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TUESDAY, 30 AUGUST 1994
          

Mr SPEAKER (Hon. J. Fouras, Ashgrove)
read prayers and took the chair at 10 a.m.

ASSENT TO BILLS
Assent to the following Bills reported by Mr

Speaker—

Stamp Amendment Bill; 

Freedom of Information (Review of Secrecy
Provision Exemption) Amendment Bill;

Fair Trading Amendment Bill.

PAPERS TABLED DURING RECESS
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable

members, I have to advise the House that papers
were tabled during the recess in accordance with
the details provided on the Daily Program
circulated to members in the Chamber.

16 August 1994—

Registrar of Commercial Acts on the
administration of the Building Societies Act
1985—Annual Report for 1992/93

Registrar of Co-operative and Other
Societies on the administration of the
Co–operative and Other Societies Act
1967— Annual Report for 1992/93

29 August 1994—

Lang Park Trust—Annual Report for 1993

Explanation for the granting of an
extension of time for the tabling of the Lang
Park Trust Annual Report for 1993.

PETITIONS

The Clerk announced the receipt of the
following petitions— 

 Teachers
From Mr Livingstone (79 signatories)

praying that the Parliament of Queensland will
ensure that teachers are supported with a
reasonable and effective disciplinary structure in
schools and where possible individuals who
make frivolous or malicious complaints against
teachers be penalised.

Great Sandy Region Draft Management
Plan

From Mr Nunn (287 signatories) praying
that the Parliament of Queensland will prevent
the proposed closure of the airstrip, roads,
access tracks and beaches as contained in the

Great Sandy Region Draft Management Plan.

 Gladstone Developmental Centre

From Mr Bennett (402 signatories)
praying that the Parliament of Queensland will
take action to ensure that the Gladstone
Developmental Centre is recognised as being
part of a school and not a separate entity and
provide more teachers' time.

 Eastern Corridor

From Mrs Robson (1 193 signatories)
praying that the Parliament of Queensland will
reject both proposals to site the eastern tollway
in Logan City along proposed Routes A and B
with the consequence being that no tollway is
constructed.

 Proposed Airport Tollway

From Mr Santoro (374 signatories) praying
that the Parliament of Queensland will call on the
State Government to facilitate an extensive and
genuine community based consultation process
about the proposed airport tollway and finally
arrive at a decision based on local community
opinions, determinations and needs.

Petitions received.

STATUTORY INSTRUMENTS

In accordance with the schedule circulated
by the Clerk to members in the Chamber, the
following documents were tabled—

Australian Financial Institutions Commission
Act—

Australian Financial Institutions
Commission Amendment Regulation (No. 1)
1994, No. 303

Coal Mining Act—

Coal Mining (General Rules for Open-cut
Coal Mines) Amendment Rule (No. 1) 1994,
No. 320 

Credit Act—

Credit (South Australian Asset
Management Corporation) Order 1994,
No. 301

Debits Tax Act—

Debits Tax Regulation 1994, No. 305

Financial Institutions (Queensland) Act—

Financial Institutions Amendment
Regulation (No. 1) 1994, No. 304

Fruit Marketing Organisation Act—
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Fruit Marketing Organisation Amendment
Regulation (No. 1) 1994, No. 315

Health Services Act—

Health Services (Transfer of Officers)
Amendment Regulation (No. 4) 1994,
No. 289

Industrial Development Act—

Industrial Development (Sale of Surplus
Land) Amendment Regulation (No. 1) 1994,
No. 322

Justices Act—

Justices Amendment Regulation (No. 1)
1994, No. 319

Mineral Resources Act—

Mineral Resources Amendment Regulation
(No. 7) 1994, No. 290 

Motor Accident Insurance Act—

Motor Accident Insurance Regulation 1994,
No. 298

National Parks and Wildlife Act—

National Park 26 County of Tate
(Extension) Order 1994, No. 309

National Park 30 County of Labouchere
(Extension) Order 1994, No. 291

National Park 76 Counties of Aberdeen,
Tingarra and Westgrove (Extension) Order
1994, No. 292

National Park 113 County of Herbert
(Extension) Order 1994, No. 293

National Park 236 Counties of Buckland,
Claude, Consuelo, Denison, Tingarra,
Warrong and Westgrove (Extension) Order
1994, No. 310

National Park 255 County of Herbert
(Extension) Order 1994, No. 311

National Park 602 County of Carlisle
(Extension) Order 1994, No. 294

National Park 737 County of Ward
(Extension) Order 1994, No. 312

National Park 1127 County of Carlisle
(Declaration) Order 1994, No. 295

National Park 1128 County of Carlisle
(Declaration) Order 1994, No. 296

National Park 1767 County of March
(Extension) Order 1994, No. 297

Offshore Banking Units and Regional
Headquarters Act—

Offshore Banking Units and Regional
Headquarters Regulation 1994, No. 307

Proclamation–the provisions of the Act that
are not in force commence 1 September
1994, No. 302

Penalties and Sentences Act—

Proclamation–Part 6 of the Act commences
1 September 1994, No. 288

Petroleum Act—

Petroleum Amendment Regulation (No. 2)
1994, No. 321

Queensland Building Services Authority Act—

Queensland Building Services Authority
Amendment Regulation (No. 2) 1994,
No. 287
Queensland Building Services Authority
Amendment Regulation (No. 3) 1994,
No. 308

Queensland Building Services Authority
Amendment Act—

Proclamation–the provisions of the Act not
in force commence 5 August 1994, No. 286

Retirement Villages Act—
Retirement Villages Amendment Regulation
(No. 2) 1994, No. 313 

South East Queensland Water Board Act—

Brisbane and Area Water Board (Financial
Arrangements) Repeal Regulation 1994,
No. 318

Statutory Bodies Financial Arrangements Act—

Statutory Bodies Financial Arrangements
(Investment) Amendment Regulation
(No. 1) 1994, No. 306

Traffic Act—

Traffic Amendment Regulation (No. 6)
1994, No.  299

Transport Infrastructure Act—

Transport Infrastructure (State-Controlled
Roads) Regulation 1994, No. 300

Transport Infrastructure (Roads) Act—

Transport Infrastructure (State-Controlled
Roads) Regulation 1994, No. 300
Transport Infrastructure (Roads)
Amendment Regulation (No. 4) 1994,
No. 314

Water Resources Act—

Water Resources (Proston Water Supply
Area Abolition) Regulation 1994, No. 316.

PAPERS

The following papers were laid on the
table—

(a) Minister for Primary Industries (Mr
Casey)—
Queensland Dairy Farmers Association—
Annual Report to 31 March 1994

(b) Minister for Housing, Local Government
and Planning (Mr Mackenroth)—
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Brisbane City Council (Amendment
Ordinance) Local Laws (Nos. 1 to 3) 1994

(c) Minister for Health (Mr Hayward)—

Policy on Childhood Immunisation in
Queensland.

 MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Commonwealth Games, Victoria, Canada

Hon. R. J. GIBBS (Bundamba— Minister
for Tourism, Sport and Racing) (10.05 a.m.), by
leave: Mr Speaker, I am sure all members will join
with me in extending the House's
congratulations and best wishes to our record-
breaking Commonwealth Games contingent.
Queensland sent its largest ever contingent to
the games in Victoria, Canada, and was rewarded
with record achievements.

I was privileged enough to be in the stands
for both Kieren Perkins' magnificent 1 500 metre
swim and Cathy Freeman's stirring 400 metre
victory. Both of these athletes are ideal role
models for our young people and their deeds will
continue to inspire for many years to come. The
games were full of inspirational performances
and I am loath to single out individuals. However,
I must acknowledge the outstanding efforts of
Samantha Riley, Susie O'Neill, Hayley Lewis,
Karen Van Wirdum, Michael Murphy, Robert
Peden and Daniela Costian. The pool and the
track tend to grab the public's interest but
Queensland's proud record extended across
many other sports, such as shooting, gymnastics
and lawn bowls.

It is important that we acknowledge all of the
48 athletes and 12 officials who comprised one-
quarter of Australia's most successful
Commonwealth Games team. Credit is obviously
due to the 29 Queenslanders who will bring
home 27 gold, 17 silver and 11 bronze medals as
reward for their dedication to their chosen sport.

The Goss Government's record in
supporting sport at all levels is unsurpassed
anywhere in Australia. Our decision to channel
poker machine funds into sport has enabled us
to spread record amounts of funds from the
grassroots through to the elite level. The Goss
Government was the first to give the Queensland
Academy of Sport a home and funds to ensure
that our elite athletes no longer started under the
handicap of inadequate preparation and
resources. This is paying off by allowing young
Queenslanders to reach their potential without
having to leave their home State. Indeed, I read
of Robert Peden and his family's battle to get to
the games and take great comfort, as I am sure all
members of the House would, in the knowledge
that the QAS supported his development with
hard cash during the past three years.

All up, 30 QAS athletes competed in
Victoria and will bring home 23 gold, 13 silver and
five bronze medals. To the athletes, coaches,
officials and, most importantly, their families, I
pass on the Queensland Government's
congratulations.

MOTION OF CONDOLENCE

Moura Mine Disaster
Hon. W. K. GOSS (Logan—Premier and

Minister for Economic and Trade Development)
(10.08 a.m.), by leave, without notice: I move—

"That this House wishes to express its
deepest sympathy to the relatives and
friends of the miners who lost their lives in
the tragic accident at the Moura No. 2 mine
on 7 August 1994." 

Honourable members would no doubt be
aware of the tragedy which occurred in Moura on
the night of 7 August. The incident, in which 11
men were entombed in the No. 2 mine, was a
great loss which was felt by all Queenslanders.
The Moura tragedy and the events which
followed illustrated a great depth of community
spirit on the part of all concerned, and
engendered a profound sense of compassion
and understanding across the entire
Queensland community. The citizens of Moura,
the workmates and families of the victims,
unions, representatives of the mine
management, religious organisations and other
community groups all played a sympathetic and
practical part in helping others come to terms with
this tragedy.

Mr Speaker, the life and working conditions
of miners are among the most challenging of any
in our work force. Their work is difficult and
physically demanding in the extreme. Their
contribution to our community and our way of life
is considerable and yet their labours are
sometimes taken for granted. In recognition of
their efforts and the considerable loss
experienced by their families, the Queensland
Government has decided to donate a sum of
$100,000 to the Moura Mine Disaster Appeal.
This donation, and other amounts contributed to
the appeal, cannot make up for the loss of life
sustained in Moura, but they can help provide
some assistance and comfort for the wives and
children of those miners and ensure that they
can continue their lives with a little less financial
hardship.

