Although I have heard only rumours at this stage, I understand that Daikyo is
sniffing around those islands. I hope that tourism development never happens in the Torres Strait. I
hope that Queensland never gets Japanese tourists traipsing all around those islands, because that
region belongs to those Islander people. They are very, very proud of their islands, and one of their
weaknesses is that they never like to leave the islands. The Islanders would be able to take their place
in any station in life on the mainland. The kids have been educated to Year 12, and my daughter has
six of them working at the check-out counters. They are honest; they can be relied upon; and they are
just as smart as any kids in the cities. They could come to the mainland and take their place in any
station in life, but one thing is certain: they would eventually return to the island. People who are born in
the Torres Strait region always return there.

Over the 20 years that I have been in Parliament, I have visited every island in the Torres Strait. On
my first visit to York Island, Don Neal accompanied me to the opening of a kindergarten. At a later
stage, I visited York Island with the Governor-General. George Mye and Getano Lui, both senior and
junior, have done a tremendous 
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job on those islands. I thoroughly enjoy visiting the islands. However, I point out that those people are
special people and that they should be looked after. I have not consulted them on this legislation, but I
would like to know what their response was. I realise that a letter was received from young Getano Lui.
He has done a good job and I will not knock the ICC. However, I would like to hear the community's
response, because the members of the community are the important ones whom the Government
must look after.

Hon. R. C. KATTER  (Flinders) (3.31 p.m.): Honourable members have heard me speak many
times in this House. However, I would like to think that I have never previously spoken with as much
passion as I feel over this issue. For six years, I was the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. When I left that
portfolio, I was the longest-serving Aboriginal Affairs Minister in Australian history. To skite a little bit--at a
number of ICC and ACC meetings, the members were kind enough to commend me for being the best
Minister in Australia. There is a reason why I say that. When the Minister leaves her portfolio, would not
she like to be remembered favourably by the Islander people? All the Torres Strait Islanders asked for
was to own their land in exactly the same way as other people in Queensland society own their own
land. I asked them, "Do you want a land council to own the land? Do you want your local shire council
to own the land? Or do you want private ownership of the land?" Approximately 2 000 people attended
meetings and we had detailed discussions with councils that lasted days, and in some cases, even
weeks. That consultation was nothing like the consultation that the present Government claims to have
carried out, which is a farce. At the end of the day, it was clearly obvious that the Torres Strait Islanders
wanted to own their own homes and their own land privately. The councils were given the land and they
were to hand it over. I do not know whether the member for Cook is toweringly ignorant, stupid and lazy
or whether his prejudices are so fierce----

Mr BREDHAUER:  I rise to a point of order. I find the remarks of the member for Flinders
objectionable. I ask that they be withdrawn.

Mr KATTER:  I make the point that I said that I did not know whether he was like that.
Mr BREDHAUER:  I rise to a point of order. I did not ask the member for Flinders to qualify his

remarks; I asked for them to be withdrawn.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER  (Mr Hollis): Order! The honourable member for Flinders has been asked

to withdraw those remarks. Will he do so?
Mr KATTER:  Yes, because I want to get on with the debate. I have other things to say about

him. Two reports have been made about electricity and the delivery of service to the Torres Strait, which
is absolutely at the essence of this Bill. At present, the matter is being passed from the Public Accounts
Committee to the Administrative Services Department. However, two very expensive reports clearly
indicate that $8m of public funds has been wasted.

Mr BREDHAUER:  I rise to a point of order. I do not think that the Torres Strait electricity supply
has anything to do with the Torres Strait Islander Land Bill. I ask that you rule, Mr Deputy Speaker, that
the information is irrelevant.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER : Order! There is no point of order. However, I ask the honourable
member to return to the Bill. The electricity issue does not appear to relate to the Bill.

