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WEDNESDAY, 29 APRIL 1992
          

Mr SPEAKER (Hon. J. Fouras, Ashgrove) read prayers and took the chair at 2.30
p.m.

FILMING OF PROCEEDINGS IN CHAMBER

Mr SPEAKER:  I wish to announce that Mr Peter Jackson, Material Development
Services, Department of Education, has been permitted to film the proceedings in the
parliamentary Chamber today for inclusion in an educational video to be produced by
his department.

PETITIONS

The Clerk announced the receipt of the following petitions—

Morningside TAFE College

From Mr Santoro (462 signatories) praying that proposals to transfer students of
the business faculty from the TAFE college at Morningside to Kangaroo Point be not
carried out.

Daisy Hill, High School
From Ms Robson (29 signatories) praying that consideration be given to the

construction of a high school at Daisy Hill.

Gateway Arterial Road Underpass
From Mr Warburton (521 signatories) praying that the Department of Transport

provide a safe underpass beneath the Gateway Arterial Road for students of local
schools.

Townsville Correctional Centre

From Mr Stoneman (429 signatories) praying that the Parliament of Queensland
will call for an independent inquiry into occupational health and safety, security
requirements and manning levels at the Townsville Correctional Centre.

A similar petition was received from Mr Hollis  (5 638 signatories).

Abortion Law
From Mr Eaton (19 signatories) praying that action be taken to ensure that the law

prohibiting abortion on request be enforced.

Similar petitions were received from Mr Beanland (344 signatories), Mr T. B.
Sullivan (450 signatories), Mr Hobbs (66 signatories), Mr Gibbs (45 signatories), Mr
McGrady (61 signatories), Mrs McCauley (163 signatories), Mr Palaszczuk (940
signatories), Mr Nunn (98 signatories), Mr Turner (355 signatories), Mr Braddy (619
signatories), Mr Neal (39 signatories), Mr Casey (20 signatories), Mr Stephan (142
signatories), Mr Hollis (537 signatories), Mr FitzGerald (381 signatories), Mr De Lacy
(1 491 signatories), Mr Wells (29 signatories), Mr J. N. Goss (6 signatories), Mr
Katter (47 signatories) and Mrs Edmond (59 signatories).

Petitions received. 
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PAPERS
The following paper was laid on the table, and ordered to be printed—
Report of the Rural Lands Protection Board for the year ended 30 June 1991. 
The following papers were laid on the table—
Regulations under—

Liquor Act 1912
Deer Farming Act 1985
Fruit Marketing Organisation Act 1923
Primary Producers’ Organisation and Marketing Act 1926

Sugar Industry Act 1991
Proclamations under—

Forestry Act 1959
Sawmills Licensing Act Amendment Act 1990

James Cook University of North Queensland Act 1970
Orders in Council under—

City of Brisbane Market Act 1960 and the Statutory Bodies Financial
Arrangements Act 1982

Dairy Industry Act 1989

Forestry Act 1959
Hen Quotas Act 1973
River Improvement Trust Act 1940 and the Statutory Bodies Financial

Arrangements Act 1982
Sewerage and Water Supply Act 1949

Water Resources Act 1989
Grammar Schools Act 1975 and the Statutory Bodies Financial Arrangements

Act 1982
Report and Balance Sheet of the Trustees of the Bowen Racecourse Reserve for

the year ended 30 June 1991
Reports for the year ended 30 June 1991—

Bore Water, Drainage and Water Boards

Council of Agriculture
Director of Marketing
Gladstone Area Water Board
Grain Research Foundation

Mount Isa Water Board
River Improvement Trusts
Timber Research and Development Advisory Council of Queensland
Townsville/Thuringowa Water Supply Board

Report of the Cannery Board for the year ended 30 November 1991
Statute under the University of Southern Queensland Act 1989

Guidelines under the Sugar Industry Act 1991.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
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Death Threats against Commissioner of Police and Acting Commissioner of
Police

Hon. N. G. WARBURTON (Sandgate—Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) (2.36 p.m.), by leave: The lead story in today’s Courier-Mail refers to death
threats against Police Commissioner Newnham and Acting Police Commissioner Blizzard
by fellow police officers. Anybody who read that story could be excused for thinking
that a bunch of potential police assassins is loose in the State’s Police Service. That is
absolute rubbish, and it needs to be put to rest concisely and quickly.

At the outset, let me say that it is essential that all death threats are taken seriously
and investigated properly. That being the case, I can well understand why Mr Newnham
took precautionary action to protect himself. I have now had the opportunity to read a
synopsis of the threats against Mr Newnham and Mr Blizzard. I requested that synopsis
this morning after I had read the story. For obvious reasons, I am not prepared to
release the complete details of each case. However, I can say that there are on record
two cases in which police officers who are now retired were the subject of death threat
investigations. 

In case (1), advice concerning a police officer allegedly making a death threat
against Mr Newnham came from an anonymous source. That allegation was unable to be
substantiated. The now retired police officer had an alcohol problem. In case (2), a
police officer who retired medically unfit in early 1990 had written rambling, threatening
letters. He has been receiving psychiatric treatment. Those are the only recorded
threats or alleged threats by police officers against Mr Newnham and, in the second
case, also Mr Blizzard. However, it needs to be said again that when those threats were
made, they were taken seriously—and quite properly so—and they were thoroughly
investigated.

Mr Connor: You said they were absolute rubbish.
Mr WARBURTON: No, I did not. The Police Service in this State can well do

without what could amount to a misconception of the situation as it stands today.
Having said that, let me impress on all honourable members that nothing—and that
includes events of recent days—will either prevent or retard Police Service reform. The
work in this respect to which this Government is committed will continue with the
complete cooperation and complete support of the Police Service. It is obvious to me
that there are some people outside the Police Service in this State who are deliberately
attempting to convince Queenslanders otherwise. There is no doubt in my mind that
those people are the real enemies of reform in the State of Queensland.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Sugar Industry Tariffs
Hon. E. D. CASEY (Mackay—Minister for Primary Industries) (2.39 p.m.), by

leave: Yesterday in this House, the Leader of the Opposition, when asking a question of
the Premier concerning me, tabled documentation which purportedly related to the
current issue of sugar tariff reductions. As is typical of this individual who misleads,
misquotes, misunderstands and mischievously goes about his work, neither of the
tabled quotations bears any relationship to the current sugar tariff reduction issue. The
Queensland Country Life profile article was part of a general comment by me on tariffs
across-the-board, and the Hansard quotation of 13 March 1991——

Mr FitzGerald: You said this about Fightback.

Mr CASEY:  This was before Fightback and before the One Nation packages, etc. 
Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The member for Lockyer will cease interjecting.

Mr CASEY: As I was saying, the Hansard quotation of 13 March 1991 refers to
the Federal Government industry statement made in the Commonwealth Parliament
about that time and to a comparison then made of the advantages per farm across-the-
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board throughout Queensland from that package, which many of the Opposition
members seem to have already forgotten. An analysis of the Federal Government
concessions in that statement indicated that there were benefits per farm in Queensland
of approximately $2,800 to $3,600 as a result of approved depreciation allowances,
sales tax exemptions and other reform measures for agriculture. Once more, Mr
Borbidge has been found out to be misleading, misquoting, misunderstanding and
mischievously misrepresenting the situation. This is not difficult to expect when the
Leader of the National Party in this State is a man who is more at home relaxing in a pair
of white shoes among the skyscrapers on the Gold Coast than he is among the sugar
growers of this State.

Mr Randell interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The member for Mirani!
Mr CASEY: Let us get completely clear what the Liberal/National Opposition

policy is. It is a policy of negligible tariffs by the year 2000 and the introduction of a 15
per cent goods and services tax as set out in the Fightback package. There is no point
in members opposite denying this. What is more damning is that they have publicly
endorsed this approach. Let me quote that public endorsement and public quotations
from members opposite. On 26 November 1991 in this place, the member for Burdekin
said—

“. . . the Federal coalition’s ‘Fightback!’ package is just that—a package that places
this nation in a position to fight back from the totally unacceptable and untenable
position in which it finds itself . . .”

He went on to say—

“The package does have individual winners and losers”.

Mr FitzGerald interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr CASEY: Mr Stoneman failed to tell the sugar industry that it would be one of
the losers. Let me take another quote, this time from the then Leader of the Opposition
on that same day—

“This package”—

Fightback—

“offers Queensland the creation of 40 000 new jobs by the year 2000. It offers
Queensland everything . . .”

Perhaps Messrs O’Chee, Boswell and Braithwaite would like to comment on that.

Mr FITZGERALD:  I rise to a point of order. 
Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The Minister will resume his seat.

Mr FITZGERALD: I ask for your protection, Mr Speaker. I believe the Minister is
debating the subject.

Mr SPEAKER: I would like to suggest to the Minister that he make a statement
rather than debate the issue.

Mr CASEY: This is not debating the issue. This is a comment that I wish to make,
as I believe the Leader of the Opposition did, in relation to an issue. I wish to cite
another comment made by the former Leader of the Opposition. Obviously, the shaky
knees of our chirpy Senators O’Chee and Boswell have now collapsed under the
pressures from Federal Liberal Opposition Leader, Mr Hewson, and local Liberal
henchman “Porky” Everingham, and, similar to a Moreton Bay sea worm, they have
slithered back into their holes. As for Mr Braithwaite—his gloomy prospects of re-
election have brought about a token show of defiance. However, an examination of his
comments still shows that he really wants more time to sell the Fightback package,
which still includes the commitment to zero tariffs for the sugar industry. He further
weakly excuses his stand, commenting that he could not support tariff cuts without
compensatory measures of labour market and waterfront reforms being put into place
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for the sugar industry. I thought Mr Braithwaite and members opposite ought to know
that the sugar industry itself owns and operates all of its own waterfront facilities, and
that through their agreements with the various trade union groups, mainly the Australian
Workers Union, they have one of the best industrial relations records in Australia. Let me
make the Queensland Government’s position quite clear.

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr STEPHAN:  I rise to a point of order. This is not a statement. This is debating a
question.

Mr SPEAKER: I am in agreement with that point of order. I suggest to the
Minister that a ministerial statement is just that, and is not intended for creating or
engaging in a debate on an issue.

Mr CASEY: The ministerial statement now comes to a quite clear statement of the
Queensland Government’s position. In the current environment, a further reduction in
the sugar tariffs beyond that already in train has the potential to undermine the economic
framework of the industry up and down the Queensland coast. It is simply not on.

Mr STEPHAN:  I rise to a further point of order.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I am on my feet. I have taken the point of order made by
the member for Gympie. I have taken some time to see that the Minister was talking
about tariffs and making a statement on that. I was listening to hear that, but I ask the
Minister not to continue debating the issue. He can make a statement on tariffs, but not
to the extent of debating what A, B, C or D have said or done. It has to be a statement
about his ministerial responsibilities. 

Mr CASEY: Again, any further reduction in tariffs will undermine the economic
framework of the industry up and down the Queensland coast. It is simply not on. We
are only too well aware of the regional significance of sugar for Queensland—something
our opponents no longer seem to understand. The Federal Government has indicated a
willingness to enter into negotiations with the Queensland Government and industry on
the tariff framework for sugar, yet Liberal and National Party members say that there is
no room to negotiate. In that regard, I welcome Simon Crean’s announcement that he
would call a meeting——

Mr BORBIDGE: I rise to a point of order. Yesterday, it was my intention to ask
the Minister to explain his statements and, when he was not in the Chamber, I redirected
the question to the Premier. We are now seeing the Minister——

Mr SPEAKER:  Order!

Mr BORBIDGE:  —defy the rulings of the Chair.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! There is no point of order. For the interest of all members, I
suggest that ministerial statements should be about an issue that a Minister wishes to
explain to the House.

Opposition members interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Mr Borbidge, thank you very much for your assistance. I
am in the chair.

Opposition members interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! We might take 30 seconds to contemplate it. I call the
Minister.

Mr CASEY: My final point is that I welcome Simon Crean’s announcement that he
would call a meeting of all sectors of the sugar industry so that they might give the
Federal Government their views on its future. The Queensland sugar industry can be
assured that both the Premier and I will be involved actively in those negotiations with
the Federal Government, because we have some idea of what we are talking
about—unlike the mismanagement that is happening on the other side of the House.
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Float Glass Factory

Hon. T. McGRADY  (Mount Isa—Minister for Resource Industries) (2.47 p.m.), by
leave: I rise to correct a series of wildly inaccurate claims that were made yesterday by
the Leader of the Opposition that the Government has delayed a proposal for a float
glass factory on the site of the Bulimba B Power Station. Once again, Mr Borbidge has
not done his homework and has chosen to rush to the media to try to score cheap
political points. If he were seriously concerned about the issue, why did he not raise the
matter earlier with the Premier or me? The Government has bent over backwards to get
that project off the ground. Company X has been given ample opportunity to prove that
the project is viable and that it has the resources and the ability to see the project
through to the end. The interdepartmental committee has written to the chairman of
company X informing him that, when the plant, equipment and asbestos have been
removed, the site will be available for the float glass manufacturing plant, subject to
certain conditions. Those conditions stipulate, amongst other things, that—

1. company X demonstrates its technical capacity to complete and operate the
proposed facility and prove that it has the rights to use float glass
technology;

2. the company demonstrates that it is financially viable and that funds are
available from a source satisfactory to the Queensland Government for the
construction and operation; and

3. all environmental approvals are obtained, including the completion of an
environmental impact study. 

To the present date, none of those conditions has been met. How much longer does Mr
Borbidge expect this Government to wait? It is insulting to imply that I have been
inaccessible.

The chairman of company X first made contact with my office on the morning of 7
January. A meeting with a senior staff member was arranged for the same afternoon. I
met with the chairman at the first opportunity three days later, in the middle of the period
when most Queenslanders, including Mr Borbidge, were enjoying Christmas holidays. At
that meeting, I arranged for senior staff members from the office of the Minister for Land
Management, the Deputy Premier’s office and the QEC to be present. That is hardly
being inaccessible. I also take exception to the attack on a member of my personal staff
who is not in a position to defend himself. I am satisfied he has done his job properly
and efficiently.

Mr Borbidge referred to my request in March this year for more information about
the project. Company X has never provided the details of how it would remove the
asbestos from the site. Company X has the opportunity to tender for the asbestos
removal in the normal manner, and it will be required, along with other tenderers, to
prove that it can do the job properly. This Government does not take short cuts when
public health is involved. That may be acceptable to the National Party, but it is certainly
not acceptable to this Government. Generalities about agreement in principle from
subcontractors on the removal of asbestos may have been acceptable in National Party
days; those days have gone.

This Government has demonstrated its commitment to the safety of the public in
relation to asbestos removal. We insist that any asbestos removal comply with the
Workplace Health and Safety Act. That is demonstrated by the Tennyson Power Station
project. The QEC has put large amounts of money, time and effort into ensuring
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absolute safety for the public, yet the Leader of the Opposition suggests that removal
of that potentially dangerous material can be handled outside the tendering process. I
wish to table a video, which was produced by the QEC, detailing the way in which
asbestos should be removed. I resent and I reject outright the suggestion that I have
breached confidentiality in the discussion process. At no time have I or any of my staff
discussed the project of company X with anyone outside the Government, let alone a
competitor. That is naive nonsense and it is incorrect. At a meeting with the chairman, he
said that the size of the project’s work force could be confirmed by contacting a
company that operated a similar project in New South Wales. That was done, but at no
stage was the project or its concept mentioned.

At the meeting on 10 January, it was made clear to the chairman that we welcomed
the project and the possibility of creating jobs but that we would seek legal advice on
the removal of the asbestos because of the provisions of the Contaminated Land Act.
The legal advice was that the QEC has total responsibility for asbestos removal and
cannot contract out that responsibility. 

Opposition members interjected.

Mr McGRADY: No. Members of the Opposition should listen to this. Mr Borbidge
accuses me of reneging on a draft deed of agreement between the consortium and the
Government. No draft deed was ever signed, or even reached the signing stage,
because the chairman of company X did not agree with many of the provisions in the
draft. How can one renege on an agreement that is not an agreement? Far from delaying
the development of this valuable and strategic site, the Government has moved to clean
up the site so that it will be available for this or any other project by calling tenders for
the safe removal of the asbestos, and those tenders close on 12 May. The calling of
tenders in no way precludes company X from proceeding with its project. If the project
of company X fails to succeed, it will not be the fault of this Government; it will be the
inability of that company to prove that the project is viable and that it has the resources
and the ability to go ahead.

Mr Borbidge  interjected.

Mr McGRADY: Just you wait, Mr Borbidge! Just wait! As an example of how far
Mr Borbidge and the Nationals are out of touch, I point out that, at 1 o’clock this
afternoon, I received from that company correspondence which indicated that it was
prepared to proceed with the Government’s recommendations. This includes the
recommendation that the QEC be responsible for the removal of the asbestos. So much
for Mr Borbidge! 

LEAVE TO MOVE MOTION WITHOUT NOTICE

Mr BORBIDGE  (Surfers Paradise—Leader of the Opposition) (2.54 p.m.): I seek
leave to move a motion without notice in support of the Australian flag.
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Question—That leave be granted—put; and the House divided—

AYES, 35 NOES, 49

Beanland
Booth
Borbidge
Connor
Coomber
Cooper
Dunworth
Elliott
FitzGerald
Gilmore
Goss J. N.
Gunn
Harper
Hobbs
Horan
Johnson
Katter
Lester
Lingard
Littleproud
McCauley
Perrett
Randell
Rowell
Santoro
Sheldon

Slack
Springborg
Stephan
Stoneman
Turner
Veivers
Watson

Tellers:
Neal
Quinn

Ardill
Barber
Beattie
Braddy
Bredhauer
Burns
Campbell
Casey
Clark
Comben
Davies
De Lacy
Dollin
Eaton
Edmond
Elder
Fenlon
Flynn
Foley
Gibbs
Goss W. K. 
Hayward
Hollis
Livingstone
Mackenroth
McElligott

McGrady
McLean
Milliner
Nunn
Palaszczuk
Pearce
Power
Robson
Schwarten
Smith
Smyth
Spence
Sullivan J. H.
Sullivan T. B.
Szczerbanik
Vaughan
Warburton
Warner
Welford
Wells
Woodgate

Tellers:
Prest
Pitt

Resolved in the negative.

LEAVE TO MOVE MOTION WITHOUT NOTICE

Mr ELLIOTT (Cunningham) (3.02 p.m.): I seek leave to move a motion of no
confidence in the Environment Minister.
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Question—That leave be granted—put; and the House divided—

AYES, 35 NOES, 49 

Beanland
Booth
Borbidge
Connor
Coomber
Cooper
Dunworth
Elliott
FitzGerald
Gilmore
Goss J. N.
Gunn
Harper
Hobbs
Horan
Johnson
Katter
Lester
Lingard
Littleproud
McCauley
Perrett
Randell
Rowell
Santoro
Sheldon

Slack
Springborg
Stephan
Stoneman
Turner
Veivers
Watson

Tellers:
Neal
Quinn

Ardill
Barber
Beattie
Braddy
Bredhauer
Burns
Campbell
Casey
Clark
Comben
Davies
De Lacy
Dollin
Eaton
Edmond
Elder
Fenlon
Flynn
Foley
Gibbs
Goss W. K. 
Hayward
Hollis
Livingstone
Mackenroth
McElligott

McGrady
McLean
Milliner
Nunn
Palaszczuk
Pearce
Power
Robson
Schwarten
Smith
Smyth
Spence
Sullivan J. H.
Sullivan T. B.
Szczerbanik
Vaughan
Warburton
Warner
Welford
Wells
Woodgate

Tellers:
Prest
Pitt

Resolved in the negative.

PRIVILEGE

Scope of Second-reading Debates

Mr LINGARD (Fassifern) (3.09 p.m.): I rise on a matter of privilege. Mr Speaker, I
ask you to make a statement tomorrow on how wide the discussion can be during the
second-reading debate on a Bill. Previously in this Parliament, members were allowed to
have a wide-ranging debate on the introduction of a Bill, and to be specific during the
second-reading debate on a Bill. Those members of Parliament who were in this place at
that time accepted the fact that when the debate on the introduction of a Bill was
removed, the second-reading debate would be a wide-ranging debate. I believe that
members should have the opportunity to talk about specific topics relating to their own
electorates and to put forward individual points of view. Several different decisions
have been made by the occupants of the chair on this matter. Therefore, I ask you, Mr
Speaker, to make a statement tomorrow on what you believe should be allowed to be
said during the second-reading debate on a Bill.

QUESTIONS UPON NOTICE

1. Purchase of Road Transport Equipment by Queensland Railways

Mr SLACK asked the Minister for Transport and Minister Assisting the Premier on
Economic and Trade Development—

“With reference to his decision to replace some rail services with Railway
Department operated road transport vehicles, which is a major departure from the
traditional role of rail services—

(1) Did he have the approval of the Treasurer and Cabinet for this venture
into this extremely competitive private enterprise?
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(2) In respect of the road transport vehicles (a) how many road vehicles were
purchased, (b) what was their capital cost, (c) when did they begin operating, (d)
what are their operating costs, (e) what are the tonnages carried and (f) how many
kilometres have been travelled to date by these vehicles?

(3) Was sales tax, registration fees and other Government charges paid by
the Railway Department on these vehicles?

(4) Are the railway employees who are operating these vehicles working to
railway employment awards and conditions?

(5) Did he seek advice from Main Roads Department engineers as to whether
the added volume of road traffic would have a further detrimental effect on our
already deteriorating roads and, if so, what was the advice from that section
regarding likely added damage and probable cost of such damage?

(6) What is the nature and volume of complaints regarding the operation of
this alternative service?

(7) Are the drivers being asked to produce log books to Transport
Department inspectors and are their loads being weighted and checked by such
inspectors?

(8) Is fuel excise being paid?

(9) What training are the drivers receiving?”
Mr COMBEN: On behalf of the Minister for Transport, I seek leave to table the

answer and have it incorporated in Hansard.

Leave granted. 
Queensland Rail has been active in the highly competitive freight market for 127 years.

While QR hope to win back some of the business lost to road transport over recent years,
the main purpose of introducing the improved, Q-Link door-to-door delivery service has
been to maintain their remaining client base.

Claims of QR stealing business from private operators are unrealistic and politically
motivated. The QR fleet includes a total of only 58 trucks out of the 80,000 heavy vehicles
registered in Queensland.

This is not the creation of a new road transport monolith, it is simply the re-emergence of a
competitive freight alternative.

(1) Approval was not required as this is not considered a venture into a new field. QR
has been in the business of handling small freight for 127 years. The freight carried is
that which previously travelled exclusively by rail.

This is not QR’s first experience in the road transport industry. Indeed over many
years under previous National Party and National Party/Liberal Party Governments,
QR has successfully introduced their own road services in a number of locations
throughout the State where the volumes of freight could not sustain a direct rail
operation. These services have generally been designed to operate from a major
town on the main railway line to smaller towns and villages on former branch lines.

(2) (a) 11 x 12 tonne body trucks and dog trailers, plus 6 x prime movers and 9 trailers
were purchased.

(b) The capital cost was $2,588,722.

(c) They commenced operations on 28 October 1991.

(d) The overall operating costs including wages and overheads amounts to
approximately 75 cents per kilometre.

(e) The tonnages carried vary considerably, but due to the nature of the freight
conveyed (light and bulky), they almost entirely operate under their maximum
carrying capacity.

(f) The total kilometres travelled to date amount to 1,218,300.

(3) Registration fees were paid. However, QR was not subject to Sales Tax (20%) and
Stamp Duty (2%). This concession is currently under review as part of the
corporatisation program.
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(4) Railway employees operating these vehicles work to Railway Awards and Conditions.

(5) The operation involves one or two semi-trailers on the road between Brisbane and
Gympie and likewise on the Kingaroy and Toowoomba runs and this level of delivery
is so small that any impact on roads would be minimal. The majority of work is being
done by 12 tonne trucks, which have a minimal impact.

(6) Given the changes that have occurred, there have been a scarce number of
complaints. Those which have been received have primarily related to damage to
consignments which has been caused by incorrect stowage and securing of loads.
The complaints have declined substantially since overcoming the initial teething
problems.

(7) Q-Link trucks are required to carry log books and have their vehicles checked at
Department of Transport weighbridges and by Department of Transport mobile
inspectors. They do not receive special or preferential treatment.

(8) Fuel excise is being paid by QR.

(9) All QR drivers are licensed to drive the respective class of vehicle under their control.
Special driver training has been arranged through the Road Transport Training
Council in Brisbane and ultimately all Q-Link drivers will go through this training
program.

2. Maternity Facilities, Maryborough
Mr DOLLIN asked the Minister for Health—

“With reference to a concern had by Maryborough citizens for many years
about the standard of maternity facilities in Maryborough—

What is being done about this matter?”

Mr HAYWARD: I seek leave to table the answer and have it incorporated in
Hansard.

Leave granted. 
I thank the Honourable Member for his question. The Member for Maryborough has
certainly made me well aware of his concerns about this issue on many occasions since I
became Health Minister.

As the Member pointed out there has been concern for some time about the inadequacy
of maternity facilities provided at Maryborough Base Hospital. One local doctor described
the old facilities as “dangerous”. That was simply not good enough. Last year this
Government undertook to provide new maternity facilities to Maryborough that would
service the community well into the next decade.

On 27 February 1992, after a period of extensive public consultation, the Wide Bay
Regional Health Authority took the decision to spend $2 Million refurbishing an existing
ward to house the area’s major maternity facility.

The refurbishment is due to commence next week with an estimated completion date in
late August.

The new ward will consist of 3 delivery suites on the same level as the hospital’s operating
theatres as a result of concerns regarding safety were expressed by a number of local
medical practitioners.

This decision is a success story for people of Maryborough and the Wide Bay Regional
Health Authority. The President of the local AMA sub-branch, a Dr Bill Gunn, who is very
well known to at least one formerly prominent Member of this House, was moved to say
that the decision was a good resolution and that ‘it’s good that the Government was willing
to listen to the community’.

The new Maternity Unit will have a home like design and will be constructed according to
the latest hospital industries standards.

The strength of regionalisation is having local decision-makers who are able to listen to the
opinions of the local community and frame their decisions so that they best suit the needs
of those people.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Commissioner of Police
Mr BORBIDGE: In directing a question to the Minister for Police and Emergency

Services, I refer to the correspondence between the Police Commissioner and the
former Police Minister in which Mr Newnham alleges that he was not trusted, that his
advice was not sought and that he was the victim of a secret character assassination. I
also refer to the ministerial statement that the Minister made today in which he referred
to death threats against both Mr Newnham and the Acting Police Commissioner, Mr
David Blizzard. I ask: aside from the statement that he made to Parliament today, what
action does the Minister propose to take not only regarding the death threats but also
the specific allegation by the stood-aside commissioner that he was not trusted, that his
advice was not sought and that he was the victim of a secret character assassination?

Mr WARBURTON: I can give an accurate response only to that part of the
question pertaining to what action I am prepared to take regarding the death threats. As
to the other comment that the honourable Leader of the Opposition made—I regret that
I cannot comment on allegations about which I have no in-depth knowledge and when
there is no proof that the allegations were made. Currently, we have been through two
inquiries and, to the best of my knowledge, although allegations of that type may have
been referred to, they were certainly not proven.

As to the part of the question that relates to information that I gave in my ministerial
statement—let me say that the message that I was endeavouring to convey was that the
synopsis given to me this morning of the alleged death threats that were made over a
period clearly indicates to me that there were a limited number of such threats. In fact, I
made the point that two of those threats were in relation to police officers. I will repeat
that point so that everybody is clear. The allegations in respect of one threat certainly
happened in early 1990. I believe that the other threat also occurred in early 1990.
Those matters were properly investigated. I also repeat the point that I believe that Mr
Newnham in particular—he was the main subject of the report in this morning’s
paper—certainly acted properly in endeavouring to protect himself. I felt that that was
right and proper. In regard to the two threats to which I referred—some time ago they
were properly investigated and resolved. As I indicated, unfortunately one of the people
involved was an alcoholic, and the other person is undergoing psychiatric treatment. In
regard to other threats that I did not cover—most of those threats were made
anonymously to the Police Service. One criminal in particular made the suggestion that
Mr Newnham could be the subject of some attack, and that allegation was proved to be
groundless. 

I take this opportunity to state clearly that I believe that the Police Commissioner,
Mr Newnham, did the correct thing in ensuring that he was protected. But I have no time
whatsoever for baseless rumours or the sort of story that appears in today’s Courier-
Mail. There is no doubt that the people of this State who read that article will gain the
clear impression that this type of situation is rife within the Police Service in this State. I
make it very clear to the Leader of the Opposition and all other honourable members
that that is not correct. We had a couple of problems some time ago. Of course, none of
this is Mr Newnham’s doing. He was asked a question by the media, and the media
sought to print that story. I make it clear to the population of this State that the Police
Service in this State is in very good shape and is cooperating to the fullest extent in the
reforms that we are currently putting in place.

Commissioner of Police

Mr BORBIDGE: In directing a further question to the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services, I refer to correspondence tabled in this Parliament by the
Chairman of the Parliamentary Committee for Criminal Justice which, on a substantial
number of occasions, details in writing allegations by the stood-aside Police
Commissioner that he was not trusted, that his advice was not sought, and that he was
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the victim of secret character assassination. So that at some future time we do not see a
repeat performance of these tactics against either Mr Newnham or a subsequent Police
Commissioner, I ask: what action does the Minister propose to take in regard to the
specific allegations made by Mr Newnham that have been tabled and documented in this
Parliament?

Mr W. K. Goss: He just answered that two minutes ago.

Mr WARBURTON:  Yes, I believe that I did answer that. But there is probably a
need to elaborate on one point, because it seems that the Leader of the Opposition is
not aware of the obligations under the relevant Act with respect to reporting to this
Parliament, as occurred very recently. Only a few weeks ago, I tabled information which
I described as a status report. If the Leader of the Opposition had read that report he
would know that it met the obligations that I, as Police Minister, and the Police
Commissioner had during the 12 months to the beginning of this year, namely, to show
clearly in that status report what recommendations were made by the Police
Commissioner to me as Police Minister and to the previous Police Minister and what
directions and responses came from the Police Minister of the day. That information has
been tabled.

Mr Borbidge:  You don’t intend to take any further action.

Mr WARBURTON: I take advice from the Police Commissioner of the day. I
discussed with Mr Newnham all of those matters that occurred prior to my becoming
Police Minister. I have also discussed a number of those matters with Mr Blizzard. In the
circumstances, I see no reason to continue my investigations any further.

National Party’s Rural Affairs Policy

Mr PREST: In directing a question to the Deputy Premier, Minister for Housing
and Local Government, I refer to his responsibility as Minister assisting the Premier on
rural communities, and I ask: is he aware of the National Party’s rural affairs policy
announced recently at Longreach by the Opposition Leader? Can he outline the
implications of the policy for rural communities?

Mr BURNS: I was surprised when I read the National Party’s policy on rural
communities. During 32 years in Government, the National Party did nothing to assist
rural communities, and it took another couple of years in Opposition before it woke up.
Although members of the National Party are slow learners, they finally got there. The
National Party’s policy on rural communities contains no mention of housing, pensioners
or other people who need help. Not one newspaper report on what the Opposition
Leader or his spokesmen have said contained one word about housing. Do members
know why? Because the National Party did nothing about housing for rural workers in
those areas! During this Government’s first two years in office, it built the first pensioner
units at Charters Towers.

Mr Katter interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The member for Flinders will cease interjecting.

Mr Lingard interjected.

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The member for Fassifern will cease interjecting. 
Mr BURNS: This Government built the first pensioner units at Chinchilla, Emerald

and Barcaldine. It built the first public housing in Cunnamulla for 11 years. It also built
the first public housing in Mitchell for 21 years.

Mr Hobbs interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The member for Warrego will cease interjecting.

Mr BURNS: This Government built the first public housing in Murgon for 17 years,
and the first public housing in Babinda for 35 years. The former National Party
Government touted about looking after country people. But what did it do? It practised
decentralisation in reverse; it practised centralisation. Once workers in the country—the
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ringers, shearers and others who worked and lived on properties and stayed at local
hotels on weekends—turned 65 years of age, there was nowhere for them to live. There
was nowhere for them on the properties or in the towns. There was nowhere for them to
go.

Mr Stoneman  interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The member for Burdekin will cease interjecting.
Mr BURNS: Workers from those properties drifted back to the cities and ended

up in boarding houses in Rockhampton and Brisbane. During 32 years of Liberal/National
Party Government, never once did those Governments worry about the battlers who
lived in the bush. There has been a large drop in populations in country towns. The
people who should have stayed in those towns—they wanted to stay there, they went
to school there and they had worked there—were forced out of them because of a lack
of accommodation. Not once during the past two years has the National Party learnt the
lesson of its neglect of country people.

Mr KATTER: I rise to a point of order. Of the 100 railway houses built in my
electorate, 20 are now empty.

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! There is no point of order. 

Mr BURNS: The member talks about railways. In 32 years, railway line after railway
line was closed. Hundreds of railway stations were closed throughout the State.
Schools throughout the State were closed. The population of country towns
throughout the State dropped. While I am talking about railway lines that were closed
throughout the State, I invite the member for Warwick to talk about the railway line to
Warwick that was closed. I invite the member for Tablelands to talk about the lines that
were closed on the tableland.

Mr BOOTH: I rise to a point of order. The Deputy Premier is assuming that those
railway lines were closed while I was the member for Warwick; they were closed before
I became the member.

Mr BURNS: I accept the honourable member’s admission that they were closed
by the National Party.

Mr BORBIDGE: I rise to a point of order. My understanding is that questions and
answers must relate to a matter for which the Minister has responsibility. I am not aware
that the Deputy Premier is now the Minister for Transport.

Mr BURNS: I was appointed by the Premier as the Minister assisting the Premier
on rural communities. The Leader of the Opposition says that no-one in this Government
should fill that role. For the 32 years that the National Party was in Government, it should
have had someone carrying out that task. In the last two years, the Leader of the
Opposition has discovered that rural communities were neglected for all those years
during which the National Party closed court houses, railway lines, railway stations and
schools. The National Party is now suffering from that neglect, because in those areas it
will not get its vote back.

Queensland—Leading State; Coalmining Incentives
Mr PREST: In directing a question to the Treasurer, I refer to comments by the

Liberal Party’s Treasury spokesman earlier today on radio news reports that the
incentives for coalmining in the Leading State document are a con. I ask: what is the real
situation? Has there been any response from the mining industry to Dr Watson’s claim? 

Mr De LACY: I thank the honourable member for the question, because it is a
good question. I will never cease to be surprised by the two-bob experts who spring up
in this place and pretend that they know all things about industries such as the coal
industry. As the Deputy Premier said, for 30 years this State had a Liberal/National Party
Government which put into place the coal freight royalty system. Now that they have
been in opposition for a couple of years, they are experts about breaking down that
system and changing it. As Mr Pinnock said on Monday, there has been a welcome
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change in attitude from the Government. He was referring to a change of attitude from
that which was in place when the National Party was in power. The coal export incentive
package was central to the recent Leading State economic statement. That important
package will bear fruit before the end of this year.

Mr W. K. Goss: And coal.

Mr De LACY: As the Premier said, it will bear not only fruit but also coal. Apart
from the coal freight credit scheme, the other three aspects of the export incentive
package, namely, the abolition of clawback, the elimination of the post year 10
surcharge and the replacement of the rail freight escalation formula, were introduced at
the behest of the mining industry. Day after day, that industry has approached the
Government asking that those aspects be changed. The Government finally acquiesced
and has removed a contingent liability worth $280m. Now people such as Mr Watson
have the temerity to say on radio that it is a con, that the industry does not want it and
that the Government has introduced the package so that it will somehow secretly
benefit from it. That is absolute nonsense.

Dr Watson: I said it was worthless.

Mr De LACY: If that were the case, I do not understand what the mining industry
has been saying to the Government for the last two and a half years.

Dr Watson interjected. 

Mr De LACY: The honourable member should not take my word for it. He
presumes to speak on behalf of the mining industry. For his benefit and for the benefit
of all honourable members, I point out that a report on today’s 12.30 ABC news stated—

“The mining lobby has rejected Liberal Party claims that there are few benefits
in the State Government’s assistance package for the coal industry. Queensland
Mining Council Chief Executive Michael Pinnock says that while it’s true the
package only applies to new mines it will bring benefits in the long term.”
Dr Watson: In the long term.

Mr De LACY:  That is what this Government is about—the long term.
Dr Watson interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The honourable member for Moggill will cease interjecting.

Mr De LACY: I expect that it will bring benefits not only in the long term—which
is really what counts—but also in the short term.

Commissioner of Police
Mrs SHELDON: I preface a question to the Premier by saying that to my

knowledge no appeal has yet been lodged against the Misconduct Tribunal decision on
Noel Newnham, therefore the matter cannot be sub judice. I refer the Premier to his
statement yesterday that he believes Noel Newnham to be an honest man. I refer also to
the fact that at some time in the future the Premier will have to decide on a
recommendation from the Police Minister and the CJC Chairman on the future of the
Police Commissioner. I ask: can the Premier inform the House how his belief that Mr
Newnham is an honest man will influence his judgment on whether the Police
Commissioner will be dismissed or reinstated?

Mr W. K. GOSS: On a number of occasions, the member for Landsborough has
had it pointed out to her that she fails to understand the reform process and the relevant
legislation. Perhaps that is understandable, because she was not in Parliament at the
time of that legislation and the support for it by the then Government, the then Labor
Opposition and the then Liberal Party, which was in the same corner then as it is now,
and where it is destined to remain for a long time. However, there is no excuse now for
the continuing errors and the continuing ignorance of the member for Landsborough,
she having had it pointed out on previous occasions that she does not understand the
legislation. What is set in place in the reform process in the Criminal Justice Act, which
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was the subject of an extensive contribution by Sir Max Bingham in the course of
drafting by Mr Murray and others, is that in the first instance the Misconduct Tribunal is
charged with making the decision. The Misconduct Tribunal, which is constituted under
the Criminal Justice Act, made an order for the dismissal of the Police Commissioner, Mr
Newnham.

Mr Borbidge:  Who appoints the tribunal?

Mr W. K. GOSS: I am glad that the Leader of the Opposition asked me that
question. The tribunal is constituted under the Criminal Justice Act. It is therefore, in my
view, part of the Criminal Justice Commission up to the present, even though there is a
view or a recommendation on the part of Sir Max Bingham and the Criminal Justice
Commission that they should be separated. Let it be plainly understood that the genesis
of this current situation is that it was Sir Max Bingham and the Criminal Justice
Commission that constituted the Loewenthal inquiry without reference to the
Government. It was their own independent initiative and decision. It was the Loewenthal
inquiry that led to and recommended the constitution of the Misconduct Tribunal, which
has just concluded its hearings. It was also independent of the Government. That
Misconduct Tribunal was constituted by Mr Chesterman, QC, who was appointed by Sir
Max Bingham and the Criminal Justice Commission without reference to this
Government.