The causes of this disaster will not be known
until the completion of the warden's inquiry, but
events such as this provide a sobering reminder
of the value of human life. They also represent
an opportunity for genuine bipartisan
cooperation in extending comfort and support to
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others. I would therefore like to take this
opportunity to say that the Government would
welcome the assistance of all honourable
members in supporting the public appeal for the
relatives of the victims of the Moura tragedy. I
urge all members, and indeed all
Queenslanders, to consider the plight of those
families affected by the disaster and give what
they feel they can to the appeal. Donations can
be made at any branch of the ANZ Bank. I am
sure that the people of Queensland will respond
with traditional compassion and dig deep for a
local community which has had to endure a great
deal of sorrow and hardship in recent times.

Mr BORBIDGE (Surfers Paradise—
Leader of the Opposition) (10.10 a.m.): In
seconding the motion moved by the Premier, on
behalf of the National and Liberal Parties the
Opposition joins with sadness in this expression
of condolence to the families and, indeed, to the
entire township of Moura over the recent tragedy
in that hardworking community.

In addressing this tragedy, it is impossible
not to recall that this is the second time in just a
few years that Moura has been struck by the
same form of disaster and then again, only a few
more years back, the tragedy of nearby Kianga.
So the people of this area and, most particularly,
36 families have been desperately hard hit. In
expressing condolence on behalf of the
Opposition today to the families bereaved by the
latest disaster, we extend that concern to the
families of those in earlier events for whom tragic
memories will obviously have been revived.

Coalmining has always been a perilous
activity. Since the benefits of that product were
first realised, a particular breed of men has been
going underground to get it. They work in
conditions many would find too onerous and with
a level of inherent danger many would also
reject. As a consequence of the dangers of their
work and its tough nature, mateship and
interreliance create strong bonds. Against that
background, the community's miners and their
families also tend to be very close knit, and that
characteristic stands out all the more nowadays
with the drift away from those sorts of standards
in this modern world.

Nothing much anyone can say here today
can provide any real relief to the suffering the
families of that community are again going
through; about all we can do is tell them that our
thoughts are with them and that we will all in this
place seek to ensure that the suffering they
endure is minimised. It is also a time for
Queenslanders to appreciate that there are
communities and families in this State who
willingly and bravely confront a way of life much
tougher than that which many of us enjoy. Our

thoughts are with the people of Moura, and we
share their loss.

Hon. T. McGRADY (Mount Isa— Minister
for Minerals and Energy) (10.12 a.m.): I join in this
debate by expressing my deepest sorrow to the
families and friends of the 11 men who lost their
lives in the Moura mine. An incident like this is a
tragic reminder of the dangers involved in this
industry. The brave men who work in the depths
of the earth live with the knowledge that no
matter how careful they are there is always the
risk of danger. Sadly, that risk became a reality.

The people of Moura are a mining
community, but a special type of people—a
close-knit community—and they have gone
through tragedy before. We can only pray and do
our utmost to ensure that they never have to go
through it again. The families of these men and
the people of Moura have their grieving to do,
and I express my deepest sympathies to them.
Under other circumstances, there is often the
opportunity for farewells and private grieving.
Alas, in this case that was not possible. However,
I trust that the memorial service that was held
helped the families to ease the pain of the
parting.

When the Premier, the member for Fitzroy
and I visited Moura immediately after the disaster
took place, all we could do was offer our support
and assurance that everything possible would be
done to assist in their hour of need. What stood
out over and above everything else was the total
commitment of everybody during that terrible
time. It was, quite simply, an inspiration. There
were teams of mines rescue experts ready to
help their mates trapped down below. Every one
of those men would have gone down without
hesitation. We are advised that, within hours of
the explosion, tests of air taken from the mine
showed high concentrations of noxious and
explosive gases. These posed an unacceptable
level of risk to the rescue teams standing by who
were not able to enter the mine. I commend all
those people standing by ready to be involved in
the rescue. Faced with a difficult and dangerous
situation, they acted quickly and responsibly,
ready to assist at the first opportunity.
Regretfully, that opportunity did not arrive.

I join all Queenslanders, all Australians and,
indeed, the international mining fraternity in
extending my deepest sympathies to the families
and friends of all those who lost their lives.

Mrs McCAULEY (Callide) (10.15 a.m.):
The sign on the door said, "Please do not
disturb. Shift worker asleep." There was a comic
sketch of a man asleep in bed beside it. The
sight of it made me pause; this shift worker had
gone to work night shift and he would not be
returning. He and his companions were forever
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entombed in the No. 2 underground at Moura
mine. The events of that week opened old
wounds for many people and inflicted new ones
on others. That same sense of shock and loss
and disbelief affected everyone. It will be felt for a
long time, and for the grieving families the
memories will be there forever.

Such massive tragedy brings people closer
together, and support often comes from
unexpected quarters. The memorial service was
attended by a host of dignitaries and district
residents who were united in their common aim
of paying tribute to the 11 men who had died
working the underground. At the same time,
they were acknowledging and paying tribute to
those who undertook this hazardous job all
around Australia and the world. Our Premier,
Wayne Goss, and Opposition Leader, Rob
Borbidge, were there, as were Federal Minister
David Beddall, Federal Opposition spokesman
Peter McGauran, State Mines Minister, Tony
McGrady, and State Opposition spokesman Tom
Gilmore, plus local members Paul Neville and
myself. "But what can a politician do?" I was
asked—not rudely, but simply curiously. The
answer, of course, is, "Not much, really." But the
people of that area are my constituents, and their
problems are my problems and their tragedy is
mine also. I was there to show my support for
them.

Politicians can do something at the end of
the day. We can watch closely to see that the
inquiry into the tragedy considers also the
previous 1986 disaster and the findings of the
two inquiries which were held into that accident.
We can play a watchdog role to try to ensure the
hard questions get some acceptable answers.
The inquiry must be a broad one. Now that we
know that the Davey gas lamp was not at fault,
other theories must be followed up. We will not
be satisfied by people with vested interests
promoting their own interests in this
matter—whether they be Mines Department
personnel, unionists or independent inquirers. I
will be keeping a watching brief in the months to
come, not just because it is my duty as the local
member but because it is unacceptable to have
such loss of life occurring with such regularity. It
was unacceptable the first time at Kianga, it was
unacceptable the second time at No. 4, and it is
certainly not acceptable now at No. 2.

To the families and the people of Moura,
Banana and Biloela, I offer my deepest sympathy
and support.

Mr PEARCE (Fitzroy) (10.18 a.m.): In
rising to speak to this motion of condolence, it is
with much pain in my heart that I join with
honourable members to express my sincere
sympathy to those families who lost loved ones

in the tragedy at Moura No. 2. To those people
who lost a workmate—a good friend—and the
community of Moura—my thoughts are with you.

It is appropriate that the records of this
House contain the names of those 11 miners
who lost their lives in the disaster of 7 August
1994. They were: John Robert Dullahide, 44, of
Moura; Darrell William Hogarth, 46, of Moura;
David Brian King, 24, of Banana; Geoffrey
Mazzer, 45, of Biloela; Mark Reginald Nelson, 36,
of Moura; Robert Allan Newton, 39, of Banana;
Robert Parker, 39, of Newcastle, New South
Wales, formerly of New Zealand; Christopher
Robert Ritchie, 27, of Moura; Michael Edward
Ryan, 31, of Moura; Michael Edward Shaw, 27, of
Moura; and Terry Gordon Vivian, 49, of Moura,
formerly of New Zealand.

News of another disaster in an underground
coalmine hit mineworkers and those close to the
industry like a bolt of lightning. It left men, women
and children dazed and wondering why and how
it all happened. The nation has joined all those
affected by this tragedy in mourning the loss of
11 fine Australians who were taken from us while
just simply doing their job. While there are miners
who did not know personally those who lost their
lives, the fact that they were underground miners
means that the disaster would have hit them as
hard as if they had lost a brother. 

This tragedy has once again highlighted the
hazards associated with working in an
underground coalmine—hazards that people in
the industry must be prepared to work with in the
interests of providing for their families and the
nation. As the State member representing 16
coalmines, eight of which are underground, I am
constantly in touch with the people who work
underground, their families and the communities
in which they live. Because I have experienced
personally the environment of an underground
coalmine for more than nine years, I know only
too well the risks and conditions that
underground miners face daily. Miners are a
tough breed. They are hardworking and ready to
meet the challenge of a dark, dusty and
sometimes lonely but hostile environment. 

Being part of a team in an underground
mine carries with it a powerful magic that brings
out the best in men and creates a special
camaraderie that one really has to experience to
understand. One thing that can be said about
working underground is that one either loves it or
hates it. It usually takes only a few days for
people to find out whether they can handle the
job. For those who take to it, it is a most
rewarding experience, because you become a
member of an elite group in which you learn to
rely on each other for life itself. The bond
between underground miners is similar to the
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bond that develops between soldiers while on a
tour of duty. It is a bond that lasts forever. One
develops a respect for others who have been
there, done that. 

Mr Paul Marks, the United Mineworkers'
Moura Lodge President, was spot on when he
said of underground coalminers—

"We are all brothers.
We feel for each other.
You hurt one—you hurt us all."

As miners would say, the 11 who lost their
lives were all good blokes. They were bloody
good miners, respected by their work mates,
deeply loved by their families and valued
members of the community in which they lived.
The coalfields of central Queensland are poorer
for their loss. 

I would like to pay special tribute to the men
and women who worked around the clock at the
mine, drilling, planning and preparing for the
possible rescue attempt. SIMTARS staff were on
site within hours and remained committed to the
task of monitoring the atmosphere in the mine.
The Mines Rescue Brigade members were on
stand-by on around-the-clock rosters and were
ready to go underground at a moment's notice.
For everyone, the commitment and will was
there, but unfortunately the odds were stacked
against them. 

The police were outstanding in their work
assisting families, the community and the media,
as were mine employees, who did what they
could to help, and the clergy. Ambulance and
hospital staff were also on stand-by ready to do
their bit. The community rallied as one to stand
behind the families. When one sees people
come together like that, it makes one feel proud
to be Australian. 

The history of mining disasters around the
world speaks for itself. Without doubt, the
underground coal industry is uniquely
demanding and unforgiving, and a wrong series
of decisions can have tragic consequences.
Since 1986, we have had two major mine
disasters, both at Moura. Twenty-three men have
been taken before their time. The possibility of
similar disasters at one of Queensland's
underground mines which has a much larger
work force cannot be entertained. We are
looking at a major change in underground coal
mining. It is time for us to have a look at where we
are going and ask: is our commitment to safety
increasing as our industry moves from a less
hazardous type of mining to a more hazardous
type, that is, from open cut to underground?