Mr KATTER:  Mr Chairman, if he can't take the heat, he should get the hell out of the kitchen.
That will be attended to later, anyway.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! That is a reflection on the Chair. I ask the honourable member
to withdraw those remarks.
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Mr KATTER:  I will withdraw the remarks, because I want to get on with what I have to say. In this
House, the member for Cook said that, before the Minister can decide who will own land and when that
ownership will be dismissed, under the Act she is compelled to consult. It is big of the Government to
provide that, before the Minister makes the decision, she must consult with the people! Previously,
Islanders approached the local council and, if they did no good with the local council, an appeal
mechanism existed to the local tribal elders, the very group to which the member for Cook referred. One
of the most strongly held tenets is that the Islanders want to decide these matters locally. They do not
want them to be decided by outsiders. When I was Minister, those people wanted to qualify that by
proposing that there be a third appeal to a magistrate or to a Land Court judge appointed by either the
ACC or the ICC. The tribunal was to consist of a District Court judge and/or a magistrate and the second
person would be a justice, tribunal supervisor or judge who would take the place of what was
traditionally the tribal elder. The appeal mechanism to that group of people was already in place. With
this legislation, the Government is seizing control of 7 million acres. It is big of the Government to say
that the Minister must consult! A letter that I am holding in my hand states--

"Yes, we will be able to consult. We can go as grovelling mendicants waiting for the white
administrator to hand to us our own damned land."

Honourable members have talked about inalienable freehold title. The ACC asked either the Attorney-
General's Department or the Justice Department, whichever was the relevant body at the time, "What
are you handing over here?" The reply was, "Well, if we had to describe it, we would describe it as
inalienable freehold title." The ACC wanted what technically would have been inalienable freehold title.
Roy Gray, who was one of the most forceful of the ACC presidents, called an emergency meeting and
rejected it out of hand. The people said, "We got everything that we wanted originally and that's exactly
where we want it to stay." Regrettably, the National Party Government did not achieve quarrying and
timber rights in its last year in Government. However, if members had been in touch with the
departments concerned, they would know that the legislation had been drafted.I will examine the
success of the legislation introduced by the previous National Party Government. As I was saying
yesterday, Professor Ted Mellows or Fellows--I could not quite hear his name on the television----

Mrs Edmond:  Fred Hollows.
Mr KATTER:  I thank the honourable member. Professor Hollows, the Australian of the Year, was

speaking on a television program. The radical person who was arguing against him said, "We have to
get back to our old culture." I would like to keep a lot of things from the old days in today's society but, if
we want to move forward, we must hold on to those things that are dear to us and jettison those things
that are holding us back. If one wants to stay in the Stone Age, one simply does not agree to any
change whatsoever. The professor said, "If you try to take your young people away from their Sydney
Rugby League football, their discos and so on, all you will have is constant and continuing conflict with
them." As to there being no communities that are successful--Professor Hollows suggested that people
visit Kowanyama. I must say that it was with great pride that I heard him say that. The success story
that he chose to use as an example for all of Australia was here in Queensland. Having visited a
number of places all over Australia, I was not at all surprised that the success story that the professor
chose as an example was here in Queensland and that it was Kowanyama. The professor suggested
that people go into the Kowanyama Hotel. He said, "I do not find that atmosphere in the Kowanyama
Hotel any different from the atmosphere in the RSL club at Maroubra in Sydney where I drink."

Unfortunately, the media constantly uses the examples of Aurukun, Mornington Island and, I regret
to say, Doomadgee, which really did not come within the purview of the previous Government. It was
run by the churches for a considerable period and later, in my last year as the responsible Minister, it
was simply too far away to be properly administered from Cairns. I regret that I have to make that
admission with 
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respect to Doomadgee. They are the three communities that are constantly singled out for abuse.
Quite frankly, two of them had nothing to do with the administration of the previous Government. They
came under the auspices of the Local Government Act and they were under the almost complete
control of the ADC. When I visited Aurukun, after Lester Rosendale pleaded with me to go up there to
see what the situation was----

Ms WARNER:  I rise to a point of order. I fail to see the relevance to this legislation of the visit by
the member for Flinders to Aurukun.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER  (Mr Hollis): Order! I ask the honourable member to confine his remarks
to the Bill.