The further question arises, in view of statements made yesterday afternoon, that
Mr Chesterman, QC, and the several other lawyers who constitute the Misconduct
Tribunal were appointed by the Government. It is true that they were appointed by the
Government, but Mr Chesterman and others were appointed to that position on the
Misconduct Tribunal by the Governor in Council and by the Government on the
recommendation by Sir Max Bingham dated 30 April 1990. On that date, Sir Max
Bingham wrote to me stating that the Criminal Justice Commission recommended that
Mr Chesterman, QC, be appointed to the Misconduct Tribunal. That is how Mr
Chesterman became a member of the panel. The means by which he came to be
presiding over the Newnham inquiry was that he was appointed by Sir Max Bingham and
the Criminal Justice Commission. He has ordered the dismissal of Mr Newnham.

The second stage of the process, as laid out in the Criminal Justice Act, is that Mr
Newnham has the opportunity to appeal to the Supreme Court. If there is no change in
the outcome, then it is the responsibility of the Chairman of the Criminal Justice
Commission and the Police Minister, not the Premier, to make a recommendation for his
removal. If they do not, it is a matter for the Governor in Council. This Government will
not pre-empt the process. Mr Newnham has said that he will appeal. We will respect his
right and give him the opportunity to clear his name before the Supreme Court, and we
will abide by the decision of that court. The patently dishonest claim by the honourable
member for Merthyr that this decision is up to the Premier displays a complete
ignorance of the kind that we saw under previous corrupt Governments which showed
complete ignorance and transgressed.

Mr SANTORO: I rise to a point of order. I have a transcript of the interview that I
gave this morning and not once did I say that to the Premier.

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! I should not have to remind honourable members that when
the Speaker rises to his feet, members must resume their seats. There is no point of
order.

Mr W. K. GOSS: In conclusion, the doctrine of the separation of powers makes it
quite plain that there is a distinction to be drawn—a separation—between the
Parliament, the Executive and the courts. This Government has never interfered with the
conduct of misconduct tribunals or decisions of the Supreme Court. We have not done
it in the past and we will not do it in the future.

Commissioner of Police
Mrs SHELDON: Obviously, the Premier does not support Mr Newnham. I refer

the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to the judgment of the Chairman of the
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Misconduct Tribunal on Police Commissioner Noel Newnham and specifically the
following statement by the chairman—

“I do not conclude that Mr Newnham intended never to pay the amount, but it
is my judgment that he decided not to pay unless he was presented”——

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I rule that question out of order. Obviously, from the
comments made before by the member for Landsborough, I do not accept her
contention that all matters regarding this issue are not sub judice. It is true that Mr
Newnham has not sought an appeal and, therefore, technically the matter is not sub
judice. However, honourable members should understand that the Speaker has a
discretion. It is my view that matters that are pending, or under adjudication, and which
may be the subject of an appeal——

Mr Hobbs interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I would like the honourable member for Warrego to
withdraw the aspersion on the Chair that I am frightened of something.

Mr HOBBS: I withdraw.

Mr SPEAKER: What I am saying is very clear. Honourable members can debate
any matter regarding the situation of the Police Commissioner except the circumstances
that would come up at an appeal. I will not allow honourable members to debate the
charges against Mr Newnham or to comment on them. That is my ruling. I give a firm
ruling that the question is out of order.

Mr BORBIDGE: Mr Speaker, can you clarify your ruling in which you said that
you will not allow debate of those circumstances that may come up at an appeal?

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I am saying that matters that would be the subject of an
appeal—the facts regarding what Mr Newnham did or did not do—will not be allowed to
be debated in this House. Other matters such as the responsibility of the Minister may
be debated. That question is seeking details about that situation.

Dr WATSON: I rise to a point of order. I would like you to clarify that, Mr
Speaker. You are saying, if I understand it correctly, that when a judgment is handed
down, the mere fact that that may be the subject of an appeal means that no question
relating to or referring to judgments which are already part of the public domain cannot
be asked in this House. That is why you have ruled out of order the question asked by
the Leader of the Liberal Party. She has quoted something that has appeared in the
press and she is asking the relevant Minister to respond to the particular statement. You
are saying that no comment can be made on something which has already been subject
to a——

Mr SPEAKER: Order! It was my understanding from what the member for
Landsborough said that she was actually going to ask about a situation with regard to
the charges that were laid before the Misconduct Tribunal, and that is all I am ruling out
of order. Questions may be asked about other matters. Maybe I misinterpreted what the
member for Landsborough was asking. I will listen to the question again and determine
whether that is the case.

Dr WATSON: All right. Thank you, Mr Speaker.

Mrs SHELDON: Thank you, Mr Speaker. In directing a question to the Police
Minister, I refer to the judgment of the chairman of the police Misconduct Tribunal on
Police Commissioner Noel Newnham and specifically this statement—

“I do not conclude that Mr Newnham intended never to pay the amount, but it
is my judgment that he decided not to pay unless and until he was presented with
something in the nature of an invoice from the police service.”

As there has been considerable evidence that there were serious deficiencies in the
accounting procedures in the Police Commissioner’s office and also allegations that the
disgraced, and now quarantined, former Police Minister had a mole in Mr Newnham’s
office, I ask: has the Minister launched an internal investigation to ascertain whether any
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individual deliberately withheld the invoice, to deliberately embarrass the Police
Commissioner?

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The question is in order. I call the Minister.

Opposition members: Hooray!
Mr SPEAKER: Order! It was the way it was stated.

Mr WARBURTON:  Despite having to say that I regard the question as completely
inappropriate—and I do, as any thinking person would——

Mr Borbidge:  Why?

Mr WARBURTON: If the Leader of the Opposition really understood the correct
processes, he would have to agree.

Mr Dunworth: Can’t you answer it?
Mr WARBURTON: I will answer anything the member likes to put up. It does not

worry me.

Mr W. K. Goss: The Misconduct Tribunal has decided it.
Mr WARBURTON: That is right. The point I was going to make is that we have

just had the Commissioner of Police in this State, Mr Newnham, before the Misconduct
Tribunal headed by Mr Chesterman, to which Mrs Sheldon has referred. The matters on
which she is asking me to give an opinion and probably make a decision are those which
one would have thought had been well canvassed. I believe that they were well
canvassed and investigated by Mr Chesterman. I understand from talking to senior
officers, particularly Mr Newnham, that there was recognition of the way in which the
administration of the office worked when Mr Newnham and Mr Blizzard first arrived,
which was absolutely disgraceful. I am assured that that difficulty has been properly
resolved. As far as the other matters are concerned, I can only repeat that they were
addressed properly before the relevant tribunal.

Commissioner of Police

Mr PITT: In directing a question to the Premier, I refer to the recent Misconduct
Tribunal proceedings involving Mr Newnham, and I ask: what is the Government’s policy
with respect to Mr Newnham’s legal costs?

Mr W. K. GOSS: As I understand it, the legal position at this stage is that Mr
Newnham is personally liable for his costs before the Misconduct Tribunal. I also
understand—although I am having the matter researched further—that there is no
precedent for any contribution to be made by the Government towards those legal
costs, although there have been other proceedings in other forums where a contribution
has been made to legal costs in certain cases. Mr Chesterman, QC, suggested that a
contribution be made, or that consideration be given by the Government to making a
contribution to the legal costs. I think the judgment contained particular reference to the
commissioner having been found guilty of official misconduct on one matter only, which
is the $2,000 or so relating to the trip to Canada, but that on the other four matters
before the Misconduct Tribunal the complaint or charge had not been sustained and
that, on the basis that the commissioner had effectively cleared his name or had been
given the benefit of the doubt on the majority of matters, consideration might be given
to the payment of costs. The Government is prepared to consider that.

The next stage of the process is the appeal at which the commissioner will have an
opportunity to clear his name. Despite some of the quite inappropriate questions that
have been put by the member for Landsborough, we should not be pre-empting any
potential decision made by the Supreme Court or, indeed, the Court of Appeal. The
questions of fact that are the basis of the matters raised by the member for
Landsborough are ones properly for determination by the Misconduct Tribunal and the
Supreme Court. This Government will not substitute itself for the courts and the
tribunals in this State in terms of determining questions of fact in legal proceedings such
as those. Leaving aside the proceedings in the Supreme Court, let me say in relation to
the Misconduct Tribunal that while no order for costs has been made—there is no
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capacity to make an order for costs—and while there is no legal liability on the part of
the Government, I think it would be only appropriate and fair—and I regard it as only
appropriate and fair—that some contribution be made. The Government will be prepared
to receive a submission from Mr Newnham’s solicitors and to discuss a contribution to
those legal costs with his solicitors on the basis of the recommendations made by Mr
Chesterman, QC.

Industry Commission Report on Sugar Industry Tariffs
Mr PITT: I ask the Minister for Primary Industries: in view of yesterday’s

announcement by the Federal Minister for Primary Industries and Energy, Mr Simon
Crean, that the Federal Government would not be bound by any Industry Commission
report that called for zero tariffs in the sugar industry, would he care to outline the
Queensland Government’s attitude towards this IC report?

Mr CASEY:  The IC report on the sugar industry is expected to be tabled in the
Federal Parliament at about the same time as this debate is going on. While I am not
privy to the final draft of the report, I have followed the issue very closely since the
draft report was presented some months ago. The Queensland Government has made
further submissions in relation to this matter, in consultation and in union with various
sugar industry organisations in this State. It is a very important report to Queensland,
because, as everyone knows, this State’s sugar industry is the major agricultural primary
industry in Queensland.

Mr Stoneman:  Reeling under the Labor Government.

Mr CASEY: I can assure the House that, unlike the Liberal Party and the National
Party, the Queensland Labor Government is quite clear and firm on its policy in relation
to this issue and has been at all times. We are united with the sugar industry
organisations on this issue and we have been at all times since establishment of the
sugar industry legislation, unlike members opposite who have been tattered and torn by
all the gaffes that have occurred in recent weeks among various members of the
National Party and the Liberal Party and their Federal colleagues. That makes them the
laughing-stock of the sugar industry throughout Queensland. However, that is
understandable when one realises the state of gross neglect in which the former
National Party and Liberal/National Party Governments left the sugar industry. It is well
known that one of the first actions of our Government when we took office in this State
was to establish the Sugar Industry Working Party, which gave the Government a full
report on what would have to be done to construct a modern sugar industry in this
State. As a result of the recommendations in that report, and in consultation with
industry groups over a period of 14 months, we did exactly that. The Government set in
place new legislation, which came into effect in Queensland from 1 July 1991.

It is unfortunate that the Industry Commission instigated the final hearings for its
own report only a matter of days or weeks prior to that time. Unfortunately, the Industry
Commission looked at an industry that was still floating along, as it had been for some
time, under the legislation of the former National Party and National/Liberal Party
Governments of this State. At that time, on behalf of the Queensland Government I
indicated quite clearly to the Industry Commission that I felt that it should delay its
inquiry for two years so that it could consider the new legislative framework of the
industry, the new opportunities that would be provided to the industry and the way in
which it would operate. I assure honourable members that the sugar industry today is
entirely different from what it was in that period.

The important point is that the changes that the Government has made in the
industry have given the greater flexibility that the Industry Commission seeks in the
growing of crops and are allowing improved responsiveness to the industry.
Unfortunately, as I said, the Industry Commission looked at an old industry that was
being flogged along by a previous Government. This Government has had constant
consultations with Mr Crean. I was very pleased with his announcement yesterday about
the attitude that the Federal Government would take if the report were to recommend
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that tariffs within the industry be further reduced. As I indicated earlier today in my
ministerial statement, in recent weeks both the Premier and I have been involved
constantly in discussions with the Federal Government about the report, and we will
continue that in the future. The Queensland sugar industry is guaranteed that the Goss
Government in this State will look after its interests in the future. 

Acquisitions of Rural Properties for National Parks Purposes
Mr ELLIOTT: In directing a question to the Minister for Environment and

Heritage, I refer the Minister to the 7.30 Report last night in respect of acquisitions of
rural properties for national parks purposes, and I ask: firstly, why have debts owed by
the Government not been met as and when they fall due? Secondly, can the Minister
assure the House that funds are available for all 80 acquisitions to which the Minister
alluded on the program? Thirdly, will the Minister indicate precisely on what date the
Queensland Government will finalise the transactions and pay the moneys due in
respect of (a) Undarra lava tubes and Yarramulla, and (b) Riversleigh and the other three
properties that the Minister mentioned on the 7.30 Report  last night?

Mr COMBEN: That question was in about eight parts. The first part should be
directed to the Minister for Land Management, who is, as the honourable member well
knows, the land agent for any Government. In relation to the second part, which
was——

Mr Elliott: Can the Minister assure the House that funds are available for all 80
acquisitions to which the Minister alluded on the program?

Mr COMBEN: Funds are available for all acquisitions. I am now in the
embarrassing position of having to go to the Treasurer and say, “Can I roll over some of
the acquisition funds into the next year?”

Mr Elliott:  If that’s the case, why don’t you pay the people?
Mr COMBEN: That is a question which the honourable member must address to

the Minister for Land Management. That is clearly a matter for the Lands Department.
The money is there. Some technical hitches may have occurred, but the money is there.
As to the other sections of the honourable member’s question about Undarra—I
understand that the agreement, which has taken the Government two years to negotiate
with Mr Jerry Collins, is being signed today. From the moment of the signing of that
agreement, the matter then goes to the Lands Department for finalisation of the quantum
of compensation. We believe that the Government has a good deal. Hard bargaining
took place on both sides—by me as much as by Jerry Collins. At the end of the day, we
are both not quite happy, so we have probably got it right down the middle. The
process has been a bit slow, so the Government has allowed Jerry Collins to remain on
that property with his cattle. We have given him extra time——

Mr Veivers: You knocked him off six months ago.
Mr COMBEN: We have allowed him to go back onto his property. I gave

permission about a month ago.

Opposition members interjected.

Mr COMBEN: I gave permission a month ago before members opposite had even
heard of Undarra. Agreements in relation to the other properties to which the honourable
member referred are all being negotiated and finalised. Large amounts of quantum have
been forwarded. It is only the amounts in dispute between some valuations and other
valuations that are unpaid.

Sewerage Disposal
Mr DOLLIN: In directing a question to the Minister for Environment and Heritage,

I refer to the Liberal Party document, entitled “Securing Our Future”, that was released
last Sunday by the party’s parliamentary leader, Mrs Joan Sheldon. The document,
which professes to be an economic blueprint for the Liberals, proposes the pumping of
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sewerage from the coast of Queensland to the Lockyer Valley and the Darling Downs. I
ask: will the Minister advise the House of the feasibility and cost of that proposal? 

Mr COMBEN: I thank the honourable member for his question. It is certainly a
matter which is of some concern, because I would expect that the mature Liberal Party
would not put out in a document claiming to be a financial document policies which have
a warm inner glow and a nice ring to them. The impost on the people of Queensland is
about $1 billion. In the document which the Liberal leader released, she referred to
Queensland Liberals proposing that treated human waste be recycled by pumping this
resource westward to fertilise and irrigate initially the Lockyer Valley, then the Great
Dividing Range and the Darling Downs. But in that document she also referred to the
fact that effluent is polluting our waterways and that it has to be removed. The cost of
getting the effluent up onto the Darling Downs is about $1 billion in capital works. Using
a broad estimate of 10 per cent of that figure, the cost of pumping it to the Darling
Downs would be $100m a year.

Mr Dunworth interjected.
Mr SPEAKER:  Order! The member for Sherwood will cease interjecting.

Mr COMBEN: When the effluent is pumped to that area, another minor problem
has to be faced, that is, that it rains for three months of the year in Queensland. What
happens to the effluent then? Is it to be put into the Murray/Darling system to pollute
the whole of Australia? We on this side of the House would also love to have land
disposal of sewage, but I am afraid that we will not go to the taxpayers of Queensland
and impose on every man, woman and child a cost of $1,000 plus $100 every year just
for the pumping. That is what the Liberals expect. It is about time they found out
something about the environment, and they should not release an economic document
with an impost of $1 billion-plus.

Sports Sponsorship by Tobacco Companies

Mr DOLLIN:  I ask the Minister for Tourism, Sport and Racing: can he advise the
House of his stance at the interstate Ministerial Council of Sport and Recreation
Ministers on the issue of sponsorship of sport by tobacco companies?

Mr GIBBS: I appreciate the question because it gives me the opportunity to put
into perspective what I believe was a very deliberate untruth broadcast some weeks ago
on Cathy Job’s program on the ABC in a statement attributed to the Federal Minister for
Sport, Ros Kelly. The fact is that I did attend the twenty-first meeting of the Sport and
Recreation Ministers Council in Adelaide on 27 March 1991, and there was quite some
degree of debate about the rights or otherwise of tobacco companies to sponsor sport.
There were a number of motions, and I will advise the House of those motions and the
way in which they proceeded. So that it is on record and there can be no misconception
in anybody’s mind, I will read to the House the first motion that was passed. It was that
“in relation to tobacco advertising”, the Sport and Recreation Ministers Council
agreed—

“to the desirability of a total ban on tobacco advertising within a timeframe that
allows alternative sponsorship of sporting events to be developed.”

I opposed that motion, and that is recorded in the minutes of the meeting. That motion
was not supported by New South Wales, Queensland or the Northern Territory.

As we proceeded to further debate on this issue, an utterance was made by Mrs
Kelly that, in lieu of tobacco sponsorship for sport, the Federal Government would in
fact contribute a handsome amount of money to act as compensation for the loss of that
sponsorship. The sum of $54m was discussed at that meeting. It was a grave
disappointment to me when Mrs Kelly took her recommendation to Federal Cabinet that
Federal Cabinet was not prepared to accept it. However, bearing in mind that that
motion had been passed, I then believed it was incumbent upon not only this
Government but also all other Governments to do their utmost to ensure that alternative
methods could be found for funding for those sports which were obviously going to be
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affected by this ban on tobacco companies. With that in mind, Queensland did in fact
contribute to the drawing up of two further motions. The second motion that was
passed states—

“that in the absence of a uniform approach at State/Territory level, the
Commonwealth take steps to implement a national policy.”

That was not supported by New South Wales. I agreed to that resolution. As one who
did not support the motion to ban tobacco sponsorship, I believed that if Mrs Kelly and
the Federal Government were hot to trot on the issue, they should be the ones prepared
to stand up and show some leadership on it.

The third motion was also important, and I shall acquaint the House with that as
well. It states—

“that subject to resolving legal/administrative issues, the preferred option for
alternative sponsorship is increased tax deductibility for donations to the
Australian Sports Foundation coupled, if necessary, with additional funds for the
ASC.”

The ASC is the Australian Sports Commission. That motion was not supported by New
South Wales, but we contributed quite heftily to the drawing up of that motion. From my
quoting from those minutes of that council meeting, it can be seen that the statement
attributed to Mrs Kelly on Cathy Job’s program some weeks ago was totally inaccurate
and, in my opinion, very deliberately dishonest. 

 Aboriginal Land Act and Torres Strait Islander Land Act
Mr BREDHAUER:  I ask the Minister for Family Services and Aboriginal and

Islander Affairs: can she inform the House what progress has been made with regard to
the implementation of the Aboriginal Land Act and the Torres Strait Islander Land Act
since their proclamation late last year.

Ms WARNER: I thank the honourable member for his question. I remind the House
that in December last year, the proclamation of the Aboriginal Land Act and the Torres
Strait Islander Land Act coincided with the gazettal of 340 000 hectares of vacant
Crown land for claim by Aboriginal people, one and a half million hectares of national
park for claim by Aboriginal people and 100 000 hectares of land called transferable
land, which is land that had already been Aboriginal reserve land but did not have any
Aboriginal trustees allocated to it. We have appointed Mr Graham Neat as Chairman of
the Aboriginal Land Tribunal. He has impeccable credentials in the area of Aboriginal
land law. We have established administrative units within my department, the
Department of Lands and the Department of Environment and Heritage. We have had
officers from all those departments working with Aboriginal people on claims that they
may have to the various lands that I have already mentioned. Naturally, we wish to speak
to all Aboriginal people who might have an interest in those lands. We want that process
to be exhaustive rather than truncated to make sure that no Aboriginal group in this
State is locked out of any land processing claim that is being undertaken.

I remind the House that the area of vacant Crown land that has been gazetted for
claim by Aboriginal people in this State far exceeds the amount of vacant Crown land
that has been gazetted for claim in New South Wales—the only other State to have a
claimable process for Crown land. I make that statement to respond to a number of
criticisms that have been made regarding the slowness of the process. I remind the
House that if proper consultation with all the relevant Aboriginal groups is to take place
we must be very thorough and very careful. I can assure the House also that we are
delivering on the Aboriginal Land Act and the Torres Strait Islander Land Act, which
were passed by this Parliament last year. Indeed, we are about to hand over the first
titles to land in a very short while, both in the Torres Strait and in parts of north
Queensland.

Employment in Far-north Queensland
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Mr BREDHAUER: In directing a question to the Treasurer, I refer to comments by
the Leader of the Liberal Party, Mrs Sheldon, about the employment situation in far-
north Queensland, and I ask: can he inform the House whether there is any statistical
evidence to support Mrs Sheldon’s claim that the region is being neglected by the Goss
Government.

Mr De LACY: I thank the honourable member for Cook for the question. There is
indeed considerable statistical evidence available on this topic. The evidence is
available also to the Leader of the Liberal Party, but she probably chooses not to read it
because it does not suit the song that she is singing. I might say that the honourable
member for Cook is safe, because it does not appear that he has been targeted on this
topic. The Leader of the Liberal Party visited Cairns in January this year. The Cairns
community extended its customary hospitality. The Leader of the Liberal Party had the
temerity to say, “I believe the seats of Barron River and Mulgrave are very winnable.”
Imagine coming to Cairns and saying something along those lines! As if that were not
enough, Mrs Sheldon went on to say, “I have not excluded Cairns.” In order to justify
such a preposterous statement, she went on to talk about employment. She said, “Local
members of the Government are here and unemployment is rife and they have done
nothing about it.” I ask: how much does the Leader of the Liberal Party expect us to do
about unemployment?

Mr Dunworth: So long as you do not advise on success in small business.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I warn the member for Sherwood under Standing Order

123A.

Mr De LACY: The honourable member is harmless. Let him go. I will cite the last
Australian Bureau of Statistics figures that are available. In the 12 months from February
1991 to February 1992, the total employment figure in the far-north Queensland
statistical region increased from 69 400 to 92 200—in other words, there was an
increase in employment of 22 800, or 33 per cent. I suggest to honourable members that
if the rest of Australia was creating jobs at anything like that rate, we would be importing
labour from the Philippines. I confess that the labour force is growing rapidly. In fact,
there was a labour force growth of 27.3 per cent, but what that figure really means is
that in the last 12 months the unemployment rate in the far-north Queensland region has
been reduced from 13.9 per cent to 10.2 per cent. If anyone is going to try to sheet
home the blame for the unemployment problem and any lack of performance, the
members for Barron River, Mulgrave and, dare I say, Cairns have nothing to worry
about; they can be very proud of their performance. It is up to other honourable
members to see whether they can do the same sort of thing.

Young Farmer Establishment Scheme

Mr LESTER:  In directing a question to the Minister for Primary Industries, I refer
to the economic statement brought down by the Premier and to the proposed
amendment to the existing Young Farmer Establishment Scheme to include assistance
for the acquisition by children of their parents’ viable rural property. I ask: can the
Minister outline to the House the amount of money to be made available for the purpose
of implementing this proposal, the maximum loan available per applicant, the duration of
the loan and the interest to be charged on it, what constitutes a viable property, and
whether a means test will apply to either the applicant or the parents?

Mr CASEY: Recently, the Premier announced the new Queensland First
scheme—

Mr Harper: No, Leading State. 
Mr CASEY: Queensland first and the leading State. I am coming to that. The main

object of the Leading State document is to indicate clearly to the people of Queensland
the difference between the Labor Government in this State, with the consideration that
it shows, and the previous Government. In particular, the document shows very strongly
and clearly the Government’s policy in regard to primary industries. There is no doubt
that the previous Government’s Young Persons Farm Purchase Scheme did not work
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very well at all. Only a very small percentage of applicants were able to receive financial
assistance and support under the scheme simply because of its bad guidelines. One of
the guidelines that was criticised by every sector of the rural community in this State
was that the sons or daughters of an existing farmer would be given no consideration or
support under that particular scheme. They were ineligible. Under that scheme there
could be no direct transfer of property from father to son. That guideline was used not
only by previous Primary Industries Ministers but also by Lands Ministers. It was one of
the points raised in the numerous discussions and cooperative meetings that the Labor
Government has had from time to time with various members of the primary industries
sectors and, quite clearly, it is one of the points that they will continue to raise. Under
the previous Government, they could not receive support and assistance.

One of the major changes to the scheme that this Government will make will be
that farmers’ sons who are involved in the transfer of properties will be eligible under the
scheme. Quite clearly, that is a big difference between this Labor Government and the
previous National Party Government that held power in this State for 30 years. This
Government will listen to the problems of people involved in primary industries, and it
will act on them. In conjunction with Mr Eaton, I will carry out the finalisation of this
scheme. The financial package will be announced in the next Budget.

PRIVILEGE

Misleading of House by Premier or Minister for Primary Industries

Mr BORBIDGE (Surfers Paradise—Leader of the Opposition) (4.10 p.m.): I rise
on a matter of privilege which has suddenly arisen. Yesterday, in Parliament, the member
for Burnett questioned the Premier in respect of the extent of his negotiations with the
Commonwealth Government on the planned reduction in the sugar tariff which will be
effective from 1 July 1992. Today, the comments made by the Minister for Primary
Industries clearly contradict the answer that was given by the Premier yesterday. I ask
you, Mr Speaker, to peruse yesterday’s Hansard and the proofs from today, because
clearly either the Premier or the Minister for Primary Industries has misled the House. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I will consider the matter raised by the Leader of the
Opposition and will report back to Parliament in the future.

MATTER OF SPECIAL PUBLIC IMPORTANCE

Crime and Unemployment

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I have received two proposals for a Special Public
Importance debate pursuant to the Sessional Order agreed to by the House on 16 July
1991. The proposal submitted by the honourable member for Landsborough has been
selected by me and is for a debate on the following matter—

“The disturbing link between the skyrocketing rate of crime and the
shockingly high rate of unemployment in Queensland.”

I now call on the member for Landsborough to speak to that proposal.
Mrs SHELDON (Landsborough—Leader of the Liberal Party) (4.12 p.m.): On

Monday of this week, at a CEDA lunch, with due pomp and ceremony the Premier
launched his Leading State document. The document was significant, not for what it
said, but for what it failed to mention. As I said in this Parliament yesterday, the Premier’s
document is a document for the employed. The unemployed did not even rate a
mention, despite the fact that they constitute 10 per cent of the nominal work force.
That same evening, three armed bandits raided a ladies’ bridge club at Toowong. The
takings from this hold-up consisted of a handful of change. If the bandits are ever
apprehended, I suppose the full story will come out in court, but I am prepared to bet
that none of those pathetic individuals has a job. I just do not believe that people in
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regular employment expose themselves to the legal penalties attached to armed robbery
for the sake of a few dollars in stake money from a ladies’ bridge club.

A Government member: That just goes to show how silly you are.

Mrs SHELDON: It just goes to show that obviously the member has no
consideration for the people in the community who are being robbed blind. Possibly, he
even agrees with it. I bring that particular crime to the attention of this Parliament for a
number of reasons.

A Government member interjected. 

Mrs SHELDON: Was that the member for Cook? It was not a particularly notable
crime in Queensland today. Some years ago, in those years which the Labor Prime
Minister and his Premier deride as “the sleepy years”, such a raid on such a target would
have attracted screaming headlines. The armed robbery of the Toowong ladies’ bridge
club was not even written up in Queensland’s major newspaper, the Courier-Mail. That is
not a criticism of the news priority of the Courier-Mail, it is a sad commentary on the
times in which we live, after almost a decade of Labor Government nationally, and a
Labor Government closer to home for the past 30 months. We live in a time when this
Government regards 10 per cent unemployment as not worth mentioning in a 104-page
document labelled as an economic development policy for Queensland. Unemployment
of such magnitude has become commonplace. The rocketing crime rate is also part of
everyday life. The Toowong bandits would have had to have killed somebody, or have
gone close to it, to rate a mention in Queensland’s leading newspaper.

What do we hear from Labor Governments in Canberra and Brisbane about the
tragedy of unemployment? The answer from Prime Minister Keating in Canberra is very
simple: change the flag and get people talking about anything except Labor’s betrayal of
this country, its economy, and its people. Mind you, the flag issue was raised after other
diversionary tactics failed to stop Australians talking about the crucial issue of
unemployment. Firstly, Mr Keating manhandled the Queen; then he rewrote the history
of World War II. The Australian flag is the final victim of Labor’s attempts to divert
attention from this nation’s unemployment crisis.

Labor’s local red herring is the Premier’s document Queensland—Leading State. I
have no quibble with that title, because there is no doubt in my mind that Queensland is
the top State in the Commonwealth. But we are leading the nation in a number of
unsavoury areas as a direct consequence, I believe, of Labor’s wilful disregard for the
unemployment tragedy. I refer to the most recent report of the Queensland Police
Service, which clearly links the crime rate with Labor’s wreckage of the economy. The
report states—

“In a time of comparative economic hardship such as had been the case
during 1990/91, the level of crime seems likely to increase.”

The report deals with the core year of Labor’s stewardship of Queensland—the 12
months of the financial year 1990-91. During that period, unemployment started to climb
from its pre-Labor rate of 6.4 per cent to today’s 10 per cent. The crime rate did the
same. Again, according to the annual report of the Queensland Police Service, there
was an increase of 9.7 per cent in the number of reported offences against the person in
the 12 months to June; the number of serious assaults increased by 7 per cent; and
minor assaults, that is, muggings and bashings, increased by 15.9 per cent over the
same period. The report also notes that Queensland has the highest rate of crime
against the person of any Australian State. Whilst the number of murders has dropped
significantly, other crimes of violence have increased. Robberies, such as the one at the
Toowong Bridge Club, increased by a staggering 30 per cent in the 12 months to June
1991, right at the time that Labor’s unemployment was on the rise.

Mr Hollis  interjected. 
Mrs SHELDON:  What do we hear from Labor members such as Mr Hollis? What

do they have to say about this Government’s record unemployment rate? What do we
hear from the Premier? Absolutely nothing! He believes that out of sight is out of mind.
That must mean that the Premier does not spend much time in his electorate of Logan.
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Why would the man whose PR team wrote the Leading State document want to spend
time in his own electorate? He cannot escape the reality of life in Logan under Labor.
That is where the high side of the 10 per cent average unemployment is, and that is
amongst adults. Amongst the youth, it is a lot worse, reaching almost 40 per cent in
some cases. The report put together by the CJC, Crime and Justice in Queensland,
reflects that unemployment rate in crime statistics.

The Logan area has the highest imprisonment rate amongst its citizens of any area
in metropolitan Brisbane. It is among the most heavily policed areas of metropolitan
Brisbane. The CJC report categorises the incidences of crime of all sorts by colour-
coded maps, with darker colours designating high-crime areas. The area of the Premier’s
electorate is black, putting it amongst the highest crime rate areas in Queensland. So I
ask: why would the Premier walk around his own electorate and have his eyes opened
to the direct relationship between crime and Labor’s unemployment regime? The
Premier might then have to recognise the fact and even talk about it in his economic
development statement.

An honourable member: Out of sight, out of mind.
Mrs SHELDON: Yes, out of sight, out of mind, indeed. We do not hear much

from the Premier, but we do hear a bit from the Treasurer, Mr De Lacy. But then again,
he keeps changing his story. A couple of months ago, when unemployment in
Queensland was running at 9.9 per cent, Mr De Lacy described that as “a superior
employment performance”. Heaven help us! I am sure that the 146 700 people who were
looking for jobs that they could not find were most impressed by the Treasurer’s
description of their plight.

Yesterday, in this Parliament, Mr De Lacy was at it again, telling us about the jobs
that Labor has somehow created in Queensland. Of course, there is a larger labour force
in Queensland than there was three years ago. There are more people here, and tens of
thousands of youngsters have left school and are out there in the job market. The
population in Queensland is expanding faster than that of most places. But that has a lot
to do with Queensland’s natural attractions, and nothing to do with the Labor
Government. Mr De Lacy should go out there and tell those 150 000 Queenslanders
about Labor’s employment record. He should particularly tell the young people who
have been betrayed by Labor in their attempts to work for a living. At the last count,
19 500 youngsters were officially unemployed. And that does not count the ones who
have given up even looking for work. Unemployment is a cancer in our community. It
breaks down normal values and, in some cases, strains the family unit beyond
endurance. There is a direct link between unemployment and crime. It leads to a
breakdown in law and order to the extent that armed robbery becomes so commonplace
that it is not worth mentioning. But what do we hear from the Premier about our
skyrocketing crime rate? The same as we hear about unemployment—absolutely
nothing!

Mr Coomber: Dithering.

Mrs SHELDON: Indeed, dithering. We hear the Premier agonising publicly over
the moral dilemma that he personally faces over prostitution. Over the past few months,
the Premier has spent hours talking to the media about little else. But he makes no
mention of a link between the growth in prostitution and Labor’s unemployment regime.
From where does the Premier think that brothels recruit their victims? The vice kings do
not go to Drake International. They put the word around the dole queues, and they let
the jobless know that there is one sure way that they can earn fast money; and the
younger, the better. I ask the Premier to think about that, and about the 19 500 jobless
youngsters in Queensland. They are not just statistics. They are Queenslanders who
went to school and believed that education was the way to employment and a full life. It
used to be, and certainly was in those days that the Premier and Mr Keating sneer at. It
was the case when the Premier left school. But there was not a Labor Government in
Queensland then, and Labor had not had a chance to wreck the national economy. The
Premier should be grateful that his party was not in power when he was looking for his
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first job. I am sure that those 19 500 youngsters in Queensland wish that they were
looking for a job in a non-Labor environment.

What did this Government offer Queensland on the day that it published that
pathetic document Leading State? What did the Government offer the jobless? What
did it offer a community traumatised by housebreakings, street violence and a general
breakdown of law and order? We all know what the Premier delivered that day as the
result of his policies and the actions of his political colleagues. The Police
Commissioner was sacked.

Time expired.
Mr BARBER (Cooroora) (4.22 p.m.): The dishonesty of the Liberal Party knows no

bounds. Mrs Sheldon’s so-called economic policy document released last Sunday
would have us believe that the Goss Government has cut back funding for the
Queensland Police Service. When he speaks in this debate, Mr Warburton will be able
to set Mrs Sheldon straight. The Police budget has been one of the fastest-growing
areas of State expenditure. In 1991-92, the Police budget is $421m, which is 58 per cent
higher than the budget in the last full year of the Nationals. That significant increase has
been achieved while still maintaining the best managed State finances in Australia. The
Government is ahead of schedule in increasing operational police numbers by 1 200 in
its first term. A significant award restructuring program has been introduced. New recruit
training programs have been implemented. The past neglect of funding for equipment
for the Police Service is being addressed. Capital funds have been boosted
massively—up 40 per cent in 1991-92. In other words, there are more police, they are
better trained, they are better equipped and the taint of past corruption is being
removed. But Mrs Sheldon says that a 58 per cent increase in funding for police in three
years is not enough, that somehow, if we spend even more money on the Police
Service, the problem of crime, in particular juvenile crime, will be solved. Her other
solution is to tackle unemployment through what the Treasurer described yesterday as
the modern-day version of the loaves and fishes miracle.

Mrs Sheldon proposes to introduce a higher tax on tobacco products which
would raise $60m in a full year. With that $60m she is going to solve Queensland’s
unemployment problem. She is going to abolish land tax at a cost of well over $200m,
phase out payroll tax at an eventual cost of over $800m and introduce a job subsidy
scheme for the young unemployed at a cost of $10m. She is going to do all of that with
a mere $60m increase in tobacco tax revenue. And what will her proposals really do for
unemployment? Treasury’s preliminary analysis of the proposal to abolish land tax
suggests that it will have no impact on growth of jobs. Indeed, it will have a negative
impact due to the need to borrow to make up for loss of funds. Mrs Sheldon does not
even seem to realise that more than $30m in land tax paid each year to the Queensland
Budget comes from overseas and interstate landlords. All State Governments would like
to abolish payroll tax. Mrs Sheldon’s plans are hitched to Professor Hewson’s food and
clothing tax and would mean cuts in funding for Queensland of $500m a year. Quite
frankly, Queensland cannot afford Professor Hewson’s policies.

Mrs Sheldon’s new subsidy scheme sounds very much like yet another of those
programs which achieve little more than recycling the unemployed without creating any
real jobs. The Goss Government has a set of policies to create real jobs—sustainable
jobs. The success of the Government’s policies is already evident in the employment
statistics. Queensland is the only State creating jobs during the recession. In the year to
the March quarter 1992, employment in Queensland grew by 2.2 per cent, while it fell by
1.5 per cent in the rest of Australia. Queensland is the only State with an unemployment
rate lower than the rate a year ago. But nobody could be happy with a 10 per cent
unemployment rate overall, or indeed a 20 per cent unemployment rate for young
people.

The Government’s approach to youth unemployment is a combination of providing
a better-trained work force and at the same time creating the best environment possible
for private sector expansion. I refer, for example, to the TAFE area. Years of
underfunding by National and Liberal administrations meant that, when we came to



4642   29 April 1992 Legislative Assembly

office, the participation rate in TAFE was about 20 per cent below the national average.
As a direct result of the Goss Government’s commitment to that area, Queensland is
expected to achieve national average participation rates in TAFE by 1993. But, of
course, those better-trained young people need jobs, and that is what the Premier’s
Leading State document was really all about—

removing unnecessary delays for approval of major projects;

getting the private sector involved in providing the necessary infrastructure for
economic development;
a package to accelerate growth in our coal industry, including a new $370m mine at
North Goonyella;

industrial relations reform, such as enterprise bargaining;
a plan to boost Queensland’s information technology industry; and

a range of measures to capitalise on the State’s enormous tourism potential.

Those and the other job-generating measures in Leading State complement the
competitive edge the Goss Government has given to business in this State through the
lowest tax structure of all States. There are no gimmicks, special subsidies or rebates.
Businesses know that, if they come to Queensland, they pay the lowest payroll tax,
have no fuel tax, have no financial institutions duty and will have the lowest workers’
compensation costs. That is how to create jobs—not the Alice in Wonderland
economics advocated by Mrs Sheldon.

Hon. N. J. TURNER (Nicklin) (4.29 p.m.): There is a direct and indisputable
correlation between the skyrocketing rate of crime and the record high rate of
unemployment in Queensland. Australian Bureau of Statistics figures put out in February
1992 show an Australian unemployment rate of 11.4 per cent, which is the highest level
since the Great Depression 60 years ago. As well, the crime rate is at the highest level of
all time. What a shocking indictment of Labor maladministration! It serves no purpose for
Federal and State ALP Governments to attempt to blame other factors that have little
relevance. The buck stops with the Government. Youth unemployment is at a level
which is nothing short of a national scandal—30 per cent to 40 per cent in some areas. If
it continues, we will have a generation of youth virtually lost forever. It is no good this
Government or the Federal Government talking about solving the problem by retraining
people. 

The question is: how do we re-train people for jobs that are not there? At present,
there are many unemployed people who are looking for work, who are prepared to work,
and who are not dole bludgers. The majority of unemployed people are desperate to
find work. Unemployment in Queensland would not be as high as it is if so many job
opportunities had not been lost in the last two and a half years. I cite the examples of
the multifunction polis, the China steel deal, the aircraft maintenance facility in
Townsville, the Boyne Island smelter, the Leisuremark development in the
Noosa/Peregian area and the Boondall shopping development. The list goes on.