As a coalminer's representative in this place,
I offer these comments. Let the most recent
disaster at Moura No. 2 be a hard lesson. Let us

do the right thing in this place, the Parliament of
Queensland, for those men, their families and for
all underground workers. Let us forget the
politics and the growing pressures of budget
demands. Let us ensure that the fundamental
need to guarantee safety for our underground
workers does not become just another item
which receives an allocation of resources that
administrators and bureaucrats feel is appropriate
at the time. Let the most recent disaster at Moura
be the cornerstone of a new commitment to
maintaining and improving safety in our
coalmines. Although it is tough, let it be a lesson.
Do not let this tragic loss of life fade slowly from
our memories only to be revived when it
happens again.

Mr GILMORE (Tablelands) (10.24 a.m.): I
rise to join honourable members in expressing
my deepest sympathy to the families of those
miners lost in the Moura No. 2 mine explosion on
7 August and to the community of Moura. The
loss of a family member is always a traumatic
experience, even should the cause be known
and the event be expected. But nothing can
compare with the enormous sense of horror,
bereavement, pain and loss when a family
member is lost in inexplicable circumstances
while going about normal daily business. 

Such was the case at Moura, when 11 souls
were lost in one cataclysmic event, deep
underground. Husbands, fathers, lovers and
friends were all gone in an instant, never to be
recovered and no opportunity to say goodbye.
Such were the events which set the stage for the
moving memorial service at the Kianga Memorial
Hall in Moura when friends and colleagues, family
and community members came together to
remember and to say farewell. 

The cause of this enormous disaster will, in
all probability, never be known or understood.
We must not, however, use that as an excuse for
failure to take all steps to try to discover the likely
cause and to move positively towards the
elimination of all and any possible reasons for a
repeat event. 

Today is, however, not a time for
recrimination or judgment; it is a time to join the
families in their grief and to reassure them that
they are not alone. On behalf of the Opposition
and, I am sure, all of the members in this place, I
express deep sadness at this tragic event and
resolve to ensure that whatever can be done to
put things right and to reduce the pain and
suffering will be done.

Hon. D. J. HAMILL (Ipswich—Minister for
Transport and Minister Assisting the Premier on
Economic and Trade Development) (10.26 a.m.):
I wish to associate myself with this motion of
condolence to the families and community of
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Moura on account of the tragedy that has
occurred recently. I listened intently to the
comments of the member for Fitzroy. I think no-
one in this place is better placed to be able to
speak from the heart when it comes to knowing
the depth of feeling that must be experienced
not only by the people of Moura but also by the
mining communities around the State.

As the member for Fitzroy said, mining
communities are tight communities. They are
resilient communities but they are caring
communities. The very nature of the mining
industry, particularly the coal industry, has
generated those sorts of feelings. The inherent
dangers of underground mining are well known
to anybody who has had any association with the
industry. The tragedy that occurred in Moura is
yet another tragedy in a long list of similar
tragedies which have afflicted communities that
have mined coal not only in this State but also
around the nation and around the world. The
very dangers involved in underground mining
forge those strong community bonds and those
communities that mine coal are communities that
share their joy and share their grief. 

The Ipswich community well understands
the feelings that the people of Moura have been
going through over the past few weeks. Indeed,
the people of Ipswich share the grief of the
people of Moura. When I first heard of the
tragedy that unfolded, I could not help thinking
of the events that surrounded not only the earlier
Moura disaster but also a similar disaster that tore
at the heart of the people of Ipswich when Box
Flat exploded so many years ago. 

I remember the grief that was experienced at
that time as families awoke to find that loved
ones, brothers and fathers were no more, that
their neighbours were gone and would never
return. That is the sort of grief that is being felt in
Moura today. I hope that in some small way the
people of Moura can take comfort from the fact
that their grief is shared and that the thoughts of
other communities go out to the people of
Moura, especially to the bereaved families. 

I am sure it is the fervent wish of everyone in
this place that the long litany of mining disasters
would be no more and that the sorts of safety
improvements that have occurred in the industry
will continue so that we do not see a repeat of
the sort of tragedies that have occurred such as
that recently in Moura. I know that the Ipswich
community would also like to join in this motion of
condolence for their brothers and sisters at
Moura.

Mrs SHELDON (Caloundra—Leader of
the Liberal Party) (10.29 a.m.): In joining the
debate on this motion of condolence, I
acknowledge that the Leader of the Opposition,

Mr Borbidge, did speak on behalf of the Liberal
and National Parties, but I would certainly like to
endorse what the member for Callide said about
her constituents and their families. I would
particularly like to emphasise the effect that such
a disaster has on the woman and children of
these families. They lose the father, the husband
and indeed, in most instances, the breadwinner.
I think that we often do not fully comprehend the
effect that such a tragedy has on the families and
their future lives. 

The member for Callide also alluded to
certain inquiries and facts that they had found. I
think it is incumbent on all of us here that we
persist and ensure that the recommendations in
any reports are made public, and that they are
followed through and implemented. We must
ensure that such a disaster never occurs again
because, unfortunately, this is a repetition of
what has happened previously both in this
particular coal basin and elsewhere. The Liberal
Party, through me and with the Opposition, fully
supports the condolence motion.

Mrs BIRD (Whitsunday) (10.30 a.m.): I join
with other members of the House today in
expressing condolences to the family and
friends of the men at Moura now buried 265
metres underground. 

When the explosion occurred at 11.30 p.m.
on Sunday, 7 August in No. 2 mine at Moura, the
lives of relatives, friends and, indeed, every
person of Moura were changed forever, because
those 11 men were not just 11 miners, they were
individual people with families and friends. They
were fathers, grandfathers, brothers, uncles and
sons—just ordinary men with ordinary
responsibilities and needs making extra special
contributions to the community and, indeed, to
Queensland. 

It is ironic that it is a year almost to the day
since the mine safety competitions were held in
Collinsville. Teams from every mining community
throughout Queensland were assessed on a
number of different safety aspects. The Moura
team, with almost a perfect score, was by far the
best team. The award dinner on the Saturday
night was a fairly lively occasion. As the night
wore on and the champion's cup was filled,
refilled and passed around for the umpteenth
time, the men, comforted by the fact that they
were in a room wholly made up of miners and one
outsider, me, spoke freely. They talked about all
the things that the Leader of the Opposition, the
Premier and the Minister spoke about here
today. They talked about mates, friendships and
camaraderie. They talked about their teams.
They talked about the relationship of families with
families. However, most of all they talked about
the unique bond that unites them in a way that
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outsiders cannot understand. That bond is the
desperate need to have confidence in each
other; to know that should a miner want him, the
bloke next to him is right there. 

It would be easy to dismiss the whole
evening as alcohol-induced rhetoric. The whole
world knows what we know—that it is all a reality.
We could not have known on that night that all
the training, rehearsals and safety rituals, the
instinct that has developed with the mine safety
programs, was the very thing on that night of 7
August that led a full team of miners to safety. We
also could not have envisaged that, two
kilometres away, all the training and the instinct
was no match for the fickle forces of nature. 

The ripples from this tragedy have spread
throughout this country. The miners of
Collinsville have asked that this short letter be
recorded in Hansard. It states—

"On behalf of the Collinsville Lodge, I
wish to convey our deepest sympathy and
condolences to the families of those Miners
who so tragically lost their lives at the Moura
Mine.

We know there is nothing that can
lessen the pain or compensate these
families for the loss of their loved ones, but
Union and community support can help
them through their grief.

This tragedy shows to all Australians,
yet again, the daily dangers we Coal Miners
face every day of our working lives and why
Coal Miners in particular might be seen in
peoples eyes as being radical and militant.

Coal Miners and their communities
know that they have to have strong trade
union support to support to protect their
interests at all times."

It is signed by Michael Brunker, Collinsville
Lodge, the United Mineworkers Federation of
Australia. 

I was also asked to include in Hansard the
names of the death toll from the disaster. I am
indebted to the member for Fitzroy for doing
that. 

Father Don White has said that the people
of Moura are entitled to privacy; that they are
entitled to space in which to grieve, and I agree
wholeheartedly. However, it is important that
they know that we as politicians have not
deserted them. They should also be assured by
us that answers will be found for the multitude of
questions that are almost certainly filling their
minds. 

Motion agreed to, honourable members
standing in silence.

PARLIAMENTARY CRIMINAL JUSTICE
COMMITTEE

Reports

Mr DAVIES (Mundingburra) (10.36 a.m.): I
lay upon the table of the House the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee's
report No. 23B, Review of the Criminal Justice
Commission's Report on Police Powers in
Queensland Volumes I-III Part B—Comment,
Analysis and Recommendations, which was
printed under the provisions of the Parliamentary
Papers Act 1992 pursuant to a resolution of the
committee made on 2 August 1994. 

I further lay upon the table of the House
pursuant to section 4.7 (4) of the Police Service
Administration Act 1990 the report of the
Commissioner of the Police Service, being a
certified copy of the register of all reports and
recommendations made to the Minister for
Police, the Honourable Paul Braddy, MLA, under
section 4.6 (1) (a) and all directions given in
writing to the commissioner under section 4.6 (2)
of the said Act and the report of the Chairman of
the Criminal Justice Commission, Mr R. S.
O'Regan, QC. 

I also lay upon the table of the House
Volumes I and II of the submissions to the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee on the
three-yearly review of the Criminal Justice
Commission. The submissions were published
pursuant to the provisions of the Parliamentary
Papers Act 1992 and a resolution of the
committee on 12 August 1994. The submissions
were published by the committee prior to the
public hearings conducted on 22 and 23 August
1994 in order to encourage and enhance the
level of debate. It is the committee's intention to
table later this week the minutes of evidence
taken at the public hearings held on 22 and 23
August 1994.

QUESTIONS UPON NOTICE

1 .  Titles Office, Telephone System
Mr SANTORO asked the Minister for

Lands—

"With reference to the telephone
advisory service in the Land Titles Office—

(1) Why did he and his department not
know that the Eriksson telephone
system was not compatible with the
PABX system?

(2) What was the cost and type of the new
telephone systems installed to
overcome difficulties with the previous
system?"
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Mr MACKENROTH: On behalf of the
Minister for Lands, I table the answer and seek
leave to have it incorporated in Hansard.
Leave granted

(1) The Eriksson system purchased in
September 1993 was recommended by
experts in the telecommunications field.
The Department, quite appropriately, relied
upon their recommendation.