Mr KATTER:  I accept your judgment, Mr Deputy Speaker. I am sure that constant endeavours
will be made to shut me up and cut me short, and I can understand why. I can stand in this place and
make all these claims and quote generalised statements from people such as Professor Hollows,
however, there are certain facts on the record that can be objectively assessed and proven. Those facts
were the results of trading in those areas before the Community Services (Torres Strait) Act took effect
in the Torres Strait islands and afterwards. The then Deputy Premier, Bill Gunn, was one of the people
most associated with that legislation. The now Leader of the Opposition, Russell Cooper, was on that
committee, as well as the honourable Tony Elliott. In the year 1982, the community stores experienced
a loss of $408,000; in the 1986-87 financial year, they made a profit of $924,000. So the stores went
from a loss of half a million dollars to a profit of $1m. The cattle turn-off rose from 965--and I make the
point that they were male cattle--to 5 835----

Ms WARNER:  I rise to a point of order. I think that the honourable member for Flinders is again
straying from the Bill. The figures to which the honourable member is referring were used by him last
night. They relate to Aboriginal communities, not Torres Strait Islander communities.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! Could the member for Flinders please confine his remarks to
the Torres Strait.

Mr KATTER:  Yes, Mr Deputy Speaker, but I ask that the House consider the number of times the
ALP has endeavoured to cut short my speech. It is very flattering, Mr Deputy Speaker. I turn to the
crayfishing industry. The Honourable Minister is shaking her head because it means nothing to her that,
when these people were given a fair go, they were able to go out into the marketplace, work like hell,
and put at enormous risks their own safety as well as take financial risks. The Minister keeps laughing.
She regards this matter as a joke. If I, as the responsible Minister, had been condemned universally by
every person in the State for whom I was responsible, I would sit in this place and hang my head in
shame. The Minister sees it as a cause for giggling. Let the Minister be condemned by her giggling.

The crayfishing industry went from a $300,000 a year industry to a $7m a year industry. The Badu
syndicate alone grossed $3.5m in one year of trading operations. That is absolutely remarkable. I would
say that those sorts of figures are without precedent in recent economic history in Australia. That was
possible because the people were given the right to control their own affairs, and the right to own, run
and control their own land. Those rights are being taken away from them in this House at this
unfortunate and sad moment in Queensland's history. The turn-over from fishing on Massig Island
increased from $14,000 to $292,000. The number of small businesses increased from three to 52. I
might mention the then Honourable Deputy Premier's daughter and her husband as the constructors of
one of those very successful businesses.

The number of community service employees was reduced by nearly a quarter. These people were
getting no assistance from the public service in Brisbane or from any white administrators. The number
of those administrators was cut back ruthlessly, and they came to be a vanishing race, as they should.
When she was in Opposition, the only 



Legislative Assembly 8356 31 May 1991

time the Honourable Minister ever asked a question of me in this place was to ask about housing for
these people. She obviously intended that they stay there forever. It was agreed between the previous
Government and the ACC and the ICC that these people would simply be moved out. Now that Ms
Warner is the responsible Minister, I suppose these people are back in the saddle, as they were in the
old days of the Labor Party.

Prior to this Government's gaining office, under the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander building
program, the number of employees rose from 40 to 288. The Minister can correct me if I am wrong--I
hope that she does--but I have been informed that the number of black people working on houses now
is minuscule. So this is an unbelievable economic success story. They are the facts, they are on the
record and they can be proven to anyone anywhere. They are very, very hard statistics. One exception
is noted in the footnotes. In sharp contrast, let me refer to that legislation in Australia which the
Australian of the Year quotes as a success story in Australia. This unprecedented successful legislation
has been completely thrown out and the land rights model that is used in the Northern Territory is being
introduced. That is where the great advice came from. I had never visited the Northern Territory until I
became Minister for Aboriginal Affairs and went to Alice Springs. In Cloncurry, I have lived in a
predominantly Aboriginal community all of my life, but I was absolutely appalled when I went to Alice
Springs. I could not believe what I saw. I saw hundreds and hundreds of black people staggering
around and living permanently in the bed of the Todd River. Then, the same year, I saw on television
the Brewarrina and Toomelah reserves in New South Wales. I compared those reserves with the Torres
Strait Island community, which had some of the lowest crime rates, alcoholism rates and trauma rates
in the entire world. It pained me greatly to listen to the leader of this State, Mr Goss, say on television
that these places were all drunken places where people lounged around all day doing nothing.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER  (Mr Hollis): Order! I ask the honourable member for Flinders to return to
the Bill.