What is the purpose of pump priming the economy, as Mr Keating is proposing?
This is reminiscent of the days when Whitlam wrecked the economy. He engaged the
unemployed under his famous RED scheme—a rather appropriate title—to build toilets
around the nation. When the money ran out, no-one had a job and nothing lasting or
ongoing had been achieved or created. When will the ALP ever learn that small business
in Australia employs the greatest number of people, more than all the levels of
Government combined—State, Federal and local? There are some 800 000 small
businesses in Australia. The definition of a small business, I understand, is a business
that employs between one and 200 people. If every small business in Australia
employed just one extra person, unemployment would vanish overnight. Why not pay
the unemployment benefit to these people and allow small-business people to top it up
for, say, the next 12 months? In that time, the Government would not be one cent worse
off. Businesses would surge ahead and, in most cases, would continue to keep these
people employed after the first year. Why is consideration not given to introducing
voluntary work schemes for the dole? The construction of bike paths or similar work
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could be undertaken by unemployment recipients to give them some sense of purpose
and some dignity.

I turn now to the appalling crime rate. It is patently obvious that people without
jobs, particularly our youth, have little or no money and plenty of time on their hands
and, in order to obtain money to pay for a drug habit or whatever, they turn to crime. In
the past, banks were the main targets, but as a result of increased security at banks,
there has been a trend towards robbing service stations, TAB offices and small
businesses such as chemists. Even more alarming is the increase in crimes of violence
and robbery on the streets and in the malls of the major cities of Queensland and crimes
against elderly people in their own homes. People are justifiably concerned. Statistics
gathered over the last year show that of the 1 008 800 households in Queensland, one
in four, or 279 000 homes, suffered at least one offence against their property in the last
12 months. Some wonderful schemes have been implemented to combat crime. I pay
tribute to the people involved in Neighbourhood Watch and Safety House schemes.
These are worthy schemes, but there is a limit to what they can do to combat crime.

We have one of the best and most honest Police Services in Australia and, for that
matter, the world. The lack of morale and the wastage level in the Police Service
depresses me, and it is due mainly to a Government that seems oblivious to what is
going on around it. The Police Service has virtually got its hands tied behind its back.
Police overtime has been cut right throughout the length and breadth of the State. The
38-hour week has effectively reduced police staffing by 5 per cent. Police strength is up
only marginally and the services of many experienced officers, which cannot be
replaced overnight, have been lost. This Government abolished the mandatory life
sentence provided for in the Drugs Misuse Act 1986. It released 18 out of 19 prisoners
who were serving mandatory life sentences for major drug trafficking offences. The drug
traffickers saw this as a sign of weakness.

Mr Barber:  You don’t believe that.

Mr TURNER: The facts are there for everyone to see. I wonder whether the
honourable member read recently in the Courier-Mail the number of people who have
been released from prison who have returned to drug trafficking and other crime. There
has been a softening towards drug-related crimes by the present Government. I believe
that this was well documented in the 1991 report Illicit Drugs in Australia. That report
was not compiled by the National Party. It was compiled by a number of reputable
organisations, including the Attorney-General’s Department, the Australian Bureau of
Criminal Intelligence, the Australian Customs Service, the National Crime Authority and
Police Services throughout Australia. That report stated that heroin was freely available
throughout the country during 1990. Police and health workers in Queensland reported
an abundant supply of heroin, which was particularly evident around the Gold Coast
area. The increase in heroin and other drugs such as cocaine could be attributed to the
elimination of the mandatory life sentence under the Drugs Misuse Act 1986. The severe
penalties for trafficking under that Act meant that, in the past, only small quantities of
hard drugs were trafficked. This report has been compiled by an eminent authority to
show what is happening on the drug scene. The elimination of those severe penalties
has resulted in an escalation in drug trafficking, which will be one of the greatest
problems facing this country in the future.

Schedule 4 hard drugs are likely to enter this country from the United States. A
record crop of cocaine produced in South America has led to a dramatic drop in price.
This makes Australia an attractive export proposition for the drug merchants. However,
cannabis and its derivatives still remain the most popular drugs among addicts and, as
Papua New Guinea can produce cannabis in large quantities and it is close to Australia,
we will see more boats and planes doing the run into the Torres Strait and then coming
into north Queensland. Unemployment in the Torres Strait area and other parts of north
Queensland would be among the highest in Australia, so drug trafficking is very
attractive to young people who receive only $125 per week or thereabouts under
CDEP. New Guinea coffee growers are openly crying, “Why grow coffee when cannabis
can be readily sold at more than 10 times the price of coffee?” Police resources are
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strained in the northern region and, although Assistant Commissioner Strohfeldt has
done a great job under the circumstances, cooperation between customs and Federal
police is needed if trafficking is to be halted. It is alarming to think that drug trafficking is
increasing by 58 per cent a year, but it is even more alarming to see an increase of
almost 73 per cent in the offence of supplying dangerous drugs. The Government is
sitting on its hands while the enormous increase in drug trafficking is taking place. 

It is hard to imagine this Government taking a stand against crime or unemployment
in Queensland. I believe that its record is appalling. The ALP State Government has not
made a decision since it came to office. It submits all its problems to committees and
commissions. It cannot protect the gates of Parliament House. It cannot keep prisoners
in gaol. It is no wonder criminals are treating the present administration as a laughing-
stock. Why would crime not be at record levels at present? Queensland would not be
regarded as Australia’s leading crime State if that was not the case. As I mentioned
earlier, why would Queensland not be regarded as Australia’s leading drug crime State?
I ask honourable members to consider what has happened in organised crime in
Queensland throughout two and a half years of ALP control. The figures are irrefutable
and undeniable, and the situation is patently obvious to everyone in this State.

Mr Welford:  It started under your Government.
Mr TURNER: I can inform the honourable member that crime is virtually out of

control in Queensland. He should try to tell the public that it is not. People know that it
is out of control, and they have every right to be concerned. Let me examine some of
the comments made by Commissioner Newnham in relation to the present Government’s
attitude towards law enforcement. The first source document on which I wish to
comment is the Queensland Police Service annual report 1990-1991, which contains
many complaints about the inadequacy of Government support in areas such as general
management, computers, resources and equipment, regionalisation and civilianisation.
The Police Commissioner pointed out that strategies had fallen by the wayside due to
lack of funds.

Time expired.
Mr SCHWARTEN (Rockhampton North) (4.39 p.m.): When it is all boiled down,

the subject that is before the Parliament this evening simply says: unemployment equals
crime. I want to flesh out that proposition a little bit and address the issue. This evening,
various members have spoken at some length on the matter. I have been talking to
people and have been looking at some research documents to ascertain whether that is
the case but have not been able to find any, so members of the Liberal Party have been
talking drivel. However, when I was searching through the document Queensland First, I
found the exact origins of the proposition that unemployment equals crime in section
1.5. In this debate tonight, what we are really talking about is the attitude of the Liberal
Party to unemployment in this State.

Mr Warburton: You mean its whole one member in the House.

Mr SCHWARTEN: There is a whole one of them in the House, which shows how
interested members of the Liberal Party are in unemployment in this State. I examined
the Liberal Party’s Fightback proposal to see what it would do if its members ever
happened to fluke winning government in the Federal sphere. I noticed that the first
thing they would do is strip away $10 billion in welfare assistance that is paid to people
who are unemployed or are in similar circumstances. They will go one step further in
that, after nine months of receiving the dole, an unemployed person will be taken off the
dole register. Once someone has been removed from the dole, the choices will be
simply to starve or to steal.

Mr Connor: Or get a job.

Mr SCHWARTEN: I thank the honourable member for the interjection. He said,
“Or get a job.” However, when there is no job, a person has to starve or steal. The
honourable member and other members of the Liberal Party are saying that everyone
who is unemployed will get a job in nine months.

Mr Connor: No, we’re not.
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Mr SCHWARTEN:  Yes, the honourable member is, because the policy his party
espouses is that, after nine months of unemployment, people can get a job. If they
cannot, the options are either to starve or to steal.

Mr Connor interjected.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Hollis): Order! The member for Nerang will cease
interjecting.

Mr SCHWARTEN: Under the Liberal Party’s Fightback policy, after nine months
of unemployment, people will be pushed into committing crimes. I know what people
would do if they were destitute. They would get a double-barrel shotgun, walk down to
the local shop and poke the gun across the counter rather than see their kids starve, and
I believe that every honest individual in this State would do the same thing. The facts of
the matter are undeniable.

People would steal because they would be forced to do so as a result of the
Liberal Party’s taking them off the dole. That policy is totally inexcusable. The next issue
I wish to address is what the Liberal Party really thinks about people who are on the
dole. “Dole bludgers” is a term that readily springs to mind when I ponder what the
Liberal Party thinks of people who are on the dole. A Liberal candidate in a previous
election named Collins believes that the way to treat people who have been on the dole
for nine months is to desex them. That is what the Liberal Party is saying, and it shows
the callous attitude that people in the Liberal Party have to people who are unemployed.
Those people are to be treated as though they are household pets.

Mr CONNOR: I rise to a point of order. The member is misleading the House. The
Liberal Party does not have that policy. We have never professed that policy.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! If the member wishes to rise to a point of order,
he must do so from his correct place. Moreover, there is no point of order.

Mr SCHWARTEN: If members of the Liberal Party want to deny that statement,
let me point out that it has been in existence since 27 April. It is interesting that we have
not heard any retraction of that statement. The member for Nerang lives on the Gold
Coast, and I wonder why he did not go to the Gold Coast Bulletin to retract that
statement. I can tell him why he did not. He is of the same opinion as Mr Collins. He
thinks, as Mr Collins does, that unemployed people in this State are beneath contempt.
It is disgraceful.

Mr CONNOR: I rise to a further point of order. I find those remarks offensive.
They were directed personally at me. I ask for them to be withdrawn.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The member for Rockhampton North will
withdraw those remarks.

Mr SCHWARTEN: I so withdraw. The next point that needs to be made is one I
have mentioned several times previously in the House. When the Labor Party won
government in Queensland, we found that the TAFE system that trains people for
employment was run down to such an extent that it was funded at a level of 33 per cent
below the national average. That meant that, because the Queensland Government was
so miserable in terms of what it spent on training people, Queensland did not pick up
the dollar-for-dollar subsidy from the Federal Government. The Queensland Government
therefore got its hands on less Federal funding for training. That is how smart the
previous Government was in terms of its commitment to TAFE. It did not even have
enough brains to work out that, the more money that was spent in Queensland, the more
money the State Government could get from the Federal Government to support it.

In contrast, this year DEVETIR has a record $405m budget for training. In 1990-91,
the Government increased the allocation by 12 per cent and, in 1991-92, by some 20 per
cent. The Government has set about targeting that area by providing extra funds. The
Government is making a three-pronged attack: firstly, providing subsidies to employers
to help them to employ people; secondly, providing support services for Queensland’s
young unemployed; and, thirdly, providing more training opportunities of a better quality
within the TAFE sector. Included in the $405m budget is $10m for labour market
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ventures. As a result of the Government’s commitment, the provision of additional funds
by this Government has meant that 20 000 more people are in TAFE colleges today than
when this Government took office. It is also a fact of life that, when the Government
came to office, the TAFE system was very inefficient. At that time the cost of TAFE in
Queensland was approximately $9.06 per hour although the national average was $8.33.
Since then, the Government has been able to reduce that figure by some 16 per cent.

The Government has also strengthened TAFE’s links with industry. Recent surveys
show that almost half of the unemployed people who enrolled in TAFE obtained jobs. It
proves the Government’s theory that, if people are trained, when we come out of the
recession they will have somewhere to go. That would be in contrast to what happened
in 1983, when we came out of a recession and found that we had an insufficient skills
base and needed to import people. The other undeniable statistic is that almost three
quarters of those who had left school and enrolled in TAFE got jobs. Quite clearly,
going to TAFE gives people an advantage in the search for jobs. It is another bit of
armour in the battle against unemployment. It cannot be denied that training is the way
to go, and that is why the Government has sought to encourage it. The $10m that the
Government has allocated to labour market initiatives is also assisting in that respect. I
conclude by saying that the poor devils in the community who are unemployed do not
deserve the scorn of people such as the member for Nerang. They do not deserve the
lack of pity from members opposite and the lack of assistance they will suffer under the
Fightback package. Those people do not deserve to be kicked while they are down;
they deserve to be helped. The Government is about retraining people to put them in
the best position possible to gain employment. Members opposite must want to
increase crime by taking away from unemployed people their means of support; people
who are in that position for reasons beyond their control.

Time expired.
Hon. V. P. LESTER (Peak Downs) (4.49 p.m.): My goodness me, I hope that

when I upset the member for Rockhampton North he does not start talking about
double-barrelled shotguns. I am sure that what he said was in jest. I can say without fear
of contradiction that the pathetic unemployment under this Labor Government
contributes to the increase in crime in this State. I will give honourable members an
example. In Toowoomba, 75 per cent of youth who commit crimes are unemployed.
That is a problem with which we must grapple. That statistic would not be very different
in other parts of the State. That is not a political statement; it is simply a fact of life with
which the Government must deal. As has been said, sometimes the unemployed must
steal to survive. Obviously, that leads to other offences, such as violence and drug-
taking. Eventually, those young people lose all hope. That puts the Government into a
predicament as to what to do about the problem. Since the ALP came to power,
unemployment has risen by 60 per cent. That is a frightening statistic. This year, the
rising unemployment figures for Queensland are likely to have a dramatic effect on the
industrial relations scene.

The attempt by the Goss Government to run away from that issue is despicable.
The Government will bring out statistics and try to twist them around to show that it is
trying to do something useful for the community. The tragic fact is that, undoubtedly,
this State will continue to have double-digit unemployment figures. Indeed, the Labor
Party’s own advisers predicted that. When the National Party was in power, the
unemployment figure in Queensland was no higher than 6 per cent. There is a very, very
big difference between that figure and the present figure.

Government members interjected.

Mr LESTER: The most damning evidence of that difference is the leaked Cabinet
document that predicts an 11 per cent unemployment figure for Australia by the June
quarter next year. That is the reason why Government members are worried. That is the
reason why they yell out and carry on. What price, then, our industrial relations
environment? How will the State Labor Government explain its old-fashioned industrial
relations policies when emphasis should be on enterprise agreements, such as VEAs?
Let us not kid ourselves: in the past those who entered into VEAs often came up with a
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deal which was far superior to anything they had previously enjoyed. Let us consider
the awful spectre of unemployment as outlined to the Federal Labor Cabinet by its
advisers.

The first point they made was that it seems that the more recent labour market
figures have confirmed very pessimistic forecasts about unemployment. The second
point they made was that “we are looking towards the end of 1992-93 for any significant
improvement in unemployment and in the number of long-term unemployed”. That is a
long time to wait. What a dreadful admission to make! Unfortunately, there is more—a lot
more. A Federal Cabinet confidential document states that the unemployment rate may
peak at over 11 per cent. Those forecasts are made on two sides—State and Federal.
The forecasts suggest that, within the next 12 months to two years, there will be a
steady increase in the number of long-term unemployed to possibly, Australiawide,
350 000 people. The Labor Government is admitting that some people will go through
life and unfortunately will never have a job. Their profession will be to be unemployed. It
will be a new profession of “unemployed”. It will not matter whether a person is qualified
or unqualified, the chilling prospect for Australia is that hundreds of thousands of people
will be unemployed for a long, long time. In other words, Australia has a new culture, the
culture of the permanently unemployed, thanks to the bankrupting Federal and State
Labor policies and very many mistakes.

Mr Veivers interjected.
Mr LESTER: There it is—9 000 applications knocked back. The State Opposition

is currently developing a lucrative package which will put an emphasis back on business
as the facilitator of job growth. I want to refer for a moment to a few concerns that I
have about the Police Service. Mr Warburton is not a bad fellow. He said that the
number of police officers has risen to 6 226 from 5 282 when the National Party was in
Government. That is not a true indication of the effective size of the Police Service
because in that time police have been granted a 38-hour week. I do not dispute the
granting of that. However, in real terms, that represents a reduction of 311 police being
able to do the job. That occurs because police now work only a 38-hour week. There
seems to be no provision for additional police to be employed as a result of that
decision which was brought down by the Industrial Relations Commission. The size of
the Police Service is really being increased by about 633, or 200 a year. It is a bit of a
sleight of hand to talk about 1 200 extra police. In actual figures, that might be the case,
but it is not the case when it is related to the conditions that existed when this
Government came to office. When conditions change, certain adaptations have to be
made and the strategy has to be changed.

There have been police overtime cuts right throughout Queensland. As a result,
the staffing strength at police stations has been cut back. The Capella Police Station is
staffed from 9 o’clock to 4 o’clock. If there is a problem outside those hours, one is flat
out getting help. When the National Party was in Government, there were 68 uniformed
police at the Rockhampton Police Station. Today, there are still 68. Despite the increase
in population, there has been no effective increase in police numbers at that station.
When the National Party was in Government, north Rockhampton had 17 police, but at
present the number is 15. However, I will clarify that by saying that two vacancies exist.
When we were in Government, there were six police officers stationed at Yeppoon, but
there are now seven. The number has increased because a motel owner, Mr Spyve, was
nearly belted to death. That increase occurred because of enormous pressure from
people. There is no risk about that. In fact, I am informed that recently someone went to
the police station at north Rockhampton after 4 p.m. and found that it was closed. That
person had to go to the main police station to get help. Only recently, the very good
policeman at Lakes Creek Police Station was on holidays for some weeks, as a result of
which that station was left unattended. That is the information that I have received,
anyway. Many people from Lakes Creek have approached me and expressed their
disgust at that.

In Rockhampton, there have been continuing instances of crime. People have been
bashed in the mall. One was Grant Moran, who was hospitalised. There have been all
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sorts of problems. I point out to the Minister that the police are working under difficulty.
If they are too fierce in carrying out their job, they are likely to be reported. I raise this in
a non-political manner. Police should be given a bit of encouragement to be able to do
their job without the fear of being forced to appear before some tribunal. That is a
problem that they have hanging over their heads. They try to do their job, but suddenly
find that they are unable to do it.

Time expired. 

Hon. N. G. WARBURTON (Sandgate—Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) (4.59 p.m.): The subject of this debate which, incidentally, was proposed by
Mrs Sheldon, makes some very, very serious claims. Mrs Sheldon claims—and she is
being supported by both the Liberals and the Nationals—that there is a disturbing link
between the skyrocketing rate of crime and the shockingly high rate of unemployment in
Queensland. Some of us who have been in this place for quite some time have tried to
give Mrs Sheldon some lessons in a nice way. Yesterday, I endeavoured to encourage
the Leader of the Liberal Party to read some of the legislation that she was debating so
that she would not be in contempt of the Misconduct Tribunal. Mrs Sheldon obviously
took it the wrong way. I thought that I had offered that advice in an inoffensive manner.
Today, I would like to teach Mrs Sheldon another lesson. The leader of a political party
does not come into this place, propose a debate of this kind, then walk out and leave
one member of his or her party in the House. The leader of a political party does not do
that kind of thing if he or she wants to show the people of this State that he or she is
serious about the issue being pursued. That is clearly the position. That is the second
lesson that should have been learned by Mrs Sheldon in the last two days.

Crime is a very serious matter. Everyone agrees that it is not unique to Brisbane, to
Queensland or to Australia. It is a problem that exists right throughout the world, and a
lot of people are trying to address it. Honourable members should examine the statistics
that are being rolled out by the Liberal Party and the National Party today. Under this
Government, for the first time ever in this State, statistics are being issued that are fair
dinkum and honest. Honourable members should forget about discussing what has been
said about statistics by some members of the Police Service in this State. Instead, they
should take note of what Mr Fitzgerald has said. He has identified the way in which the
National Party rigged the system when it was in office. The National Party issued
statistics to the people of this State through its various Ministers—one of whom is
presently sitting on the other side of the Chamber—which were rigged to convey the
very false impression that crime levels in this State were well below what they really
were. Under this Government, for the first time, the people of this State have been given
fair dinkum statistics. It is because the previous National Party Government rigged its
statistics that the current statistics appear to reveal a higher crime rate. It is quite
inappropriate for members opposite to criticise this Government in that regard. In order
to make good use of these statistics, one really has to examine the last set of statistics
issued by this Government to the public of Queensland, and the set of statistics that will
be released in the very near future.

Mr Connor: The figures before were yours as well.
Mr WARBURTON: Mr Connor is having plenty to say. Whilst I am on the subject

of statistics, I must mention the famous economic statement that emanated from the
Leader of the Liberal Party at the weekend. Do honourable members realise that Mrs
Sheldon and her Liberal colleagues actually manufactured some statistics in a vain
attempt to support some of their claims? Let me give my third lot of advice to the Leader
of the Liberal Party. She may get away with the rigging of statistics at Liberal Party
meetings, but she is not going to get away with it in this place or in the real world of
politics. Mrs Sheldon’s leadership of the Liberal Party in this State will come to a very
untimely end if she continues engaging in that sort of conduct. Mr Connor will be very
interested in what I am talking about. Perhaps he had something to do with it. The
figures contained in that document regarding prison escapes are probably the best
example I can give. One can only wonder where the Liberal Party got those figures
from. All four figures that were given in that document were very much inflated. The



Legislative Assembly 29 April 1992   4649

Liberal Party says that in 1990 there were 64 prison escapes. No member of the
Government skites about escapes from prison, but there were not 64; there were 41.
The Liberal Party claims that in 1991 there were 104 escapes; in fact, the correct total is
67. Of course, that last figure included prisoners who escaped from low-security
establishments. Today, the Liberal Party attempted to prove that there has been a
dramatic link between the unfortunate unemployed in our country and the rate of crime.

Mr Burns: It was a slur on them.

Mr WARBURTON: Yes, that is exactly what I am about to say. There are some
unemployed people in our State who turn to crime, particularly break-and-enter type
offences. However, to lay the crime problems of this State squarely at the feet of
people who are unfortunate enough to be unemployed is very definitely a slur against
the unemployed. Quite frankly, to do so is wrong, and it is despicable. Unfortunately,
the Leader of the Liberal Party, who pursued this matter in this House today, is not in the
Chamber; she has left. The fact is that the members of the Queensland Police Service
have already successfully reduced crime rates. That will be revealed in the next set of
statistics to be released. It is about time people like Mr Connor, Mrs Sheldon, other
members of the Liberal Party and some members of the National Party stopped
criticising police activities and the Police Service in this State.

Mr CONNOR:  I rise to a point of order. The Minister referred to me personally
and said that I criticised the Police Service. I have not done that. I find those comments
offensive, and I ask that the Minister withdraw them.

Mr WARBURTON:  I withdraw those comments. The Liberal Party has raised the
issue of juvenile crime. It is a problem; everyone realises it is a problem. However, it
must be made clear that 80 per cent of crimes are committed by males who are over 25
years of age. There has been a 26 per cent improvement in the clear-up rates of major
crimes throughout Queensland. We had operations such as Operation Daybreak that
targeted break and enters. The Police Service in this State has reduced break and
enters by more than 60 per cent in some of the areas in which the operation took place.
As I mentioned during question time today, those improvements in the crime rate have
been made possible by this Government’s commitment to the reform of the Police
Service. Of course, those improvements include increasing police numbers by
1 200—which the Opposition does not recognise—increasing the Police Service
budget by record amounts, firstly by 13.5 per cent and then by 11 per cent—something
that has never happened before—the implementation of the great bulk of the Fitzgerald
reforms—which I again mentioned today—improvement in the education and training of
police officers—which is a most important aspect of the new Police Service—and the
massive capital and minor capital works program that has been implemented right
throughout this State. I personally find it disgusting that Mrs Sheldon is not present,
and I will say that she has a real lesson to learn. Finally, I wish to say——

Mr Connor interjected. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Hollis): Order! Those words are unparliamentary. I
ask the honourable member for Nerang to withdraw them.

Mr CONNOR: I withdraw “the coward”.
Time expired.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL

Hon. T. J. BURNS (Lytton—Deputy Premier, Minister for Housing and Local
Government) (5.09 p.m.), by leave, without notice: I move—

“That leave be granted to bring in a Bill for an Act to amend the City of
Brisbane Act 1924 and the Local Government Act 1936, and to repeal an Act.”
Motion agreed to. 

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

Second Reading
Hon. T. J. BURNS (Lytton—Deputy Premier, Minister for Housing and Local

Government) (5.10 p.m.): I move—

“That the Bill be now read a second time.”
The Bill contains a number of major local government reforms affecting all local

authorities, with others of special significance to the Brisbane City Council. For some
time, the Brisbane City Council has been reviewing its financial systems and operations.
The current legislation governing the council’s financial system has not been
substantially updated since the City of Brisbane Act commenced in 1924 and does not
provide the flexibility necessary for efficient and effective financial management in
today’s rapidly changing environment. Essentially, the legislation will afford the council
increased flexibility in the area of contracts and rating provisions and the ability to
financially manage more efficiently and effectively its day-to-day affairs and to take
advantage of advances in accounting and financial management practices. As a
consequence of this legislation, the council will be able to make improvements in the
areas of budget management and review and financial reporting.

The legislation reflects generally accepted principles of financial administration and
audit and will provide an effective framework in which the council can effectively
operate well into the next century. The objectives of Part 2 of the Bill are to consolidate,
streamline and enhance the legislation relating to contracts entered into by the council;
spell out the powers of the council in making and collecting rates and charges; establish
the financial framework within which the council conducts its affairs; and set standards
for reporting by the council on its financial affairs and on the conduct of its operations.
These provisions give the council increased autonomy balanced by a greater degree of
accountability for the exercise of that autonomy.

Requirements for contracting by the council are designed to provide flexibility to
the council at the same time as ensuring that efficiency gains arising from competition
for contracts are achieved, and that there is accountability and the opportunity for
public scrutiny of the council’s decisions in this area. The council will be required to
invite tenders when a contract’s apparent value exceeds $100,000, and in the case of a
contract exceeding $50,000 the council will be required to seek quotations. In certain
circumstances, the council will be able to enter into contracts without going to tender or
seeking quotations. For example, the Bill specifically provides that the tendering and
quotation procedures do not apply to contracts entered into because of an emergency,
or contracts to purchase goods and services made under the State Purchasing Policy.

In addition to these statutory exemptions, the Brisbane City Council has been
given the discretion to enter into other contracts without calling tenders or quotations if
certain criteria are met, for example, if there are no competitive or reliable tenderers, or it
is not in the public interest. Where the council chooses to exercise such a discretion, it
must first pass a resolution that identifies why it believes that tenders should not be
sought in order to ensure there is public accountability for the decision. As a further
accountability measure, details of such resolutions are to be included in the council’s
annual report. For further flexibility, the council will also be able to call for expressions
of interest and then invite tenders from a short list of companies that lodged such
expressions of interest. Again, a resolution of the council is required to use this process
and the public interest test and accountability mechanisms already mentioned will apply.

To introduce even further flexibility where the council considers that it is
warranted, a power will be available to enter into negotiations to modify tenders. If this
power is likely to be exercised, the notice calling for tenders must advise of its possible
application and—

(a) the council must negotiate with all tenderers; or
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(b) if the council rejects all tenders, it can request any tenderer to submit a
modified tender and must give a copy of its reasons to approach that
tenderer to all the other parties who initially submitted a tender.

As one will see, the new powers being granted to the council are being balanced
by appropriate accountability measures. As a final point on contracting, I would mention
that a competitive process of tendering or public auctions will also apply to the disposal
of council assets, including land and the lease of land. However, the council may decide
not to utilise a competitive process where it believes it would be in the public interest
not to do so. Again, reasons will have to be given to provide an opportunity for public
scrutiny of such decisions.

The new rating provisions in the Bill will simplify and modernise the current
complex rating provisions of the City of Brisbane Act. They also allow the council a
larger degree of discretion than the current Act permits. At the moment, the Brisbane
City Council relies on certain provisions called up from the Local Government Act and
its ordinances to determine what is rateable land in the city. The opportunity has been
taken to place appropriate provisions in the City of Brisbane Act to deal with this
subject. Basically, all land is rateable except—

(a) vacant Crown land;

(b) land occupied by or on behalf of the Crown or a Crown instrumentality;
(c) land exempted from rating by the Governor in Council; and

(d) land used for public, religious, charitable or educational purposes which has
been exempted by the council.

Crown land used for commercial purposes will be rateable. The council will continue to
have the power to make and levy general rates or differential general rates, utility
charges for water, sewerage, cleansing and recycling services, and separate rates and
charges to finance particular facilities or services. The power to set minimum general
rate levies is also clarified.

The Bill provides two options for categorising rateable land when a system of
differential general rating is to be used. At present, the valuation authority under the
Valuation of Land Act has the task of categorising rateable land in accordance with
criteria and categories set by the council. The Bill will enable the council to decide
whether to ask the valuation authority to undertake the categorisation, or to do the
categorisation itself. This will give the council greater flexibility in the types of
categories which can be used for differential general rating because of the additional
information it holds on property use, etc. To further enhance the flexibility to use
differential general rates, the Bill also provides that each lot in, say, a strata title
development can be treated separately for the purposes of categorising rateable land.
At the moment, the land on which the building is constructed must be placed into a
particular category, irrespective of the use made of different parts of the building. The
Bill also preserves all the existing objection and appeal rights of landowners,
irrespective of whether the council or the valuation authority does the categorisation. In
addition, the Bill also clarifies the powers of the council in making and levying separate
rates and charges. A separate rate or charge will be able to be made and levied on any
or all rateable land in the city, provided that all such rateable land benefits from or has
access to the facilities or services financed by the separate rate or charge. A
longstanding issue addressed in the Bill is the liability for rates when there is a change in
valuation, or when land becomes or ceases to be rateable following subdivision. The
legislation provides a simple means for an adjustment of rates up to the date of a change
occurring. The liability for payment of rates will be based on the new valuation from the
date of its commencement. This is an equitable solution which will be simple to
administer, and provides landowners with clear rights and obligations.

The new rating concession powers in the Bill also provide the council with an
unprecedented level of discretion. For instance, at its budget meeting the council can
resolve that a rate may be paid by instalments instead of by annual, half-yearly or
quarterly payments. It is up to the council to set the terms and conditions that would
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apply, for example, whether the offer should be made to all ratepayers or only to certain
classes of ratepayers; how often should payments be made; whether those electing to
pay by instalments should pay a premium, etc. In addition, the council will have extra
powers to make special arrangements for people with a limited capacity to pay, for
example, the deferment of the payment of rates to a future date agreed to by the council
and the ratepayer. This could even be for the lifetime of the owner of the land if that
person is a pensioner. Such arrangements could be of particular benefit to elderly
people through increasing their current disposable income. The problem of pensioners
not being entitled to rebates because they live in retirement homes or rented
accommodation has also been addressed. The council has the discretion to grant a rate
remission to the landowner if it is passed on to the pensioner and a statutory declaration
to this effect has been signed by the landowner. Rate remissions will also be permitted
for other situations, such as encouraging economic development, and preserving the
city’s heritage.

The new finance provisions in the Bill provide the Brisbane City Council with a
modernised framework for financial management based on current accounting standards
and principles. However, because of the significant changes that are being made which
cannot all come into play on 1 July 1992, the Bill provides that the council can continue
to employ some of its current systems and procedures up to 30 June 1996, that is, a
phasing-in arrangement. A most significant change is the adoption of accrual accounting
in place of cash accounting. Accrual accounting will provide information about the
council’s assets and liabilities that cannot be obtained by accounting on a cash basis.
Accrual accounting matches inflows of resources with consumption of goods and
services over specific reporting periods and will give a measure of the increase or
decrease in the asset position of the council. Such information is vital in assessing
changes in financial condition—and therefore, capacity to provide services—over time.
The legislation will continue to require the council to keep proper accounting records,
and detailed requirements will be set out in regulations. The council will also continue to
be required to have an accounting manual. In addition, the Bill provides that the council
must establish and maintain two funds, a City Fund and a Trust Fund. The City Fund will
continue to be the operating fund for the council. The council will also retain the power
to establish reserves to ensure adequate funding is provided to meet future liabilities.
For this purpose, reserve accounts can be established and maintained within the City
Fund. Reserves will be able to be applied for general purposes if they are no longer
required for the purpose for which they were reserved. Trust moneys held by the
council on behalf of other persons are required to be kept separate and distinct, and
must be applied for the purposes for which they are held in trust. Subject to ministerial
approval, the council will be able to transfer trust funds to the City Fund for general
application if the purpose for which the funds were held in trust no longer exists.

The new legislation provides a budgetary process flexible enough to remain
effective within a rapidly changing environment. The provisions of the Bill governing the
council’s budget are based on the need for accountability, regular review and measures
to consider performance across programs. A program approach to budgeting has been
adopted to provide a forecast and a statement of performance on the facilities and
services provided by the council. This will necessitate the detailing in a program format
of financial and non-financial performance targets and strategies to achieve those
targets. Individual program budgets will be prepared on the accrual basis of accounting
in order to reflect the council’s position. Budget reporting will continue to be required to
give sufficient detail for accountability and for public scrutiny of the council’s affairs.
The adoption of accrual accounting means the council will not be obliged to have a
balanced budget. However, in framing its budget the council will be required to take into
account any deficit or surplus which it estimates will exist at the end of the current year.

The Bill applies the relevant provisions of the Statutory Bodies Financial
Arrangements Act 1982 to the council’s borrowings and investments. This is consistent
with the broad approach being taken by the Government in consolidating in one Act the
borrowing and investment powers of public sector agencies, statutory bodies, and local
governments. The Auditor-General will continue to audit the accounts of the council and
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exercise the powers conferred by the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1977. The
Bill continues to provide that the books and accounts of council superannuation
schemes established under the City of Brisbane Act must be audited by the Auditor-
General. As I mentioned earlier, the council will be required to produce an annual report
that lists details of resolutions passed because of a decision not to call for tenders or
quotations. In addition, that annual report must contain the audited financial statements
of the council plus information on matters such as—

(a) the council’s aims and objectives for the year and the extent that they were
achieved in the year;

(b) indications of program efficiency;
(c) a list of the registers kept by the council and open to inspection; 

(d) a summary of the salaries and allowances paid to council members; and
(e) other particulars that are relevant to making an informed assessment of the

council’s operations and performance during the year.

These requirements are all aimed at increasing the accountability of the council for its
decisions and operations.

The Bill also repeals a number of redundant provisions of the City of Brisbane Act.
Many of these provisions date back to 1924 and deal with transitional arrangements that
are no longer relevant. Section 54 is also repealed, because it interferes with the legal
right of individuals who may wish to take action against the council on the grounds that
the council failed to comply with statutory processes. The last point I make on the
amendments to the City of Brisbane Act relates to the replacement of the maximum
penalties under an ordinance of $5,000 or $500, if it is a daily offence, with 100 and 10
penalty units respectively. This has the effect of increasing those maximum penalties to
$6,000 or $600, which is considered reasonable and will also mean that, as the value of a
penalty is adjusted over time, it will automatically flow through without the need for
further amendments of the City of Brisbane Act.

The Bill also amends the Local Government Act 1936 in a number of ways. The first
set of amendments establish the Office of the Local Government Commissioner, who
will be responsible for the ongoing review of local authority external boundaries and
other reviewable local government matters. As recommended by the Parliamentary
Committee for Electoral and Administrative Review in its recent report on local authority
external boundaries, the purpose of the legislation is to establish an independent
process for the review of boundaries. In reviewing the external boundaries of local
authorities, the commissioner will be obliged to have regard to the need to ensure the
provision of efficient and effective local government and other criteria set by the
Governor in Council. This is not to say that the commissioner will be bound to pursue
the amalgamation of local authorities. The Government in its response to the
amalgamations recommended recently by the parliamentary committee demonstrated its
commitment to using the most cost-effective ways to achieve efficiency in local
government. If joint cooperative arrangements prove to be more cost effective than
amalgamations, then the commissioner will be able to recommend that joint
arrangements be put in place to deal with problems that might otherwise have been
addressed by amalgamation or boundary adjustments. The commissioner will also
conduct investigations of a range of electoral and constitutional local government
matters, also called reviewable local government matters, including voting systems,
divisional arrangements, the composition of a council, the assignment of members to
divisions, and the names and classes of local authorities. This will ensure an
independent review process takes place before any changes are made to these matters
by the Governor in Council.

The commissioner will be required to investigate and report on any reviewable
local government matter referred by the Minister for Local Government. However, to
preserve the independence of the commission, that person will also be able to request
the Minister to refer a matter for investigation. The request and the Minister’s response
must be tabled in Parliament along with all referrals of work that the Minister has made to
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the commissioner and all reports submitted by the commissioner on any reviewable local
government matter. Regulations setting out the criteria for investigating changes to
reviewable matters will be approved by the Governor in Council to guide the work of
the commissioner. In relation to external boundaries, the parliamentary committee has
recommended an extensive set of criteria for use by the commissioner. Where the
commissioner decides to recommend amalgamations or external boundary adjustments,
the detailed aspects of such changes will have to be addressed in the report to the
Minister. This will ensure that recommendations for change are soundly based, and are
capable of being implemented. The commissioner will be able to conduct formal
inquiries when investigating reviewable local government matters. This ensures that the
commissioner can have access to the information necessary to comprehensively assess
matters referred for investigation. The commissioner will be required to give public
notice of the exercise of these formal inquiry powers, and to conduct such an inquiry in
public. It is a matter for the commissioner as to whether or not a formal inquiry should be
held. The expectation is that, when minor proposals are under consideration, the
commissioner will use less formal mechanisms to collect the relevant information.

The commissioner will be appointed by the Governor in Council, for a period of up
to five years. Experience in local government or other relevant experience will be a
precondition for appointment. In addition, a member of a political party must not be
appointed as commissioner. This ensures that the commissioner will be seen to be
independent, as well as being a person with the expertise to address the issues
involved. There may be occasions where the commissioner is absent or through a
potential conflict of interest is unable to investigate a referred matter. In these situations,
the Governor in Council will be able to appoint a temporary deputy commissioner to act
as the commissioner. A temporary deputy commissioner may also be appointed in other
circumstances to assist the commissioner where necessary. Staff and administrative
support for the commissioner will be the responsibility of the Electoral Commission of
Queensland, which will operate as a separate entity for the purposes of financial
reporting under the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1977. However, the Local
Government Commissioner will report directly to the Minister responsible for Local
Government in respect of reviewable local government matters as well as present an
annual report to that Minister on the commissioner’s operations during the year.