(2) The new system is known as the Spectrum
system. The cost of Spectrum for
installation was $9,938. This cost was
offset by the proceeds of the sale of the
Eriksson system, which yielded $7,500.

2. Proposed Airport Tollway
Mr SANTORO asked the Minister for

Transport and Minister Assisting the Premier on
Economic and Trade Development—

"With reference to the reports he
tabled in the Parliament on 3 August 1994
and to his claims that all the information
about his proposed tollroads and freeways
for Brisbane are in these reports and in view
of the absence of details in these reports
about the proposed airport tollway through
the northern suburbs of Brisbane—

Will he make available to myself and my
constituents all of the departmental studies
and justifications in relation to the proposed
tollway?"

Mr HAMILL: As the member for Clayfield
would be aware, Cabinet is yet to consider the
issue of a proposed airport motorway.
Nevertheless, both the Premier and I have
repeatedly given firm commitments to full and
informed community consultation as an integral
part of any decision-making process in relation to
any such proposal.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
 Public Hospital System

Mr BORBIDGE: In directing a question to
the Minister for Health, I refer to the recent
shutdown of all elective surgery at the PA
Hospital for one week. I now table a memo
showing that from mid-August three out of 13
operating theatres at that hospital are now closed
indefinitely on a rotational basis because of
resignations. I ask: how does the Minister intend
to stem the flood of health professionals
deserting his disastrous mismanagement of the
health system, and will he take immediate action
to reopen these theatres?

Mr HAYWARD: I thank the honourable
member for the question. As everybody knows,

the PA Hospital is a busy hospital treating a
variety of cases—accident and emergency, semi-
urgent and elective. It has been decided that,
rather than postponing low-priority elective
surgery at short notice, which would cause
inconvenience to people, it would be better to
ensure that such patients were not admitted over
the next three weeks. This raises the whole
issue of the management of hospitals that have a
mix of elective surgery and emergency cases.

Mr Borbidge: Why are the 13 closed
indefinitely?

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the
Opposition!

Mr HAYWARD: Just let me answer the
question. So what has occurred? Basically, a
number of things. The first issue is simply that
there has been great difficulty in recruiting
nursing staff in some areas of the hospital,
particularly in the areas that require more
complex knowledge. During the winter period,
there has been a significant increase in the
number of nurses and other staff on sick leave.
So what has the hospital done about that? Firstly,
it has initiated an enhanced recruiting campaign.
It has gone out within Queensland and interstate
to seek suitably qualified nursing staff. The
hospital has also established a preadmission
clinic together with an admission and discharge
lounge. The purpose of that is to enable a more
efficient use of surgical beds within the hospital.
In simple terms, additional medical staff are being
recruited into specific areas directed at improving
the discharge management of medical patients. 

But what else can be done? For instance,
the year before last I proposed that the QE II
Hospital should become predominantly a
hospital dealing with elective surgery. The
purpose of that is to ensure that people are able
to be treated for elective surgery with some
certainty. That was opposed strenuously by
members opposite. They resisted; they
complained about it and they did whatever they
could to frustrate it. But it is quite clear now,
through the integration of the QE II and the PA
Hospital, that through the reduction in
administration that will allow for a 10 per cent to a
15 per cent increase in throughput of elective
surgery in the Brisbane south region. 

Another area that needs to be dealt
with—and I am working as hard as I can to do
this—is the use of specifically allocated
Commonwealth money to treat in private
hospitals public patients who require elective
surgery. Again, that has been opposed
strenuously by members opposite for no
apparent good reason except to somehow try to
protect their doctor mates. 
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Mr Horan interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I warn the member
for Toowoomba South under Standing Order
123A. The member will cease interjecting.

Mr HAYWARD: The strategies are in place
to deal with those issues. Also, as everybody
knows, there has been a commitment by the
Government to spend $1.5 billion over the next
10 years to rebuild and re-equip Queensland's
public hospitals. In saying that, Mr Speaker, you
have to recognise what has happened at
hospitals such as PA over the past 30 years.
Nothing was done. Simply nothing was done. In
a planned and proper way, money needs to be
set aside to ensure that hospitals such as the PA
can be rebuilt and redeveloped into hospitals
that people would expect to be able to provide
services in the latter part of the twentieth
century.
Monitoring of Telephone Calls of Public

Servants

Mr BORBIDGE: In directing a question to
the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General, I
refer to the monitoring of telephone calls of a
public servant in the Office of State Revenue
and action against that public servant on the
basis that he allegedly called my office. I now ask:
as the Minister responsible for whistleblower
legislation, what action does he intend to take
and will he launch an investigation into the
monitoring of telephone calls made by public
servants? 

Mr WELLS: I am not familiar with the facts
of the case to which the Opposition is referring. I
am not aware of the fact that there was any such
whistleblower in existence. If the honourable
member would be——

Mr Borbidge: So you're monitoring all
public service phone calls?

Mr WELLS: If the honourable member is
interested in the extent of monitoring of public
service phone calls or anybody else's phone
calls, he should know that the listening devices
attached to telephones can only be attached
with the consent of a Supreme Court judge, and
that there are no such things as——

Mr Borbidge: Your colleagues are calling
up details.

Mr WELLS: I am sure that the honourable
member would be interested in getting further
information on the subject. I am happy to check it
out. I have not heard about the case to which he
is referring. There is no reason why I should have
heard about the case. I am surprised that the
honourable member is not asking questions
about the Criminal Code, but his agenda is his
agenda.

Amendment of Criminal Code

Mr PITT: In directing a question to the
Minister for Justice and Attorney-General, I refer
him to criticisms of the new Criminal Code and its
tougher penalties for crimes—a welcome
response to community concern. Can the
Attorney-General put these changes into
context and indicate whether or not the criticism
is justified?

Mr WELLS: The context in which the
Criminal Code is being reviewed is the context of
its not having been reviewed during the 32 years
of the former National Party Government. What
we have is a Criminal Code which is out of date
and cumbersome, a Criminal Code which is
above all weak in terms of the penalties that it
provides. That weakness is entirely due to the
fact that there was no routine maintenance of the
sort that we would have expected from a
Government that was in office for so long,
especially from a Government which while it was
in office cynically and hypocritically beat the law
and order drum. Yet that Government had in its
Criminal Code offences such as "going abroad at
night with one's face blackened wearing
slippers", for which the former Government was
advertising that it was prepared to prosecute. Yet
the former Government did nothing whatsoever
about an offence for computer crime. 

Its Criminal Code was completely out of
date. Yet the Criminal Code is the simplest,
clearest and most important message that can be
sent to the courts about the attitude of society to
crime. The respects in which the Opposition's
Criminal Code was weak included the area of
breaking and entering. There was a mere seven
years maximum for breaking and entering. It had
no provisions for organised crime. It had no clarity
as to the defences that could be undertaken in
respect of property. People were uncertain and
unclear as to what they could do in defence of
their own property. There were no provisions in
the National Party's Criminal Code for the
protection of the elderly. There were unclear,
inadequate and out-of-date provisions regarding
sexual offences against women. There were
weak provisions relating to vandalism. It is no
wonder that some people in the community have
been concerned about the levels of penalties
that have been handed out by the courts given
that the honourable members opposite did not
do what they know that they ought to have done.

Mr Veivers interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I warn the member
for Southport under Standing Order 123A for
interjecting.
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Mr WELLS: What were they doing when
they——

Mr FitzGerald: You are not debating, are
you?

Mr WELLS: What is their current attitude
to law and order? Their current attitude is to invite
as guest speaker to the Liberal Party's State
conference none other than Terry O'Gorman.
We have the Liberal Party/Civil Liberties axis on
the other side of the House. That is the policy
line that we are getting from the other side of the
House.

Mr FitzGerald: You're debating.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I warn the member
for Lockyer under Standing Order 123A.

Mr WELLS: The context is what I was
asked about. It is not surprising that honourable
members opposite do not like what I have to say,
because the context is 32 years of neglect by
the Opposition of these important law and order
issues. It has taken the Goss Labor Government
to address the accumulated debris of its
negligence, canting and hypocrisy.

 Small-Business Sector

Mr PITT: I direct a question to the Minister
for Business, Industry and Regional
Development. Given recent indications that the
nation's economic recovery is consolidating, I
ask: can the Minister outline to the House how
the important small-business sector in
Queensland is positioned to take advantage of
this situation?

Mr ELDER:  I bring to the attention of the
House the recent publication titled The State of
Small Business. That report was prepared by the
Queensland Small Business Corporation to
provide the Government with some firm
information on small business generally.
Throughout the eighties, the previous
Government talked a lot about small business but
did very little about it. In fact, there were no
publications of the type to which I referred or of
any other type on which the previous
Government could base policy development.
That position has changed. Publications such as
that to which I referred and others have now filled
that gap. 

Effectively, the report shows that small
business in Queensland is on the way up.
Certainly, it suffered through the recession.
However, through the 1990s, under the
stewardship of this Government, small business
has grown by a staggering 21.5 per cent. That is
four times the national average. The rate of
growth throughout the rest of Australia was 5.8

per cent. In raw terms, from 1989 to 1993, there
has been an approximate increase of 25 500
small businesses in this State, from 118 000 to
143 300. Queensland now has 18.7 per cent of
all small businesses in Australia, compared with
17.6 per cent of population. 

Opposition members interjected. 

Mr ELDER: I hear members opposite
talking. They do not want to hear this. It irks them
to know that a constituency that they took for
granted for so long has thrived under the
stewardship of this Government. 

The major contributor to that growth has
been the construction industry, with which many
Government members, including me, have had
an association for many years. Interestingly, that
industry is now dominated by small businesses.
In the vicinity of 85 per cent of all businesses in
the construction industry are now small
businesses. In the last four years, that sector has
grown by 40 per cent. I inform the House that
other sectors of small business that are growing
very well and very quickly include the mining
sector, the manufacturing sector, wholesale and
retail and business services. Of course, all of
those sectors gain from the population growth
occurring in Queensland. There appears to be
no sign of abatement of that population growth
from interstate and overseas. 

That is the long-term trend. I wish to draw to
the attention of the House the short-term view. I
refer to today's quarterly Kelly national hiring
intentions survey. The Minister for Tourism will
be delighted with that survey, because it shows
that the tourism industry in Queensland is
buoyant, with 27 per cent of all Queensland
hirings coming from the hospitality industry in the
next quarter. Additionally, over one-third of
companies—that is, 36.5 per cent—now expect
to put on staff. That is a well-regarded survey of
2 000 companies. It reinforces——

Mr Johnson interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for

Gregory!