Mr KATTER:  One could say nothing more on the Bill, surely, than to refer to the success of the
model which is being thrown out here today. If there is anything that could be more apposite to
legislation of this sort than that, I am afraid I fail totally to understand what it could be. Surely we are
assessing whether we should use a proven successful model and replace it with whatever imbeciles
have been responsible for this monstrosity. I inform the House that the Torres Strait islands have some
of the lowest crime rates in the entire world, and some of the lowest disease rates, particularly social
diseases. If ever there were successful communities, it is the Torres Strait communities. The one thing
they did not have was economic success, but when the provisions of the previous legislation were
applied, it was achieved as well. Members should compare that performance to that of the Toomelahs
and the Brewarrinas. When those events were shown on television, I visited every single hot spot in
Queensland to see whether there was any similar place in Queensland. Only one on Stradbroke Island
came a little close to the Brewarrina and Toomelah situations. A housing program was immediately
started. I make the point that whilst these communities proliferated under the land rights laws in New
South Wales, which are being introduced here today, and whilst I saw the living conditions in the bed of
the Todd River, which was the result of the land rights laws in the Northern Territory that are being
introduced in this place today, those are the principles that will now be put in place in Queensland. The
only way I can understand what is happening here is in terms of prejudice towards and hatred of the
National Party, and the overwhelming paternalism which is so characteristic of socialist Governments.
Eric Law, the senior adviser to me on Torres Strait Islander matters, as well Aboriginal affairs matters--
and I never did get any complaints from the Torres Strait Islanders about his proposals--was regarded
by those people as a very successful person. The first thing the Minister did when she came into power
was to sack Mr Law. He said to me, "The white social workers, they love me, but they love me on my
knees. It is true of the socialists." Let me say also that no less a person than Charles Perkins--no friend
of the National Party--said, "Bob, let me tell you that the socialists, they are 
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the real taipan snakes because like laws, they love me but they love me on my knees because if I ever
stand on my own two feet, the likes of the member for Cook and his ilk, they won't have any jobs. That
is why they like me where I am."

Mr DAVIES:  I rise to a point of order. The member is digressing again. Under Standing Order
120 the member is not allowed to digress from the subject matter of the Bill.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER  (Mr Hollis): Order! There is no point of order.
Mr KATTER:  Anyone who has three deaths in the Townsville gaol on his conscience should not

have the temerity to rise in this place and make those sort of statements. Let me go on and say----
Mr DAVIES:  I rise to a point of order. I ask that the member withdraw the comment. He

specifically said, as I recall, "The member has got three deaths on his conscience", and I want that
withdrawn.

Mr KATTER:  I stated that the member for Townsville has three deaths in the Townsville gaol on
his conscience. I withdraw that statement. I will move on. Members will notice that I am quoting black
people all the time. I am not quoting any white people. Roberta Felton from Mornington Island recently
spoke out very courageously and said, "My daughter, who is very intelligent and very well educated,
has no job."