The Bill further provides that, unless notice of intention has already been given
under the Local Government Act to change a reviewable local government matter before
the commencement of this Bill, no change can be made by the Governor in Council to
such matters unless a report has been received from the commissioner. The manner in
which the reports of the commissioner are to be processed and formal public
submissions are to be obtained on any proposals to change a reviewable local
government matter will be dealt with in legislation to be introduced later this year. The
urgency at the moment is to establish the Office of the Local Government
Commissioner, make an appropriate appointment and have the commissioner commence
consultations and negotiations with those local authorities nominated for amalgamation
or minor boundary adjustments in the report of the parliamentary committee. Much of
the early work of the commissioner will be looking at joint cooperative arrangements that
councils may be willing to enter into to address issues raised in the parliamentary
committee’s report and other boundary adjustments those councils may have voluntarily
agreed to, as well as sifting through the material that has been collected in respect of
minor boundary adjustments mentioned in the committee’s report. By the time the
commissioner is in a position to present any formal reports on changes to reviewable
local government matters, I expect to have introduced further legislation to set out the
relevant procedures. At the moment, I have in mind that, if the commissioner has carried
out an investigation and has come to an interim point of view that a reviewable local
government matter should be changed, the commissioner would then advertise for
public submissions. After an assessment of those submissions, the commissioner would
make a report to the Minister recommending a particular change in a reviewable local
government matter. The final decision would rest with the Governor in Council, who
could accept or reject the recommendation or make minor modifications.
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The Bill also contains a number of amendments to the Local Government Act 1936
arising from the changes to the City of Brisbane Act 1924. For example, the contracting
provisions of the Local Government Act will no longer apply to the Brisbane City
Council because of the changes foreshadowed earlier in this speech. I would mention
that the new contracting provisions in the City of Brisbane Act, as well as many other
provisions, including the introduction of accrual accounting and the enhancement of the
council’s financial management systems, have been taken from the draft White Paper on
the Review of the Local Government Act which I will release in the near future. On that
basis, it is expected that many of those provisions will appear in the Local Government
Act down the track. However, for the moment it was decided only to bring across to the
Local Government Act in this Bill those changes to the Brisbane City Council’s powers
in relation to separate rates and charges and the categorisation of land for differential
general rating. 

In an unrelated matter, the Bill also amends the Local Government Act 1936 to
enable a local authority to temporarily expend money in a reserve fund on any function
of local government. The purpose of the expenditure and the conditions of repayment
to the reserve fund are to be determined by the local authority in its resolution to utilise
moneys from this fund. The Bill also provides for local government to make use of the
new arrangements for a common form for notice of change of ownership of land.
Legislation to establish a common form was enacted for State agencies in 1991. The
Local Government Association has advised that it supports the use of the common form.
The Bill also contains new enterprise powers for local authorities, including the Brisbane
City Council. These amendments are the culmination of work by a committee which
reported on the role of local government in economic development. I released that
report for public comment in 1990, and since then the committee’s proposals have been
assessed and refined to provide a framework for local government to become involved
in enterprise activities.

The legislation reflects the Government’s commitment to grant local authorities in
Queensland more autonomy in widening their revenue base and maximising
development opportunities in areas. However, the legislation also reflects the
Government’s concern that involvement in enterprise activities does not put at risk the
capacity of local authorities to undertake their normal functions. The Bill enables a local
authority to undertake any business or enterprise activity that will benefit its area. Local
authorities will be able to enter into joint ventures with the private sector, other local
authorities or other public sector agencies when engaging in these activities. A proper
legal mechanism must be used for engagement in these activities, either alone or on a
joint venture basis. This can take the form of establishing a limited company, a limited
partnership or entering into an agreement where the local authority has a clearly defined
liability.

Local authorities will not be permitted to take equity in limited companies with
shares listed on a stock exchange. To ensure that a local authority’s capacity to carry
out its normal functions is not jeopardised, limits will apply to the amount of revenue a
local authority can expend on enterprise activities and, therefore, to the amount of
exposure to potential losses. This limit will be set by regulation, and will take the form of
a uniform percentage of own-source revenue across all local authorities. However,
moneys can be accrued from year to year and invested when and as required, although
a maximum number of years for accrual of funds may be set. Borrowings or guarantees
will be prohibited for local authorities when engaging in enterprise activities. A local
authority that undertakes enterprise activities under these provisions will also be
required to keep a public register containing details of these activities. This will ensure
that adequate public scrutiny for involvement in these activities can take place. The
audit of the accounts of companies or associations in which a local authority exercises
control must be carried out by the local authority’s auditor to ensure adequate public
accountability for the use of public funds.

The legislation also ensures that any enterprise activities which are currently
authorised under the Local Government Act or any other Act, are not subject to these
limitations and constraints, unless a local authority wishes to exercise those powers by
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means of a joint venture with the private sector. I mention also that the proposed
amendments to the City of Brisbane Act and the Local Government Act have been the
subject of substantial consultation with the Brisbane City Council and the Local
Government Association of Queensland and have the general support of both those
organisations. The final provisions of the Bill repeal the Local Government (Queen
Street Underground Shopping Facilities) Act of 1990. This site specific legislation was
introduced in December 1990, and provided the means by which an underground
shopping facility could be lawfully and expeditiously established under Queen Street in
Brisbane between Edward Street and Creek Street.

To ensure that the public interest was protected, special provisions were included
in the Act which require the views of adjoining property owners to be obtained in
relation to the proposal to close certain parts of the roads either permanently or
temporarily before the project could be permitted to proceed. When public notice of the
proposal to close the roads was given, a considerable number of objections were
lodged, and many of the grounds relied upon by the objectors were considered to be
significant. As a consequence, officers of the Department of Lands and my own
department undertook a program of consultation with representatives of the developer,
objectors and the Brisbane City Council to overcome most of the matters of concern.
Unfortunately, it had to be concluded that Queen Street should not be closed for the
purpose of allowing the development to proceed and the Governor in Council so
determined on 16 April 1992. I have purposely used the word “unfortunately” because
this Government, in common with the previous Government, considered that the project
was worthwhile and had much to commend it.

I can assure all members of Parliament that the decision to recommend to the
Governor in Council that the roads not be closed was taken having regard to sound and
compelling reasons. As a result of that decision of the Governor in Council, the other
provisions of the Local Government (Queen Street Underground Shopping Facilities)
Act 1990 are no longer relevant. The Act should therefore be repealed. I commend the
Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Perrett, adjourned.

LIQUOR BILL

Hon. R. J. GIBBS (Wolston—Minister for Tourism, Sport and Racing) (5.35
p.m.), by leave, without notice: I move—

“That leave be granted to bring in a Bill for an Act to regulate the sale and
supply of liquor.”
Motion agreed to. 

Mr SPEAKER read a message from His Excellency the Governor recommending
the necessary appropriation.

First Reading

Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and Bill, on motion of Mr Gibbs, read a first
time.

Second Reading
Hon. R. J. GIBBS (Wolston—Minister for Tourism, Sport and Racing) (5.36

p.m.): I move—

“That the Bill be now read a second time.”

This Bill reflects the culmination of three years of consultation with the industry to
overhaul the legislation relating to liquor in Queensland and make the law reflect the
needs of modern society. The Act that this Government is reforming was enacted in
1912. It has been amended countless times in an incremental way. Under conservative
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Governments, it came to resemble a road in a Labor electorate—riddled with potholes
and patched up only after it had deteriorated to such an extent as to become
impassable. It contains sections which range from the needlessly prejudicial to plain
nonsensical. For example, it is technically illegal to have a wedding reception at other
than a bowls or golf club. In other words, it is technically illegal to use fine institutions
and establishments such as Brisbane’s Irish Club or the Brisbane Broncos’ residence for
this purpose. 

The Act still stipulates that licensees must clean out chamber-pots in guests’ rooms
before 10 a.m. Clearly, this Act is an anachronism. Therefore, this Bill is a complete
rewrite of the legislation and reflects the contemporary needs of the industry and
modern society. Not only does the Bill bring regulation of the industry up to the present,
but also it will position the industry to meet the challenges, opportunities and
responsibilities of the future. The Bill provides a flexible and practical system for
regulation of the liquor industry. It reduces the administrative complexity of the
legislation by removing overly legalistic provisions. It contains provisions which
recognise Queensland’s pre-eminent position in the nation’s tourism industry.

The Bill abolishes the present Licensing Commission and Licensing Court. The
administration of the Liquor Act will be vested in the chief executive of the Department
of Tourism, Sport and Racing. The Bill transfers decision-making powers to the chief
executive, with appeals lying to the newly created Liquor Appeals Tribunal. The tribunal
will comprise members appointed by the Governor in Council, with either the
chairperson or the deputy chairperson having a legal background. It is intended that the
tribunal will operate with minimal formality and cost. It will avoid being overly legalistic,
thus giving all parties the best opportunity to be heard at minimal expense. Except in
certain limited circumstances, all parties to appeals will bear their own costs.

Since 1912, categories of licences and permits have been tacked on willy-nilly to
cater for individual cases as they have arisen. This has led to a maze of some 29 licence
categories and 16 types of permits which are best negotiated by lawyers. This Bill pares
it back to eight categories of licence and two types of permits. At present, the Act
affords a degree of protection to hotels and taverns in that there is an upper limit on the
number of licences that may be issued. These licences, with the approval of the
Licensing Court, could be moved to any other site in the State. This upper limit and the
ability to move licences around the State will be removed. The grant of a licence no
longer will carry any implied guarantee that a successful applicant has gained some sort
of franchise. A licence is issued to ensure that liquor is made available in a way which
meets the reasonable needs of the community while minimising the harm to that
community. The eight licences provided for are: general licence; residential licence; on-
premises licence; producer/wholesaler licence; club licence; restricted club licence;
special facility licence; and limited licence.

A general licence covers such things as hotels and taverns, and allows the sale of
liquor for consumption on and off premises. The Bill also authorises the sale of liquor
from detached bottle shops by general licensees. It will no longer be compulsory to
have a public bar in a hotel. A residential licence basically authorises the sale of liquor in
conjunction with the provision of accommodation. Smaller motels will now be able to
sell liquor through room service, which is a tremendous boost for this State’s tourist
industry. There is no good reason why only motels at the top end of the market should
have this privilege. An on-premises licence covers restaurants, bistros, cabarets,
function rooms, theatres, airports and similar types of premises. Restaurants will still be
required to supply liquor primarily to diners only. However, a maximum of 20 per cent of
patrons may be served without a meal. Restaurants will not become de facto hotels or
clubs. However, the ludicrous situation where it is illegal to join your friends for a drink
after they have eaten a meal will no longer apply. Currently, cabarets may only supply
liquor before 10 p.m. if it is in association with a meal. Even after 10 p.m., cabarets are
required to have food available for patrons. This is a provision which also exists for no
good reason. It is widely flouted and virtually not policed. The Bill provides that before
8 p.m., cabarets may serve liquor in association with a meal only. There will be no
requirement to make food available after that time.
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A club licence covers most kinds of clubs. The convoluted Liquor Act that we are
replacing distinguishes between six categories of clubs. For example, golf and bowling
clubs have operating conditions different from those of other clubs. Under this Bill, all
clubs will operate under the same rules. Clubs will still be required to be non-proprietary
clubs. Membership requirements have been relaxed to allow visitors, in accordance with
changes resulting from the introduction of poker machines. Clubs will be able to sell 18
litres of takeaway liquor a day to each member or member of a club with reciprocal
rights, which is an increase from 9 litres. Bowling and golf clubs, at present, have no
right to sell takeaways at all. All clubs will be able to hire their premises for functions.
Currently, under the archaic Liquor Act, only golf and bowling clubs enjoy this privilege.
A restricted club licence will allow clubs that are not eligible, or do not wish to apply for
a full club licence, to have a limited right to sell alcohol. Squash clubs which wish to sell
liquor after competition for a limited number of hours a week only are a good example of
how this category will work. Currently, such clubs have to apply for a tortuous series of
permits. A restricted club licence will allow clubs to trade for up to 21 hours each week.
Sporting and racing clubs—in the country areas, particularly—will benefit most from
these changes.

The Bill adopts a new approach to the granting of a licence. Applicants for
licences will have to demonstrate that they are fit and proper people. This involves
demonstrating a knowledge and understanding of the obligations of a licensee under the
Act; being of good repute; and demonstrating a reasonable and responsible attitude to
the management and discharge of the financial obligations of a licensee. An applicant for
a licence, other than a club licence or restricted club licence, will also have to satisfy a
public need requirement. Various criteria are set out in the Bill. They include the extent
and type of service already existing in the community; the population of the locality,
including non-residents; likely population increases; and the expected health and social
impact on the community.

When making decisions on granting new licences or transferring a licence, the
chief executive will have the option of consulting a liquor advisory board. This
proposed board must have persons from finance, law, community affairs and the liquor
industry. The board may have members with other expertise, as is considered
appropriate. Provision is made for a system of advertising of applications and ensuing
rights to object. Provision is also made for preliminary conferences with respect to
public need. Objections may be made by individuals or a group of individuals and may
be made by petition. This will give community and resident groups a right to object,
which they currently do not enjoy. Other licensees no longer will be able to object to
the granting of a new licence on economic grounds. The grounds for objection are—

(a) undue offence, annoyance, disturbance or inconvenience would be caused
to persons who reside or work or do business in the locality concerned or to
people travelling to or from a church, hospital or school; or

(b) the amenity, quiet or good order of the locality would be lessened in some
way.

Two types of permits may be obtained under this Bill. A general purpose permit
will be available to cover one-off situations, such as balls and festivals. Provision has
been made for an extended-hours permit to be granted in conjunction with a licence to
extend ordinary trading hours in some circumstances. Ordinary trading hours of licensed
premises, other than producer/wholesalers, vessel, vehicle or aircraft or cabarets, will be
10 a.m. to midnight or such period between 7 a.m. and midnight as the chief executive
approves. Cabarets will be able to trade until 3 a.m. Restricted trading hours and
conditions will apply on Christmas Day, Good Friday and Anzac Day. May I take this
opportunity to stress to the Returned Services League that this Government has not
made and never intended at any time to make any changes which may be seen as
denigrating the sanctity of Anzac Day.

The other minor categories of licence will have various restrictions placed on their
trading hours in accordance with the particular type of licence, for example, on-premises
licence for the primary purpose of presenting theatrical events is restricted to selling
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liquor one hour before the event, at intervals and one hour after it finishes. An extended-
hours permit may be applied for to extend trading. This may be for a one-off occasion,
such as a function or concert, or it may be on a regular basis. The granting of these
permits will be subject to close scrutiny and there will be strict supervision of their
operation. The Bill provides that only in special circumstances will an extended-hours
permit be granted for trading between 2 a.m. and 7 a.m., except in the case of cabarets.
Cabarets will be able to apply for a permit to trade between 3 a.m. and 5 a.m. without
showing special circumstances. Such things as noise, behaviour of patrons and
suitability of the premises for the purpose proposed are to be taken into account when
considering applications for trading between 2 a.m. and 7 a.m. Before granting an
extended-hours permit, the police must be given an opportunity to object and the view
of the local authority taken into account. If the extension sought is on a regular basis, an
applicant must also show a public need. Local residents therefore would have a right to
object to the proposed extended hours.

The Bill provides for the variation of conditions of the licence and the transfer of
licences and permits. Failure to comply with the Act, a condition of the licence, or an
order of an investigator or upon connection of the licensee for certain offences will
result in a request to show cause why the licence should not be cancelled. If cause is
not shown, the chief executive may suspend the licence, close the premises for a
specified period, vary conditions, require payment of a sum of money, reprimand the
licensee or disqualify the licensee for a certain period. Power is given to close premises
where health or public safety is endangered. Orders may be issued to ensure fire,
safety, health and noise emissions standards are being met.

The Liquor Act was amended last year shortly before “schoolies week” to address
the problem of under-age drinking. This Bill continues to address this Government’s
fight against the problems associated with the consumption of liquor by under-age
people. The increased penalties for supplying minors with liquor are retained, together
with the Card 18 Plus scheme. A minor must not be on licensed premises except in
certain limited circumstances, and in no circumstances may a minor consume or be in
possession of liquor.

The report of the royal commission into Aboriginal deaths in custody contains
wide-ranging recommendations dealing with alcohol-related problems facing Aboriginal
communities. This Government supports these recommendations and, accordingly, the
Bill reflects this commitment. The royal commission recommended that Aboriginal
communities be given a greater say over the conditions prevailing in the local area with
respect to the sale and supply of liquor. This recommendation has been implemented in
Part 8 which specifically deals with Aboriginal and Islander communities. Before granting
a licence in these areas, the view of the local council must be taken into account, with
respect to both the initial grant and the conditions to be imposed thereon.

Local communities currently may impose conditions with respect to liquor pursuant
to the by-law making power given to them by other legislation. The right of Aboriginal
and Islander communities to control the sale and consumption of alcohol in their
communities is identified clearly. This Bill formally recognises this power by providing
that, if such by-laws are made, they override any conditions imposed by the chief
executive. For example, if a community declares a “dry area”, this will operate to
suspend all licences in the said area. Methods of application and objections to licences
will be prescribed by regulation to allow such methods to be tailored to suit the needs
of the Aboriginal and Islander community and take into account cultural differences in
approach. The royal commission also recommended that the offence of public
drunkenness be decriminalised when proper alternatives were in place to deal with such
cases. Developing such alternatives requires careful consideration. The Government is
committed to implementing this recommendation, and work is currently being
undertaken to develop proper alternatives. When such alternatives are developed, the
provision of this Bill dealing with public drunkenness will be repealed.

The Bill provides for the collection and assessment of licence fees in the same
manner as currently exists. However, extensions of time for non-payment of licence fees
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will no longer be allowed. If the fees are not paid by the due date, the licence will be
automatically suspended for fourteen days and then cancelled unless an appeal is
lodged. The grounds of an appeal will be limited to personal hardship—not including
financial hardship—and natural disaster. Responsible operators within the industry have
welcomed this move. The Bill makes provision for the transition from the old Act to the
new Act. Licences and the conditions attaching thereto will be systematically reviewed
to bring them in line with the new Act. Until a licence is reviewed or surrendered or
cancelled, it continues in force. Permits issued under the existing Act will continue until
their term expires or, if no term, for six months.

The Bill provides that brewers or others involved in the sale or supply of liquor
who currently are unlicensed will be authorised to continue trading until an appropriate
licence under the new Act is granted. This must be done within one year. Spirit
merchants who currently are able to sell to the public will be able to continue to do so
until the licence is transferred. The purchaser will not be able to sell otherwise than in
accordance with the new Act. As part of the Government’s commitment to the ongoing
development of liquor legislation that reflects the contemporary needs of society, there
is a requirement that this legislation be reviewed 12 months after the commencement of
its operation. This Bill lays the foundations of a liquor industry in this State that can look
forward with confidence to the future. Associated reforms instituted by this
Government, including the introduction of PubTAB and poker machines, means that with
this Bill the industry is placed to prosper and fulfil its social obligations. The Bill aims to
ensure a hospitality industry that is internationally competitive and at the same time
meets the needs of the people of this State.

It would be improper of me tonight if I was not to acknowledge the input and the
great assistance that has been rendered to me in the preparation of this legislation by a
number of organisations. I am referring particularly to the Queensland Hotels
Association. At all times, the relationship and the dealings with that association have
been cordial and professional. I recognise the outstanding contribution made in the
process of the preparation of this legislation by the president of that organisation, Mr
Jim Stewart. I publicly acknowledge the excellent contributions and the cooperative
approach by the Queensland Licensed Clubs Association and Mr Colin Lamont and the
contributions made by the cabaret operators, whose input was of great assistance and
value. I thank them for their very cooperative approach. Last but not least, I
acknowledge the contribution made by the Restaurant and Caterers Association, which
was very professional and sensible in negotiations at all times. This Bill has been the
culmination of some three years’ work. I do not propose tonight to acknowledge some
others who have contributed, but I will certainly do that when I reply at the second-
reading stage at the appropriate time next week. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Veivers, adjourned.

Sitting suspended from 5.56 to 7.30 p.m. 
PRIMARY INDUSTRIES CORPORATION BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 18 March (see p. 4348). 

Mr PERRETT (Barambah) (7.30 p.m.): The Opposition recognises that this Bill,
which deals with the corporation of the Primary Industries Department, is of an
administrative nature. What it really involves is delivery of service, and that is the aspect
that concerns the Opposition greatly. The Opposition does not believe that such a
superdepartment can deliver a high quality of service. The Minister has referred to the
structure as a superdepartment, and that is indeed what it is because it incorporates into
one body the Water Resources Commission, the Department of Primary Industries and
the Forestry Department. Contrary to delivering an improved service and a quality
service, which the Minister spoke about when he introduced this Bill, evidence is
already starting to emerge that clients of the department are receiving a reduced quality
of service and, in some cases, no quality of service at all.
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I say at the outset that the Opposition will vote against this Bill, because it believes
that there are specific sections which are cause for great concern. The main problem
concerns the basic concept of the Bill. The Opposition opposes the Bill as a prime
example of the way in which this Labor Government is treating rural Queensland with
contempt. The Bill seeks to formalise the aggregation of a number of functions into one
superdepartment. The Opposition does not believe in superdepartments. The Labor
Government has set up two of them, and I refer to the Department of Transport and the
Department of Primary Industries. Neither department has even approached success.
They are both so large that even the most competent of Ministers could not hope to
control them properly.

Mrs McCauley:  Let alone Mr Casey.

Mr PERRETT: That is right. Arrangements like those provided in this Bill make a
Minister and a chief executive so remote as to be irrelevant. Neither can have a strong
influence on the organisation that they are required to control. The Department of
Primary Industries is out of control. It has been stripped of resources. Its most
competent people have been thrown out. It has been paralysed by new layers of
bureaucracy at the expense of field staff.

Mr Casey:  Tell me: who has been thrown out?

Mr PERRETT: I can name a couple of people in my own backyard at Kingaroy. So
many services have disappeared that it is beyond a joke.

Mr Stephan interjected. 

Mr PERRETT: Unfortunately, we have to put up with that person until the next
election. The Primary Industries Department is no longer able to deliver anything like the
range of services that should be available to its clients. For the past two and a half
years, the DPI has stumbled from disaster to disaster, with a staff that wonders what will
go wrong next, and a client body that is constantly disappointed. Staff morale is
certainly low, particularly amongst the people to whom I have talked. The staff do not
know what is going to happen next; they really do not know how secure their jobs are.

Mr Casey:  You only listen to the whingers.
Mr PERRETT: But the interesting thing is that they are all whingeing about the

Minister. I can assure the House that this legislation will have a very short life. The Labor
Party can use its numbers here to push this ridiculous proposal through the House and
into law, but I can assure Queenslanders that things will be put right when a
conservative coalition Government is returned to power later this year. The
responsibilities of the current Primary Industries portfolio will be rationalised. Portfolios
under a conservative Government will reflect the reality of the needs of Queensland.
Ministers will each take a rational share of the responsibilities. They will have
departments which are manageable. No rational division of responsibilities would see the
farming and pastoral industries, fisheries, water resources and forestry lumped in
together.

Mr Casey:  You are going to have four Ministers, are you?
Mr PERRETT: We will rationalise the department. The Minister knows very well

that when the National Party was in Government we had three Ministers looking after the
job that the Minister is doing.

Mr Casey:  Now you are going to have four.

Mr PERRETT: I did not say that a coalition Government would have four
Ministers, but at least a coalition Government would have Ministers who were accessible
to their clientele when they were required. Certainly the word that I receive is that when
people want to see the Minister they cannot get an appointment for three months.

Mr Casey:  Shift ground a bit further.

Mr PERRETT: I will be around on the Minister’s side sooner than he would like to
think. The coalition Government will make sure that it has a department that will work and
work properly, and that the department has a Minister who is accessible to the clientele.
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It might look good on some academic’s diagram, but there is simply too much involved
in each area for one man to have a firm grip on it all. A conservative Government will not
allow the situation in which vital industries suffer from a lack of Government support and
understanding, and that is what the people in that industry are enduring now, and plenty
of it. After two and a half years, there is no excuse for Labor not to have recognised that
rational administration has become the inevitable casualty of size. There are some major
problems which could have been avoided if they were dealt with quickly by a Minister
who had the time to devote to them. 

I intend to refer to just a few of these areas to illustrate my point. For a start, the
animal health system is in total disarray. Staff numbers have been cut ruthlessly in an
area which is absolutely vital to the future of our great livestock industries. There can no
longer be any guarantee that the few staff left can ever hope to control an outbreak of
exotic disease in this State. By the time the alarm was sounded, even with the
deteriorating road and rail system that this Labor Government is providing Queensland,
infected stock could have been taken anywhere in Queensland, New South Wales,
Victoria or South Australia. There are now so few stock inspectors that warnings would
be far too late, and so few veterinary health officers that effective action could not be
taken. The Minister’s neglect of his responsibility in that regard over the past two years
is a direct threat to Queensland’s export markets and the ability of Queensland’s
industry to keep up supplies in home markets. I ask members who think that I am
overstating the case to consider the recent outbreak of ticks in the Warwick area. If staff
in the Department of Primary Industries had been maintained at a proper level, that
outbreak would have been prevented. If analytic services had been kept up to scratch,
the problem at the Clumber dip would have been detected earlier and corrected. If it
were not for this reorganisation mania, resources could still be devoted to providing
proper services for the animal health industry in this State.

Of course, last year the Minister was far too slow to recognise the onset of the
drought. I hesitate to say that there was malice in his refusal to accept that we were in a
drought, because I do not believe that he is a malicious man. I think that he was too
busy to visit rural communities, inspect properties, and see the problems that people
were experiencing. I do not believe that there was any malice at all in the fact that he did
not recognise the looming disaster. I would prefer to think that he was just too busy
moving the bureaucratic chess pieces. Whatever the reason, the Minister waited for far
too long before he took even the most basic action on such things as declaring whole
shires drought stricken. Eventually, the Minister came up with a comprehensive package
of relief measures, and rural Queensland is glad that he did. Unfortunately, the Minister
had to wait for the Opposition to tell him what to do. It was not until after a plan
formulated by the member for Warrego and I was published that the Minister was
galvanised into action. By that time, the staff cuts in the Department of Primary
Industries had reached the point at which most of the experienced middle management
had gone, and there were few staff members who could come up with the
commonsense measures required. The Minister and his political advisers were totally
incapable until the Opposition gave them the blueprint.

One of the biggest failures of a Minister who cannot keep track of his wide
responsibilities is in regard to industry protection. Recently, much has been said about
protection for the sugar industry against an uncaring Labor Government in Canberra. It
must be said that the sugar industry is just one of a number of Queensland’s primary
industries pushed to the brink by Labor’s trade policies.

Mr Casey:  Do you support the Fightback package?
Mr PERRETT:  This debate is not about the Fightback package. I certainly do

support the Fightback package. One of these days I will talk to the Minister about it and
try to convert him, although I realise that it will be a difficult task. Several taxes have
been removed, which will certainly make it much easier for sugar producers in this State.
But what about fruit and vegetable growers, pork producers and peanut growers? They
are just some of the primary producers who have been exposed to grossly unfair
competition as a direct result of Labor’s policies. While that has happened, the Minister,



Legislative Assembly 29 April 1992   4663

who was supposed to look after the interests of primary producers, has been too busy
to do so. I would hate to think that he has been sitting on his hands and doing nothing. I
would like to think that the Department of Primary Industries is a very large department
and that the Minister is too busy. The Minister has offered no practical help. He has not
seen fit to take on his mates in Canberra on behalf of Queensland primary producers.
There can be no excuse for the indifference of an experienced, senior politician to the
welfare of Queenslanders.

If this Minister had a handle on his wide responsibilities, he would have taken on
the dogmatists in Canberra, but there has not been one word of effective protest.
Indeed, the Minister has stood in this House and praised Canberra’s attacks on the
sugar industry. He even said that the sugar industry should be grateful to Hawke for
cuts in protection against heavily subsidised overseas competition. Presumably, he feels
the same lack of sympathy for the other industries that I mentioned a moment ago.

Mr Casey:  When did I say that?
Mr PERRETT: I do not have the document with me, so I cannot say. A Minister

who is in touch with his portfolio would be aware of the grave dangers primary
producers face from Labor’s trade policies. A Minister who is doing his job would be
camped on Keating’s doorstep, demanding a fair deal for Queensland and its primary
producers. He would have a clear understanding that the interests of Queensland’s
primary producers come before the interests of Labor solidarity. Even though the
Minister is prepared to let farmers go to the wall, including those in his own electorate,
one would have expected him to have some consideration for consumers, but this is not
so. The pork we receive from local producers is of the highest quality. Very strict
standards are adhered to in the interests of consumers and Queensland’s export
markets. In spite of that, Labor stands by and watches the flood of Canadian pork
coming into Queensland. That pork is not produced subject to Queensland’s high
standards. Canada has no prohibition on feeding pig-swill and garbage.

Consumers also suffer from Labor’s policies on the marketing of basic foodstuffs.
The present situation in the bread industry should never have been allowed to develop.
When Labor came to power, the bread industry was running along nicely, and it was
properly regulated to ensure an equitable share for everybody. That has all changed
with the new regulations. Only one thing is clear, and that is that the loopholes in the
regulations are so big that one could drive a bread truck—or possibly a whole
bakery—through them. The bread industry was confronted with a set of rules which
could only result in chaos, and that is exactly what has happened. Within months, it was
clear that strong moves had to be taken quickly if any sensible result was to be salvaged
from the mess. Of course, it is history that nothing was done, and anything approaching
order in this vital industry has been reduced to a shambles. The Minister’s new
regulations have led to de facto deregulation, and all that remains is the completion of
the sham inquiry before the move to open deregulation. A Minister with such a heavy
workload cannot expect to competently cope with such an issue and to avoid the mess
that the bread industry finds itself in. 

The very same situation applies to the marketing of fresh fruit and vegetables.
Instead of spending a bit of time on keeping things going properly, the Minister has
washed his hands of any involvement. If he took the time to listen, he would find that the
Brisbane Markets are a big rort; quality inspections are a joke, and the price reporting
system has been nobbled by the withdrawal of vital personnel. The consumer, the
corner store owner and the farmer are all being taken for a ride. And the Minister has
only one answer—he withdraws DPI staff who used to keep the rorts down to a
manageable level. As I said before, the Opposition regards the Minister’s responsibilities
as being too great for one man to handle. The Opposition is not blaming the Minister
altogether; it is feeling a bit sorry for him because he has too much work to do. Too
much responsibility has been thrust on his shoulders. The primary producers of this
State are suffering. It is amazing that the Minister wants to take on even more
responsibility. Last month, he told Parliament that he intended to take on the
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chairmanship of the Queensland Grains Council. The meat industry is certain that the
Minister wants to be chairman of the new peak body of that industry, too.

Mr Casey:  The policy council. I am afraid you don’t understand the difference. Go
and look at the legislation.

Mr PERRETT: I stand corrected; it is the Grain Industry Policy Council. The
Minister wants to bring these important policy-making bodies under his direct control,
adding further to a workload that he has already proved unable to handle. All of that
might make the Minister feel good, but there is little benefit for the industries concerned.
At least independent bodies can meet as necessary to solve industry problems, but with
the Minister in the chair they will have to wait on his convenience. I wonder how long
that will be. It is a great pity that our major primary industries will have to fall into the
very same policy inertia as that of the Labor Government. It is well known that being in
the Labor Government is like being on drugs—the more one sucks, the higher one gets.

I have already said that the Opposition opposes the very concept on which this
Bill is based. There are problems with specific provisions in the Bill. I refer honourable
members to the commitment of the Labor Government to keep tax rises firmly in check.
This legislation provides a perfect example of Labor double speak. When I was reading
through the Bill, I could not help noticing clause 7 (3), which states in part—

“. . . the corporation has . . . for, or in connection with, the performance of its
functions . . . all the powers of an individual, and may, for example—

. . .

(d) make charges, and fix terms and conditions, for services and information
supplied by it to any party . . .”

That certainly leaves the door open for the user-pays system upon which this
Government has embarked.

Mr Johnson: It will be the end of the DPI if they bring that in.

Mr PERRETT: It certainly will. Nobody will use it. People will use private
consultants, and that would be a great pity for this State. This sort of legislation is a
clear licence to bleed the department’s clients dry. But, of course, this Government
does not refer to “taxes”; it calls them charges. I am still to work out the difference.
They still amount to the very same thing. If this Parliament agrees to that clause, it will
give the Government an open cheque. It is as simple as that. Producers and any other
clients will be at the mercy of the Minister and the chief executive. Why would the
Government want to lift State taxes when it can get even more money from charges for
services that it should be delivering as a benefit to the community? Primary industry
yields billions of dollars to our economy through exports, and provides thousands of
jobs. The money that it generates in the community is subject to a multiplier effect.
Primary industry is already heavily taxed, yet this Government wants to tax it even more.
This Government wants to risk the viability of our primary industry with even further
imposts. The Opposition is worried about clauses like this because they show how far
this Government will go to deceive the people of Queensland. The Opposition also has
a major problem with clause 18. This amazing piece of drafting means that the Governor
in Council—or, effectively, the Minister—can change the legislation at will without
having to bring it back to Parliament. It is the ultimate cop-out. 

Mr Casey:  Who told you that one?

Mr PERRETT: That is certainly the way that I read the clause. Perhaps the
Minister might like to explain it in his reply. Clause 18 means that there is a total
deregulation of powers from the Legislature to the Executive Government. I do not
believe that that is healthy for primary producers.

Mr Harper:  This Government doesn’t believe in ministerial responsibility.
Mr PERRETT: I believe that the Minister has certainly demonstrated that. I can

think of no more dangerous clause to include in any legislation. It is the total surrender
of the rights of an elected Parliament and shows just how highly Labor regards elective
democracy. The legislation also represents a misdirection of resources. How many man-
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hours went into this little exercise in academic game playing? How many people were
involved in poring over the various Acts—and there are plenty of them—which we are
being asked to amend here?

Mr Harper:  The Premier said on Tuesday that they are going to have another
review of the department. That will be the third in two and a half years.

Mr PERRETT: My colleague the member for Auburn has correctly pointed out
that this Government is certainly the champion of all Governments when it comes to
undertaking reviews and doing nothing. How much time was spent on drafting this
legislation? What is the real cost in departmental resources diverted to making things fit
some academic model? The skilled people involved in this exercise should have been
put to work solving some of the real problems besetting the Minister’s portfolio. I am
concerned that this particular legislation is not going to result in the delivery of quality
service. As I said earlier, I believe that it will mean a lessening of the service to which the
primary producers of Queensland have become accustomed and, in some cases, will
result in the delivery of no service at all. Primary industry is Queensland’s major industry.
From Bamaga in the north to Birdsville in the south, Queensland has a multitude of major
primary industries such as beef, sugar, wheat and wool ranging through to smaller
industries such as winemaking in the Granite Belt. Those industries depend on a virile
Primary Industries Department delivering a service that they can trust. The Opposition
opposes the legislation and will divide the House on the second reading. 

Mr DOLLIN (Maryborough) (7.53 p.m.): It is with pleasure that I rise to speak to
the Primary Industries Corporation Bill, which is designed to bring together all the facets
of primary industries under the one umbrella for greater efficiency and ease of
management, which will lead to greater and better access to those services. The
Department of Primary Industries was formed by the amalgamation of the former
Department of Primary Industries, the Water Resources Commission, the Forestry
Department and the Boating and Fisheries Patrol. That was effected in part under the
Public Service Management and Employment Act and in part by minor adjustments to
legislation administered by the Minister. There has been wide consultation by Forest
Service departmental officers with relevant industry organisations concerning the
proposed changes. The Bill does not change in any material way the situation which has
been in place since 1990 when the Forestry Act and the Water Resources Act were
amended to implement the Government’s policy to bring together the administrative
structure of the department.

The Government is committed to the integration of natural resource management
and the modernisation and rationalisation of public services. Late in 1990, the Forestry
Act and the Water Resources Act were amended to implement Government policy and
place ultimate responsibility for the operations of the Queensland Forest Service and
the Water Resources Commission with the Director-General of the Department of
Primary Industries. In 1991, the PSMC review of the integrated department
recommended that a corporation sole of the Director-General of the Primary Industries
Department should be created, replacing the corporation’s sole of WRC and the
Conservator of Forests. Upon Cabinet’s acceptance of the PSMC recommendations,
industry representatives including timber industry bodies such as the Queensland
Timber Board and the Cyprus Pine Association were invited to attend a briefing at which
the Minister outlined the findings and advised the industry leaders of changes proposed
as a result of the report.

Let me assure honourable members that the Government fully recognises forestry
as a primary industry with extensive economic and community benefits, with particular
importance as a regional employer in Queensland. It is fully aware that the timber
industry is the most decentralised secondary industry in the State and is, in fact, quite
often the only secondary industry in many of the small country communities that offers
job opportunities. The Government is committed to the sustainable development of
forest industries. I will give honourable members a quick overview of some of the
activities of the Forest Service in Queensland. The Queensland timber industry, with
more than 100 years of proud heritage, is valued at approximately $1,000m per year. The
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native forest sector, of which cyprus pine sawmilling accounts for about 30 per cent, is
responsible for half of the total production—approximately $500m per year to the
Queensland economy. There are almost 400 hardwood, cyprus and secondary timber
sawmills and processing plants in Queensland generating more than 11 000 jobs. In
many Queensland country towns, sawmills are one of the top three employers and are
therefore vital to the ongoing viability and health of the State’s rural sector.

Mr Johnson: They used to be. Where have you been for two and a half years?
Ravenshoe—what happened?

Mr DOLLIN:  Instead of annoying me, the honourable member should be worried
about the sugarcane industry. He is just about ready to wipe the sugar industry out with
his GST and his Fightback. It should be called “Frightback”.

Mr Johnson interjected.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Palaszczuk): Order! The member for Gregory is
interjecting from other than his correct seat.

Mr DOLLIN: From the way in which the National Party has thrown in the towel
over the sugar industry, the honourable member ought not to be singing out so much. If
I were him, I would be in the bar hiding my face in my hands and having a quiet beer. I
will remind the honourable member what he intends to do for sugar growers. He
promised them that they will not have to pay any payroll tax—but they do not pay any
payroll tax. As well, he told them that they will not have to pay any excise on fuel—but
they do not pay any excise on fuel. When the GST is introduced, they will have to pay
15 per cent on both those items.

Mr Stephan: Are you saying they don’t pay payroll tax?

Mr DOLLIN:  They do not pay any, but they will have to do so. What advantage
will they receive? They are approaching me and saying, “Look, if the floods and the
droughts don’t get us, GST will.” They are dead right. Opposition members should be
quiet. Queensland’s timber industry is a decentralised one spreading its employment
benefits across most areas of the State. It is also subject to serious cyclical housing
downturns which Government regulations appear to ignore. While the Queensland
timber industry is successful, more than half of Queensland’s sawn timber market is
actually supplied from interstate and overseas imports. In fact, Australia imports about
$2 billion worth of timber and it exports about $1 billion worth of sugar. Economic
research groups, such as BIS Shrapnel, have forecast a bright export future for the
Australian sawn timber industry. I do not agree entirely with that; I believe it is flat out
supplying enough for its own use. The forest and timber related industries are Australia’s
second largest manufacturing industry employers and at the forefront of developing
value-added technology and products.

Mr Booth interjected.

Mr DOLLIN: Well, it is a good old brief that I have had for a long time. However,
when I used it last, I was in a different position. As honourable members are aware,
regionalisation is taking the Department of Primary Industries back to the bush. This Bill
will see that the department’s activities are far better coordinated than ever before. The
broad range of departmental services will be available locally—not just administratively
but in terms of decision-making. That will give the people of Queensland, wherever they
are located, greater access to services and provide the benefit of a one-stop shop.
Although the Bill is administrative and contains no policy changes, it will enhance the
reforms essential to ensuring the highest quality of service to the general public. I would
like to point out what the GST is doing up in my area. 

Mr Cooper:  What has that got to do with the Bill?