Mr ELDER: As I said earlier, my comments
irk members opposite. The small-business sector
is a constituency that they took for granted
during the time that they were in Government. 

The survey to which I referred reinforces my
comments about small business in Queensland.
In this State, growth will emanate from the small-
business sector, which is contrary to the national
trend of growth occurring in medium and large
industries. That is a ringing endorsement of the
Queensland Government's policies on small
business and its stewardship of the economy.



30 August 1994 8940 Legislative Assembly

Resignation of Minister for Education
Mrs SHELDON: I ask the Premier: will he

confirm that Education Minister Pat Comben will
actually leave the Cabinet at Christmas this year
and that the Premier will then be forced to
conduct a Cabinet reshuffle before the next
election, despite his claims to the contrary?

Mr W. K. GOSS: I have managed to
organise the affairs of Cabinet and the comings
and goings of Ministers reasonably well up to the
present time. I am appreciative of advice from any
quarter, although I point out that the member
does not have any experience in these matters,
and she is not likely to gain any experience in
them. 

In relation to the ministry—Ministers will
continue while they continue to have my support
and the support of the caucus. In relation to
those Ministers who have indicated their
intention to retire at the next election—they
continue to play a valuable and worthwhile role.
While they feel they can do that, they will
continue to have my support. 

Public Hospital System
Mrs SHELDON: It looks like he is going at

Christmas! In directing a question to the Minister
for Health, I refer him to the breakdown in the
public health system, which has led to industrial
action by staff at the Princess Alexandra, Royal
Brisbane, Royal Women's and Royal Children's
Hospitals in the last three weeks. I also draw the
Minister's attention to the threat of widespread
industrial action starting at the Princess
Alexandra Hospital on Thursday, 1 September,
and I ask: what number of patients does the
Minister believe is acceptable to die on waiting
lists, and how long does the Minister believe it is
acceptable for patients to be left lying in their
own faeces and vomit because of a lack of staff
and resources in Queensland's public hospitals?

Mr HAYWARD: I do not believe it is at all
acceptable for people to be left lying in their own
faeces and vomit. I am aware—although I never
saw the article—that there was some assertion in
the media with regard to certain issues being
raised at a stop-work meeting at the Royal
Brisbane Hospital. I believe that the issues raised
included patients lying in soiled beds, patients
dying alone and relatives needing to be present
at all times to ensure that patients were fed if they
required such assistance. Allegedly, that was the
norm across the whole of the public sector
hospitals. Those allegations are simply not
supported by hard evidence. When I inquired of
the director-general to find out whether such
incidents occurred at the Royal Brisbane

Hospital, those allegations were refuted
categorically. 

A review of the official complaints register
reveals that there has been only one complaint in
the last year of a patient's hygiene not being
attended to properly. That complaint originated
from Ward 8D West and related to a patient who
fell, fracturing a hip. Hospitals such as the Royal
Brisbane and any other public or private hospital
in Queensland—and I am sure that I could say "in
Australia", but let us concentrate on
Queensland—treat these issues very seriously.
The staff work hard and diligently to ensure that
such incidents do not occur. If they do occur, the
results are rectified as quickly as possible and
action taken to ensure they are minimised. 

What does the Royal Brisbane Hospital do
about such incidents? It has established a quality
management group. That group does not
believe that patients lying in soiled beds for any
length of time is a problem across that institution.
As I have said before, that assertion is supported
by a review of the patient satisfaction surveys. As
always occurs within any hospital, there are
isolated and unusual instances of patients'
needs not being met as promptly as they would
like. However, very clearly, the available
evidence—and that evidence was forwarded to
me after I requested it from the Director-General
of Health in Queensland—is that this is a rare
occurrence, and that the vast majority of patients'
needs are attended to promptly.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The time for
questions has now expired.

MATTERS OF PUBLIC INTEREST

Queensland Industry Development
Corporation

Mr LINGARD (Beaudesert—Deputy
Leader of the Opposition) (11 a.m.): Today, I
bring before the House serious allegations about
the exploitation of the debt situation of
droughted primary producers by the State
Government bank, the QIDC, and individuals
within that bank. These are not only appalling
cases of exploitation, but also of intimidation,
harassment and persecution. What is alarming to
me is that these cases are by no means isolated
incidents. The extensive nature of the
complaints, with not just one case substantiating
the claims of the last, but several, leads me to
conclude that this Government is turning a blind
eye while reaping profits through the QIDC. The
recurring theme of allegations brought to me is
that of collusion between senior QIDC personnel
and private sector stock and station agents or
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brokers to manipulate and capitalise on the debt
situation of droughted producers.

Mr JOHNSON:  I rise to a point of order. I
think this is a very important issue that the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition is raising. The
noise in the Chamber——

Mr SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr LINGARD: There are numerous
people within the QIDC who have held senior
positions in private firms before moving into the
QIDC. It appears that some of these people have
retained strong links with the private sector
companies they once worked for. QIDC staff and
private stock agents are able to access and share
confidential financial information about their
clients and use that information to the advantage
of their respective organisations. Armed with an
intimate knowledge of the financial position of
their clients, I believe they have conspired to
strangle cash flows and subsequently call in and
write off the debts of producers in order to
capitalise on taxation benefits. To meet capital
adequacy requirements, it is easier, indeed in
some instances more beneficial, for banks to
take a loss by selling up a farmer and gearing up
the proceeds than it is to renegotiate a debt.

The role of the QIDC both as a commercial
financier and an administrator of the Rural
Adjustment Scheme results in a substantial
conflict of interest that encourages the sort of
parasitic practices that have been going on. The
broad guidelines for the Rural Adjustment
Scheme allow individuals within QIDC to
manipulate and apply entitlements with a good
deal of discretion. The loose eligibility rules are
such that they stop or deter primary producers
from challenging the validity of actions taken by
lenders. Some of the actions and interpretations
taken by lenders are highly questionable and
producers have been threatened either with
losing RAS re-establishment grants or with
liability for the full amount of interest arrears if
they speak out about the actions of the QIDC.
Such threats are being used as leverage to
ensure that primary producers abide by the
decisions of the QIDC and toe the line.

I will quote a typical example from a letter
signed by Brian Blackmore, legal administration
officer at the QIDC.

The letter states—
"Following the sale of the client's

property the corporation will provide them
with an undertaking that it will take no further
action in respect of the residual debt
provided:

They co-operate with the corporation
throughout in taking their property to
auction and effecting a sale thereof: . . . and

the undertaking provided by the corporation
remains confidential between the
corporation and (the client).
The matters referred to . . . shall be
determined at the sole discretion of the
corporation."

Claims of harassment and denial of natural justice
are numerous in cases in which families have
been deemed to be "non-cooperative"— I
emphasise "non-cooperative"—by subjecting
themselves to unreasonable criteria which
includes their orderly exit from the industry
against their will.

There is considerable fear in the rural
community of reprisals for speaking out as there
have been some cases where this has occurred
and the QIDC has persecuted or prosecuted the
individuals involved. This technically legitimate
rorting of the system by a corporatised
Government body set up to serve primary
industries is unacceptable and inexcusable. It is
also intolerable that such ruthless activities are
taking place under the nose of the State
Government, with the Government looking the
other way.

The allegations central to this whole mess
are extremely serious and I believe that they
warrant further independent public investigation
under a mechanism that encourages people to
tell their stories without prejudice by the QIDC. 

The specific case I bring before the House
today is that of the Kelly family from Charleville.
The Kellys, in common with many wool growers
in the late 1980s, were induced by their lender,
the QIDC, to invest in their business either
through expansion or improvement. The mood
of the times was to get big or get out. The QIDC
and other commercial lenders embarked on a
lending frenzy encouraged by the deregulation
of the banking sector, and supported by buoyant
commodities prices and an optimistic market
outlook. Against their better judgment, the
Kellys purchased the property adjoining theirs
with a 100 per cent loan from the QIDC at a cost
of around $65,000 per annum. They had
previously leased the same property at a cost of
$20,000 per annum. As is the norm, the lender,
QIDC, held registered securities in the form of a
first mortgage over the properties, a stock
mortgage over the stock and also a lien over the
wool clip. In addition to this debt, the Kellys also
had an unsecured debt with their stock agent,
Elders. Many primary producers use their stock
agent or wool broking firm for day-to-day running
expenses, virtually like a bank overdraft. 

In another virtually identical case to that of
the Kellys—I will call it case B—overdraft debts to
the brokers also accumulated in the normal
course of day-to-day running of the property. In
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case B, unknown to the producer, the broker
requested the QIDC to cede priority over the
stock mortgage to the limit of their liability, which
stood at around $50,000. These events
occurred at a time when producers with the QIDC
were able to meet their financial commitments
with few problems until the bottom fell out of the
wool price. The QIDC, realising the extent of their
exposure, began to tighten the screws. 

The collapse of the wool floor price resulted
in plummeting farm incomes and profits, which
were then further soured by the Keating
engineered interest rates of up to 24 per cent.
Many producers were paying up to 35 per cent in
penalty interest on arrears. The drought meant
the final nail in the coffin for many. Cash flows
dried up altogether. Debts ballooned, and in
some cases more than doubled. Equity
diminished to impossible and in many instances
non-viable levels and commodity prices
continued their downward slump. This is when
the QIDC began to get nasty.

Pressure sales were ordered by the QIDC to
service debts, and in the case of the Kellys, wool
and cattle were sold using Elders as the agent.
Elders then froze the proceeds of the sales
against accumulated debts and refused to
release the funds to the Kellys to service their
debt with the QIDC. The amount frozen by
Elders was $170,000, but other cases reveal that
in excess of $1m has been frozen. This was
despite the frozen funds being in excess of the
debt owed to the brokers, and despite the fact
that the funds were secured either by registered
stock mortgage or wool lien to the QIDC. Notices
of default and demand were served on the Kelly
family by the QIDC, yet the corporation resolutely
refused to seek payment from Elders as was their
legal entitlement under their registered
securities over stock and wool. The freezing of
cash by Elders took place to the full knowledge
of and, it is alleged, in collusion with the QIDC.
Many farmers contend that this is a deliberate
strategy to starve people off their land. 