Time expired. 
Hon. A.  M.  WARNER  (South Brisbane--Minister for Family Services and Aboriginal and Islander

Affairs) (3.55 p.m.), in reply: After that tirade from the ex-Minister, the member for Flinders, I think the
House deserves some level-headed response to the debate us. The member for Burnett, raised again
the question of the trusts, just as he did during the debate on the Aboriginal Bill yesterday. In the
consultation process it became clear that the ICC have considered three options for the trustees. The
first is that the situation remain the same as it is at the moment. The second is that, in accordance with
Islander customs, the title be given to individuals or groups. The third is that there be an overall body
comprised of Islander elders, which will hold title for the whole of the Torres Strait. All of those options
are possible under this legislation. It does not preclude any of them. No specific recommendation was
ever made about which way the ICC wanted to go. However, the legislation allows for flexibility until it
can come to a decision.

The honourable member for Landsborough made very little contribution to this debate, so I have
very little to respond to. The member for Yeronga wanted some further information about the
consultation with the ICC, so I will respond to that and hopefully shed some clarity on that issue. On 3
April, the Premier and I visited Yorke Island and formally met with the ICC. The member for Cook, Steve
Bredhauer, was also involved in that meeting. It was a lengthy meeting in which a number of views
were canvassed with the ICC. It was a very formal meeting in which members of the council expressed
their views. Secondly, as part of the formal consultation, an officer from the working group met with the
council. When I say "council", honourable members may be aware that the ATSIC regional council in
the Torres Strait is the ICC in total, that is, the chairperson from every island. Representatives from
Thursday Island, Horn Island and Prince of Wales Island met with that group, which is inclusive of the
ICC, in a formal consultation process. The council members themselves then talked to individual
Islanders and the Government resourced the council with a consultant of its choice to develop its
submission on the basis of the discussions that it had had. At the final ICC meeting, a representative of
mainland/island society was present. That was the extent of the consultation. I reject the suggestion
that there was no consultation. There are available minutes and records of the meetings that were held
and a very substantive submission from the ICC which is based on those consultations and that
deliberation. The suggestion that there was no consultation is erroneous.
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The member for Cook gave an excellent analysis of the main aspects of the Bill and the practical
concerns of the Torres Strait Islanders. He offered a number of positive solutions, which may be
accomplished through this Bill, to existing problems. The member for Fassifern raised no relevant points
about the legislation. He was mainly concerned to establish his homespun knowledge about the Torres
Strait with which he wished to impress the House. Perhaps the most offensive aspect of his speech was
his hectoring and pompous manner.

I hesitate to begin on the member for Flinders, but I have to inform the House that the Torres Strait
Islanders to whom I spoken think of him as the most eccentric individual and Minister whom they have
ever met--an opinion which I imagine would be shared by a large number of people in this House. In
the Torres Strait, the stories about the member for Flinders are legion. The full account of the Coconut
Island fiasco and the aeroplane fiasco is outlined in Hansard in a speech that I made on a previous
occasion. His lack of discipline and inability to stick to the point led me to rise to a number of points of
order to try to encourage him back to the Bill that was being debated. That lack of discipline was
demonstrated in his speech, as was the fact that, about two months ago, when he was on Level 3 of
the Parliamentary Annexe, he asked one of the attendants for his car, whereupon the attendant said to
him, "But you haven't got a car any more." The honourable member said, "Oh, no, that's right. Ring me
a cab." He thought that he had a car--18 months after he had ceased being a Minister. A number of
stories of that nature are doing the rounds. It was very difficult to make any sense out of what the
honourable member was saying because he never alighted on one aspect long enough to be able to
establish the point that he was making.

I commend the Bill to the House. It has some significant differences from the Aboriginal Land Bill.
Those differences are to account for and to take into consideration the specific position in the Torres
Strait. Those differences have been expressed on a number of occasions, but, for the information of
honourable members, I will run through them again and point out the particular aspects of this
legislation that will be of benefit to Islanders. The land will be entrusted to appropriate Islander trustees
in consultation with the council. They may then manage their land in accordance with island custom.
How many times are we told that it is "in accordance with custom". That is most important. This was
reflected in the remarks made by a number of other speakers. Mr Gunn spoke with some passion on
the subject. Individuals as well as groups--in the Aboriginal Land Bill it related to groups only, but this Bill
relates to individuals as well as groups--may claim land in accordance with that custom. That is a
significant difference from the Aboriginal Land Bill. In considering claims, the tribunal--and it must be
remembered that it is a separate tribunal--is bound to consider the views of local councils and the elders
in making determinations in respect of devolving land title.