Mr DOLLIN: It has got a lot to do with the Bill. Does it not affect primary
industries? The legislation will probably not last very long if honourable members
opposite are successful in getting Fightback off the ground. The GST will be a disaster
for the cane farmers and for most other rural businesses. A blind man on a galloping
horse can see that Fightback will break the back of the majority of farmers and working
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families. The only people who will benefit will be those earning $60,000 or more. There
will be no benefits for those earning less than that amount. Workers will pay more for
their food, drink, clothes, houses and health care. Average people will get nothing—just
a 15 per cent tax on everything they purchase. They will save on nothing. We need the
GST like we need a hole in the head. It punishes the poor and assists only the well off.
It is Robin Hood in reverse. I support the Bill.

Mr BEANLAND (Toowong) (8.02 p.m.): I rise to speak in the debate on this very
important piece of legislation. When one looks at this legislation, one has to analyse it
and ask what benefits will be gained from it by Queensland’s primary producers,
irrigators, fishermen and forestry workers. Of course, the answer is a big fat zero. I will
discuss some of the changes that have occurred in the Primary Industries portfolio area,
as it is called now. As the Minister so correctly described in his second-reading speech,
the department is certainly a superdepartment. The action that the Minister is taking in
setting up these corporations within the department will in no way get away from the
fact that the department is still a superdepartment or a megadepartment in comparison
with a number of other departments.

The Minister pointed out in his second-reading speech that the department was
formed through the amalgamation of the Primary Industries Department, the Forestry
Department, the Water Resources Commission and the Boating and Fisheries Patrol,
which was originally a division of the former Department of Harbours and Marine. The
proposal that is before honourable members is designed to pass the buck—which this
Government is good at—and to allow the Government to increase its fees and charges
without taking the blame for those increases. When the Government increases its fees
and charges, or takes some other course of action about which the community is very
unhappy, it will be able to blame someone else within the portfolio area of operation. It
will say, “It’s not our fault, we are not responsible for that. We now have a corporation, a
board and the relevant senior officer who is responsible for that and who is operating
under legislation which has been passed by the Parliament.” It has always been very
convenient for this Government to be able to blame the Parliament.

Mr Casey:  Do you remember looking at the Financial Administration and Audit
Act?

Mr BEANLAND: I have looked very carefully at all the Acts passed by this
Parliament, and I suggest that the honourable member should do the same. He should
accept some of the responsibility; something that this Government has not done since
gaining power. I will come shortly to the way in which this Government imposed on
Queensland’s primary producers taxes and charges well above the increase in the
consumer price index. This was done despite the promise by the Premier when, as
Leader of the Opposition prior to the last election, he campaigned vigorously around
the State and said over and over that under a Labor Government taxes and charges
would not be increased beyond the increase in the consumer price index or the increase
in the inflation rate. They would be at that rate, or below it; they would not be increased
beyond it. Of course, we know that that was a big, fat, untruthful statement. If one goes
through the list of taxes and charges, one finds that over 3 000 have been increased
beyond the increase in the CPI. Of that figure, 170-odd of the increases relate to
charges levied by the Minister’s department.

Honourable members are dealing with a superdepartment which, because of its
size, has increased considerably the cost structure of the administration side of the
department. The delivery of services, however, has been cut back in order for the
department to meet its budgetary requirements. The new corporation will not reduce the
size of the department. In fact, it will be used as a way to introduce new and additional
taxes. I have always believed that we should have specific purpose functional
departments—departments designed to cover such specific areas as primary industries.
Honourable members may disagree with the way portfolios were carved up previously
and may want to carve them up in a different format, but at least we should have primary
industries related to primary industries, forestry to forestry, water resources to water
resources, and so on. It is better to have four departments reporting to the one Minister
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through a very slim layer of senior executives than the position that currently applies.
The bill for the Senior Executive Service has been increased considerably over a period
during which significant cutbacks in the provision of field and extension services to
country areas where they are so badly needed have occurred. That does not mean
having more than 18 Ministers. The Government might end up having fewer than 18
Ministers of the Crown. It would mean that there would be more specific purpose
Ministries relating to their areas of responsibility.

Mr Hollis: Do you believe in Government by bureaucracy?

Mr BEANLAND: We want to get away from this very point that the honourable
member has raised. We want to get away from government by bureaucracy and have
government by Ministers. The Ministers should have their finger on the pulse. The
Ministers of this Government have such large departments that they have no idea what
is going on within them. Mr Deputy Speaker, you would agree that there has been
disaster after disaster in the management of portfolios, and that there is no hope of
containing them. The Minister in charge of the Bill was not even aware of the drought
that afflicted this State last year. In 1991, Queensland suffered a very severe drought. 

Mr Johnson: We still do in some places.

Mr BEANLAND: The member for Gregory is so right. The drought still exists in
many parts of Queensland, yet when Queensland was suffering the effects of the most
severe drought on the Minister’s own doorstep, the Darling Downs, the South Burnett
area and the south-east corner of the State—let alone areas in the western part of the
State—the Minister said, “We’re having a little dry spell”, and he got out his pink brolly
and showed off before the TV cameras. He must have been on some sort of ego trip,
but his performance did not do anything for Queensland’s primary producers who at that
particular time were suffering severely and whose livelihoods were being sacrificed by
this Government. The new format of this superdepartment has resulted in a
centralisation of country offices into regional centres. Regionalisation should not be
confused with decentralisation, which this Government often does. Offices in country
areas of this State have been closed and field staff have been moved into regional
centres so much so that it has gravely affected the ability of this State’s primary
producers to withstand the effects of a drought, a recession brought on by the Labor
Party, and low commodity prices. Presently, those three factors are having a very
severe effect on primary producers in this State.

Honourable members can be sure of the Government’s hidden agenda underlying
this legislation by referring to information supplied by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
The figures are supported by the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource
Economics and they show that Australia’s rural industries are in crisis. If there is ever a
time when rural industries need services brought into country areas, it is now. Instead,
this Government is transferring services to a handful of regional centres in this State. In
the last financial year, rural producers recorded a drop of 15 per cent in turnover alone.
Beef and sheep producers were the most severely affected. As I said earlier, this low
productivity level is partly attributable to the drought and low commodity prices, but it is
also very much attributable to the current recession. Commodity prices have declined to
the extent of $1 billion. In the 1991 financial year, cash operating surpluses dropped by
more than 35 per cent to a nationwide figure of $3.4 billion. One can imagine the effect
that that has had on Queensland, which is a major primary production State. The
cutback in capital expenditure by 40 per cent to just $1.2 billion throughout the nation is
a form of adversity that will hurt the State of Queensland for years and years. The
recession is certainly affecting not only primary producers but also the viability of
country towns. It is little wonder that the Premier and this State’s chief bureaucrat in
charge of the Cabinet Office, Mr Rudd, became so concerned about the rural sector
that the Deputy Premier, Mr Burns, was appointed to handle the drought problem.
Perhaps the Deputy Premier should be the Minister in charge of this Bill because he has
been given overall responsibility for rural affairs in this State, and not the Minister for
Primary Industries who is running this super portfolio. The present trend has led to a run
down in the capital base of the rural sector. It has jeopardised vital productivity gains
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and local economies. It has also led to a worsening of land degradation, which is a
problem that all honourable members should be very concerned about. The present
Minister for Primary Industries pays little attention to the effects that the recession is
having on unemployment among young people. One out of two young people is
unemployed in country towns, and more than 15 per cent of people in country towns
have joined the jobless queues across this State because of the recession that was
brought on by the Minister’s own political party. I am sure that this is a matter of grave
concern to the Minister and to all other honourable members of this Parliament, but,
between August and December last year, 179 tax increases were imposed by this
Minister which surpassed the level of increase in the Consumer Price Index or the
inflation rate. The Minister in charge of the Bill—and no-one else—was responsible for
increasing the burden of taxes and charges in Queensland’s rural community, contrary to
the Premier’s promise prior to the last State election. The promise of no increases in
taxes and charges was made by not only the Premier but also the Treasurer and various
other Ministers, yet that promise has not been kept by the Minister in charge of this Bill
while farmers are battling drought and recession brought on by the Labor Party.

Mr Dollin: Ha, ha!

Mr BEANLAND: It is all right for members of the Labor Party to laugh, but even
the current Prime Minister has admitted that he brought on the recession by saying,
“This is the recession we had to have.” Everyone has been adversely affected by the
recession, but members of the rural community have been affected most severely. Of
the 179 increases in taxes and charges, some have gone up by 66 per cent. It is
incredible that those sorts of increases—not 10 per cent, or 11 per cent—are being
thrust on the rural community by this Labor Party Government, and some of them apply
to water. It is clear that, as a result of this new corporatisation move by the Government,
some of the biggest losers are those who have been losing out for some time, that is,
the irrigators and water consumers in rural areas. 

Recently, many of those people have formed lobby groups and pressure groups,
some of whom exercise a good deal of power. Those people are most concerned about
the policies thrust upon them by the Government, particularly the policy that the
Government calls the user-pays principle. I am sure that our rural community does not
mind, in many instances, having a user-pays principle. However, what concerns people
in the rural community is the way in which the Government works out its arithmetic to
ascertain the figure that will be charged to the rural community under the user-pays
principle. In the past, this Government was not averse to using figures that are very hard
to justify and verify. Those figures are open to interpretation. Consequently, because in
many cases the Government has not been able to justify those figures to the irrigators,
they are most concerned. Then when we have a drought, the Government shies away
from giving to the many rural communities in this State concessions for the costs
incurred in pumping water. That is one of the matters that I ask the Minister to take up in
the future. Over and over again, various farmers and rural producers around the State
have come to see me because they have been concerned and alarmed about the
increasing costs of the water that they use in production, particularly during dire times
of drought when the Government has seemingly indicated that, for the time being, there
is very little more that it can do.

In March 1992, the Resource Assessment Commission released the final report of
the forestry and timber inquiry. I recommend that all honourable members obtain a copy
of that worthwhile document and analyse the recommendations. After a lengthy inquiry,
the commission came down with a very strong view about the role played by the
forestry industries in this State and this nation. The commission is very supportive of
that role and of the management of our forests. In more recent times, it has been very
fashionable to criticise our foresters—and, perhaps, in some cases they deserve some
criticism. Nevertheless, as a whole, our foresters have done a commendable job. Today,
this State, which still imports large quantities of timber products of various types, would
be much better off if we paid greater attention to our forests.
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As I mentioned in relation to water consumers—I hope that in the foreseeable
future, people in the timber industry will not have increased costs thrust upon them
because of the corporatisation that the Government is putting in place tonight. I am very
concerned, because timber producers have been facing increased costs over a period
now, and, under the proposals in the Bill, those costs could skyrocket. When I look at
the annual report of the Department of Primary Industries, I notice that, under legislation
such as this, the Government will have an opportunity to impose further costs on our
timber producers through the royalties and licences which those people pay to take
timber from our forests.

In conclusion, I would have thought that, instead of introducing the legislation that
is before the House, the Government could have made an effort to improve the services
that will be provided to the rural regions of this State. I hear a great deal from the
Premier, particularly on television. He likes to say in the press what a wonderful job the
Government is doing for our rural community in Queensland, yet that is not borne out in
the legislation. It is a grave disappointment indeed when one goes behind the facade
and sees exactly what the facts are. We see again a dithering, indecisive
Government—a Government of committees and inquiries—setting up yet another
organisation called a corporation so that the Government can pass on additional costs
to the rural community in this State. I know that the rural community will be as alarmed
about the legislation as the Liberal Party and I are, because we do not want to see more
costs thrust upon those people during this most difficult period of this century—a
position largely brought about by costs imposed upon them from elsewhere and by
Governments of the Labor ilk. I ask that the Minister reconsider the legislation. It is not
too late. There is still time for him to withdraw the legislation, to reconsider the whole
matter and to bring the legislation forward in a form that will certainly assist our rural
community.

Mr PEARCE (Broadsound) (8.21 p.m.): I stand here tonight, a humble
backbencher recently appointed to the Primary Industries legislative committee, with a
great deal of respect for the Minister. I know that the Minister is held in great respect
throughout Queensland and that he has done a great deal of work for the people in the
Broadsound electorate. The fishermen and the fruit growers in the electorate speak very
highly of him. I know that the Minister does a wonderful job but, really, I do not think
that it is necessary to have four people replace him. I am sure that the member for
Barambah would appreciate the Minister not being able to continue to perform in the
way that he does, because to say that we wanted to replace the Minister with four other
Ministers is probably the best compliment that the Minister has ever received.

Mr Livingstone:  They are so incompetent on the other side that you can
understand why they need four. 

Mr PEARCE: The incompetence has always shown up. The program of
regionalisation is working. It is taking the Department of Primary Industries back to the
bush. One must live in the bush to understand what it is like. I have been a great
advocate of this, and I have said it many times: too many decisions are made in Brisbane
and in metropolitan areas without a lot of understanding and consideration for the
people in country areas and for the way in which those decisions will affect them. The
people who are making the decisions do not live there, they do not understand the
conditions, and they do not understand distances. Therefore, they have very little
understanding of the changes of policy or the changes in attitude. I have always said
that if changes are to be introduced, the people who will be affected by those changes
should be consulted.

I believe that regionalisation will benefit rural Queenslanders. The department’s
activities will be far better coordinated. Decisions made by people living and working in
rural areas means that the results will be more beneficial to rural Queensland. I realise
that the Liberal Party does not understand rural Queensland. However, the National
Party has always talked down the efforts of the Government to improve the services
now being delivered to rural Queensland.

Mr Beanland interjected.
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Mr Connor: He knows more about the bush than you do.
Mr PEARCE: I will take that interjection from the honourable member for Tarong

because——

Mr Beanland: “Toowong”. 
Mr PEARCE: “Two wrongs” or “Toowong”. There happen to be two wrongs

sitting opposite at the moment, and I can assure honourable members that they will not
make one right. The honourable member for Toowong is a fine example of what people
in rural Queensland are saying. The Liberals sit down in the south-east corner and make
all the decisions without any consideration for what happens in rural Queensland.
National Party people can understand it, because most of them come from out in the
bush, except for the leader, who is a Mexican who happens to live on the south coast
and wears white shoes. But he is trying. At least he has been out into the bush trying to
understand.

The Primary Industries Corporation Bill is administrative in nature and contains no
policy changes, but it will ensure that the public sector reforms deliver the high-quality
service expected by the people who use and depend on the Department of Primary
Industries. The DPI has an important role to play in central Queensland, because
agriculture in central Queensland offers broad opportunities for international investment
in the downstream processing of the region’s produce. I have not heard any National
Party member talk about that. I have not heard how agricultural outputs in Queensland
can be improved. That is what this Minister and this Government are about—getting the
services out there so that the people who need them have them close by.

Mr Beanland: He is cancelling the services.

Mr PEARCE: The honourable member would not know.

Mr Beanland interjected. 
Mr PEARCE: I have to control myself. Evolving Asian demand for food and

textiles is permitting the area’s heavy emphasis on cattle to extend into cotton
production, and the growing of citrus fruit, vegetables, grain and sugar. A predicted 30-
year maxi-boom in world agriculture is expected to be of special significance to the
central Queensland area in terms of its importance as a food source for Asia. The
prospect of further development of agricultural exports to Asian markets must have the
support of the State Government through the appropriate departments. The
regionalisation process will ensure that the support and the expertise is located where it
is needed most, not down here in multistorey buildings.

Central Queensland’s capital of Rockhampton, with its population of 58 000 to
60 000, claims the title “Beef Capital of Australia”, boasting the largest cattle saleyards in
the world and an annual slaughter of 280 000 to 350 000 head of cattle. The industry is
so significant that local supporters are planning a $10m “Cattledrome” park as a
showplace for the industry. At present, a study is being undertaken to determine if that
site should be developed to promote the cattle industry in Queensland. Central
Queensland contributes to the State’s average meat production of 700 000 tonnes of
beef, which is approximately 30 per cent of the total Australian meat production. There
is in Queensland an estimated 9.2 million head of beef cattle. This represents about 43
per cent of the total Australian herd. One can see how important that industry is not only
to the State but also to the economy of Australia. The beef producers of central
Queensland contribute significantly to the herds and the slaughter figures of the State
and have every right to be proud of their contribution.

Central Queensland also contributes to the production of various grains such as
sorghum, wheat and sunflower. Over the last five years, it has contributed an average of
almost $250m a year. Although I already represent an area that is of great importance to
Queensland, with the redrawing of the State boundaries I will be lucky in representing
an electorate which will mean a lot to me. I will be able not only to represent the coal
industry, from which I came, but also to take a greater interest in the rural producers of
central Queensland. That is something that the National Party cannot handle. Although I
might not be able to speak at the same high levels as many of my colleagues, National
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Party members do not like the fact that I come from the land. I know what it is to get out
there. I have gone broke as a farmer. I have gone out on the road and I have been a
drover with cattle. I have gone out and done some fencing.

Mr Perrett:  You are a good bloke.

Mr PEARCE: Yes, I know. The honourable member knows that I understand. I
might have a little bit of trouble putting it in a way which sounds nice and which is
acceptable to everybody, but I am out there working for those people because I
understand them and I can relate to what they are talking about.

Mr Springborg: You are sincere. 

Mr PEARCE: I see the honourable member for Carnarvon nodding. I thank him for
his support. For central Queensland to maximise its agricultural production and balance
beef production, there must be suitable weather conditions because, as everyone in this
House realises, weather determines the production levels of grain and the quality of
beef that is produced. At this time, I would draw the Minister’s attention to the
continuing drought in my electorate of Broadsound. I am sure that the Department of
Primary Industries will be keeping the Minister informed of the extreme conditions that
exist in the electorate of Broadsound, especially along the Mackenzie River valley.
Although the official drought declaration status has been lifted from most of central
Queensland, many pockets still need close monitoring. The Department of Primary
Industries and local drought committees will be performing that task. Further north of
the Capricorn Highway, the conditions get worse, because those areas missed out on a
lot of the summer storms, and they certainly were not affected by the cyclones that
moved down the coast. I have visited the area north of the Capricorn Highway fairly
regularly during the past weeks and I have found that it is deteriorating rather quickly. I
ask the Minister and the Department of Primary Industries to assist those people if they
need it. I think that at last count, which was on about 16 April, there were still 17 shires,
parts of 3 shires and 926 individual properties still drought affected. Even though the
season has greatly changed in the south-east corner of the State, I make it quite clear to
this House that there are still some areas of the State that are suffering, and we should
be monitoring them carefully. People who live along the coast do not realise how
weather conditions and weather patterns affect rural areas, because those people have
nice green grass and plenty of water and they think that the rest of the country is in a
similar situation. The fact is that that is not the case, and I want to be sure that the
Minister is aware of that.

I am concerned about the people in the northern part of the Broadsound
electorate at present. I wish to go on record as having raised that point, and I will
continue to follow it up and make sure that those people receive the support they need.
I was interested in what the shadow Minister had to say about the Minister being slow to
respond to drought declarations. The shadow Minister is as aware as I am—and I have
not been in this place for long——

Mr Livingstone: You will be here for a long time.

Mr PEARCE: I hope so. I am surprised that the shadow Minister does not
understand that the drought committees have to be approached by property owners
and local authorities, and that those drought committees then have to report to the
Minister, who endorses any action to be taken. To personally attack the Minister and try
to denigrate him for not listening to the people of rural Queensland is wrong, and
honourable members opposite know that. If members opposite cannot deliver, it is not
the Minister’s fault. The Minister will respond when he hears from those drought
committees. I have spoken to many people who reside in rural Queensland. Honourable
members are aware that I have been a member of the rural task force. That rural task
force covered 30 000 kilometres of this State and visited more than 80 centres. When
the members of that task force reported back to the Minister for Primary Industries, he
listened, and many of the changes that were requested were made. I am sure that
people in rural Queensland appreciate that fact. It has been said to me on a number of
occasions by people in rural Queensland that they appreciate that their representatives
are listening. They have said to me personally that they believe that the State
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Government is doing a good job for the rural industry. They have some concerns about
the Federal Government, but that is that Government’s concern, and not ours. The
people of rural Queensland are telling this Government’s representatives that the
Government is doing a great job. I support the Minister totally.

I have learned to respect people in rural areas, and I respect the representatives of
those areas. I am amazed that members opposite, as representatives of rural
people—farmers, cattle producers, pig farmers and so on—are supporting the GST. On
26 March 1992, an article headed “The great GST fuel price furphies” appeared in the
Queensland Country Life, which is the bible of rural people. The first couple of
paragraphs are very interesting. If members opposite are serious about representing
their people, as I am trying to do—I am a Labor Party member trying to represent the
people on the land who are, for the most part, National Party supporters, but I listen to
them and I respect them—they should read this article. I will even provide copies for
them. The article states—

“The abolition of fuel excise, one of the key offsets against coalition’s
proposed GST for country people, threatens to blow a huge hole in its Fightback
package. It is a hole worth $5 billion and big enough, at the risk of stretching the
metaphor, to drive a truck through. It leaves the coalition with a lot of explaining to
do, but it does not seem keen to start”.

It is a pleasure to support the Minister and the Bill before the House.

Mr BOOTH  (Warwick) (8.36 p.m.): In rising to speak to this Bill tonight, I will be
quite firm at the outset and say that I am extremely worried about it. I will endeavour to
elaborate on the reasons for my concern as I proceed. I have been a practising farmer
for about 45 years. I have experienced the help provided by the officers of the DPI. At
times, they probably were not as helpful as could be expected; but, generally speaking,
I believe that the DPI has been a great asset to the farmers of this State. I do not
understand how the DPI will be as effective when it becomes the type of mega Ministry
that has been set up by amalgamating the Forestry Department and the Water
Resources Commission. I have always believed that the Primary Industries portfolio
should be split in two so that the responsible Minister has more time to devote to his
department. Some classic examples of the wisdom of that theory have been put forward
by a number of Opposition speakers here tonight. One of the examples cited was last
year’s drought. I am inclined to think that the Minister was doing his best to absorb the
fact that we were experiencing a drought, but he was so busy that it was about six
months before he realised that we were in a drought. I am not going to say that he
deliberately did not acknowledge the drought, because I do not think that is the case. I
think that if the departments are amalgamated to form one big department, the services
that are provided will not be as good as they used to be.

As a farmer, it has been my experience that the extension services are only good if
they are close to the farm and close to the people. If the extension services can get
close to the farmer, they can impart some knowledge and also make some observations
on how the new planning is going. To give an example of what I mean—at present,
agricultural advisers attached to the Department of Primary Industries, or those working
privately, are starting to consider no till, or a minimum till throughout rural areas.
Minimum till, or limited till, are both fairly recent innovations. Although they are going
well at the moment, I am not sure that that will continue as farmers are using chemicals
very heavily and relying on them. I hope that farmers do not have any trouble with
minimum till, but I would not be too sure that they will not. That is the reason why
officers in the DPI should be active and monitor the situation. They should ask farmers,
“What do you think? How is that going?” The officers should also observe what is
happening on some farms.

With this legislation, the Government is linking the Department of Primary
Industries with the Water Resources Commission and the Queensland Forest Service
under one corporation. I am not an expert on forestry matters, so I will not say very
much about that. The Water Resources Commission is a large department that covers
many recent innovations. If Queensland is going to take a part in expanding irrigation
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systems, a lot more money must be spent on them. Not much money has been spent on
irrigation in the last few years. Farmers who experienced the drought were able to
demonstrate what could be achieved if they had an adequate water supply. I do not
believe that making the Department of Primary Industries bigger is going to do any great
service to the community. The one-stop shop, as it has been claimed, may in some
cases save some money, but I do not think that much good will be done by reducing
services. The one-stop shop may not save very much money, because the same number
of people may still be required to liaise with the community.

I listened to the speech made by the member for Broadsound, and I do not doubt
his sincerity. He is trying to help the people of his electorate. He spoke about the quality
of grain and the quantity of grain, but he did not say very much about the financial return
to the producer. I think that is where the Department of Primary Industries has gone
wrong in this State. Producers are not receiving the return that they expect or need.
Officers of the Department of Primary Industries should always do a great amount of
costing and tell farmers, “If you cannot make any money out of growing that particular
crop, it is no good going on with it.” Over the last few days, I have been very interested
in the debate about the sugar industry in which sugar producers and the people
representing them have played a leading role. I believe that the main problem with the
sugar industry is that the price for the end product is not high enough. This also applies
to grain sorghum——

Mr Campbell:  What end product? Do you mean the product from the sugar?
Mr BOOTH: The price that the producers are paid for the sugar. When the

producer sells the end product, the price is not high enough. The producer does not
have any room to move. The same applies to grain sorghum. I will refer to grain sorghum
because the member for Broadsound referred to it in his speech. I also know a bit about
it. This year, some farmers have been offered less than $120 a tonne for grain sorghum.
Farmers should be offered at least $180 a tonne. That price might even be a bit on the
cheap side. I do not think that farmers can survive if they are offered prices as low as
that. Perhaps there are many reasons why such a low price has been offered. I could
mention some of them tonight, but I do not think that there is much to be gained by that.
Forward selling in the marketplace has had some effect on price, because once a buyer
receives a sufficient amount from forward selling, he then drops the price. He says, “If I
take any more, I want a lower price.” It is for that reason that I support organised
marketing, and I always have. Queensland will be better off if farmers were selling into
one market with one seller. Farmers would receive a better price that way. There is no
use saying one thing and meaning another.

The situation in the farming community is desperate. Many farmers are crashing
financially. They are not crashing financially because they are bad managers—and I will
not say that the Department of Primary Industries has not served them well—they are
crashing because there is not a sufficient profit margin between what it costs to
produce a product and the price that is received for it. Some provisions in the Bill are
ones which I have never seen before in a Bill. Perhaps I am wrong, but there are some
very wide provisions contained in this Bill.

Mr Casey:  Such as?

Mr BOOTH:  The delegation of powers provision is very wide.

Mr Casey:  Have a look at some of your own legislation.
Mr BOOTH:  I have looked at some of the National Party’s legislation. I have never

seen provisions quite as wide as those provisions contained in this legislation.

Mr Casey:  What clause?
Mr BOOTH:  Clause 10 states—

“(1) The chief executive may delegate the Corporation’s powers under this or
any other Act to an officer or employee of the department.

(2) The chief executive may delegate the chief executive’s powers under this
or another Act to an officer or employee of the department.”



Legislative Assembly 29 April 1992   4675

That provision is wide enough, but there are wider provisions contained in the Bill.
Clause 12 states—

“(1) The Corporation may acquire, by agreement or resumption, land that in
the Corporation’s opinion is required for the purpose of carrying out its functions.”

The Crown has always had the right to resume land. Land has been resumed at an
experimental station close to where I live.

Mr Casey:  It is taken directly from your Acquisition of Land Act 1967.

Mr BOOTH: That may be so, but why it is contained in this legislation, I do not
know. Clause 12 continues—

“(2) For the purpose of acquiring land by resumption, the Corporation has the
functions and powers of a constructing authority under the Acquisition of Land Act
1967 and, subject to this section, that Act applies accordingly.”

That is what the Minister is talking about. Because the corporation has the power to
resume land, I see no need for the legislation to go to that extent. 

Clause 18, which is also fairly interesting, states—
“If, in relation to a particular case, it appears to the Governor in Council that

no provision or insufficient provision is made to give effect to the transition from
the law in force before the commencement of this section to the provisions of this
Act and of the Acts in the Schedule as amended by this Act, the Governor in
Council may, by regulation, make such provision as the Governor in Council
considers necessary or convenient to deal with the case.”

That is the widest phraseology that I have ever seen in a Bill, and I cannot understand
why the Minister has included it.

Mr Casey: If there was a sudden outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease in the
Warwick area, would you like to see very rapid action on it?

Mr BOOTH: Yes, I would, and I do not believe that the Minister would have any
problems with doing that. Clause 6, which contains similar phraseology, states—

“. . . carry out such functions as are conferred on it by this Act, the Forestry Act
1959, the Water Resources Act 1959 and any other Act . . .”

I do not believe that there could be wider phraseology than that. The provisions of the
Act do not need to be that wide. I am not quarrelling with the Minister over his desire to
act quickly in the case of such an outbreak, a health threat to stock or anything like that,
but we must be careful that we do not throw the baby out with the bathwater. If too
much power is delegated in one authority, we will strike trouble. As I said earlier, one of
the factors that made the DPI function well and what I liked about it is that it was
possible to get close to its officers and talk to them. But this Bill appears to seek to
make the DPI more remote.

Mr Casey: There are still the constraints of the Acts Interpretation Act which
cover it.

Mr BOOTH: I am aware of that. However, I believe that this Bill will make the DPI
more remote. This Labor Government is trying to become remote from the people. For
example, if one compares the length of time that it used to take to receive an answer to
a letter sent to a Minister and the time that it takes now, one gets a shock. Three or four
years ago, it took less than a month to receive that reply, but now it takes about three
months. I do not believe that any Government, any department or any section of a
Government should be remote from the people. Politicians and parliamentarians should
be readily accessible. I cannot see how this legislation will make them more accessible.
This Bill also refers to the fact that the Government can be sued or can sue other
people. I do not intend to say that that is wrong. If the Minister must act, then he must
act.

Primary industry in this State might or might not survive. I believe that inflation has
affected primary industry. The inflationary spiral during the past 15 years has wrecked
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primary industry to some extent. Claims were made on tonight’s news broadcasts that
inflation will be held at 2 per cent or even less. That might herald some benefit to
primary industry. Although the price of farm commodities has increased slightly, it has
not increased at anything like the rate of inflation. For the past 15 years, the rate of
inflation has been outrageous. Although the price of the end product that farmers sell
has escalated a bit, it has not increased at the same rate as inflation has. I will never be a
farmer of any substance because I am too old to have much impact on the farming
community. However, I did farm for a number of years and I had a fair bit to do with the
executive side of farming. No-one seemed to be able to provide an answer to how to
get primary industry back on side. I admit that I do not expect the Minister to wave a
magic wand.

Mr Casey:  I remember when you used to be on the Butter Board.

Mr BOOTH: I remember that morning, too. I ask the Minister to remind me to tell
him on the day that I leave this place what I think of him. If we are to put primary
industry back where it should be, we must provide some new ideas and initiatives.
Primary industry can help our balance of payments, and it did for many years. Only in
recent times, because of poor prices offered for primary products, has primary industry
been unable to help our balance of payments. But I see nothing in this Bill that will help
primary producers. Perhaps one of the aims of the Bill is to impose a fee on providing
advice to farmers. As long as that fee was not exorbitant, farmers would probably
accept it. When they really want help or advice, farmers are probably prepared to pay
for it. Until now, it has been a big help that they have been charged no fee for obtaining
that advice.

I am of the opinion that this Bill will do more harm than good. The Minister says
that it will be subject to constraints that are built into other legislation. However, I would
prefer to be putting through a Bill to divide the department into two sections, with the
livestock section being separated from the cropping section. Tonight’s news broadcast
also contained a report about a major meatworks that is likely to go out of business. In
the final analysis, that will not help meat producers, because there will not be as much
competition at the saleyards or wherever cattle are sold. I hope that that report was
based only on rumour, but many people were of the opinion that the meatworks was
going to close.

I would like to see the DPI become involved in producing new varieties of crop
seeds. The DPI and the experiment stations should be monitoring those activities more
carefully. If a person incurs the cost of producing a new seed, he will not tell the farmer
that it is no good and advise him not to plant it. Because he has invested money in it, he
will try to sell the seed to the farmer. That is why the DPI and the experiment stations
should be monitoring those activities and acting as a referee. When I refer to “referee”, I
note that the honourable member for Mulgrave is smiling.

Mr Perrett:  A whistleblower.

Mr BOOTH: Yes, a different sort of whistleblower, but a whistleblower to some
extent. In Australia, I did not think that we would reach the stage at which
whistleblowing or crawling was looked on as an art form, and I am disappointed that it
exists. However, I do not believe it will last long. I think that it will be thrown out. In
regard to the production of new varieties of seed, the position is different altogether. If
a variety of sorghum is produced that is not up to standard, the DPI should toss it out.
People who are not farmers cannot understand why farmers run out of seed. As a matter
of fact, I am not fully aware of the technical side of it, but I know that during my life-time
on a farm I have discovered that seed varieties run out quickly. Some varieties last
seven years, but others last only four years. At the moment, a serious situation exists
with oats. We do not appear to have one decent variety of oats, and no new varieties
have been introduced. The DPI has fallen down on its job in that regard. I would like to
see the DPI introducing oat varieties as it did 25 years ago when a new oat variety was
introduced almost every year—at least every five years. That does not occur now. Rust
is rampant in oat varieties. Some root rot is also present. Another great fodder crop,
lucerne, has also been suffering from disease. New lucernes were introduced to combat
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the aphid and they are now producing. However, some farmers are disappointed with
the length of time they last. The old Hunter River variety had a life expectancy of 10
years, but the new varieties have a life expectancy of only three or four years. Some of
them have a life expectancy of only two years. Primary industries face many problems. I
hope that the Bill will make the Primary Industries Department more effective, but I
cannot see that it will. I believe it will make the Primary Industries Department
cumbersome and remote. I support the Opposition spokesman on Primary Industries in
opposing the Bill, because I think it will do very little for primary industries in this State.

Mr PITT (Mulgrave) (8.56 p.m.): As the Minister said in his second-reading
speech, this Bill is administrative in nature and offers no policy changes. It effectively
enhances the public sector reforms essential to ensuring the highest quality of service
that the Department of Primary Industries can deliver. At this stage, I acknowledge the
contributions of the members for Maryborough and Broadsound. They are two down-
to-earth gentlemen who really have an understanding and knowledge of the land, unlike
one or two of the other speakers in this debate. I am surprised that the Opposition
spokesman on Primary Industries managed to dodge the issue of the moment—the
furore over the sugar tariff that is currently engulfing the Federal Opposition. I was also
interested to hear the same nonsense from the Liberal Party as we have heard from the
National Party. When the members of the Liberal Party attempt to speak about matters
relating to rural and regional Queensland, particularly primary industries, they are out of
their depth. They have no knowledge or comprehension of those issues.

On the issue of sugar tariffs—if there is confusion among growers on the matter, it
is understandable given the range of comments that have been made and the ducking
and weaving that has been occurring in recent days. Let us look at some of the facts. In
its March 1991 economic statement, the Federal Government announced its timetable
for gradual reductions in tariff levels across-the-board, including a reduction in the sugar
tariff from $76 per tonne to $55 per tonne from 1 July 1992. This Government does not
support that reduction in tariff, and it is obvious that the sugar producers of Queensland
do not support it. In contrast, the Liberal/National Opposition has a clear policy of zero
tariffs by the year 2000 and the introduction of a 15 per cent GST as set out in the
Fightback package. The Premier has said it, the Minister for Primary Industries has said it
and I notice that even the National Party in this State is belatedly saying the same thing,
but let me make the Queensland Government’s position quite clear. In the current
environment, a further reduction in sugar tariff beyond that already in train has the
potential to shatter the confidence of the industry up and down the Queensland coast.
It is simply not on. More than three weeks ago, the Premier made his statements on the
matter, yet it has been only in the last week that members of the Opposition have been
getting in on the act. The Premier made his statements long before the issue became the
flavour of the month. The Queensland Government has not suddenly discovered sugar
tariffs, nor is it being simply reactionary. The reasons underpinning its policy stance
have to do with the real world and, in the main, relate to a different set of circumstances
than those that prevailed in Australia 12 months ago. There has not been significant
reform in terms of corrupt trading practices of our major competitors such as the
European Community and the United States of America; nor, sadly, does there seem
likely to be any reform in that area. Recently, we have endured some of the worst
seasonal conditions in the history of the industry, and in certain areas of the State they
look as though they will continue. The price of raw sugar has dropped to very low
levels, and is predicted to remain at around or below US7c per pound for some time.
The combination of those factors is resulting in an undermining of industry confidence
that threatens to spread—with disastrous consequences. The Government is only too
well aware of the regional significance of sugar for Queensland. I do not often side with
the National Party, but I bring to the attention of honourable members a statement by
Senator Ron Boswell. I believe his words should be heard clearly. He stated that—

“. . . the sugar tariff was not protection for an inefficient industry, but rather a
buffer against a distorted and corrupt world market.

No one could say that the Australian sugar industry is inefficient, it produces
sugar for half what growers are getting in EC countries.”
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When we talk about the sugar industry, we are not just talking about the six and a half
thousand growers in the industry; we are also talking about the numerous towns
throughout Queensland and parts of northern New South Wales where sugar is said to
be the heart and soul of the community. As I live in a sugar area, I can attest to that fact.

However, the differences between the political parties are indeed stark. Under
Labor, a tariff will protect the sugar industry. However, if the Liberal/National coalition
ever gains power, there will be no tariffs. The Federal Government has indicated a
willingness to enter into negotiations with the Queensland Government and the industry
on the framework for sugar tariffs. The Liberal/National Party coalition has stated that
there is no room for negotiation. Both the Premier and the Queensland Minister for
Primary Industries, Mr Casey, will be actively involved in these negotiations with the
Federal Government on an ongoing basis.

Mr Perrett:  So they ought to be.
Mr PITT: I agree; so they ought to be. As to claims that the loss of tariffs will be

offset by the reductions in taxes set out in Fightback—again, it is important for us to
focus on the facts. Overall, the average sugar producer will, in my view, be worse off
under the coalition’s proposals. The proposed reduction in personal tax rates will assist
only the wealthy. For instance, those farmers who earn $25,000 or less will achieve only
a 6 per cent after-tax gain. Those on $75,000 will achieve a 15 per cent after-tax gain.
Sugar producers will not be able to benefit from the abolition of pay-roll tax, the training
guarantee levy or the petroleum excise for the simple reason that, as it is now, they do
not pay them. They are exempt in the first two instances and, in the third, they are
eligible for assistance under the diesel fuel excise rebate scheme.

The cost of goods and services will become proportionately more expensive in
rural Queensland than in the capital cities because of the ad valorem nature of the GST
applying to freight. Company tax actually increases under the coalition’s proposals, with
the result that those sugar producers who are set up on a company basis will pay more
tax. It would appear that under the GST proposal, sugar producers, in common with
most of our business community, will become tax collectors for the Government. Given
the prevailing economic conditions, further hardship is hardly something that should be
promoted by direct Government action. The Queensland Government will be doing
everything it can to get that message through, and I believe that Canberra has no choice
but to acknowledge the logic of our position. I emphasise that the Government is very
anxious to work with the industry, but not to dictate to it as some honourable members
have alleged.

Soon after it came to office, Labor initiated a review of industry structures via the
Sugar Industry Working Party. The aim of that process was to increase the role of
Government in the management of the industry. The real objective was to ensure that
industry was in a better position to make its own decisions about the future in terms of
production, milling and marketing. Since the release of the working party’s report, the
Government and industry have worked steadily at implementing the changes that need
to be made to provide the degree of commercial flexibility that is necessary to allow the
industry to meet the challenges of a rapidly changing marketplace. To do so, the
Government had to streamline the institutional framework to provide a more commercial
focus for decision-making in the industry.