All attempts by the Kellys to renegotiate the
QIDC loan with Ron Armstrong, who was in
charge of QIDC loans at that time, met with a brick
wall. Mr Armstrong is alleged to have commented
to the family that, "It doesn't matter if we take 20c
an acre from someone else, you've got to go."
That comment alone sums up the QIDC's whole
disgraceful approach and attitude to the rural
sector. It was at this point that the Kellys
discovered Ron Armstrong had a 25 per cent
interest in the stock agency Watkins and Co,
which handled some pressure sales of stock on
their behalf and valued the two properties prior to
auction. The Kellys claim that Mr Armstrong used
his position within the QIDC to pressure
producers into selling stock or to value their

properties for auction. In each case he either
recommended farmers to Watkins and Co, a
company in which he had an undisclosed
interest, or employees of that company
mysteriously turned up on their doorsteps, fully
apprised of the farmer's situation and offering
their services. Mr Armstrong continued in his
senior capacity at the QIDC for at least 18 months
without declaring his interest in Watkins and Co.

In a statement released two weeks ago,
QIDC said that Mr Armstrong's conflict of interest
was disclosed to them on 22 April 1994, and that
the matter was referred to the CJC. According to
the statement, the CJC had no further interest in
the matter provided the shareholding in Watkins
was disposed of. 

Time expired. 

Barron River Election Candidates

Dr CLARK (Barron River) (11.10 a.m.):
Yesterday, in Cairns, any pretence of coalition
unity was finally and convincingly destroyed.
Agreement on three-cornered contests has
always been the real test of the coalition
agreement—hailed by Rob Borbidge as
amalgamation without the "A". Now we know that
Rob Borbidge also spells "amalgamation" without
the "L". Yesterday, the leader of the coalition was
in Cairns to select a National Party candidate to
contest my seat of Barron River.

It is also abundantly clear—and confirms
what was always known—that "unity" is certainly
never spelt with an "L". The Liberals will now
have to resign themselves to their junior position
in the coalition or else tear up the coalition
agreement, declare war on the Nationals and
stand their own candidate in Barron River.

Arrogance—the hallmark of the
Nationals—was written all over Rob Borbidge's
pre-emptive strike. The Nationals had obviously
decided that the time for talking or drawing lines
in the sand was finished and they were going to
assert their right to run candidates wherever they
chose—just as they did last month when they
announced a candidate in Albert, despite the
Liberals' desire to run there, too. Presumably,
Rob Borbidge will be visiting Redlands next to
select a National Party candidate—if he has not
already—just to let the Liberals know who is really
in charge.

The fact is that the Nationals have no
intention of agreeing to any arrangement that will
allow the Liberals a chance to become equal
coalition partners. It is the same old arrogant,
dominating National Party that the Liberals
walked out on in 1983. The question—and the
only question—is whether the Liberals will stand
up for themselves this time.
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Mr Livingstone: They never have in the
past.

Dr CLARK: No, they never have in the
past. It is a question of whether Joan Sheldon will
tell Rob Borbidge that she is filing for divorce. I
doubt it. She will just return the Liberals to their
traditional subservient role of propping up the
National Party dominated coalition. It really will be
a test for Joan Sheldon. It will be a test of her
resolve and strength in the face of the National
Party male-dominated coalition.

The last time the Nationals trampled all over
the Liberals this badly, the Liberals tore up the
coalition agreement. This time there is no need
to rip it up; it is already in tatters, and a
three-cornered contest in Barron River is now
inevitable, because the Liberals are convinced
that they will out-poll the Nationals in Barron
River. The Liberal Party's crime—in the eyes of
the National Party—is simply to stand up for its
supporters, whose numbers have been growing
since 1989.

Mr Livingstone interjected. 
Dr CLARK: Exactly. We certainly will. On

talkback radio in Cairns yesterday, Rob Borbidge
defended his decision to run a candidate in
Barron River. He claimed that the National Party
out-polled the Liberals by 5 per cent in the 1992
election. In fact, the difference was only 2.8 per
cent—a mere 525 votes out of approximately
18 000. The Liberals are furious with the
Nationals; they want to run in Barron River
because they increased their vote from 13.1 per
cent in 1989 to 21 per cent in 1992. The National
vote collapsed during that period by a
corresponding 8 per cent.

Even more galling for the Liberals is the fact
that their own recent polling in Barron River
suggested that Liberal support is growing in
comparison to the National Party's vote, which is
in decline. It also showed that the coalition would
actually have had a better chance of winning
Barron River if it would field just a Liberal
candidate. The Leader of the Opposition just
dismissed that poll as not worth the paper it was
written on. Maybe that is something upon which I
agree with him.

It is obvious that the rift between the
Nationals and the Liberals is so deep that the
Nationals would rather lose Barron River than let
the Liberals win it. They both know that a three-
cornered contest will advantage the ALP, but
their divisions are too deep and their differences
just too great to be resolved, even in the
interests of gaining Government. This is the kind
of internal brawling that kept Labor in Opposition
for so long and which marks the coalition as
totally unfit for Government in Queensland.

Mr Stephan interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I warn the member

for Gympie under Standing Order 123A.

Dr CLARK: Assuming that there is a three-
cornered contest and it does occur in Barron
River, what of the candidates? The Liberals have
a problem there, too. They claim to have four
high-profile people interested in running, but
one of the first people they
approached—Mulgrave Shire Councillor Ken
Gibbs—is actually a life member of the National
Party and keen to run himself. As one can
imagine, key members of the Liberal Party in
Barron River were not too impressed by the
thought of Ken Gibbs as the Liberal candidate
and actually said that they would rather vote for
me than a National Party stooge.

Mr Beattie: Hear, hear!

Dr CLARK: Absolutely. That would be a
good decision. I understand that another
potential candidate is Lyn Warwick, regional
manager of the Heart Foundation in Cairns. But
she could be rather busy because she could be
helping to raise half a million dollars for a new
complex that the Heart Foundation wants to
build. Besides that, I have heard that she rather
enjoys a good time, and that is not too consistent
with the hard slog of campaigning.

As for the Nationals—they have a different
kind of problem in the form of a preselection
brawl. Councillor Ron Crew, the unsuccessful
1992 candidate, also wants to have another try,
despite claiming on television that if elected to
council in March he would stay in local
government. I believe that is where he definitely
should stay, because that is the appropriate level
at which he should operate.

Both the Nationals and Liberals agree on
one thing: they do claim that Barron River is
vulnerable. Sure, it is a marginal seat; but how
likely is it that it will really fall to the coalition? Let
me remind the coalition that the total
conservative primary vote did not increase at all
between 1989 and 1992; it was only the relative
strength of the Nationals and Liberals vote that
changed. Look at the Electoral Commission
results. They still got only 45 per cent of the
vote. It is true that my primary vote did decrease,
but that was because my vote went to the
Marihuana and Green Parties, and it was the
preferences from those minor parties that I
acknowledge got me across the line in 1992. But
I won Barron River with 54.1 per cent of the
two-party preferred vote.

The Liberal Party polling considered the
scenario of a three-cornered contest. In fact, the
Green Party and other minor parties and
Independents will almost certainly stand again at
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the 1995 election, and their preferences will be
crucial.

I am more than happy to put my personal
record on the environment and that of the ALP
up against the coalition any day. I am not
bothered at all by the Green Party's attempts to
do preference deals with the National Party,
because the kind of people who vote for the
Greens will not be dictated to by Drew Hutton in
Brisbane or Colin Hunt in Cairns. The people will
make up their own minds. While they might not
like particular individual decisions of this
Government like the Sky Rail—and I
acknowledge that—the Greens know that
replacing me with a Liberal or National Party
member in Barron River will be a backward step
for the environment.

Mr Livingstone interjected. 
Dr CLARK: It said so, which just shows

what the Greens are really about. On the
performance of the Nationals to date, I am not
even sure they know what the issues are in
Barron River. Yesterday, Rob Borbidge resorted
to personal abuse, calling me a "talking, walking
cot case". I would have thought that, when one's
approval rating never gets above 15 per cent, it is
a little risky calling other people cot cases. But
that is the style and language that we have come
to expect from the leader of the coalition.

As I said in response to that on TV, I do not
intend to get into the gutter and resort to
mud-slinging, because I am too busy working for
my constituents and the things that really matter,
such as supporting small business, providing a
school site and ambulance station in Kuranda,
developing community services for the
expanding urban areas in my electorate,
reducing the crime rate, improving public
transport, and encouraging balanced
development that creates jobs while protecting
the environment. As the Cairns Post editorial
said of coalition plans to take my seat of Barron
River—

"Sitting member Dr Lesley Clark has
worked her electorate well and will be no
pushover."

I suggest that the coalition takes heed of that
warning, but actually I would prefer that it kept up
the public brawling and showed the people of
Cairns where its real interests lie: in power plays
and backstabbing.

Settling the coalition crisis was a test of Rob
Borbidge's leadership. He has had some nine
attempts to find a solution to end three-cornered
contests. It is clearly a test of leadership that he
has failed. But the tragedy for the Nationals is
that they have no alternative; they are stuck with
"Mr 12 per cent" whether they like it or not. The

people of Queensland obviously do not like it,
and I believe that they will make their feelings
abundantly clear next year when they re-elect
the Goss Labor Government and the member for
Barron River.

Speech Language Pathology Services,
Noosa Electorate

Mr DAVIDSON (Noosa) (11.19 a.m.): It
gives me no joy to stand in this House today and
participate in this debate. It is a sad, sad day for
the Labor Party—especially the Left Wing of the
Labor Party, those people who see themselves
as the providers of social justice and equity in the
Goss Government. The Socialist Left has had the
heart torn out of it by Wayne Goss, Bob Gibbs
and the Labor Party machine who have split them
down the middle. We have the Maclean Left, the
Gibbs Left and in time, I believe, there will be
none left as they all seek the power of another
faction to deliver them to the front bench of this
Government. In my time in this House I have
been absolutely appalled at the lack of
representation by the Left Wing of the Goss
Labor Government of those disadvantaged,
underprivileged and forgotten people that the
Left supposedly represents. 

Today, I want to focus on the disgraceful
situation of the speech therapists in State
schools in my electorate. "Justice" and "equity"
were fashionable words when this Government
came to power, but I assure the House that on
the Sunshine Coast justice and equity are not
being delivered to students with speech
language problems in our primary schools. In
1991, this Government actually reduced by 10
hours per week the servicing by speech
language pathologists to primary schools in my
electorate. For so long I have had to sit in this
House and listen to the ramblings about how
much better things are since this Government
came to power. 

Most Ministers in this Government blame
poor representation by conservative members as
an excuse for non-delivery of services and
facilities in their electorates. Here is an example
in which the previous Labor member who, I think,
went to the Labor love-in at Twin Waters last
week and explained the pain of losing the last
election——

Mr Stephan: Have you heard from him
lately?