They are the principal aspects of the legislation. There is also the issue of Bamaga and Seisia,
which are actually on the mainland, but because they are Islander communities they are covered by
this legislation rather than by the Aboriginal Land Bill. They are the key features of this legislation. The
boundary of the Torres Strait will be defined as the protected zone under the Torres Strait Treaty and
other gazetted areas, and this will allow for sufficient flexibility to determine the distinction between
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander interests off the northern tip, because there are some Aboriginal
interests which are off the tip of Cape York Peninsula. There is a little bit of blurring of the boundary
there, but the legislation takes account of that. In other respects, the key points of the legislation are
not dissimilar from those points that we debated at some length yesterday. I commend the Bill to the
House.

Question--That the Bill be now read a second time--put; and the House divided--
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AYES, 41
NOES, 31

Resolved in the affirmative.
Committee

Hon. A. M. Warner (South Brisbane--Minister for Family Services and Aboriginal and Islander
Affairs) in charge of the Bill. 

Clauses 1.01 to 2.17, as read, agreed to.
Clause 2.18--
Mr SLACK  (4.09 p.m.): The member for Cook raised the issue of my reading this clause in

relation to the powers of the departments and the relative powers of elected councils of the areas. I
assure the member for Cook that I am not getting confused between the role of those elected councils
and the trustees as to the ownership of land. I am not disputing that elected councils have duties within
the Act. I am concerned about the ownership of the land when it is judged by the tribunal to be passed
to a trustee. I ask the Minister: what is the role of the trustee if the land that is passed through the
tribunal to a trustee is within the area of a town? I am concerned that some problems could arise,
because it could be an area of land that was formerly under the jurisdiction of the council. It is my
position to indicate to the House that the Opposition does not propose to debate the clauses along the
lines that we did last night during the debate on the Aboriginal Land Bill. We have made our point to
the Minister. We have made our point on the position of trustees and the appointment of trustees. The
Minister has indicated to the House that, in the case of the Torres Strait Islanders, three positions have
been put forward by the Islander councils. The Opposition recognises that the Minister will ensure that
the Bill is passed. We put our trust in her to implement it in the best way possible. We have registered
our opposition to that clause, and we maintain that opposition. We have also registered our opposition
to the Preamble. Of course, that will stay.

The final point that I wish to make is in relation to all of the amendments that are to be moved by
the Minister. The Opposition cannot approve of that. We do not necessarily dispute the content of the
amendments, but the fact that so many amendments must be moved to the Bill only reinforces what
the Opposition has been saying all along, that is, that the Bill has not been properly prepared and that
it has been prematurely introduced into the Parliament. All of those matters should have been
formulated and included in the Bill to everybody's satisfaction--especially the people who were being
consulted, the Torres Strait Islanders--before it was introduced. The moving of so many amendments
only reinforces the argument of the Opposition that the Bill has been hastily prepared.
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Clause 2.18, as read, agreed to.
Clauses 3.01 to 3.10, as read, agreed to.
Clause 3.11--
Ms WARNER  (4.12 p.m.): Before I move the amendments to the clauses, I will respond to one of

the matters raised by the honourable member. There are really only two significant amendments. The
effect of those amendments just changes the order of the Bill. There are not a lot of amendments. It is
quite a misuse of words to suggest that. Although a number of clauses have to be amended, the effect
of the amendments matters only in a couple of instances. I move the following amendment--

"At page 17, omit line 21 and insert--
'the grant, consent or agreement; and

(c) they have subsequently given the Torres Strait Islanders notice of not less than one
month of their intention to make the grant, give the consent or enter into the
agreement.' "

The effect of that amendment is simply to give the 28 days', or the one month's, notice before grants,
consents or agreements can be entered into and become binding under the legislation.