The Government believes that the new structure encompassed in the Sugar
Industry Act has achieved this objective. It has been able to retain some of the more
important elements of the old legislation, such as the single desk seller arrangement,
while at the same time removing much of the unnecessary red tape that had the potential
to stifle future growth of the industry. I am not claiming that the process was always
easy. It was one of forthright and, at times, heated discussion. The efforts of the cane-
growers’ leadership need to be acknowledged. Harry Bonanno and his executive were
extremely energetic in their representations. In consultation with the industry, the
Government was able to put the Sugar Industry Act into place, which provided more
commercial flexibility through the Sugar Corporation and also provided industry with a
direct input into policy development through the Sugar Industry Policy Council.
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The policy council model is now being used in other industries to improve the
consultative process, not just with the Government but with various sectors of industry.
The industry has shown its support for this system by the number of applications for
assignment received as a result of the latest expansion of the industry. The preliminary
data from the Sugar Corporation indicates that demand for the new assignment has
exceeded the available supply. Not unexpectedly, the bulk of this demand has come
from the Herbert/Burdekin area. Perhaps the most encouraging aspect of this latest
expansion was that about one quarter of the demand for assignment came from new
growers. The Government’s decision to provide a minimum rate of expansion of 2.5 per
cent per year up to 1995 reflects the view that the industry has to continue to develop
its production capacity to remain competitive. It is a strategic position linked to the need
to maintain our reputation as a reliable supplier of high-quality sugar. Following its recent
decision to increase the taxpayers’ contribution to sugar research by up to $3.8m over
the next three years, the Government has now addressed every issue in the working
party’s report. I believe that this is a remarkable achievement, given the size of the
industry and the significance of many of the issues.

I turn now to the recent tariff debate. I will refer to some of the statements made
by representatives of the three major parties over the last couple of weeks. The Federal
Leader of the National Party, Tim Fischer, stated—

“At the end of the day, high cost tariff protection is not a solution for an
Australia which is trying to trade more and more with Asia and the rest of the
world.”

I think we would all agree with that. He states further—

“They steal from the majority to provide dangerous and distorting assistance
to select minorities and they are often not even in the best interests of that
minority.”

I wonder whether the sugar producers in my area would take exception to that
comment. Mr Braithwaite, the National Party senator for the Central Queensland seat of
Dawson, has paid the ultimate price for standing up to his political masters. I am not sure
whether he was motivated by a firm belief in what he was saying or electoral
expediency, but I prefer to give the man the benefit of doubt since he has paid the
price. The Liberal/National coalition’s second-most marginal seat in Australia is Dawson.
It would fall to Labor with a swing of only 2 per cent, which perhaps explains part of the
position adopted by Mr Braithwaite. Senator O’Chee pretends to domicile himself in my
part of the world. He flits in and out of Cairns and claims to be a far northerner. Senator
O’Chee in the wonder boy of the National Party. In all truth, he has some good ideas
and he is a very energetic young man. However, he is given to grandstanding, and I
think the position he has adopted on this issue can be put down to that. No doubt, as
time goes on, he will learn to temper his enthusiasm and play a more vital role for his
party.

I cite an article published in the Courier-Mail and written by Wallace Brown, which
states—

“All reports from the meeting”—
this is the meeting of the conservative caucus in Canberra to which he refers—

“indicate that Senator Boswell and Senator O’Chee were lambasted by many
speakers, starting with Dr Hewson and National leader, Mr Tim Fischer.”

So much for conservative coalition solidarity!

Mr Littleproud interjected. 

Mr PITT: The honourable member should listen to this—
“According to the official briefing, Senator Boswell and Senator O’Chee not

only apologised for not confining their campaign to the party room but also said
that they supported further tariff reductions.”
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The producers in my electorate will be pleased to read that, also. That doyen of the
Liberal Party in Queensland, the import from the Northern Territory, Mr Everingham, has
had a lot to say about the issue. I am sure there is not much he does not know about
sugarcane. When referring to the rebel senators, he said—

“If they were in the Liberal Party they’d be up for expulsion and as far as I’m
concerned they’d better decide right here and now . . . whether they are going to
stay in the coalition or not.

. . .
They are running a race, a wreckers’ race, similar to that run by former Premier

Bjelke-Petersen.

I’ll be asking their party president to ask them to make up their minds whether
they are going to stay in the tent or get out, because we want them out now.”

That statement was quite clear, but it was not long before he backed down. Within a
short period, he said he had changed his mind. In one of the leading articles of the Sun
Herald, the following comment appears—

“And in a major turnaround late yesterday, Queensland Liberal Party president
Paul Everingham backed the Queensland Nationals’ stand—only days after his
attack on two National Party senators for opposing the tariff cut.”

A slight case of political schizophrenia, I suggest. Those statements only go to show
that the Liberal Party in Queensland and in the Federal sphere have no concept
whatsoever of rural life and knows nothing about primary industries. Every time members
of the Liberal Party attempt to get involved, they seem to put their feet quite firmly in
their mouths. The Federal Leader of the Liberal Party, Dr Hewson, is just another
Canberra-based economic rationalist about whom people hear so much these days, and
his critics in some sections of the National Party and the sugar industry claim that he is
inflexible to the point of intolerance. The nervous Nellies in marginal seats perceive this
as a weakness. I am not sure whether it is a weakness or whether it is a characteristic of
a man who cannot change his mind and is not capable of altering his views in the light of
facts and circumstances. To the minds of his supporters, however, Dr Hewson has total
faith in rationalist economics, including his policy to lower all tariff protection to
negligible levels by the year 2000. They see this policy as positive and his conviction as
a great strength. In common with the GST policy, this is just another blueprint for
disaster. In fact, it is exactly that. It is a blueprint, and it must be opened at page 1, read,
and then applied right to the last page. No document can be interpreted that way and
expect to survive the test of time. Dr Hewson will have a hard time selling the GST
package to the people of Australia. If he continues to stick to his single-mindedness and
insist that everything must be shaped to fit his mould, he will find himself well and truly
short of the Lodge in the middle of next year.

The Federal member for Hinkler, Brian Courtice, can lay claim to something to
which many people who have participated in this debate cannot, and that is a
knowledge of the sugar industry. For a long time, his family has been involved in the
sugar industry in the Bundaberg area. Prior to entering Parliament, he actually had a farm
for 24 years, so he has first-hand knowledge of the sugar industry. In common with the
member for Mirani, Mr Randell—whom I notice is not in the Chamber presently—and the
member for Bundaberg, Mr Campbell, he has had direct input into the sugar industry in
the past. I will value the input of those two honourable members of this Parliament
tonight because I am sure their contributions to the debate would be more valuable than
some of those we have already heard. Mr Courtice has pointed out that diesel fuel
rebates are worth half a billion dollars a year to agriculture. He said that lubricants have
been exempted from wholesale sales tax. He understands a good deal about what the
GST package has to offer and knows it is just a furphy. His comments reinforce the
remarks I made earlier, that is, farmers do not pay payroll tax. They already have fuel
rebates, and lubricants are exempt from wholesale sales tax, which leaves little for the
coalition to offer them. Those comments beg the question: exactly what is Dr Hewson
going to offer the sugarcane farmers of Queensland when he cuts the sugar industry
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tariff back to zero? How will he compensate them in some other way? As far as I am
concerned, the proposal defies understanding.

In conclusion, I wish to address the recommendations made by the Industry
Commission on the sugar industry. Since the Industry Commission’s recommendations
were announced, the Queensland Government has been saying that the timing has been
completely inappropriate. The industry recently had to undergo some significant
structural procedural changes and the Queensland Government has indicated to the
Commonwealth—and still believes—that it is imperative that the new system be given a
chance to work. Naturally, it would be appropriate to evaluate the performance of the
new arrangements in due course. The Queensland Government will do that in close
consultation with the industry. This Government will not be making any premature
decisions to amend the existing system. The sugar industry is one of Queensland’s
success stories. In efficiency terms, our industry is equal to, or better than, any other
sugar industry in the world. The industry and the Queensland Government have
established a healthy and professional working relationship. This is not the first rough
patch to confront us, nor will it be the last. However, the Government remains confident
of the future of the industry so long as the sound working relationship remains in place.
With those words, I must now indicate to the Minister that his portfolio under his
stewardship has become far more professional and far more organised and is delivering
a far better service to primary producers in Queensland. In that light, I fully support the
Bill before the House. 

Mr COOPER (Roma) (9.15 p.m.): I wish to make a few points about the legislation
before the House. Some very rational, sensible points have been made tonight by
members on both sides of the House. Quite obviously, Government members will
support the legislation. Obviously, members of the Opposition have decided not to—for
very good reasons. We do not believe that the legislation will benefit anyone, yet that is
what legislation is supposed to be all about. So far in the debate, the GST and the sugar
industry have come in for a great deal of attention. That is a good thing. Mr Deputy
Speaker, when we debate legislation about the Primary Industries Corporation, it is
correct that all matters relating to primary industries can be and should be discussed. It
makes for a healthy debate and, as we have seen tonight, a very sensible debate without
bitterness or rancour. Mr Deputy Speaker, I see that you take my point, and I am glad
that you do. As I said, some very worthwhile contributions have been made to the
debate.

Members of the Opposition have expressed concern about the provisions of the
Bill, because big is not necessarily beautiful. For one day, the Government will get a
headline saying, “A big superdepartment. Isn’t it great.” However, the effectiveness of
legislation is measured in terms of the service to the people—delivery at the sharp end.
Two and a half years ago when another massive department—the Transport
Department—was put together, it got the big headline, “Superdepartment, super
Minister”. However, massive departments do not necessarily work. I have been in that
situation. I was the Minister responsible for the Police and the Emergency Services
portfolios when they were all rolled into one. That sort of amalgamation certainly creates
a lot of work. The Minister must try to be available to all sections of the department, but
that is frightfully difficult. With no disrespect to the Minister, when the Government
wraps a massive portfolio such as Primary Industries into one corporation, he will find,
as he already has, that he simply cannot and never will be able to give the service and
the necessary attention to the people who want to see him or to express the ideas that
he might want to put forward. The Minister will find himself snowed under. That is
unfortunate in the sense that, although the Minister might be able to wear it, the people
at the other end—the service end—will not get the service they deserve. That is what
members of the Opposition worry about.

Four words or phrases stand out very clearly on the Minister’s one page second-
reading speech. In the past couple of years, we have heard those words bandied
around a lot. They certainly send shivers up and down the spine of many people. I have
heard the word “rationalisation” too often. It often means the taking away of services,
which we have already seen. Regionalisation is, in effect, centralisation. Regionalisation
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in itself is a good thing if it is made to work, but it is no good if the Government
centralises services into various centres. Roma was mentioned, and if Roma can have
some more personnel for the DPI—great. If Toowoomba can have some more personnel
for the DPI—great. However, I am thinking about the regions from which those people
are taken. If services are taken away from the smaller areas, the people of those regions
will not benefit. They will not easily be able to hop in their cars and drive to the nearest
large centre. People will not do that; they will go without. Those people are not the only
ones who will lose. Primary industries and the State economy will lose the benefit of the
service that was being delivered. That is why members of the Opposition have
expressed concern about this legislation. Although the Government has the numbers, at
least concern has been expressed by Opposition members. Although the Government
feels that it must withdraw people from certain regions, perhaps the Minister could
accept that some people believe that it is not the way to go.

Mr Casey: You would expect, for instance, with soil conservation programs, that
when you finish programs in a particular district, they have to move on to other districts
and they have to be flexible?

Mr COOPER: I take the Minister’s point—if those programs are finished.
However, the problem of soil erosion goes on ad infinitum. It is endless. It will go on
indefinitely. People in the soil conservation business will always be required, whether it
is on the Darling Downs, where quite a lot of farming is done, or even out in the western
regions where wind erosion and so on causes soil degradation. Once it is in place, soil
conservation is a service that I would not even contemplate taking away.

Another expression that I heard in the second-reading speech was “service
delivery”. I have referred to that. When the Government puts together something like
the Primary Industries Corporation, it will make that service delivery extremely difficult.
That has already been proven. Opposition members are not simply mouthing complaints
that we have conjured up. We are expressing the concerns of people in the community
with whom we have a lot of contact. They have many concerns, and I guess they
express them to everyone. Because they are not partial, they probably express their
concerns to Government members. If they can find a pollie, they will bend his ear
without any trouble at all. We find that people are expressing great concern about the
loss of services that mean so much to them. They know very well that they are the
caretakers, the minders, of the land with which they are entrusted. Those people want
very much to pass on that land in a better condition than it was in when they first
acquired it. I am one of those people. I would like to think that everyone would be the
same—that that should be the dictum. However, if the DPI services are depleted, it will
be frightfully difficult to succeed. Private enterprise can step in and primary producers
will have to pay for the service that the DPI has provided—some will and some will not.
Because of the service that it provides, we on this side of the House are very strong
supporters of the Department of Primary Industries, and we always have been. When we
see those services about to be taken away, that conjures up tremendous concerns. That
is why we want to express those concerns now.

The other phrase that has been mentioned is that relating to public sector reforms.
We have seen the deep concern over the collapse of morale and the shattering of
confidence of public servants employed in a wide range of Government departments.
However, confining my comments to this Bill, I indicate that quite a number of people
employed in the Department of Primary Industries do not hesitate to express their deep
concern. Many have been made redundant and retrenchments have occurred. There is
no doubt that there has been a loss of jobs. The Government’s own Budget figures will
reveal that, and the Minister knows it. People who have attended university or other
institutions to obtain a degree to gain employment in the DPI now find themselves faced
with job insecurity. It is not certain that they will be able to continue in employment.
Their careers have been short-circuited and their family life has been disrupted. I do not
think the Government is caring enough.

Although the Government, by this Bill, is bringing all of the departments together, I
point out that within all of those departments are very real people—people with careers
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and people who want to provide a service. They want to provide a service to people
not just in the more populous areas but in the far-flung and more isolated areas of the
State. When I have addressed functions attended by public servants and indicated my
concern about the contraction and restriction of Government services, especially to
rural areas, those public servants have nodded very vehemently their concern as well. I
believe that they are loyal people, that they are apolitical and that they do genuinely
want to provide that service. For their sake, because they have a service to carry out for
the people of this State, we as parliamentarians should not be restricting that service but
at the very least maintaining it and trying to make it more efficient. No-one argues with
that.

The Minister said that the program of regionalisation will continue. When people
hear that, they will also want to hear that services will be restored and maintained. They
do not want to know that this type of program of restricting services to the rural sector
will continue. That will strike fear into the hearts of not only public servants but also the
primary producers whom they serve. The Minister has also said that he wants to take the
DPI back to the bush, but he is taking the DPI away from the bush. I sincerely hope that
these words do not fall on deaf ears, because we on this side express that extreme
concern. In the first instance, the member for Barambah pointed out some of the effects
that can occur. I do not know whether the outbreak of ticks at Warwick can be
attributed directly to the fact that stock inspectors have said that in many instances they
do not have enough petrol to be able to get around and do their jobs. Research centres
such as the Hermitage Research Centre have experienced staff cuts. In many other
areas, cuts have been made to the number of research staff. This is tragic. I did not think
it was in the mould of the Minister’s party to do these sorts of things. Again, I express
concern about that. By withdrawing services in the cattle industry, the Government is
playing a form of Russian roulette with an industry that has meant so much to this State.
Risks should not be taken with that industry. Whether it is an outbreak of ticks or an
exotic disease, risks cannot be taken. That should not even be contemplated. The
taking of such risks is the sort of thing that fills us with the gravest concerns, and again I
express those concerns and hope that they will be taken on board.

Mention has been made of soil conservation officers, and I have also mentioned
forestry officers, as the Forestry Service is being melded into this conglomerate that is
being established by this legislation. In many instances right across the State, forestry
staff numbers have been seriously curtailed. While State forests may be able to manage
without attention for a short time, they should not have to do without that attention for
all time. There has to be management. The forestry workers were put there for a
purpose, not to bludge or anything like that but to maintain the forests in a state that
was fitting for them to be included as one of the State’s assets and for use by the timber
industry. Again, I can only express the extreme concern that there seems to be a
wholehearted shift in priorities. Very rarely are great amounts of money saved by taking
this type of action. The money that is saved will be soaked up by the layer after layer of
personnel who will be established in the larger centres. They will soak up the dollars that
are so badly needed at the sharp end of service delivery. That is what is happening in
quite a number of Government departments. It is a fact. The Government must be
receiving the same sorts of complaints. If the bureaucracy wins, the people lose. That is
the type of thing that occurs when conglomerates such as that are put together and vast
management teams are employed. They soak up the funds. Those management teams
are not dealing with the real people out there who are the ones who want to receive the
services. There do not have to be increases in managerial bureaucracy. For heaven’s
sake, the Government should try to make sure that those services are delivered by the
people who are right at the coalface.

I think we have seen a fair bit of change for the sake of change. When there is a
new Government, changes will be made. Everyone expects that and does not deny that
it will happen. However, I am greatly concerned that the Government is playing with a
massive series of industries in the primary industries sector, and those industries have
been and still are the backbone of the economy of this State. The Government should
not toy with industries in that way. As I said, I do not think that just by making them big
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they are being made beautiful. That is not the case. I am also concerned that the
Government uses public relations machines and tells people that everything is great and
that services are being provided. I say that they are not. I am not the only one who is
saying that; the people out in the community are saying it. They are the ones who will be
the judges. They will certainly be the judges at the next election. Even if the media or
producer organisations are hoodwinked to a certain extent, the people will not be—and
they are not. That is the message the electors will drive home well and truly at the next
election.

I still have the pleasure of moving around the State and meeting people wanting to
express their concerns. Occasionally people are unreasonable, but all honourable
members know how to handle that difficulty. People are constantly coming forward with
complaints that the services are disappearing and that their livelihoods are going to be
affected. It is not just those people’s livelihoods that will be affected. In the long run, if
the Government does not provide services such as animal husbandry, soil conservation
and water resources the economy of this State is also going to be affected. We have
known the people in those departments for years and have worked well with them. The
fact that the Goss Government now wants to corporatise and probably impose charges
for all these services is false economy. When the cause of corporatisation is advanced,
it is generally done under the guise of user pays. The user is already paying heavily
through other taxes and charges anyway, and to impose additional charges for services
rendered means that the Government is double dipping. Again, that will drive up the
cost of production, which is the last thing on earth anyone wants. The very efficient
farmers in this State have been able to maintain very low costs of production. The
farmers of Australia, and particularly Queensland, are among the most efficient in the
world, and it is because of the services that the DPI has provided over the years that
they are in that position. I worry so much that if there is to be change for the sake of
change and the dreaded user pay system is implemented, that will be to the detriment of
the people of this State, and that is why I am taking part in this debate tonight. I support
the Opposition’s stand on this legislation. I feel that it is unnecessary. I beg the Minister
to take on board the concerns the Opposition has enunciated. I noted the remarks from
the member for Broadsound. As soon as he said that he had been on the land and gone
broke, I immediately warmed to him because there are a hell of a lot of people out there
in the same position. He quite obviously knows their problems and feels for them, and I
accept that. I acknowledge the contribution that he made. I again ask the Minister to
take on board the feelings that have been expressed by members on this side of the
House, because those feelings are very honestly and deeply held.

Mr CAMPBELL (Bundaberg) (9.33 p.m.): The member for Roma reiterated some
of the statements made by earlier Opposition speakers. Members of the Opposition
seem to be confused about the difference between the supposed reduction in services
and the areas in which the Government is minimising the duplication of services. Having
been an officer of the DPI, I have been out on farms and seen how officers of the Water
Resources Commission and the Lands Department operate. I have often seen extension
officers from one department go out to a property one day, and then the next day a
different officer turns up and the next day yet another officer turns up. In many cases,
those services could have been provided by one person who had an understanding of
the overall situation. 

Members of the Opposition also implied that regionalisation and decentralisation
are the same thing. They are not. Regionalisation is structuring a department within
different regions, splitting it up within the State. Decentralisation is taking decision
making out to those areas. That has occurred. In many departments, decisions are now
being made out in the regions. That is decentralisation. I can name one department in
which it is working very effectively, and that is the Health Department. That has been
one of the first departments to go back to regionalisation, with the decisions being
made where the rationalisation of services is being organised; where unnecessary
duplication is being done away with in order to provide better services in those areas.

I am concerned that both the member for Roma and the member for Barambah said
that, by transferring veterinarians, the Government will be minimising the provision of
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animal health services in the State. There have been changes in that there were vets and
there were stock inspectors, but because the brucellosis and tuberculosis programs
have been carried out effectively—— 

Mr Johnson: In most areas.

Mr CAMPBELL: Sorry, in most areas of Queensland the programs have ended,
so that those staff will go from one area to the next. I can inform the House that it was
not the new Government that nearly put the beef export industry out of existence.
There were attempts by the Department of Primary Industries and political interference
by the National Party to cover up the problems in the beef industry. It happened
because up and down the coast of Queensland dieldrin residues from the sugar industry
were appearing in beef. I have seen the 1976 records. I know the DPI personnel were
out there telling the industry that these problems were going to occur in the future.
However, they were covered up. I have seen reports that indicated there was dieldrin
showing up in beef. When those staff in the Department of Primary Industries wanted to
do something about it, they were held back and told by senior officers in the department
that they could not do so. The political interference by the sugar industry threatened the
beef industry, so honourable members opposite should not come here and say that this
Government has put the beef industry under threat. It was the previous Government that
did that, because that was when the residues were detected. It is very important that the
record is put straight on that issue. It was the previous Government that put the beef
export industry under threat, and no-one else. Many snide remarks have been made
about drought assistance. Honourable members opposite should bear in mind that the
drought package that has been put into effect by this Government has been the most
comprehensive package of drought assistance that could be implemented. It has been
going to the people who have needed it most, and that is very important. There is a
greater percentage of drought relief now going to farmers in the Barambah electorate, in
the Burnett region and in similar areas than there ever was under the previous
Government.

The previous Government did not care how much money people received. It did
not care that people could take advantage of the system. I remember the previous
Government’s drought scheme and the investigation into it by the Federal Government.
Over a five-year period, one totally foreign-owned company was able to receive
$950,000 in drought aid. Basically, that aid was given to that company to allow it to
undertake normal management practices on its properties. I would prefer—as I know
other honourable members would—to see that aid going to battling farmers, and that is
what is occurring now. Opposition members claim that services have been reduced, but
the latest information available shows that the QIDC is able to process applications
more quickly and effectively than ever before. The Government has had to change the
drought relief provisions because, under the old scheme, some areas were drought
declared for 17 years out of 20. I am sorry to say that if areas in Queensland are drought
declared for 17 years out of 20, those conditions must be accepted as normal. Farmers
must learn to manage according to the seasons. My electorate is currently experiencing
a good season——

Mr Johnson interjected. 
Mr CAMPBELL: The honourable member’s electorate may not be having a good

season, but my electorate of Bundaberg is experiencing its first good season for
approximately 10 years. Members of the Opposition have criticised this Bill, particularly
clause 7. All legislation that introduces corporatisation gives power to the executive
officers. This is done in every piece of legislation that is introduced. Opposition
members have made the point that it is something new and different and that it is not
happening elsewhere. It worries me that Opposition members now want to do away with
the reorganisation that has occurred in the Department of Primary Industries. Do
members of the Opposition know what has been done? Do they want to do away with
the Integrated Catchment Management Program? Do they want to do away with the
development of rainforest timber industries on private land? Do they want to do away
with the Land Degradation Voluntary Property Build-up Scheme? Do they want to do
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away with the improved Young Farmer Establishment Scheme? All of those policies
have been formulated by a revamped and revitalised Department of Primary Industries.

I was also very interested to hear the member for Toowong raise the furphy of
interest charges and costs. Queensland’s taxes are the lowest in Australia. They are only
three-quarters of the rate of taxes in Victoria and two-thirds of those in New South
Wales. In the last three years, Queensland is the only State to have reduced its debt. No
other State has done so. In contrast to the Governments of the other States, the
Queensland Government is keeping this State’s taxes and charges down. I think that is
something of which it can be proud. It is not right to say that this scheme will increase
taxes and charges all of a sudden. It is not borne out by a comparison of taxes and
charges in Queensland with taxes and charges in other States of Australia.

The member for Warwick raised the issue of experimental stations. This is one
matter that required rationalisation. In the past, every member of the National Party
wanted an experimental research station in his or her electorate. After a while, those
members usually got one. Experimental research stations cannot be situated all over the
State. Areas of Queensland should be selected to have a research station and those
stations should be given the right technology—which is expensive technology—to
carry out proper research. The Toorak research station at which I worked comes to
mind. That station was carrying out experiments on sheep on the Mitchell grasslands.
Another research station was built at Longreach. Basically, the country in those two
areas is fairly similar, and the experimental stations were carrying out the same functions.
I cannot see the Toorak station lasting, simply because the work is duplicated, and the
researchers would rather work in Longreach than in Toorak. Researchers will no longer
go to places such as Toorak if they can do the same work at Longreach. I know that if
honourable members had a choice of living in Longreach or Toorak, they would choose
to live in Longreach. The Government must ensure that Queensland has proper research
stations, that they are rationalised, and that they are given the proper technology.

I turn to tariffs in the sugar industry. The Fightback package that the
National/Liberal coalition has tied itself to is an ideological straightjacket. What the
National Party should be concerned about is the fact that the policy of its bedmates
amounts to a straightjacket and does not achieve much at all. National Party members
now have to accept the attitude that the Liberal members of the coalition—with whom
they are in bed—have adopted towards the sugar industry. In an article in the Weekend
Australian of 25-26 April 1992 written by Tim Duncan entitled “Focus on Tariffs”, the
former head of the National Farmers Federation and the coalition’s current industry
spokesman, Ian McLachlan, had this to say about the sugar industry—

“. . . the average Queensland cane cockie is 58 years old—that makes them even
older than the largely geriatric workforce to which the stevedoring companies, and
the Federal Government, have paid $300 million to stay at home under the
waterfront reform process.”

This is the Nationals’ Liberal Party bedmates, who are straightjacketed by the Fightback
package. Mr McLachlan goes on to say—

“The Queensland industry became an old man’s/old technology game
because the Queensland National Party passed laws to restrict production to
formally assigned land; it assigned new land to growers on a pro rata basis; it made
trade in assigned land difficult; it inadvertently froze farm sizes; it penalised new
growers 12 per cent on sales; and it ensured new growers were paid later than old
growers, thus penalising them up to a further 4 per cent.”

That is the view of the Liberal Party on the sugar industry. That is the very same
Liberal Party that the National Party is in bed with. Members of the National Party claim
that they accept the Fightback package and want to remove tariffs. They also claim that
farmers will get something in return. Do members know what those farmers will get?
Payroll tax deductions! Farmers do not pay payroll tax. Under the Fightback package,
there would be a reduction in fuel excise. But farmers do not pay fuel excise on diesel.
They are also exempt from sales tax. Farmers will not receive benefits. Instead, they will
pay an extra 15 per cent on everything that they buy. They will pay an extra 15 per cent
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for milk, sugar, wheat, flour and bread. A person who receives a fixed income and pays
15 per cent tax on everything that he buys will simply buy less for the same sum of
money. According to the Fightback package, people earning $25,000 per annum will
receive a 6 per cent reduction in income tax, but they will be taxed 15 per cent on
everything that they buy. Many cane farmers pay no income tax.

I am not a free market man. In terms of economics, I am a traditional Labor Party
person. I do not believe in doing away totally with tariffs, simply because there is no
level playing field. I know of no other producing country that provides open slather for
its home industry. People say, “We do not have tariffs, but we have dumping laws.”
However, dumping laws do nothing if the imports that are dumped here have already
killed the market and destroyed the industry. By the time that an industry has been
destroyed, it is too late. We must have some level of tariff protection for our industries.
An undertaking was given within the sugar industry that it would always supply the
Australian market. Very few other industries have given such an undertaking. People
forget that when the price of sugar rose to 600 pounds sterling per ton, our Australian
sugar industry still supplied the market. When depressed world markets exist, we should
have that safety net so that we do not lose the whole industry. Although dumping laws
can destroy an industry, I am aware that they are being implemented faster than ever
before.

Although tariffs are important as a safety net, the one thing that would help the
sugar industry and other primary industries more than anything else—especially those
people with debts—is a lowering of interest rates. I cite the example of a sugarcane
farmer with a $200,000 debt. If his interest rates were reduced by 3 per cent, that would
represent a saving to him of $6,000, which is more than he would gain from retaining
tariffs. This Bill changes the machinery of the department. I believe that this
amalgamation and rationalisation will be good for the department. There will not
necessarily be a reduction in services. The Government is avoiding duplication. More
decisions will be made in the country at the grassroots level. I believe that, in the long
run, that will be better for the industry.

Mr STEPHAN (Gympie) (9.50 p.m.): After listening to some Government members
during this debate, one could be excused for thinking that they are not really au fait with
what is going on in primary industries. Mr Campbell and Mr Pitt spoke for some time
about tariffs. Their friends in the Labor Party in Canberra are doing nothing to
recompense the sugar industry in any way via cost reductions.

Mr Perrett: He was talking about our bedmates, the Liberals, but he is actually
talking about his blood brothers.

Mr STEPHAN:  The member was talking about his blood brothers, but obviously
he does not understand them. Mr Pitt mentioned that Mr Courtice is very much aware of
what is going on. Is that the very same Mr Courtice who, 12 months ago, said that there
was no crisis in the rural industry and went out of his way to tell people in the industry
that they did not really know what they were talking about; that even though the
backside was out of their pants, they should not worry because there was no crisis and
that was just the sort of thing that happens when costs overtake income? That is
basically what is happening in the industry at present.

As to the GST—Mr Swan has distributed a brochure that is as misleading as those
Government members who claim that the price of everything will increase by 15 per
cent. Members would do well to take note of the tax reductions related to the GST. I
was interested in what Mr Dollin had to say. I remind the House that, a couple of years
ago, a member entered this House and made some fairly telling remarks about primary
industries. He spoke particularly about the forestry industry. He said—

“The hardwood sawmilling industry contributes $80m and 630 jobs to the
economy of our region and supplies most of the hardwood requirements of north
Queensland. Fraser Island, which is a valuable hardwood resource, supplies
approximately 10 per cent of Queensland’s hardwood needs, which is enough to
build 1 000 workers’ houses per annum. In common with what occurs in all State
forests, the harvesting of the commercial forests on Fraser Island is carried out
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under Government supervision in accordance with strict environmental guidelines
on a sustained yield basis. No rainforest species are harvested from Fraser Island.”

Those comments were made by Mr Dollin.

Mr Perrett:  Not Mr Dollin!
Mr STEPHAN: Yes, Mr Dollin, the member for Maryborough, who then went

about dismantling the hardwood forest industry in that region and closing down the
harvesting of forests on Fraser Island and in the Cooloola region. He has gone out of his
way to ensure that those forests will be locked up so that they cannot be used again.
During that same speech, he stated—

“It has been my observation that members of certain groups which are
forever trying to shut down the timber industry in Queensland are usually well
heeled, well housed and in good jobs.”

I wonder whether that is what he is telling his constituents at present. I believe that he is
dancing to a far different tune. In his second-reading speech, the Minister commented
that one of the most significant points about the legislation is that it has established a
new superdepartment. The Opposition is concerned about that matter. It is no good
having one Minister looking after two or three departments. At present, the Minister is
not available to the department that he is trying to administer. He is taking an enormous
amount of time to answer letters, if he answers them at all. About a month ago, I was
waiting for a reply to a letter about regionalisation in my area, and I received a reply from
the Minister that was not signed. I would have thought that the Minister would have
been courteous enough to provide a prompt reply and to sign the letter, but that was
not the case. The Minister is not handling the department ably.

Primary industry has experienced a period of sustained recession due to a
combination of poor returns, adverse seasons, Government economic policies and
corrupt international markets. In this debate, we have heard comments about those
matters. A level of adjustment needs to occur in primary industry. However, the long-
term future of primary industry depends on reasonable returns and an economic policy
that helps farmers compete on an equal basis with their foreign competitors. That brings
me back to the tariff debate. The primary producers of this State need a playing field on
which they can compete.

I turn to the forestry industry and draw the attention of the Minister and members
to a report by the Resource Assessment Commission on the forest and timber inquiry,
which was commissioned by the Queensland Timber Board. The inquiry made some
sensible findings, which I hope the Minister has read. In a letter addressed to me, the
Queensland Timber Board stated—

“The recent heat and politics of the national resource security debate has
tended to obscure the basic objective of securing investment and employment in a
major ecologically sustainable industry.”

We must remember that the timber industry is a sustainable industry. As the member for
Maryborough said, the industry has been managed well over a long period. Earlier, I
watched the Quantum program on television. A comment was made that we can harvest
rainforest timbers while the forest remains intact. It is important to remember that timbers
can be harvested while the forest remains intact. The Government will not do a service
to the forestry industry by locking it up. For 120 years, timber has been harvested very
well on Fraser Island and in the Cooloola region. Yet it is still in good enough condition
to be considered for listing on the World Heritage List. The timber workers must have
been doing their job very well. By locking the timber up, the Government is making it
difficult for the timber industry and the economy of the State. The letter continued—

“In its Final Report to the federal government, the Inquiry concluded that the
cessation of wood production activities in native forests is not justified on the
basis of the evidence before it.”
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Honourable members must remember that all forest management agencies have in place
a sustained yield management strategy and that that strategy is appropriate. The letter
stated further—

“In contrast to some conservationists’ claims that the native forest industry
has no future, the Commissioners consider that there are a range of ongoing
market prospects for the sale of logs from public native forests, including a range
of value-added products.

The Inquiry is of the view that security of investment for industry is essential
to the future of a competitive wood and wood products industry based on public
native forests.”

Some of the millers had an allocation of timber from the native forests, but when the
Cooloola region was closed down, they were told, “Too bad. Hard luck. You just
haven’t had any security at all. You will have to do without the timber. You will receive
no compensation. You will have to do the best you can with what is remaining.” We
must remember that they were harvesting that timber on the understanding that every
year they would receive an allocation of 6 000 cubic metres. They were using it at a time
when timber was not available in the wet season from other sources, so it meant that
they would not have a continuity of supply. It is not only the loss of the timber, it is also
the loss of the continuity of supply. 

The Resource Assessment Commission has strongly recommended that the timber
industry be guaranteed resources under contracts containing provisions for
compensation if resources are removed. This has been backed up by the millers. There
is no suggestion in the report that the native forest based industry should be phased
out or moved to plantations. That would be very difficult indeed, because, in fact, there
are very few plantations available for harvesting. The extent to which wood from
plantations can replace wood in native forests, allowing for the time taken for plantations
to grow, is limited by past rates of planting. The report states—

“. . . unless the community is prepared to accept significant dislocation of regional
industry and employment it will not be feasible to accelerate the replacement of
native hardwoods with softwood resources.”

The commission's final report explicitly rejects the calls by the conservation movement
for the phasing out of the industry. The report states further—

“The Inquiry concludes that a winding back of the native forest industry and
replacement of native forest timbers by imports would foreclose a range of options
available to current and possible future generations.”

That is the present situation. A vast quantity of imported timbers used to compete with
our products, but that is no longer the case because Australia is not supplying its own
hardwood. Unless assistance in the form of a little bit of cooperation and incentive is
given, Australia will not do very well at all. This Bill does nothing to lift the hopes and
expectations of the industry in this area.

In the area of taxation—it must be remembered that taxation comes in very many
different forms, and I believe that Mr Beanland made that point. The Government claims
that no new taxes have been introduced and that existing taxation has not been
increased. If one looks at the list of taxes, one finds that nearly 200 taxes have been
increased over and above the increase in the CPI. The National Party has promised to
abolish land tax in its first term of Government. That will help industry a great deal. This
is what is needed to give support and to provide incentives. The Government cannot
increase taxation through the back door. It cannot increase taxation by imposing extra
charges that were not in place previously.

In his opening remarks, the Minister spoke of the sale of various products such as
water. We must remember that in raising this amount of money, the Government has
given no consideration to the impact that these charges will have or to the capacity of
the industry to pay. The user-pays principle is being implemented in an ad hoc manner
by the Government. The Department of Primary Industries has embraced it far more than
other agencies have. The Budget papers reveal a growth in revenue from Government
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services, and the QDPI is unmatched in that area. The increases imposed on primary
producers by that department are certainly great. The user-pays principle needs to be
reviewed to more equitably reflect the benefits flowing from a Government service. It
should not concentrate on the immediate recipient of a service; a broader beneficiary-
pays approach should be adopted. Water charges is one area in which that approach
could be adopted, and other areas, such as the transportation of pineapples in my
electorate, should be looked at. If pineapples are not transported on the Mary Valley
railway line because they cannot pay their way, then that product will not be transported
by rail. It will have to be transported by road. That will result in heavier traffic and
greater loads on those roads. It will also mean that a far greater allocation of funds will
be required from the Main Roads Department to keep the roads in a serviceable
condition. We can also look at the reduction in the amount of money that is being
allocated to some of the other services provided by the DPI. It is said that there has
been overservicing under the farm advisory service; that two or three people have been
calling on the one farmer to look at the same problem. I have not heard of that
happening in Queensland since I have been on the land.

Mr Perrett:  It might have been in the Snowies.

Mr STEPHAN: It may have been in the Snowies, too. One should also look at the
cuts in market reporting and to the reduction in the number of inspectors. How can
honourable members believe the Minister when he says that there are no extra charges
or extra cuts? 

The National Party will give incentives in the area of employment. A greater
flexibility must be introduced to employment arrangements to help to ensure that our
labour costs remain competitive with those of our international competitors. The Federal
Government is going down the track of enterprise agreements—VEAs. One of the first
things that this State Government did when it got into office was to abolish VEAs. It did
not want anything to do with voluntary employment agreements, even though they led
to a substantial increase in productivity and more money in the pockets of the workers.
That level of productivity enabled some business ventures to keep operating when
other businesses had to close their doors. The SPC plant is a very good example of
workers not suffering financially as a result of restructured working conditions. In fact,
they felt that it was a great privilege to be able to make a contribution to the factory, the
industry and the economy of Australia. If ever assistance was needed, it is in the area of
employment flexibility, but this legislation does nothing to encourage industrial stability.

In conclusion, let me say that the Minister has a responsibility to stimulate growth
in the private sector, generate economic growth, and create wealth and employment.
Some people believe that this Government is doing far more than is necessary in the
public sector. However, when its efforts are compared with the restructuring that is
being undertaken in the private sector, it is obvious that it is not doing enough. If the
Government sets out to encourage the private sector, it will create stability which will
result in long-term benefits for the industry and for those employed in the industry. If it
does not do that, it will not be putting in place policies that encourage economic
development and ensure a reasonable return on borrowed capital investments.

I turn now to clause 18 in Part 4 of the Bill, which I describe as the Henry VIII
clause. As the member for Warwick stated, the clause is not acceptable to the
Opposition. This is a provision to which every other Government in Australia has taken
objection.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Hollis): Order! I remind the member for Gympie that
he will have time to discuss the clauses at the Committee stage.

Mr STEPHAN: Mr Deputy Speaker, I am coming to the point by making the broad
statement that Henry VIII clauses are not acceptable.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I am sorry. Clauses are discussed in Committee.
I ask the member for Gympie to continue.

Mr STEPHAN: I am speaking generally about Henry VIII clauses, and I am saying
that they are not acceptable to the other States.
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Time expired.
Mr HOBBS (Warrego) (10.10 p.m.): It is my pleasure to participate in the debate

on the Primary Industries Corporation Bill. Many members of the National Party have
expressed their views along with members of the Government, and I respect the
opinions voiced by members on both sides of the House. However, I think it is fair to
say to Government members that the National Party does have some experience and
expertise in this particular field and that, on previous occasions, members of the Labor
Party got it wrong. I suggest that the Government should take notice of the comments
made by members of the National Party because, after all, we represent many more
people affected by this Bill than do members of the Government.