Mr DAVIDSON: No. He did announce last
week that he will not stand because he cannot
win. Here is an example in which the previous
Labor member for my seat—a member of the
Goss Government—allowed the Minister for
Education to reduce by more than 10 hours per
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week the working time of speech language
pathologists in State schools in my electorate.
When Mr Barber was the member, the time of
speech language pathologists was reduced by
10 hours per week to the primary schools in my
electorate. 

I will now bring to the attention of this House
the real situation regarding speech therapy in my
electorate. In a 1992 paper Jenny Blum-Harasty
from Cumberland College, which is a training
college for speech therapists, stated that from 4
per cent to 14 per cent of the population has a
communication disorder and that 3 per cent will
suffer severe difficulties. Three per cent will
suffer badly enough to have a serious impact on
their reading, writing and numeracy skills.
Another 4 per cent will suffer disorders that will
affect their literacy and numeracy skills, their
school success and their peer interaction and
promote behavioural problems. 

In the case of the 6 per cent of primary
school students who suffer fairly severe
communication disorders, speech therapy on a
one-to-one basis is highly desirable. This is
particularly important when teaching parents to
assist in their children's therapy at home
between consultations. At present, due to the
limited hours available only group therapy is
possible for these students and early
intervention is deferred, resulting in more severe
problems later in their school life. 

A study by Louis Rosetti, a specialist in early
intervention, concludes that for every dollar
spent to treat a child in the preschool years it
costs $6 to treat the same child in primary school.
There are five primary schools in my electorate
with approximately 4 000 students enrolled. On
Jenny Blum-Harasty's own figures this identifies
400 students with significant communication
problems. 

The Goss Government's own
Anti-Discrimination Act 1991 states quite clearly
that there is legal redress for any person or
groups of people who experience discrimination
on any grounds made unlawful by that Act.
Impairment is one such ground and includes
physical, intellectual and sensory impairments.
The Goss Government's Disability Services Act,
which was passed in 1992, relates to the
provision of services to people with disabilities.
Section 5 of that Act states—

"This Act applies to a person with a
disability that is attributable to an intellectual,
psychiatric, cognitive or neurological,
sensory or physical impairment or a
combination of impairments that results in a
substantial reduction of a person's capacity
for communication, social interaction,
learning or mobility."

The Act states that people with disabilities have
the same fundamental rights to services that
support the quality of lifestyle as do other
people. That applies regardless of the age of the
person with the disability, or the origin or the
nature, type or degree of the disability. 

In the transition from primary school to
secondary school there is no ongoing support
for children with communication disorders, and
little opportunity for further therapy. There are
three secondary schools in my electorate, but
speech therapy is not given a high priority in
secondary school. Therefore any therapy
provided for has to be taken out of the hours
allocated to primary schools. 

Principals, teachers and other students are
placed under pressure through lack of
secondary school speech therapy. When we
consider the large numbers of primary school
children, the lack of adequate therapy hours
allocated—as I said before, there are only 21.5
hours per week in my electorate, and the whole
Sunshine Coast region is similarly
disadvantaged—these students requiring
speech therapy create a professionally
demoralising situation for speech and language
pathologists. Because of this there is a high
turnover of speech therapists and many choose
to work in other agencies both Government and
private. Many times in the past, the Minister for
Education, Mr Comben, has claimed that speech
therapists are hard to find. The fact of the matter
is that speech therapists will not take
employment with the Education Department
simply because of the enormous workload
expected of them. Many of these overworked
part-time therapists would be happy to take full-
time positions if they could be guaranteed a
reasonable workload.

The poor old "speechies" are currently
working in their time off in an attempt to cope with
the demand for their services. There is no
speech therapy provided at private day care
centres or kindergartens. The only access
provided for these children is through the
Nambour Hospital, which has a waiting time of
one year—and rumour has it that Nambour
Hospital is dropping this service. 

I will now outline the speech therapy
services in my electorate. It is generally accepted
by all people associated with speech language
pathology needs that approximately 10 per cent
of all school children exhibit communication
disorders. Coolum State School, with 890
students, has approximately 90 students with
needs and only 3.5 hours per week of therapy
available. Cooroy State School, with 651
students, has approximately 65 students with
needs and only 3.5 hours per fortnight of
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therapy available. Eumundi State School has
483 students enrolled, approximately 50
students with needs and only 3 hours of speech
therapy per fortnight. The Sunshine Beach State
School has 720 students enrolled,
approximately 70 students with needs and only
3.5 hours of speech therapy per fortnight
available. Tewantin State School has 1 071
students enrolled, approximately 100 students
with speech therapy needs, yet only 3.5 hours of
therapy is available per week. That adds up to
375 students who have communication
disorders identified at schools in my electorate
and with only 21.5 hours per week speech
language pathology being provided. 

Let us have a look at those figures again.
There are approximately 3 800 students enrolled
at schools in my electorate. If we take the first 3
per cent of students who suffer severe
communication disorders, we have 114
students. The next 3 per cent who will suffer
badly enough to impact on their reading, writing
and numeracy skills means another 114 children.
The next 4 per cent—and that translates into 152
children—will suffer disorders that will adversely
affect their literacy and numeracy skills, their
school success and their peer interaction, which
almost inevitably leads to behavioural problems. 

It is generally accepted that student
numbers on the Sunshine Coast are growing by
a classroom a week. When we compare the
Sunshine Coast region with all other regions in
Queensland it is obvious that students requiring
speech language pathology services are
severely disadvantaged. The Sunshine Coast
region has 13.6 per cent of Queensland school
enrolments and only 10.65 per cent of speech
language pathology staff appointed throughout
the State. This table from the Department of
Education, which I table, shows quite clearly that
the Sunshine Coast is some 3 per cent or 4 per
cent worse off than any other region in
Queensland. 

Mr Budd: Only since you were elected.

Mr DAVIDSON: Is the honourable
member still out in the Redlands? As I said
before, this service was reduced by 10 hours a
week under the previous sitting member, who,
as honourable members would remember, was a
member of the Labor Government.

For too long the Goss Labor Government
has failed to recognise the phenomenal growth
on the Sunshine Coast. How many times have
the Premier, his Minister and his backbenchers
told this House how they have ended the 32
years of neglect by the previous Government?
As I have said, there are only 21.5 hours of
speech language pathology time funded in my

electorate, but before the Labor Government
came to power there was a full-time speech
therapist appointed to the Nambour district
support centre—a full-time therapist for 36.25
hours per week. It should be noted that at the
time there were only approximately 2 800
students enrolled in my electorate—that is,
36.25 therapy hours per week for 2 800
students. Today, after the Goss Government's
"advances" we have approximately 3 800
students but only 21.5 hours of available therapy
time per week. 

I will table for all to see the Education
Department's Student Ascertainment Data
Sheet. I inform the House that the ascertainment
process has been implemented by the
Education Department to determine the needs
of students and is expected to be used as a
guideline for the future funding of resources for
Queensland students with special needs. This
Ascertainment Data Sheet has absolutely no
reference to any requirement for school and
language therapy, or even any other therapy for
that matter, such as occupational therapy or
physiotherapy. The Queensland Education
Department, through its own ascertainment
process, does not acknowledge the assessment
need for students with speech and language
disorders on its own data sheet. 

The ascertainment process as it currently
exists is an extremely exclusive procedure. It
encourages the categorising and labelling of
students according to their impairment. The
need for such a process to enable equitable and
adequate allocation of resources is
acknowledged; however, exclusion of students
with speech language impairments is a major
concern. 

Time expired.

National and Liberal Parties

Mr BUDD (Redlands) (11.29 a.m.): This
morning, I would like to speak about the subject
of three-cornered contests at the next State
election. May I say at the outset that I am deeply
hurt that my opinion has not been sought by the
coalition on this matter. After all, as I represent
one of the three so-called points of dispute in
the coalition agreement, I would have thought
that I was entitled to have some input.

I might say that I have waited patiently for the
call from either the National Party President, Mr
McDonald, or Liberal Party President, Mr Tucker,
to present the Labor Party view, but I have waited
in vain. However, as I am not a man to bear a
grudge, I will give them my opinion, whether it is
solicited or not. It is simply this, as the State
member for Redlands, as the endorsed Labor
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Party candidate for Redlands at the next State
election and as the Goss Government's
representative in Redlands, I welcome the
challenge from all comers. Indeed, the more the
merrier. I believe that at the next State election
the voters of Queensland will again recognise
that this is the Government of not only sound
economic management but also the Government
of reform and social conscience. I believe that
the voters of Queensland do not want to return
to the dark days of the coalition when, under the
National Party, corruption and cronyism
flourished while its Liberal cohorts turned their
heads and said, "We do not have the numbers. It
is all Sir Joh's fault." 

It is funny that every few years the Liberal
Party gets a sudden rush of blood to the head.
The last time was in 1983, when the Liberals
decided that they would take on the Nationals.
They ended up being decimated. In fact, not one
of that foolhardy band of Don Quixotes has
survived to be a member of this present
Parliament. How many of the present-day
Liberals get a cold shudder up their spine every
time Mr Tucker throws out a challenge to the
Nationals? 

Mr Robertson: I didn't know they had a
spine.

Mr BUDD: They should be jellyfish. They
have learned the lesson of history that tenure is
not a condition for employment for a Liberal Party
member, particularly when he or she takes on the
Nationals.

Mr Livingstone interjected.
Mr Veivers interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I warn the member
for Ipswich West and the member for Southport
under Standing Order 123A. They can continue
their conversation outside. It is their last warning.

Mr BUDD:  As I have said before, the
difference between the Nationals and the
Liberals is a personality trait, not one of ideology.
The Liberals are romantics and dreamers; the
Nationals are materialists and realists. I will give
members some examples. The President of the
National Party, Don McDonald, has accused the
President of the Liberal Party, Bob Tucker, of
attempting to lure National Party members to
stand as Liberal Party candidates. There are the
dreamers! At least National Party members had
the brains to wait until Liberals Lane and Austin
won before getting them to change sides. But
then, the Libs have always been dreamers. After
the last State redistribution, the Liberal Party
spent a large amount of money and time putting
together research that showed that the Liberal
Party could become the majority party in a
coalition Government. What a joke! The Liberal

Party could not even win enough seats to qualify
legitimately as a parliamentary party. Indeed,
since 1983, it has averaged fewer than 10
members in this Queensland Parliament, yet it
still persists with delusions of grandeur. If the
Liberals could win only half of the 44 seats that
the Nationals are prepared to grant them sole
rights to, they would more than double their
representation. 