Amendment agreed to.
Clause 3.11, as amended, agreed to.
Clauses 3.12 to 5.12, as read, agreed to.
Clause 5.13--
Ms WARNER  (4.13 p.m.): Because it is the same as the last one, I will not speak to the following

amendment--
"At page 32, omit line 37 and insert--

'the grant, consent or agreement; and
(c) they have subsequently given the Torres Strait Islanders notice of not less than one

month of their intention to make the grant, give the consent or enter into the
agreement.' "

Amendment agreed to.
Clause 5.13, as amended, agreed to.
Clauses 5.14 to 5.19, as read, agreed to.
Clause 5.20--
Ms WARNER  (4.14 p.m.): I move the following amendment--

"At page 36, after line 12, insert--
'(2) There is to be a board of management for the National Park, the composition of

which the Minister must approve in writing.
(3) The Torres Strait Islanders particularly concerned with the National Park land are to be

represented on the board of management.' "
Amendment agreed to.

 Ms WARNER:  I move the following further amendment--
"At page 36, line 13, omit--

'(2)'
and insert--

'(4)'."
Amendment agreed to.
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Ms WARNER:  I move the following further amendment--
"At page 36, line 13, after 'must' insert--

', in cooperation with the board of management'."
Amendment agreed to.
Ms WARNER:  I move the following further amendments--

"At page 36, line 20, omit--
'(3)'

and insert--
'(5)' ";

"At page 36, line 20, omit--
'(2)'

and insert--
'(4)' ";

"At page 36, line 24, omit--
'(4)'

and insert--
'(6)' ";

"At page 36, line 24, omit--
'(2)'

and insert--
'(4)' ";

"At page 36, line 29, omit--
'(5)'

and insert--
'(7)' ";

"At page 36, line 32, omit--
'(6)'

and insert--
'(8)'."

Amendments agreed to.
Ms WARNER:  I move the following further amendment--

"At page 36, omit lines 36 to 38 and insert--
'(b) that the management plan is to be implemented by the board of management.'."

Amendment agreed to.
Ms WARNER:  I move the following further amendments--

"At page 37, omit lines 1 to 3";
"At page 37, line 4, omit--

'(7)'
and insert--

'(9)' ";
"At page 37, line 11, omit--

'(8)'
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and insert--
'(10)'."

Amendments agreed to.
Clause 5.20, as amended, agreed to.
Clauses 5.21 to 6.02, as read, agreed to.
Clause 6.03--
Ms WARNER  (4.19 p.m.): I move the following amendment--

"At page 38, omit line 23 and insert--
'the proposed route; and

(c) they have subsequently given the Torres Strait Islanders notice of not less than one month
of their intention to enter into the agreement.'."

Amendment agreed to.
Clause 6.03, as amended, agreed to.
Clauses 7.01 to 9.01, as read, agreed to.
Clause 9.02--
Ms WARNER  (4.20 p.m.): I move the following amendment--

"At page 57, omit line 11 and insert--
'the proposed route; and

(c) they have subsequently given the Torres Strait Islanders notice of not less than one month
of their intention to enter into the agreement.'."

Amendment agreed to.
Clause 9.02, as amended, agreed to.
Clauses 9.03 to 9.10 and Preamble, as read, agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN:  I wish to advise the Committee that clerical errors exist on pages 6 and 16 of

the Preamble.
Bill reported, with amendments.

Third Reading
Bill, on motion of Ms Warner, by leave, read a third time. 

 SPECIAL ADJOURNMENT
Hon. A.  M.  WARNER  (South Brisbane--Minister for Family Services and Aboriginal and Islander

Affairs) (4.23 p.m.): I move--
"That the House, at its rising, do adjourn to a date and to a time to be fixed by Mr Speaker in

consultation with the Government of this State."
Motion agreed to.
The House adjourned at 4.24 p.m.