This Bill will result in no benefit at all to rural producers because the
superdepartment it creates will make it more difficult for the Minister to manage properly
all the aspects encompassed by the Bill. Even now, delays of up to three months are
being experienced by industry leaders who want to see the Minister, so as time goes on
and the provisions of this legislation are implemented, I can see the situation getting
worse, which will result in the Minister becoming increasingly unaware of important
problems that arise from time to time. Recently, the Minister was unaware that a drought
was affecting Queensland. Whatever the reason may be for the Minister apparently not
knowing about the drought, perhaps his failure can be explained by saying that he was
overworked. If so, that is a good example of what might happen in the future.

As all honourable members would know, the Minister attended the Farmfest which I
also attended. As soon as I returned, I remarked that the particular area was in a dreadful
state in terms of the drought. Although I was well aware of the drought conditions that
existed beforehand, that night I was astounded to see the Minister on television under a
pink umbrella saying that there was a bit of a dry spell on, but it was not particularly dry
where he was. If the Minister had taken the time to become aware of all the factors to be
taken into account, either he would have known or someone would have told him that a
drought existed. I believe that that recent episode is a good example of what can
happen. It was quite obvious that the situation was out of control, and similar situations
in the future can only be worse. For a long time, this Government has attached a low
priority to primary industries, and I can see the Minister continuing in that vein.

The Bill provides that the principle of user pays is the main criterion. I ask the
Minister to indicate how far he intends to go with that. Presently, a great deal of advice
is given by the department to rural producers in relation to drought feeding of stock,
land-care issues, Primary Industries services and sustainable farming practices. If the
Minister imposes a charge for those services, people will not want to avail themselves of
that type of assistance. In rural areas, people are financially depressed and they do not
have the financial scope to use consultancy services. Let us compare the plight of rural
producers with that of other sectors of the community. The Minister is asking farmers to
pay for advice on how to grow produce that will create wealth for the benefit of the
whole community. Will levies also be imposed on advice given to welfare recipients on
how to obtain handouts or welfare housing? The two groups could be said to be in a
comparable position, but, in fact, the people on the land are worse off than many of the
people who are presently applying for public housing. They have nothing. That is the
case now. One has only to go out there to find out. That is what I would advise
Government members to do. People in country areas are on the bones of their backside.
Mark my words, there is worse to come. We are facing probably a worse situation this
year than we did this time last year. People do not have the resources to combat
another drought this winter. They are going into it with next to no feed. The
Government will find that producers will look for all the advice that they can possibly
get, but they will not be able to pay for it.

Less production will come out of a user-pays system. People cannot afford to
obtain assistance from agronomists, animal husbandry advisers and suchlike. I share the
concern of the member who spoke before me in the debate about the Henry VIII clause.
I will not go into that matter, but I make the point, as he did, that it is unnecessary. We
do not believe that the clause is needed. If the Government does not know what it is
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doing, it should not do it. There is an old saying, “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” The
Government is trying to fix everything all the time when it is not broken. I point out some
advice that was given tonight by one of the grandfathers of the House—Des Booth. He
made the point that he has had 40 years’ experience on the land. Tonight, he said that
the Bill made no mention of a return to the producers—nothing! All that the Government
is trying to do is drag some more money out of them, but they do not have it. This is a
high-taxing Government. The Government cannot keep bleeding producers to death.
They will not be able to continue producing. Unless the Government wakes up to that
fact, it will come one big cropper. The Government is doing nothing to help primary
producers. In fact, it is doing more harm than good.

Mr Hayward:  What’s your evidence?

Mr HOBBS: The honourable member should go out there and drive around. That
is all one has to do. Anyone with half a brain can see what the problem is.

Mr Hayward:  You said “more harm than good”. I want six examples.

Mr HOBBS: I can give the honourable member plenty of examples of what is
required.

Mr Hayward:  Just six.

Mr HOBBS:  I will come back to that later. Firstly, I want to talk about what one of
the Government members had to say about drought assistance. That member was the
member for Bundaberg, Mr Campbell. He believed that drought assistance was being
rorted. He said what a terrible thing it was. We all know that Mr Campbell and the
Government got it wrong. The Government pursued people in Canberra, saying, “Take
drought off the natural disaster list. We do not want it to go to all those bludging
cockies who are getting it.” What has happened? The Government got it wrong. The
Government had to bring back drought assistance. When Mr Campbell was Chairman of
Committees, he pursued the issue relentlessly, talking about the people who were
rorting the system. In actual fact, where was Mr Campbell when that was going on? I
think that he was snow skiing. He was rorting the system. It was not only the producers
whom he was accusing of doing that, so shame on Mr Campbell.

Mr CAMPBELL: I rise to a point of order. I believe it is offensive to make
personal reflections on people. I can also advise certain members of the National Party
about their spending spree trips to visit their own relatives.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Hollis): Order! The member for Warrego will
withdraw those remarks.

Mr HOBBS: What am I withdrawing?
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: The honourable member is withdrawing the comments

about rorting the system.

Mr HOBBS: I withdraw. Here we have someone saying, “They are all rorting it”,
but some documentation says that that might not be the case. They did not get
anybody at the end of the day.

Mr Campbell: We changed the system. We didn’t name one person. We weren’t
prepared to do that.

Mr HOBBS: Nobody was convicted. Government members got it wrong, wrong,
wrong. The member for Bundaberg mentioned also that the QIDC is processing
assistance more efficiently. What an indictment on the Government that more assistance
has to be dealt out to people who are in trouble. The Government’s policies have put
those people in that position. This is a high-taxing Government. It has given the people
no confidence. In addition, high interest rates have been one of the greatest factors that
have killed all industry—and Labor Governments have done that. For so long, we have
had the highest interest rates in the Western World. I know that Government members
do not like that, and I can see it.

The Government said that it did not want to give people drought assistance. The
Government also stopped the forward movement of stock to agistment, so that the
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people could not get their money until they bought back the stock. The Government
had to change that, too. The Government was wrong again. What has happened this
time? In the drought in the seventies, stock were worth nothing, but people wanted to
keep them alive, so they sent them away to agistment wherever they could and, when
the drought was over, they bought them back. This time, because the costs of freight
had increased, people found that there was no incentive to send the stock away. They
either let them die or shot them. One flow-on effect is that transport operators are all
going broke, as we saw with Bob Harris in Longreach. Many other transport companies
are going to the wall, with devastating effects in most of the smaller towns. In many
cases, trucking companies that employ 6, 8 or 10 people in small towns have gone
broke. One goes to auction almost every fortnight. Those people sell off what they can
to try to recover enough money to keep one or two trucks going—if they can keep
going at all. It is the Government’s policies and its stupidity that have let that
Queensland industry—our industry, and it should have been the Government’s industry
as well—go down the tube. Now, at least the Government again allows the forward
moving of stock, but we still have to wait two months. 

Mr Casey:  When?

Mr HOBBS: If stock go away to agistment and they have to come back for
various reasons, whether they be——

Mr Casey: But don’t the special circumstances relate to the areas they were sent
to?

Mr HOBBS:  Yes. That provision was amended. That was a bit of a help, but it
went only halfway. It was not much of a help, but it was a bit of a help. The Government
has made it harder for people to have their properties declared drought affected.
Therefore, people do not receive the assistance that they really need. Can the Minister
not understand that if somebody gets sick and does not take medication, he takes
longer to get better? Would it not be smarter to take some medication to get over the
illness as soon as possible? The same thing applies to rural industry. If it is given some
assistance, it will bounce out of its problems, it will be producing and it will be able to
stimulate the economy and reduce the unemployment problem that exists.

Mr Casey:  You don’t feed everybody aspirin in case they get a headache.

Mr HOBBS: I can inform the Minister that people in rural industry have a
headache now, and soon they will have an even bigger headache. The Minister has the
fixation that people are rorting the system. They are not. When things are really bad, all
they need is some assistance. They are not asking for handouts all the time. All they are
asking for is assistance when things are tough. They are not receiving that assistance
from the Government. The Minister has said—and Mr Campbell said it again a while
ago—that drought is a normal factor in primary industries. What rot! He said that drought
is normal, so therefore there is really no need for assistance all the time. If there was a
drought every 15 years or so, the Government may give some assistance. I do not
doubt that as many people as possible have to be encouraged to use various means to
drought proof their properties, whether it be by the stocking of fodder or water. Those
sorts of measures need to be put in place. But at the end of the day, the industry has to
be assisted. It should receive from the Government assistance in the same way as the
Government is giving assistance to the welfare sector, whether it is for housing or
unemployment. The Government is helping those people continuously. The productive
sectors cannot continue to provide funding for those other areas. The Government has
to face the facts, to see where the money is coming from and to see on which side its
bread is buttered.

I do not believe that this Bill will really achieve what it sets out to do. In fact, it will
complicate a system that already exists and that is not working. One does not have to
be all that bright to go out and talk to people who use services provided by the
Department of Primary Industries. They will be told that the producers are not very
happy with those services. That is what they are telling me. Something must be wrong.
If the customer is not satisfied, something is not right. The old saying is that the
customer is always right. I guess that is the shopkeeper’s point of view. I suppose that,



4694   29 April 1992 Legislative Assembly

to a certain degree, it is not a bad guideline. I have some concerns about the contents
of this Bill. I am concerned that it will not achieve what it sets out to achieve.

Mr HORAN (Toowoomba South) (10.27 p.m.): The purpose of this Bill is to
provide for the creation of the Primary Industries Corporation and to give some official
recognition to its status. The Bill stipulates the functions and powers of the corporation
and deals with its duties. At the very beginning of his second-reading speech, the
Minister made two important points, the first being that a major initiative of the Goss
Labor Government was the regionalisation of the Queensland public service; the second
being that one of the most significant steps was the formation of a superdepartment
from the original Departments of Primary Industries and Forestry, the Water Resources
Commission and the Queensland Boating and Fisheries Patrol.

From the Opposition’s perspective, both initiatives have been unmitigated failures.
The regionalisation policy, which the Minister has praised, has been damned by almost
every rural organisation. The extent of the failure was recognised by the Premier when
he hastily established a Rural Affairs Division in the Office of the Cabinet and made it
answerable to the Deputy Premier. It should be noted carefully that Rural Affairs Division
was not answerable to the Minister responsible for the super Primary Industries
Department but to the Deputy Premier, whose responsibility is for Housing and Local
Government. This shows clearly that the superdepartment concept is not working, that it
is too big. It needs a small body such as the Rural Affairs Division to oversee advices
and policy development from the department to the Minister. It is a sort of clearing
house to ensure that important information such as the existence of a drought is
reported to Cabinet. In other words, it checks on the Minister. It appears that the
establishment of the Rural Affairs Division has a twofold purpose—to head off criticism
of the Government’s regionalisation policy and to double-check Primary Industries
briefings so that the Minister does not make another mistake. For example, the Minister
mixed up the various advices flowing into his office from the scores of divisions. In the
middle of a raging drought, with the entire winter wheat crop withering for want of rain,
the Minister made his now-famous reference to it as “a bit of a dry”. Again, the Minister
released a press statement about levels in water storages. He implied that there was
plenty of water in the dams to see users through this “bit of a dry”. Clearly, if he had
been on top of his job he would not have made the mistake and embarrassed the
Government. The failure of the Government to even notice the drought during its early
stages, particularly during the 1991 Budget preparatory briefing periods, shows again
the failure of the Minister to advise Cabinet on the status of the primary industry sector
and this serious drought. But there are many other issues that should be receiving
ministerial attention but are not receiving sufficient attention. There is an old saying that
the best fertiliser on a farm is the farmer’s footsteps. I think that applies very aptly to this
superdepartment. It is just too big to walk around and to know what is happening in it.

Let us examine the imported pork issue. It is a Federal matter but it is something
that very much concerns Queensland farmers, businesses and abattoirs. It is something
the Minister should be absolutely engrossed in, and he should be endeavouring to stop
this imported pork coming into the State before it destroys our pork market. Tonight,
there were announcements from the Darling Downs Cooperative Bacon Association—or
there is likely to be an announcement tomorrow—that part of the meatworks in
Toowoomba and at Doboy could be closed down. The Darling Downs Cooperative
Bacon Association is struggling to maintain prices to pig-farmers. Fortunately, the bacon
co-op and Woolworths have refused to use imported pork. However, this imported
Canadian pork is being subsidised to the extent of some 46c per kilogram. What that is
doing to the pork industry is that the normal ebb and flow of the industry, whereby
when supply is low the farmers look forward to a time of higher prices—perhaps at
Easter or Christmas—is not occurring. These higher prices just are not coming because
all the processor has to do is pick up the telephone, ring up the coldstores in Brisbane
and substitute some cheaper, dumped Canadian pork. This is when the Minister should
be banging on the doors in Canberra endeavouring to get that dumping stopped. At the
moment, there is a processing period of some 300 days before the producers can make
an appeal for countervailing duties. However, by that time the damage is done. I think
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we are seeing this at the moment with the Darling Downs Cooperative Bacon
Association, where a profit last year of $1m has turned into a loss this year of $3m.
There is great fear in Toowoomba and indeed in the Cannon Hill area that some 300 jobs
will be lost.

Another example is the bread industry. What a shambles that has been. The Bread
Act has caused chaos in the bread industry, caused serious losses to small stores and
businesses, caused serious capital loss to bread vendors, caused great confusion
among manufacturers—be they large, small or medium sized bread manufacturers—and
caused many to simply flout the law. Likewise, the milk vending industry is in chaos. Milk
runs that were worth perhaps $150,000 or were purchased for about $150,000 are now
worth half that price, if indeed one can sell them. There is a great deal of uncertainty in
the milk vending industry. The industry is calling out for some action, for the Minister to
intervene and it says, “What is happening? Are the runs worth anything?” Indeed, when
people wanting to buy milk runs go to the DPI seeking the various approvals, they are
told, “I would not get into that industry if I were you. It is doomed.” We see the same
sort of thing happening in the egg industry.

Let us move then to Grainco. The grain industry is one of Queensland’s major
industries. The various grain industry boards have amalgamated and formed Grainco.
The industry is seeking support to alleviate Grainco’s $60m debt. That body has gone
about its task in a very rational way, seeking perhaps a payment of one-third from the
Government. Grainco will pay off one-third itself and then involve itself in a long-term
loan for the other third. This is the kind of issue to which the Minister really should be
giving more time. If he was looking only after the Primary Industries Department he
could give the appropriate time to it, and he would have a lot more success than he has
achieved in this instance. When one hears of the millions of dollars that are being spent
on purchasing northern cattle properties for the Department of Conservation and
Heritage—properties that cannot be managed and cannot be supervised or staffed—it is
difficult then to comprehend why an industry such as the grain industry, which earns
export dollars and provides jobs in transport, storage, on the waterfront, and in many
other areas, and is worthy of some support and assistance does not receive the support
it deserves.

The drought has been mentioned again and again tonight. During that drought the
Minister should have been out in the areas that were affected—somewhat in the vein of
Clem Jones at Darwin after cyclone Tracy hit. The Minister should have gone to Dalby,
western Queensland, and central Queensland almost every week. The drought was a
disaster of major proportions. The point I am making is that having to control this
superdepartment means the Minister just cannot be out there on the paddock, talking to
people, finding out what is happening, making executive decisions, directing his team.
His is really a hands-off approach. Without doubt, this superdepartment is just too much
for one Minister to handle. It is a mistake, and this Bill will perpetuate that mistake.
Clearly, the superdepartment is an administrative and bureaucratic nightmare. It is no
wonder that rural organisations maintain that the Minister does not have a clue what is
going on in his department.

This House will remember that the Rural Affairs Division was established to paper
over the inadequacies of the DPI and the regionalisation policy and to stem criticism of
the Government for cutting the heart out of rural communities. As well as the Rural
Affairs Division, in February this year the Premier did another U-turn by appointing
11—and only 11—Government agents to country towns to re-establish all those
services in country towns that it has cut out right throughout the State. The Townsville
Bulletin  editorial referred to this appointment as the Goss Government’s “about time for
rural about-face”. It must be pointed out that in that editorial of 12 February 1992 the
agents system did not even get support. The editorial went on to say— 

“While giving Mr Goss 10-out-of-10 for honesty in admitting his Government
had erred in pursuing a course of ‘rationalising’ rural services”—

which was another way of saying closing them down or reducing their staffs to the point
of ineffectuality—
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“it must be said that his plan to undo the damage that has been done does not
impress.”
Over the past two years under Labor’s regionalisation policy this State has seen

hundreds of Department of Primary Industries jobs taken away from rural areas and
programs gutted. A letter to the editor by Mr Bruce Collins, of Winton, summarised rural
Queenslanders’ view of Labor’s regionalisation policies. He wrote—

“Two years of Mr Goss’ Government has done more to dismantle once viable
communities than 100 years of droughts, floods and declining terms of trade. All
the while he and his Minister have been denying with their lips what their hands are
doing. They have withdrawn Department of Primary Industries personnel while
telling us that they are getting the staff out of Brisbane and into the bush. We are
yet to see them.”

It is estimated some 3 000 public servants have been removed from regional
Queensland, yet the Premier claims that there are now an additional 1 000 public
servants in rural and regional Queensland. This is very difficult to understand. The
Department of Primary Industries has had some 700 public servants retrenched, and
many of them have been from rural areas. Probably the worst aspect of all this has been
tearing the heart out of the most important section, the stock inspection service.

Earlier tonight, mention was made by the shadow spokesperson of the tick
outbreak that occurred at the Warwick saleyards. At that time, Warwick was serviced by
only two stock inspectors—one to carry out the actual physical work at the extremely
busy Warwick saleyards, and the other to carry out administrative work. Despite all the
talk about regionalisation, clerical and administration staff still comprise approximately 40
per cent of DPI staff, with more than 50 per cent of DPI staff based in Brisbane.
Meanwhile, the DPI’s real need is to increase the relevance of research and to involve
farmers and agricultural extension officers, both DPI and private, in the design and
review of such research. The misunderstanding of the Goss Labor Government in
introducing its regionalisation policy is reflected in the Courier-Mail editorial of 6 March
1992, which states—

“The Goss Government has learned one very valuable lesson where service
delivery is concerned; effective servicing of sparsely-populated rural areas is a
cost on the public account which cannot be wiped from the balance sheet for the
sake of convenience or the integrity of reform packages. These costs are higher
than elsewhere because of distance and geography.

In that context, the test of administrative excellence lies less in creating cosy
little clusters of service-deliverers than in action to reduce to a practical minimum
the cost of providing service where it is needed, and when.”

In view of the problems associated with regionalisation and the apparent perception that
the super Primary Industries Department is a bureaucratic nightmare, it is quite
unrealistic for the Minister to point to regionalisation of the public service as a major
initiative, and the formation of the super Primary Industries Department as an
achievement. The unified approach to service delivery has been destroyed, and the
program of regionalisation has taken the DPI from the bush rather than taken the DPI
back to the bush, as the Minister claimed in his second-reading speech. It is ridiculous
for the Minister to suggest otherwise.

As the Opposition spokesman for Primary Industries said in his response to the
Minister’s second-reading speech, the Opposition will not be supporting this Bill. It
establishes a superdepartment which is both an administrative and bureaucratic
nightmare. It is so large that the Minister gets his briefings mixed up. It was also pointed
out by the Opposition spokesman that parts of this Bill are of major concern to the
Opposition. The Primary Industries Corporation Bill states that the corporation may
make charges, and fix terms and conditions, for services and information supplied by it
to any party. In other words, as part of establishing the corporation, the Bill provides for
the corporation to institute its own charging system without reference to Parliament. It
means that the Primary Industries Corporation can charge for the provision of services



Legislative Assembly 29 April 1992   4697

and the provision of information. In many areas of rural Queensland, the DPI has a total
monopoly on particular services. That means that it may, if it wishes, charge at the top
rate. Does it mean that advice sought by telephone will be billed to the client? Will
farmers have to pay for surveying advice from the department for soil conservation
works?

Corporatisation is supposedly about improving public sector efficiency, yet there
is a nagging doubt that at the back of the Government’s mind is the belief that it will be a
neat little revenue raiser. One could be forgiven for thinking that the Treasurer is rubbing
his hands together with glee as he contemplates his corporatisation plans and his
expanding tax base. According to the corporatisation White Paper, if the productivity of
Government-owned enterprises could be boosted by 20 per cent, the State would
benefit by $600m. Another concern is that, at the end of the day, there will be no
increase in efficiencies but there will be increased costs to fund the rate of return to the
Government. That would truly be the thin end of the wedge for the rural sector. Again, it
means more costs.

I turn now to Part 4 of the Bill—Savings and Transitional. The Opposition is
concerned about the mention of “unforeseen circumstances”. This allows the Governor
in Council, by regulation, to make any necessary provision in relation to the transition to
a corporation. In other words, the Opposition is supposed to say, “OK, that is fine by
us, if you have not put enough thought into the necessary changes.” No-one could be
happy with this arrangement, and the Opposition does not want important “unforeseen
circumstances” bundled off to be handled by regulation.

The corporatisation path will take the Government into uncharted waters, and it
could well lead it into areas that it finds difficult to handle. Therefore, the Opposition
should not give the Government an open chequebook to use as it sees fit. It appears
that the Department of Primary Industries is one of three Government departments to be
corporatised. The other two departments are the Department of Resource Industries
and Queensland Railways. To a large extent, the Department of Primary Industries
appears to be the guineapig in the Government’s regionalisation policy. It appears to be
the department that will bear the brunt of experimentation. Again, it is the rural sector
which has been targeted by the Labor Government. The Opposition will oppose this
Bill.

Mr JOHNSON (Gregory) (10.43 p.m.): I think that most members on the
Opposition side of the House have mentioned the super Ministry. It is a super Ministry
all right. I wish to point out to the Minister—no doubt he is well aware of it—that he is in
control of one of the most important portfolios in this State, coming after the Health and
Education portfolios. The Department of Primary Industries now has Water
Resources——

Mr De Lacy: What about Treasury?

Mr JOHNSON: I do not worry about the Treasury. If Queensland did not have
primary producers generating the dollars, there would be no need for a Treasury. Has
the Treasurer got it right? The poor beggar does not understand. The Department of
Primary Industries portfolio now encompasses Water Resources, which should be a
portfolio of its own in the decentralised State of Queensland. As some honourable
members have already mentioned, Queensland is a drought-prone State. Water
Resources is a very important portfolio, and it is one that should be managed alone. The
Queensland Forest Service is also very important. No doubt the Labor Party does not
place great emphasis on forests because our good friend Bob Dollin is not too sure
whether he is a supporter of the timber industry or not. The poor beggar is
handicapped. Four very important portfolios will be merged into one: Water Resources,
Forestry, Fisheries and Primary Industries. Primary industry is one of the most important
industries within this State. It is the crutch of the wool industry, the beef industry, the
grain industry, the sugar industry—about which we have recently heard so
much—horticulture, poultry and the livestock industry in general.

The most important feature of primary industries is the delivery of services, to
which the shadow Minister referred. It is absolutely paramount that the delivery of
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services to and from DPI personnel functions smoothly. The people who deliver those
services in the industry do a great job that is second to none in this State. For many
years, they have provided advice to primary producers. They have also implemented
property improvement programs, and flock programs whereby people can upgrade the
carrying capacity of their land. They have also developed programs that control land
degradation within this State. That is probably one of the most important issues facing a
State such as Queensland which has adverse rainfall. For long periods, many western
areas of this State go without rainfall. I refer particularly to the area which Mr McGrady
represents, the electorates of my colleagues Mr Hobbs and Mr Katter, and my own
electorate. Most of the time, those very dry, remote areas face hardship and drought.
The people who provide those services help the man on the land to generate the
dollars. There is an old saying that if the man on the land is struggling, so is small
business in the rural communities. It is absolutely paramount that members not forget
that when small business in rural communities is struggling and the rural regions are not
creating income, cities and other metropolitan areas suffer further down the line.

Credit is due to the personnel of the Primary Industries Department who provide
those services. Recently, stock inspection services in rural and remote areas have been
cut. That is an absolute disaster. Other services that have been provided by the
department have been cut drastically. I need not elaborate on that aspect, because Mr
Perrett has already done so to some extent. The loss of those personnel is the
qualifying factor for clause 18. I realise that we are not discussing individual clauses at
this stage, but the point is that, because of those cuts, we will need clause 18. If there
were an outbreak of an infectious disease tomorrow—whether it be foot-and-mouth
disease or whatever—some sort of legislation will need to be in place very quickly to try
to rectify that situation. If those personnel had been in the field in the first place, clause
18 would be unnecessary.

Mr Hobbs: They will probably try to legislate to stop pigs from breeding.
Mr JOHNSON: That would be right. I hope that we do not have an outbreak of a

disastrous disease.

Mr Casey: If there was such an outbreak, you would certainly want us to back it
with legislation.

Mr JOHNSON:  That is exactly right. I agree with that.

Mr Casey:  That is the reason why that clause is in there.

Mr JOHNSON: I am pleased that the clause is there. However, it would be better
if those personnel whom we have lost, such as stock inspectors and veterinary officers,
were still in the field. Does the Minister realise that we have lost those people? The best
medicine is preventive medicine. Let us find the cure before we face the disease. It is
absolutely paramount that, where possible, we keep a full complement of those facilities
so that we do not face such a problem.

The honourable member for Bundaberg spoke about research stations throughout
the country. He has got it wrong again. Although he is not often correct in what he says,
he has well and truly got it wrong this time. There are not enough research stations
throughout the State. The DPI has done great work in Charleville, Longreach, Julia
Creek and various other parts of the State. Although the research centre at Longreach
covers virtually half of the State, its personnel have been cut back. It is absolutely
paramount that we maintain the DPI facilities at Longreach, Charleville and right
throughout the State.

Because Queensland and the rest of Australia have one of the best quality
livestock industries in the world, we must look after it. If diseases creep in and erode the
basis of our livestock industry, we will be doomed overnight. A nation of the magnitude
of Australia or a State of the magnitude of Queensland that has adverse weather
conditions and differing climates will find itself in a no-win situation if it allows its
livestock industry to be destroyed. It is paramount that we provide high-quality service.
In closing, I say to the Minister that it is paramount that we address the matter in future.
Our livelihood is at stake. The mining industry is a great industry in Australia, but this
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nation has been living off the back of primary industries for the past 200 years and it will
continue to survive on primary industries.

Hon. E. D. CASEY (Mackay—Minister for Primary Industries) (10.53 p.m.), in
reply: I thank all the members who contributed to the debate. I agree with the comments
of the honourable member for Roma that it has been a wide-ranging debate. I am
pleased that that occurred so that the points of view of members on both sides of the
House were brought forward. As I said in my second-reading speech, there are no tricks
in the legislation. It is purely an administrative piece of legislation. There are no changes
in policy. This legislation puts together the formalities that are necessary in the
department so that legal authority is vested in one person. It follows through to the
Financial Administration and Audit Act so that the department will have a better
administration. I will answer some points that have been raised. We are receiving the
response from industry organisations that the actual delivery of service in the
Department of Primary Industries has improved. Because we have established a one-
stop shop, people can receive advice on all the different aspects of primary industries at
one place. The regionalisation has been successful. Now that the management positions
are being transferred to regional areas, decision-making is happening in those regions.

A number of comments were made by different members about what is occurring
with drought relief measures. I reiterate that the basic and solid foundation of the
drought relief measures has been that it is the local drought area committee that makes
the decision. It does not matter whether I am under a pink umbrella with a Dryzabone
raincoat on, the decisions are not made by me. The Minister for Primary Industries does
not make the decisions; the local drought area committees make recommendations. In
every case in Queensland in which those recommendations have been considered by
the proper authoritative body, they have been accepted. The revocation of the drought
declarations has been made in the same way. The declarations remain in place until the
local people, who understand the situation, make a decision on what should occur. In all
modesty, I say that I am impressed that the Opposition spokesman indicated that four
different Ministers ought to do my job. However, the structures that are being put in
place will ensure that the work is carried out properly.

I question the contention of the honourable member for Barambah that policy
councils cannot and will not work. In fact, they are in place so that there can be a
constant discourse between the Government and industry on all issues. If industry has
access to me at all times, it is the best way to ensure that an immediate response is
forthcoming. It is most important to have that discourse between Government and the
various sections of the industry. It is also important that policies are put forward in that
way and are not determined by the National Party State Council, as they were in the
past. The honourable member for Barambah expressed concern about a number of
other points. I will take a little time to explain them so that Opposition members accept
that these provisions ought to be included in the legislation. I refer, firstly, to clause 7
(3) (d), which relates to making charges and fixing terms and conditions for services and
information. The setting of water charges, charges for the sale of timber in State forests
and charges for inspections, tick vaccinations and so on is determined through the
ordinary regulatory process, and that will continue. But it is necessary for the director-
general, operating as the corporate soul, to have the power to set the prices of books
and other publications and to charge a fee for consultancy services.

The department provides many consultancy services outside Australia. Many
services are provided at the request of the Federal Government, which pays for aid
programs. The legislation will enable the department to set charges and to look
commercially at the way in which it gets a return back for those services, whether it be a
fruit fly program in Malaya or a cattle program in Sabah, Thailand, Fiji or any other part of
the world. In the next few weeks, I will be visiting the Sultancy of Oman, following up
on consultancy work that is being carried out in that area. For many years, we have had
forestry officers in southern China. Under the previous Government, forestry officers
were acting as consultants in that area. The director-general of the department must
have the power to fix those fees. That is what the Bill provides. The legislation contains
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no suspicious provisions and no new provisions. It covers the same areas that were
covered by the previous Government.

Much was said by several speakers about clause 18—Unforeseen circumstances.
That clause has been included for that very reason—unforeseen circumstances. In
drafting the clauses of the Bill, we cannot foresee all the problems that might occur. By
way of interjection, I raised the point that, if we suddenly get an outbreak of foot-and-
mouth disease in the State, the director-general and the Minister must be able to act
very quickly. It may be necessary to introduce very quickly severe regulations or Orders
in Council to cover such circumstances. In that event, the power must be provided in
the legislation. Again, it is nothing new. It is contained in much of the legislation of the
present Government. It was contained in much of the legislation of the previous
Government and the Government before that. The Acquisition of Land Act was raised at
one stage in this connection. The power was always there. In 1967, the Acquisition of
Land Act was completely changed by the previous Government and it is the legislation
that presently applies. The previous Government had a similar Act, as did the
Government before that. The power has been there for a long period, and this
Government is not changing it at all; there are no policy changes. There is a need to
give these powers to the corporation, and that is what this Government is doing. I see
no problems whatsoever in relation to those matters. I have made those explanations so
that honourable members opposite will understand that there are no suspicious
provisions in this Bill.

I want to make one particular point about the comments made by the honourable
member for Toowong. In common with other honourable members, I did not take a great
deal of notice of him. The contribution by the Liberal Party spokesman, in so far as
primary industries in this State are concerned, was very weak. Recently, the Leader of
the Liberal Party visited all the major provincial cities in Queensland and announced with
great gusto what was going to happen at the next election because of the great support
that there would be for the Liberal Party in those areas. Honourable members know that
the provincial cities in this State are the base for our rural industries, whether it be the
City of Mackay, which is in my electorate, or cities such as Toowoomba, Townsville,
Cairns, Maryborough, Longreach and Charleville. Those areas are the base for the
primary industry sectors of this State.

When the Leader of the Liberal Party came back to Brisbane to put together her
economic policy for this State, which I understand was delivered last week, one would
have expected that at long last we would have seen something really significant coming
from the Liberal Party in relation to the primary industries sector in this State. What did
we see? I thumbed through 133 pages and saw not a word about the primary industries
of this State. It is supposedly an economic statement for the State of Queensland.
Perhaps the Liberal Party does not really know that between 35 per cent and 40 per
cent of the economy of this State is totally dependent on the primary industry sector.
Reference to that has been left out of its policy. That is one reason why I did not take
much notice of what the Liberal Party’s spokesman said tonight. I am still not sure if he
was sold the dummy by his leader, or if both of them do not know anything about that
particular matter. There are a lot of other comments that I could make about the
contribution from the Liberal Party.

The contributions were very good, except that the member for Gympie made
speech No. 74A again, which was a repetition of his old stories. The honourable member
for Warrego became very nasty. He made accusations, but he was wrong, as he always
is. The honourable member for Toowoomba South referred to the Rural Affairs Division.
It is unfortunate that members of the National Party cannot get this right through their
heads. The Rural Affairs Division was set up by this Government complementary to the
Department of Primary Industries. I am honest in saying that it was welcomed by me,
because both Mr Burns and I were the ones who travelled most around the rural areas of
Queensland. Wherever we went, we would meet with groups of people and receive an
enormous number of representations on behalf of people in particular areas that they
were not being represented properly, especially by National Party members of the
Parliament. These matters had to be disseminated and passed on to the other areas of
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Government. Very few of them related to primary industries or local authorities. They
were related to all sorts of things, including Federal matters and complaints about the
local authorities themselves. We determined that we had to make available within the
Government facilities that could look at these rural affairs matters as well and not divest
myself and others of that work.

The honourable member mentioned KR Darling Downs, which is about to be
upgraded. I do not know whether the honourable member has followed this matter
through. As a result of action taken by me and other members of this Government
following contact with people overseas, we have been able to help that company out of
the difficult position in which it has been placed for a number of years. In the very near
future, some changes should occur there. Honourable members referred to staff cuts.
This is absolutely bonkers. There can be no dispute that staff have been shifted out into
the bush. The best area to witness that is in the electorate of Toowoomba South. The
honourable member for Toowoomba North is well aware that a regional office has been
put into that particular area. Additional staff have been operating from the DPI in
Toowoomba. With the increase in activities by wheat research institutes and the
combined CSIRO/DPI hard wheat group, a building problem has arisen because too
many people are moving into the area. Quite clearly, honourable members opposite are
not looking in their own electorates to see what is going on.

I have already drawn the attention of the Opposition spokesman to two minor
amendments that I wish to make to the major Schedule of the Bill. As all honourable
members would know, it is a very big Schedule. To be perfectly honest, because of a
computer problem, in about nine places the word “corporation” was spat out by the
computer instead of the word “authority”. It is necessary to change it because it refers
mainly to local authorities. During the Committee stage, I will be moving two
amendments to the Schedule. 

Question—That the Bill be now read a second time—put; and the House divided— 

AYES, 48 NOES, 34
Ardill
Barber
Beattie
Braddy
Bredhauer
Burns
Campbell
Casey
Clark
Comben
Davies
De Lacy
Dollin
Eaton
Edmond
Elder
Fenlon
Flynn
Foley
Gibbs
Goss W. K.
Hayward
Hollis
Livingstone
Mackenroth

McElligott
McGrady
Milliner
Nunn
Palaszczuk
Pearce
Power
Robson
Schwarten
Smith
Smyth
Spence
Sullivan J. H.
Sullivan T. B.
Szczerbanik
Vaughan
Warburton
Warner
Welford
Wells
Woodgate

Tellers:
Prest
Pitt

Beanland
Booth
Borbidge
Connor
Coomber
Cooper
Dunworth
Elliott
FitzGerald
Gilmore
Goss J. N.
Gunn
Harper
Hobbs
Horan
Johnson
Katter
Lingard
Littleproud
McCauley
Perrett
Randell
Rowell
Santoro
Sheldon

Slack
Springborg
Stephan
Stoneman
Turner
Veivers
Watson

Tellers:
Neal
Quinn

Resolved in the affirmative.

Committee

Hon. E. D. Casey (Mackay—Minister for Primary Industries) in charge of the Bill.
Clauses 1 to 17, as read, agreed to.
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Clause 18—
Mr STEPHAN (11.15 p.m.): As I was trying to say at the second-reading stage,

clause 18 is a provision that is frowned upon by every Parliament in Australia. In many
instances, Parliaments that passed Bills containing Henry VIII clauses are taking them
out. So that honourable members know what the Opposition is talking about, I will read
the clause. It states—

“18. If, in relation to a particular case, it appears to the Governor in Council
that no provision or insufficient provision is made to give effect to the transition
from the law in force before the commencement of this section to the provisions of
this Act and of the Acts in the Schedule as amended by this Act, the Governor in
Council may, by regulation, make such provision as the Governor in Council
considers necessary or convenient to deal with the case.”

The effect of this clause is to change legislation by regulation. Objection is taken to
clauses of this type not only by members of the National Party but also by Subordinate
Legislation Committees throughout the Commonwealth. In fact, the Government is
bypassing the Parliament by adopting this particular procedure, which is certainly not
one that is recommended or that any democratic Government should support. The
origin of clauses of this type is to be found way back in history. Initially, it was used by
Henry VIII for his own particular purposes. I draw to the Committee’s attention the fact
that members of the Government have spoken against this type of procedure in
subordinate legislation conferences throughout the Commonwealth. Therefore, it is not
just members of the National Party who are opposed to altering legislation by regulation.
It is not good enough; it is not recommended; and it is not something that members of
the Opposition can stand by and allow this Government or any other Government to
introduce and pass.

Mr BOOTH: The point made by the member for Gympie is very important. I do
not wish to repeat what he said, but I note that clause 18 is headed, “Unforeseen
circumstances”. The clause states, in effect, that the Government can pass legislation by
regulation. If the Government gets away with this clause tonight, similar clauses will
appear in every Bill to cover unforeseen circumstances. It will mean that government will
not be by legislation but, rather, by regulation.

We in the Opposition should oppose the clause to the best of our ability. I am very
annoyed that such a provision is in the Bill. It is the thin end of the wedge. If the
Government can get away with it in this Bill, such a clause will appear in every Bill. I
would like the Minister to withdraw the clause, because it is not in the interests of any
Government to have such a clause in a Bill and to lay down a principle that will be
availed of for every other Bill just to cover anything that the Government forgot about.
The Government is not supposed to forget about things. If the Government does forget
about things, it can come back to the Parliament and amend the Bill. The Government
should not be able to legislate by regulation. I know that some members will say that the
clause will be used only in emergencies. Perhaps the Minister might say that, but that is
not the point. The point is that the clause is there for any Minister to use. It might not
even be a Labor Minister. It might be someone who is now on the Opposition side of
the Chamber, but he should not be allowed to do it, either. It is not right that the clause
should remain in the Bill. It cuts right across the Westminster system. We have heard a
lot about the separation of powers. My God, this clause allows a Government to do
anything just because of unforeseen circumstances. It is quite wrong. It is not in the
best interests of the Government or the State and it is certainly not in the best interests
of the Parliament.

Mr JOHNSON: In my speech earlier tonight, I made a point about clause 18, and I
know that the Minister took note of it. We are talking about this Chamber. This is where
legislation is passed. It should not be passed by regulation drawn up by the Governor in
Council. Members of Parliament pass the legislation and make the rules and regulations
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of this State, and that should be done in this Chamber. I agree with the member for
Warwick. That is why I mentioned in my speech the fact that it is absolutely paramount
that the Minister keep the full complement of DPI personnel throughout the length and
breadth of this State. An infectious disease, such as foot-and-mouth disease, could
wipe out the livestock industry in this State tomorrow. In a place the size of
Queensland, such a disease would have horrific consequences. I said in my speech that
we have one of the best livestock industries in the world. Tonight, in this Chamber we
should nip in the bud the provision that allows for legislation by regulation. I ask the
Minister to withdraw the clause.

Mr BEANLAND: I rise to oppose strenuously this wonderful catch-all clause for
the Minister. The Minister was here during the last session of Parliament when one of
these catch-all provisions was included in legislation dealing with an investment
authority. That investment authority turned around and did some quite extraordinary
lending. It lent $10m to an individual on the Gold Coast. Of course, the money was to
be invested in Government securities, Government works and so on. The lending
authority lent that $10m to that individual in quite extraordinary circumstances, yet that
was in order because it was done in terms of the catch-all provision in the legislation.
Tonight, we have another catch-all clause, which will allow the Minister to do whatever
he likes. It could be extraordinary or it could be outrageous. It is little wonder that there
are only eight pages in the legislation before one gets to the Schedule. With a catch-all
clause like that, there does not need to be any more than one or two pages, because
under the clause the Minister has kindly given himself approval to do whatever he likes.
If something is not mentioned elsewhere in the Bill, it will be covered in the “unforeseen
circumstances”, and, “Beauty, we can do it.”

If we agree to the clause as it is, there will be no point in any of us complaining in
the future that the Government has done something contrary to the legislation, because
clause 18 allows the Government to do anything that it likes in relation to the Primary
Industries Corporation and get away with it, whether or not it is covered elsewhere
under the intent of the legislation. The clause allows the Government to make
regulations outside the clear ambit of the legislation. The Minister does not really need
that clause. It is one of those clauses that will allow the Minister to do all those terrible
deeds that he does not want to talk about to members this evening.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN (Mr Hollis): Order! It is becoming extremely
difficult to hear the member on his feet. If members want to have conversations, they
should leave the Chamber.

Mr CASEY: I am quite astonished, and I get more and more astonished as I sit in
this place, when people who have been here for a few years and who have a bit of
experience suddenly think that they find something that is a problem, but which is
absolutely no problem. The clause does not allow the Government to alter any Act at all.
It allows the Government to bring in regulations on matters that may be unforeseen and
that cannot be spelt out properly in the Act. When I replied at the second-reading stage,
I cited examples. It is about the transition of old administrative arrangements to new
administrative arrangements. It covers that particular period. It is about administrative
arrangements only. It has nothing to do with Henry VIII, Louis XIV or Pope John XXIII,
for that matter. It has nothing to do with any of them. It is simply an administrative
provision that allows the Governor in Council to make regulations which address, as I
have said, unforeseen circumstances. Because the Act will be a purely administrative
Act, the regulations cannot extend beyond administrative acts, either. A number of
statutes of this Parliament contain a similar provision. As far as we are aware, it is
contained in some of the Acts relating to health, transport and sugar. I do not know why
members opposite are jumping at shadows.

Mr STEPHAN: I am sure that the Minister does not understand the repercussions
of this clause. It enables legislation to be amended by regulation.
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Mr Casey:  It does not.

Mr STEPHAN: I can remember sitting on Subordinate Legislation Committees
when the Minister was a member of the Opposition and he objected to these types of
clauses in legislation. It is very convenient for the Minister to now stand up and ask,
“What are you worrying about?” There may be some circumstances that would result in
the need for the legislation to be amended in the future, but this is not consistent with
what the Minister was saying prior——

Mr Borbidge:  He is asking us to trust him.

Mr STEPHAN: I am not too sure that we can trust him. The Minister’s stance is
certainly not the stance that he or any other Labor member took while in Opposition. It
is not as though it has anything to do with Henry VIII as King of England back in the
eighth century, or whenever it was; it concerns the type of clause. I notice that members
of the Subordinate Legislation Committee are conspicuous by their absence from this
Chamber at present. The chairman is not here, nor are one or two other Labor members
of that committee. This clause is wrong. I am sure that the Minister does not understand
what he is trying to do.

Mr JOHNSON:  I urge the Minister to consult with his advisers on this matter
because it is very contentious. The Minister can shake his head if he likes.

Mr Borbidge:  He is not even listening.

Mr JOHNSON: He does not want to listen. If something bad happens to the
livestock industry in this State, this Minister can be blamed for it.

Mr BOOTH: The Minister gave a reply which I think he considered was balanced.
This clause states that “the Governor in Council may, by regulation, make such provision
as the Governor in Council considers necessary or convenient to deal with the case”. It
is just a matter of convenience. It does not even have to be necessary. I have heard just
about every member of the Labor Party who was here before the last election oppose
this sort of provision. I do not think I have ever seen a provision exactly like this one.
The problem is that it is a provision that will be put in every Bill. If that is the case,
members might as well leave this Chamber and go home.
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Question—That clause 18, as read, stand part of the Bill—put; and the Committee
divided—

AYES, 47 NOES, 31

Ardill
Barber
Beattie
Braddy
Bredhauer
Burns
Campbell
Casey
Clark
Comben
Davies
De Lacy
Dollin
Eaton
Edmond
Elder
Fenlon
Flynn
Foley
Gibbs
Goss W. K.
Hayward
Livingstone
Mackenroth
McElligott

McGrady
Milliner
Nunn
Palaszczuk
Pearce
Power
Robson
Schwarten
Smith
Smyth
Spence
Sullivan J. H.
Sullivan T. B.
Szczerbanik
Vaughan
Warburton
Warner
Welford
Wells
Woodgate

Tellers:
Prest
Pitt

Beanland
Booth
Borbidge
Connor
Coomber
Dunworth
Elliott
FitzGerald
Gilmore
Goss J. N.
Harper
Hobbs
Horan
Johnson
Katter
Lingard
Littleproud
Perrett
Randell
Rowell
Santoro
Sheldon
Slack
Springborg
Stephan

Stoneman
Turner
Veivers
Watson

Tellers:
Neal
Quinn

Resolved in the affirmative.

Schedule—
Mr CASEY (11.34 p.m.): I move the following amendments—

“At page 32, line 12, at page 40, line 1, and at page 52, line 6, omit—

‘Corporation’
and insert—

‘Authority’ ”;
“At page 21, lines 5 and 10, at page 41, line 19, at page 42, line 7, and at page

53, line 17, omit—

‘Corporation’

and insert—
‘Authority’.”

Amendments agreed to.
Schedule, as amended, agreed to.

Bill reported, with amendments.

Third Reading

Bill, on motion of Mr Casey, by leave, read a third time.

ELECTORAL BILL

Hon. G. R. MILLINER (Everton—Minister for Justice and Corrective Services)
(11.36 p.m.), by leave, without notice: I move—

“That leave be granted to bring in a Bill for an Act relating to parliamentary
elections, and for other purposes.”

Motion agreed to. 
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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)

(11.37 p.m): I move—

“That the Bill be now read a second time.”

It is a pleasure and a privilege to introduce into the Legislative Assembly the
Electoral Bill 1992. The Electoral Bill completes the fourth stage of the review of
Queensland’s electoral system by the Electoral and Administrative Review Commission.
All members would know that reform of the Queensland electoral system was one of the
major recommendations flowing from the Fitzgerald Report. In his report, Mr
Fitzgerald—as he then was—made the following comments on the Queensland electoral
system—

“A fundamental tenet of the established system of Parliamentary democracy is
that public opinion is given effect by regular, free, fair elections following open
debate. A Government in our political system which achieves office by means
other than free and fair elections lacks legitimate political authority over that
system. This must affect the ability of Parliament to play its proper role in the way
referred to in this report. The point has already been made that the institutional
culture of public administration risks degeneration if, for any reason, a
Government’s activities cease to be moderated by concern at the possibility of
losing power. The fairness of the electoral process in Queensland is widely
questioned.”

At the same page of the report the following additional comments were made—
“The Elections Act 1983-1985 should similarly be reviewed in an impartial

manner to ensure that more effective means are developed to guarantee the
accuracy of electoral rolls, to prevent fraudulent voting practices and to maintain
the confidentiality of individual voters, particularly in the cases of absentee and
postal votes.

In addition, regulations governing the distribution of electoral material at
polling booths should be reviewed with the object of determining whether they
should be wholly contained within the Elections Act, rather than the Traffic
Regulations 1962. It is arguable that the police and the Government have no
legitimate role in determining who is permitted to hand out how-to-vote cards at
polling booths. If there is a dispute or difficulty about the distribution of political
materials, it could be heard and determined by a member of the judiciary who
would be independent and impartial.”

Two of the priority matters for review by the Electoral and Administrative Review
Commission envisaged in the Fitzgerald Report were—

a review of the electoral system, especially the fairness of electoral boundaries, the
basis of representation, the processes of registration and counting and the
distribution of electoral material at polling booths; and

a report on the considerations relevant to the registration of political donations.
The above comments and recommendations were made in the context of proposals for
a review of the whole of the electoral system. The first, the most urgent, and, arguably,
the most important review, was an examination of the system under which electoral
boundaries are determined. Accordingly, the Electoral and Administrative Review
Commission, since its establishment, has conducted its review of the Queensland
electoral system in four separate stages, as follows—
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The first stage was an investigation of the zonal electoral system and Queensland’s
voting system and methods. This stage established the principles and legislation
for the subsequent electoral distribution and review of Queensland’s electoral law
and administration.
The second stage was the redistribution of electoral boundaries for Legislative
Assembly districts.

The third stage was investigation of a joint Commonwealth/State electoral roll.
The fourth stage was an investigation of Queensland electoral laws generally,
particularly the Elections Act 1983. This stage focused mainly on the conduct and
administration of Queensland Legislative Assembly elections.

The Electoral and Administrative Review Commission furnished its report on the
review of the Elections Act and related matters to the Chairman of the Parliamentary
Committee for Electoral and Administrative Review on 20 December 1991. EARC
reviewed the laws regulating the conduct of elections in Queensland, excluding issues
relating to the registration of donations to politicians and political parties, the role of the
media and political advertising, which are to be dealt with in a later report.

At paragraph 1.17, EARC pointed out that whilst it had intended to provide a single
report, the passage of the Commonwealth Political Broadcast And Political Disclosures
Bill 1991 altered circumstances and required reconsideration of the commission’s
previous intentions. The parliamentary committee investigated the EARC
recommendations and in its report, which was tabled on 18 March 1992, said it “was
satisfied that EARC’s recommendations are appropriate and will improve the system
under which Queensland’s elections are conducted”. The review carried out by EARC
and subsequently by the parliamentary committee constitutes one of the most thorough
and comprehensive investigations ever undertaken in the field of electoral administration
either in Australia or in any comparable Westminster country.

I take this opportunity to pay my compliments both to the commission and to the
parliamentary committee for the work they have performed. Future generations of
Queenslanders will be the beneficiaries of the recommendations flowing from both
reports, because the cumulative effect of these recommendations will be an electoral
system which is fair and just to all participants in the political process and the bolstering
of our liberal democratic system and of liberal democratic values. In the short space of
three years, Queensland will have moved from being seen as a State with the most
regressive electoral laws applying in Australia to a State which can be put forward as a
model for Australia. Queensland will have electoral laws which are a model of judicious
fairness and which strike the correct balances between the various competing interests
which apply in a healthy and fully functioning democratic society. The three sets of
fundamental principles established by EARC for the conduct of electoral administration
provide the core values and fundamental beliefs enshrined in the Electoral Bill. These
fundamental principles are—

Free, honest, regular and fair elections
(a) Protection of the right to vote or to be a candidate. The legislation should

ensure that all those who have the right to vote or to be a candidate have that
right preserved, and that all electors have only one vote.

(b) Maximum opportunity to exercise the right to vote. Electors should be
provided with maximum opportunity to cast their vote.

(c) Preservation of the secret ballot. No-one should be able to ascertain for
whom an elector voted.

(d) Freedom from influence. Electors must be free to cast their votes without
coercion or improper influence.

(e) Assistance and information for voters. Electors should have access to
information and assistance to aid them in selecting candidates and casting
votes.
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(f) Maximisation of the formal vote. Ballot papers should be admitted to the
count where the voters’ intentions are clear.

(g) Accurate counting of votes. Once admitted to the scrutiny, each elector’s
vote must be counted accurately to the candidate of their choice.

(h) Protection of the rights of candidates. The rights of candidates to be
represented at polling and at the scrutiny, and to disseminate information
promoting their candidacy must be protected.

A simple voting system

(a) Simplicity of procedures. Procedures at polling booths should be simple and
straightforward.

(b) Commonality of voting methods. There should be the maximum level of
compatibility practicable between ballot marking methods in Federal, State
and local authority electoral systems.

(c) Efficiency of administrative procedures. Administrative mechanisms and
procedures, including administrative paperwork, should be efficient and
economical.

(d) Speedy results. Elections results should be made available as soon as
possible. Counting procedures, and the resources available to count the
vote, should reflect the need to count all classes of votes without delay.
Delay due to legal proceedings arising from elections should be minimised.

Legitimacy

(a) Public confidence in elections must be preserved. Election procedures
should be open and subject to review so that public confidence in the
integrity of the electoral system and election outcomes can be maintained.

(b) Neutrality of election officials. The conduct and administration of elections
should not be influenced by political considerations. Persons responsible for
conducting elections should be politically neutral in their dealings with
electors.

(c) Competency of electoral officials. Electoral officials should have a level of
competency sufficient to command the respect of voters.

(d) Prevention of electoral fraud. All possible steps should be taken to eliminate
electoral fraud. Penalties for electoral offences should be set at levels which
discourage fraud.

(e) Recognition of political parties. Political parties play an important part in the
election process, and their place in the electoral system should be
recognised.

(f) Right to query or dispute an election. Judicial and administrative review
procedures should be available to all candidates and electors who wish to
query or dispute the conduct or outcome of an election.

(g) Ongoing review of electoral matters. Electoral legislation and administrative
procedures should be reviewed regularly to ensure that they remain relevant
to changing community expectations.

Accordingly, the general thrust of the Bill is—

to establish an independent Queensland Electoral Commission to conduct
elections, report to the Minister on electoral matters, promote public education and
awareness of electoral matters, provide information and advice on electoral matters
and conduct and promote research into electoral matters;
to establish an independent Redistribution Commission to carry out electoral
redistributions;
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to incorporate all electoral legislation in the Bill, including all electoral offences, and
to provide for a committee of the Queensland Parliament to monitor and review the
electoral system;
to introduce a system of registering political parties and candidates;

to continue making printed electoral rolls available for public inspection and
purchase and to continue making electronic rolls available for purchase by
registered political parties, by members and by candidates;
to provide for the issue of a single writ for all electoral districts in a general
election, the polling day to be a minimum of 26 days and a maximum of 56 days
from the issue of the writ, and the writ to be returned a maximum of 84 days from
its issue;

to decide the order of candidates’ names on ballot papers by a draw, with the
affiliation of candidates of registered political parties to be shown on ballot papers;
to change the criteria for eligibility for candidacy in Legislative Assembly elections
to require Australian citizenship, and to prohibit from candidacy any person serving
a sentence of imprisonment or subject to a periodic detention order;

to introduce optional preferential voting;

to introduce a system of declaration voting with eligibility criteria for postal voting
to match that in the Commonwealth Electoral Act;
to assist disabled voters able to attend a polling place to cast an ordinary vote, to
provide mobile polling in hospitals, institutions and remote areas, and to continue
electoral visitor voting for electors who are confined to their residence because of
illness, infirmity, disability or advanced pregnancy;

to establish controls on political advertising to prevent misleading or false
advertising which may adversely affect political parties and individual candidates;
to allow appeals against administrative decisions under the Act to the Magistrates
Court, and to a judge of the Supreme Court in relation to decisions on the
registration of political parties;

to abolish the Elections Tribunal and replace it with the Supreme Court sitting as
the Court of Disputed Returns empowered to hear electoral disputes; and

to empower the Court of Disputed Returns to determine references by the
Legislative Assembly on questions regarding the qualification of a person to be, or
to continue to be, a member of the Legislative Assembly or a vacancy in the
Legislative Assembly.
As I have indicated, there is a specific provision in the Bill designed to prevent

false or misleading political advertising. The wording of the relevant clause in the Bill will
not, and is not intended to, interfere with the running of normal election campaigns by
political parties and candidates during elections.

Further changes to the EARC Bill have been made, apart from those suggested by
the parliamentary committee, including some recommended by the Litigation Reform
Commission. Nevertheless, the thrust of the reforms recommended remain in place and
the Bill now before the Parliament clearly enshrines the substance of EARC’s proposals.
Honourable members perusing the Bill will also notice that in terms of presentation it is
much more user-friendly and has been drafted, in accordance with the policy of the
Parliamentary Counsel’s Office, in plain English so that all members of the community
can have proper access to the electoral laws of this State.

The present legislation governing electoral laws, the Elections Act 1983, is not in
fact a new statute. Although enacted in 1983, the legislation in reality was a substantial
reprint of the electoral laws which had applied in Queensland since 1915. The new
legislation is less prescriptive and more flexible than the present Act. The underlying
philosophy of this Bill is that our electoral system goes to the very heart of our society
and as such must be open, must be fair and must be accessible to all.
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The Bill that we are now considering has only come about due to the cooperation
of the commission, the parliamentary committee and, most importantly, all interested
members of the community who have made a valuable input into the process. As I have
said, this Bill is now owned, in a real sense, not by any political party but by the people,
and as such I have much pleasure—and, I am sure, if I may say so, on behalf of all
members—in recommending this Bill to the House and to the people of Queensland.

Debate, on motion of Mr FitzGerald, adjourned.

ADJOURNMENT

Hon. P. J. BRADDY (Rockhampton—Leader of the House) (11.50 p.m.): I
move—

“That the House do now adjourn.”

Financial Support for Commission of Inquiry Witnesses
Mr FITZGERALD (Lockyer) (11.51 p.m.): I rise to speak about a matter that

concerns me and should concern all members of this House. I refer to the lack of
financial support by this Government for the legal costs of a person who is appearing
before a commission of inquiry. I speak of Errol Anthony Riesenweber. I do not intend
to canvass his reasons for appearing before the commission of inquiry conducted by
Commissioner Carter, QC. The fact is that Riesenweber is a key witness and a key
person in the Trident inquiry.

On 14 February 1992, Riesenweber’s solicitors applied to Mr Neville Warburton,
the Minister for Police, for financial support to represent their client. Eventually, on 13
March, after a lot of prompting, the Minister wrote back and advised that the
Queensland Police Service would not be providing funding for Mr Riesenweber’s legal
representation. Mr Riesenweber’s legal counsel then approached the Legal Aid Office of
Queensland and was advised that legal aid had been refused. The reason given is that
an appearance before inquiries such as that are not sufficient reason for a client to
receive any legal aid, so no legal aid is available. The Premier received a letter, and on
19 March 1992 he eventually responded to the legal advisers of Errol Anthony
Riesenweber, stating—

“. . . that the Director-General of that Department spoke to you in late February
advising that this request was under consideration and that a number of factors
would need to be considered before a final decision was made by my Government.

Those factors included whether your client would be required as a witness
before the Commission of Inquiry; whether your client’s legal advisers were
granted leave to appear before the Inquiry and whether your client was eligible for
legal aid.

Discussions also took place today within the Attorney-General’s Department
as to the processing of this application as a result of decisions being taken by my
Government with respect to representation of serving Police officers. The process
of consideration by my Government will now take place within the next 10 days
and a determination made and conveyed to your client.”

I repeat that the letter was dated 19 March. The final paragraph of the letter stated—

“The Attorney-General will communicate with you as soon as a decision is
made with respect to representation for your client.”

On 21 April, the Attorney-General responded through his director-general, Mr B. A.
Stewart, stating—

“. . . we regret to advise that Cabinet has decided that funding for such legal
representation has not been approved.

We note that your client did make a submission for assistance from the Legal
Aid Office and that it has been denied. We also commend you for your
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consideration to offer your client gratuitous services, albeit to a limited extent, for
the purposes of legal representation.

Nonetheless, we are sure Commissioner Carter QC will conduct the Inquiry in
accordance with the principles of natural justice and with total adherence to the
terms of reference to the Inquiry.”

Cabinet made a decision that there would be no funding available. What did
Commissioner Carter say about natural justice? An article in the Courier-Mail on
Tuesday, 28 April, stated—

“At the beginning of proceedings yesterday, the commissioner, Mr. William
Carter, QC, responded to an application by Mr Russ Clutterbuck, counsel for
Anthony Riesenweber, an indemnified police agent in Operation Trident, for
recommendations that Riesenweber receive legal aid.

Mr Carter said it was beyond his power to seek legal assistance for
Riesenweber but he believed a proper evaluation of Riesenweber’s evidence
would be facilitated by cross-examination by his own legal representatives.”

Therefore, we have a key witness appearing before an inquiry being denied legal
assistance, and we have legal assistance being offered by counsel for no fee. It is
important that this key witness in the inquiry be offered legal aid so that the money that
is spent on the legal process that is taking place at present is wisely spent, natural
justice is received and the person is represented adequately. Otherwise, the whole
matter will be an absolute sham and a waste of money.

Time expired.

Education Spending in Pine Rivers Electorate

Mrs WOODGATE (Pine Rivers) (11.56 p.m.): I rise to draw to the attention of the
House the situation in my electorate in relation to education since the election of the
Goss Labor Government. Most members of this House are parents, and we would all
agree that a good education is the best gift that we can give to our children. Over the
past couple of years, students in the Pine Rivers area have reaped the benefits of the
Goss Labor Government’s commitment to make education its No. 1 priority. That has
been carried out most successfully. Changing education for the better is a long-term
process. Unfortunately, the previous Government did not come to grips with that fact.
We cannot simply buy a good education system; we must build one.

In the Goss Government’s first two and a half years in office, it has successfully
laid the foundations for a better education system—an education system that is geared
for the challenges of the twenty-first century. In my electorate, the Government has
spent $1.5m in improving school facilities. Such improvements, I am happy to say,
include a new general studies block, a second metal shop, a fourth science laboratory
and a third demonstration room at the Bray Park State High School worth $763,000.

Mr Schwarten:  They wouldn’t have got it if you weren’t there.

Mrs WOODGATE: I accept the honourable member’s interjection and thank him
for it. The improvements include a new teaching block at the Dayboro State School
worth $330,000, a new administration block at the Petrie State School worth another
$320,000——

Mr FitzGerald: Pork-barrelling.

Mrs WOODGATE:  No. Those improvements were sorely needed and recognised
by a compassionate Education Minister and a caring member. Other improvements
included covered play areas at the Strathpine West State School worth $68,000 and a
covered walkway at the Bray Park State School worth $20,000—all greatly appreciated
by parents when it rains. By way of assistance to parents—in addition to increasing the
school textbook allowance to $156 for Years 11 and 12, the Government has provided
an $8.8m increase in school grants. Under this Government, schools in my electorate
have received a record $145,000 in first semester school grants—an increase of more
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than $56,000 since the Nationals were in power. If that is not good representation, what
is? By increasing school grants, the Government is ensuring that schools which were
once starved of funds for essentials such as toilet paper and photocopiers can now buy
them without drawing on the p. and c.’s hard-earned savings. That 63.5 per cent
increase clearly demonstrates the Government’s commitment to improving education
and relieving parents of the burden of providing the basics. The Government has also
provided relief for parents through the introduction of a school insurance scheme. The
scheme provides school communities with the full replacement costs of items lost
through fire, theft or vandalism.

Mr Schwarten:  Within a month.

Mrs WOODGATE: Within a month. I will talk briefly of literacy and numeracy,
which all honourable members would agree are the cornerstones of a good education.
The Government has provided $50,000 directly to schools in my electorate as one part
of the Government’s back-to-the-basics strategy. More than $10m has been provided to
improve the teaching of reading, writing and arithmetic, representing an annual increase
of 300 per cent on that provided by the previous Government. The funds have been
used to provide more teaching resources, literacy and numeracy training for teachers
and the testing of students to identify those with reading and writing difficulties. 

A major element of the Government’s back-to-the-basics strategy is directed at the
early years of primary school. Last year and this year, the Government has been
progressively training all primary school teachers to detect literacy problems in students
early so that they can be addressed before those students reach high school. This
Government has also recognised that long-suffering parents have an important role to
play in helping their children learn to read and write. Specific programs for greater
parental involvement in literacy and numeracy have been introduced for children in the
years before school. French, German and Chinese are three of the five foreign
languages targeted by the Government and currently being taught at primary schools
and high schools in my electorate. The foreign language policy is very popular, and it is
the hope of the Government that, by the year 2000, every primary school student will be
studying a foreign language. Queensland is the only State in Australia to have embarked
on a comprehensive foreign language program.

Time expired. 

Queensland Liberals

Mr COOMBER (Currumbin) (12.01 a.m.): Queensland Liberals are proud of the
name “Liberal”, and the people of Queensland will hear the name Liberal associated with
Joan Sheldon, our candidates and, above all, policies containing Liberal initiatives
designed to provide jobs, to provide security and to put Queensland first. The State
economic policy delivered by the Premier did not provide jobs, it did not provide
security for the future, and it did not put Queensland first. More importantly, the
document did not identify which political party was trying to deceive the people of
Queensland. There was a clear instruction not to include the word “Labor” in those 104
pages of ALP propaganda. Why does the Premier not stand tall and be proud of the fact
that he is a member of the Labor Party? Why is he not proud of the fact that the Federal
Government is a Labor Government? The fact is that the people of Queensland are
showing that they do not support Labor federally, and shortly this State will have the
ultimate test for Labor. The Premier continually dissociates himself from Paul Keating
and Labor, but there can be no mistake—this Queensland Labor Government is tarred
with the same brush.

The Queensland State Labor Government has attributed one page of its document
to small business. This action reflects the thinking of this Labor Government on
business—that is, small. Labor cannot address the initiatives necessary to get small
business in Queensland working. Labor is ideologically opposed to taxation reform and
industrial relations reform, which are the two issues causing businesses to suffocate.
The Queensland Liberals will unite the small-business sector into a potent political force.
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The 128 000 small businesses in the State constitute 95 per cent of all businesses in
Queensland and 18 per cent of small businesses nationally. In comparison with other
States, Queensland has the highest rate of increase in new small business
establishment, with an average increase of 5.5 per cent since 1983. If each small
business employed just one extra person, the State’s unemployment queue would
shrink from 150 000 to just 20 000.

Labor does not understand business, but even so, it is against its own policies and
philosophy to undertake reform. Taxes on business must be reduced. Business must be
given incentives to expand and regain confidence. Under the John Hewson Liberal tax
reform package, land tax will be abolished and payroll tax will cease. We are proud to
stand up for the word “Liberal”. As a result of this industrial relations reform, compulsory
unionism will be abolished. Voluntary unionism and the rights of the individual are
fundamental principles of the Queensland Liberals. The Queensland Liberals’ small
business policy, when released, will promote small business, free enterprise and
entrepreneurial encouragement. For too long, this Labor Government has used private
sector financing to prop up its big spending. Under a Joan Sheldon Liberal Government,
small business and private enterprise will be paid within 30 days. No longer will small
businesses be forced to finance Government functions. The only way to create real and
sustainable jobs in Queensland is to create an economic and regulatory environment
that will encourage businesses to be competitive, not just at a State or national level,
but at an international level.

Small businesses need help. At present, they provide almost 200 000 jobs for
Queenslanders. Even in the midst of this recession, it is still the private sector, the
business sector, that will lead the way in creating jobs. Joan Sheldon and the
Queensland Liberals will ensure that small businesses get a greater slice of Government
expenditure. The Government does not have a role to play in manufacturing or
providing services other than essential services. So that small businesses are aware of
all Government business activity, Government contracts, tenders or quotes over
$50,000 will be advertised in the local press. Queensland Liberals will introduce a new
payroll tax policy which will dramatically ease the cost burden on small businesses. From
1 July 1993, Queensland Liberals in Government will introduce rebates on payroll tax for
small to medium-sized businesses.

Perhaps the greatest disgrace for this Labor Government is that one in four young
people are unable to find a job. Queensland Liberals will introduce a youth employment
assistance scheme whereby small businesses will be encouraged to create new, full-time
and permanent positions for unemployed young people aged under 21 years. These
businesses will be eligible for a one-off payment of up to $3,000 with instalments paid
quarterly.

Time expired.

Capital Punishment

Ms SPENCE (Mount Gravatt) (12.06 a.m.): Tonight, I would like to address the
serious issue of capital punishment. I believe it is a mistake to think that the battle
against the death penalty, even in a country with a relatively creditable, though spotty,
record for humanitarianism like Australia, can ever be considered to be definitely won.
Weekly, we are assaulted by fresh calls for the reintroduction of the death penalty. The
Young Nationals will have this on their conference agenda next month. Only recently,
the honourable member for Merthyr tried to inflame the Queensland public with fresh
calls for the introduction of capital punishment. Successive Australian Governments,
both Federal and State, have long recognised that the death penalty is morally
unacceptable. It has never proved to be a deterrent. It is brutalising and degrading.

The issue of the reintroduction of the death penalty surfaces in our midst each time
a particularly grisly crime, such as the Anita Cobby or Sian Kingi murders, takes place.
Following horrendous crimes involving completely innocent and random victims, such
reactions are to be expected. Outrage is fuelled by media images of grieving parents
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and friends, and by commentators such as Derryn Hinch arguing that the death penalty
is a valid response to crime. People such as Hinch and the member for Merthyr argue
that the death penalty is a deterrent. Despite centuries of experience with the death
penalty and many scientific studies of the relationship between that penalty and crime
rates, there is no convincing evidence that it is uniquely able to protect society from
crime or meet the demands of justice.

Lately, one of the most disturbing trends to emerge is that many death penalty
advocates are now saying that it does not matter whether executions deter would-be
killers but that retribution alone justifies such a harsh sentence; that it does not matter
whether or not execution acts as a deterrent because retribution justifies the sentence.
Every society seeks protection from criminals, but to advocate the death penalty as
retribution confuses the issue of justice with the desire for vengeance. We cannot
afford to blur the distinction between justice and revenge. In order to condemn and
legislate against crime, penal systems must strive to take the high moral ground and
must be built on a different set of values from those they condemn. The time to reassert
the noblest human aspirations is at the moment of blackest despair. Any other attitude
cedes the field to the tyrants and the vengeful members of our society.

As more of the world urbanises and the gap between the rich and the poor widens
daily, an increasing brutalisation of society’s victims is one of the consequences and
breeding grounds of violence are likely to create more gruesome crimes. This is the
fertile ground for the bring-back-the-noose lobby. I believe that the Queensland public
expects leadership, not “followship”, with a bit more intellectual substance than merely
pandering to the crude cries for revenge that are heard each time a heinous crime is
committed. Calls for a referendum on this issue, such as those made by the member for
Merthyr, are an unsuitable solution. Someone once said that referendums trivialise
important and complicated questions, and this would indeed be the case with regard to
a referendum on the death penalty. Most polls on the subject show that the general
public is very ambivalent in its attitude to capital punishment. Those who poll in favour
of the death penalty do not really want anyone killed, and their attitudes are very much
influenced by the length of time that has elapsed since the last well-publicised crime
occurred.

I have concluded that the death penalty demeans us all. It amounts to a surrender
to the worst that is in us, and it uses official power to kill by execution, which has never
elevated a society and never inspired anything except hate. In our worst moments, we
should strive to be something better than we are. Recently, Keith Hamburger was
quoted as saying that it would be a terrible situation for the people of this State to place
the power to kill in the hands of politicians because once a person has the power to kill,
no-one knows where he or she will finish up. Let us not forget that if capital punishment
had been in place in Queensland, Kelvin Condren and Barry Mannix, who had both been
convicted of murder, might have been executed. It would be gratifying if the five
minutes I have taken during this debate tonight were enough to kill off, once and for all,
the death penalty debate.

Industry Commission Report on Sugar Industry Tariff

Mr RANDELL (Mirani) (12.11 a.m.): I rise in this debate to speak about the
Industry Commission’s report on the sugar industry. I have only just received this
report, and I have not had time to go through it. However, let me state briefly that it
horrifies me. Actually, I believe it has been written by academics and intellectuals who
have no concept at all of what they are doing or of how the sugar industry is made up.
Following the release of the ABARE report and the CSR report, everyone in the cane-
growing industry could be excused for thinking that this report was written by the
milling sector of the industry. There is no requirement anywhere in this report that I can
see for an improvement in the milling side of the industry. Apparently, the huge increase
in the quality of cane that is required to be produced will be crushed by an increase in
the length of the season, which will put growers’ returns at risk. At the start of the
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season, they will be crushing immature cane and, at the end, cane that has passed its
peak, thereby resulting in a lower return. The report states—

“Continuing high levels of tariffs on sugar which increase the profitability of
sugar producers at the expense of the wider community cannot be justified
according to the Industry Commission final report on the Sugar Industry.”

Honourable members should listen to the next part, which states—
“Tariffs are not needed as the industry is already highly efficient and able to

compete successfully on export markets.”

Mr Schwarten:  What does Ron Braithwaite say about it?
Mr RANDELL: The member for Rockhampton North has his hands full with Vince

Lester, so he should not come into this debate. On the world market, sugar producers
are receiving 8c a pound, which does not even cover the cost of production, yet the
report states that sugar producers can compete on the world market. Do members of
the commission not have a brain in their heads? They must know that growers have to
get a sufficient return from the market to remain viable. This report is a recipe for
bankruptcy. The report also states—

“However, rather than achieving this through phased reductions in tariffs, the
Commission proposes an equivalent one-off payment to sugar producers of about
$47 million. This payment by the Commonwealth—which would be contingent on
the removal of compulsory acquisition powers in Queensland . . .”

Anyone involved in the sugar industry would know that acquisition is sacred to the
industry because it is the only protection growers have from people who are buying the
crop. It is protection that is provided by the Queensland Government and it is
protection that producers must have.

Mr Schwarten:  What does Braithwaite say?

Mr RANDELL: If the member for Rockhampton North knew anything about the
sugar industry, he would be supporting me instead of making inane interjections. The
document goes on to state—

“Immediately following the 1995 season, the assignment system will be
abolished.”

Heaven’s above, the assignment system and the peak system are the very basis of
security for the sugar industry. The member for Bundaberg, Mr Campbell, would tell the
member for Rockhampton North that in the past, when a producer went to the bank for a
loan, the first thing that was said to him was, “What is your assignment? What is your
peak?” The commission proposes to do away with that. The report goes on to state—

“Mills are no longer required to accept sugar cane.”
The commission is advocating vast expansion, yet it states that the mill has no
requirement imposed on it to accept the cane. Further on, the report states—

“The total area of assigned land be expanded at a minimum annual rate of 5
per cent.”

I wonder whether the commission knows the costs of producing sugarcane and of
getting cane to production. Does the commission not know that there is widespread
desertion of the sugar industry by canegrowers? In the far-northern areas of
Queensland, canegrowers are moving out of cane and are going into bananas. Cane
land in the north is being subdivided. All this has happened over a period of two and a
half years under Federal and State Labor Governments, which have a lot to answer for.
If I had more time available to me, members of the Labor Party would know all about
it.The Industry Commission recommends that access to mills and the price paid for cane
grown on new assignment be subject to negotiation between growers and millers. The
Industry Commission is saying to the grower, “Grow a crop of cane. Let it come to
maturity. Then you can negotiate with the miller for a price.” What bargaining power
would the grower have? The miller will say, “Accept this price or you can leave your
cane in the paddock.” That is the terrible thing that the Industry Commission is saying.
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Compulsory acquisition—what a disgrace! What a recipe for the complete demise
of this great and proud sugar industry in Queensland—an industry that provides
thousands of jobs for the supporters of Government members who are interjecting and
trying to say that they will accept this. I say that the Queensland Government should not
accept any of those recommendations. It should put the report through the shredder.
That is where it belongs, and I am sure that that is what the cane industry will say later.

Time expired.

Noosa Electorate

Mr BARBER (Cooroora) (12.16 a.m.): There is a plan for the future growth and
prosperity of the Noosa region. The new State seat of Noosa runs from Coolum Beach
north to Teewah. It includes the towns of Coolum, Noosa, Noosaville, Tewantin, Boreen
Point, Eumundi and Cooroy. It is one of the most naturally beautiful parts of
Queensland, and therefore its major industry is tourism. I believe that we are the
stewards on this earth for what has been given to us and that we are duty bound to
nurture what is best about living in Noosa. Already, the Cooroora people have seen
what concerted planning for the northern Sunshine Coast can achieve: the construction
of the Pacific Paradise primary school and preschool; the decision to build Stage 2 of
the Sunshine Motorway, which will halve the projected traffic through Pacific Paradise
and past the school precincts; urgent action to provide financial aid and to set up
counselling services at the Pacific Paradise Bowls Club after the February floods;
welcome relief to student numbers at the Bli Bli school as a result of the opening—at
least one year early—of the Pacific Paradise schools; the $600,000 Coolum child-care
centre that was opened in January; the new tourist attractions in the Mount Coolum and
Lake Weyba National Parks; $62m for Stage 2 of the Sunshine Motorway, including the
urgent upgrading of the David Low Way black spots; the sealing of the Boreen Point
Road; the construction of the federally funded Cooroy bypass, which is to commence
within weeks; the new Cooran preschool; the new school buildings at Bli Bli, Coolum,
Eumundi, North Arm, Montville and at the Noosa District High School; the school that
the Nationals refused to build—the brand new Sunshine Beach High School; traffic
schoolsafe zones now installed at Eumundi and North Arm; the Pacific Paradise school
traffic lights and lollipop crossings; the Coolum school bus set-down area, presently
being finetuned as part of the motorway package; the upgrading and topsoiling of the
Coolum High School oval; the new permanent baby health centre at Noosa Junction and
the visiting baby health centre at the Mudjimba community hall.

Planning for Cooroora has achieved much, and there is a plan for the new seats of
Noosa and Maroochydore in the next Goss Government. I look forward to working
together with the next Labor member for Maroochydore, Alison Jackson, in planning the
region’s industrial, tourism and lifestyle future. In relation to industry—I want to see an
expansion of industrial opportunities at Noosaville and Coolum during the term of the
next Goss Government. The job of Government is to provide infrastructure to enable
the private sector to create opportunities. That is in the Leading State document, and I
concur with that view. In relation to Stage 2 of the Sunshine Motorway—the motorway
is creating the spine off which the region’s residential and industrial growth will hang. In
relation to youth unemployment—I will facilitate Government programs in the Noosa
region to get our youth off the social scrap heap and help them to reclaim their lives.
The mobile job club in the Sunshine Beach surf club recently resulted in all but one
youth obtaining work. Things can be done to stimulate youth employment, and I want to
praise the efforts of Progress Noosa in seeking to create youth employment. The
“Noosa Needs” seminar, which Anne Warner attended recently, gave impetus to Noosa
getting a community development worker.

In relation to residential growth—at Coolum, approvals exist for towns to the north
west to house 10 000 people. Coolum will be well provided with residential land in the
next five years. There is room for Coolum to grow. Tewantin to Cooroy will also be a
growth area, with residential growth attaching to the motorway. With that in mind, I turn
to the topic of tourism and cannot believe that the Liberals and the Nationals want to
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build a space park in Emu Swamp and concrete the north shore. The area of major youth
job growth will be tourism and hospitality. In my plan, tourists will be greeted by the
Noosa region’s magnificent natural areas, whereas the Nationals and Liberals want to
bulldoze them. A national park will stretch from Coolum in the south, through Emu
Swamp to Hells Gate in the north. The Noosa north shore will be Noosa’s breathing
space. The Cooroy bypass will provide the best impetus possible to the town’s future
prosperity.

Time expired.

Motion agreed to.
The House adjourned at 12.22 a.m. (Thursday)