There is no question about how Sir Joh
would deal with these upstarts who continue to
quibble about the right to run in the remaining
three seats. His son, John, has already shown
the family colours by indicating that he is
considering running for the seat of Fisher at the
next Federal election against the Liberal Party
incumbent, Peter Slipper. Sir Joh was a fairly
simplistic man: a person was either a Nat or one
of the others. Labor or Liberal, people were fair
game. 

Mr Ardill: Slipper was both.
Mr BUDD: I take interjection. Slipper was

both: he was a Nat and a Lib. Don McDonald is a
man of the same mould. In his view, the Nationals
believe that membership of the Liberal Party
entitle supporters to entry to a couple of cocktail
parties a year. In other words, the Nationals see
themselves as professionals and the Liberals, at
best, as enthusiastic amateurs who are not to be
taken seriously. 

An honourable member: What do you
think?

Mr BUDD: I agree. For the benefit of the
Liberals, who do not have much of an
organisation in the Redlands area, I would like to
give them a bit of local knowledge. Indeed, at
each election day, it is quite sad to see the
Liberals in Redlands, who stand there, one to a
polling booth, like lonely little petunias. At least
we in the Labor Party have some compassion for
a lame dog. Many a solitary Liberal campaign
worker, who has been abandoned by both his or
her organisation or coalition mates, has had
cause to thank the ALP for a cold drink and a
sandwich to help him or her through a lonely vigil.
Compassion is only one of the Labor Party's
virtues, and I shall refer to some others later.

Let me give the Liberals some local
research. Firstly, there has never been a Liberal
member for the seat of Redlands. Secondly,
since the seat was created in 1974, every single
Liberal candidate has had his or her preferences
distributed. Indeed, in 1983, the Liberal
candidate scored only 6 per cent of the total vote
and was outpolled by a Democrat. By 1992, nine
years later, the Liberals had lifted this magnificent
figure to just over 16 per cent of the vote and
managed to outpoll at least the two
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Independents. Going on those figures, it will take
to the year 2014 for the Liberal Party to win 51
per cent of the vote. 

However, it is not just the Liberals' fault.
What about the Nationals' record in Redlands?
The last time the National Party topped the
primary vote in Redlands was in 1983. Since
then, it has been in a steady decline. The
National Party big gun, the candidate for
Redlands, Paul Clauson, said after his defeat in
the 1992 election—

"I would have gone very close to
beating John Budd if the Liberal vote had
held up. When they fell away, I lost all
chance." 

That is not a bad quote from a man who
scored 28 per cent of the primary vote. Frankly,
any fair-minded person would have considered it
obscene if a person who had received less than
one-third of the primary vote had managed to win
the election. Obviously, that would have been
considered a fair result by a party that had
governed Queensland with only 36 per cent of
the vote. 

The reality is that we have a conglomeration
of Opposition parties squabbling over the spoils
of defeat. Firstly, they tried for amalgamation, and
that failed. Secondly, they tried for a coalition
touted as the strongest coalition deal in the
history of Australian politics but which, clearly,
has fallen down on its first test.

Mr Elliott: We are still here.

Mr BUDD: I would hardly call it the
strongest coalition in the history of Australian
politics. It might still be here, but it is just here.
For five months the coalition has sought to reach
agreement to deliver the three-cornered contest
undertaking, and it has failed. The Nationals say,
"We have drawn a line in the sand and we will stay
on our side of the line if the Liberals stay on their
side." Mr Borbidge says, "The National Party has
bent over backwards to accommodate the Liberal
position. You cannot be fairer than the National
Party has been today." I will refrain from any
obvious comments as to what might be the
Liberal position on such a matter. In effect, the
Liberal Party has said, "What is yours is mine and
what is mine is my own." The only thing that the
Liberal and National Parties are united on is the
joint philosophy of every man for himself or, in
these politically correct times, every person for
themselves. 

The voters of Queensland, in particular the
voters of Redlands, will treat the coalition with the
contempt that it deserves. They will recognise
that a coalition that cannot even agree on
candidates cannot be treated as a serious

Opposition and cannot be given the opportunity
to govern. The Labor Party learned the hard
lesson in Opposition that in order to govern it
must have the leadership, the policies and the
courage to gain the confidence of the people of
this State. The Goss Labor Government has
demonstrated that it has these qualities, and it
will continue to lead Queensland after the next
State election.

Queensland Health

Mr HORAN (Toowoomba South)
(11.39 a.m.): Last week, three of the 13
operating theatres at the Princess Alexandra
Hospital were closed indefinitely. This shutdown
comes on top of the stoppage just this month of
all elective surgery for a period of one week. The
mismanagement and destruction of Queensland
hospitals by the Goss Government is now clearly
imprinted in the minds of all Queenslanders, as
almost daily they see media reports of public
protests by angry and frustrated doctors, nurses
and support staff from hospitals throughout the
entire State. Daily, the patients and families tell
stories of lengthy waiting lists, cancelled surgery,
patients waiting on trolleys in hallways for a
hospital bed, and of staff who work under
incredible pressure in understaffed and
underfunded hospital units.

Hospital staff are speaking out in anger as
they struggle to provide service in the midst of
ever-reducing staff levels while they see beside
them bureaucracy, offices, reviews and
investigations flourish. The Princess Alexandra
Hospital, on Brisbane's south side, is
Queensland's second largest teaching hospital.
Forty per cent of its patients are from outside the
Brisbane south region. Nowhere is the neglect,
mismanagement and destruction of
Queensland's once proud hospital system by
the Goss Government more evident than at
Princess Alexandra. In the midst of an ageing
south side population, the hospital has had to
wear the gross stupidity of this Government in
downgrading the QE II Hospital at Nathan, forcing
accident and emergency cases, medical cases
and all serious surgery onto the overstretched
PA Hospital. 

Then came the biggest mistake of the
century. The Goss Government turned its back
on the $456m offer by the Commonwealth
Government for Queensland to take over the
outstanding Greenslopes Repatriation Hospital,
with its buildings, modern theatres and full-cost
funding for five years. Suddenly, somewhere
had to be found for the minimum of 70 public
patients from Greenslopes who would be tossed
out by this decision. Again, the PA Hospital has



Legislative Assembly 8949 30 August 1994

had to bear the brunt of that, and it has received
no extra funds. Princess Alexandra is a hospital
in crisis, and it is just so typical of what is
happening in hospitals all over this State. 

All the while, people are asking: what has
the Goss Labor Government done with all of the
money? There is $800m extra per year in the
Health budget compared with the amount in
1989-90. Where has this massive amount of
taxpayers' money gone? Why are the wards
being closed? Why are staff being cut back when
all of this money is around? Who is getting it?
Despite this $800m extra, hospitals still have to
dig deep into their own budgets to meet
unfunded wage rises. Hospitals have to find the
$5m productivity dividend approved by Treasury
and the $3m performance dividend. The Goss
Government has totally lost touch with the staff
and the patients of our hospitals. 

Why will the Minister not come to the PA and
meet with the real staff—the working staff—and
find out the real concerns about the chaos and
crisis that exist at this once proud hospital? Why
does he not come and see the total frustration of
all the staff? Why does he not come along and
find out why there are such angry and
spontaneous protest meetings by doctors,
nurses, technicians, scientists, gardeners, tilers,
cleaners—the whole lot—at the RBH, at the PA,
at Rockhampton and at Townsville? Why does he
not come along and find out why there is a
shortfall of 80 nursing staff at the PA and why it
cannot attract staff? The answer is that no-one
wants to serve in the public system any more. It is
an absolute tragedy! It has left a dangerously
insufficient level of staffing numbers. 

There is such a shortage of basic staff that
nurses are cleaning the floors, the cupboards
and the beds. The bed crisis at the PA is
absolutely incredible. Wards and beds are closed
all over the place. Even the wards that are left
open have rooms with beds shut down behind
closed doors. In the medical area, registrars and
junior medical staff are finding the workload
impossible, and they are looking elsewhere.
Where will the PA be heading if it loses these
important medical staff? Recently, senior medical
staff have resigned from accident and
emergency and from cardiology, and there is still
no replacement in cardiology. Others are
considering their options. 

There are three areas of serious concern. In
accident and emergency, the situation can be
described as scandalous. At the most acute front
door area of the hospital, thousands of patients
are going through A and E weekly. There is an
area of only 554 square metres, which was
designed to accommodate 15 patients and a
maximum of 10 on a trolley. Forty per cent of the

time in daylight hours, that maximum number is
exceeded. It means that severely ill patients are
lying on trolleys with insufficient staff to attend to
them. 

This department is suffering from the ageing
population of the south side, from the
downgrade of the QE II Hospital and from the
Government's turning its back on the incredible
Greenslopes offer. It is a chaotic and an
unacceptable environment for an accident and
emergency unit in a hospital. It is kept going only
by an outstanding young director and dedicated
nursing staff. In the radiology section, the most
critical area in a hospital, there is an absolute
bottleneck. There are delays in CT scans. It is
absolutely strapped for staff and space. It is the
only hospital where there are non-reports. Due
to the lack of staff, x-rays that are unreported on
are sent to the doctors with the message, "If you
have a problem, get back to the radiologist." This
affects medicine, surgery and whole areas of the
hospital.

In cardiology there is an urgent need to
enhance the cardiac catheter service. The
waiting lists for catheterisation are ballooning out.
The mean delay for chronic stable angina is now
seven and a half months. As at May this year, 192
patients were listed for coronary angiography,
and 60 per cent of those had been waiting for
more than three months. The same report in May
1994 showed that seven people died in 1991,
nine in 1992, and six in 1993 while on waiting
lists. 

In the medical wards, patient care is just not
possible. Doctors have up to 25 patients spread
over 10 wards. There are six medical units in the
hospital. However, because these medical
patients have come over from the QE II and
because of the demand, they are spread all over
the hospital in the surgical wards. This is causing
the cancellation of surgery. The medical
registrars and residents simply cannot cope with
the workload. There is a crisis in surgery and
anaesthetics. There is nowhere for the night-
time anaesthetists to stay over. An invasion of
medical patients is causing operations to be
cancelled. It affects the surgery, it affects the
anaesthetists staff and the poor patients.
Typically, patients come in for a 2 o'clock
operation and are put off until 3, 4, 5 and 6
o'clock, and are then told to go home and make
another booking. Major abdominal, vascular,
head and neck surgery is frequently cancelled or
postponed. 

Now, on top of all this, it is closing down
three theatres, and another theatre is operating
at only 50 per cent capacity. Nine and a half
theatres out of 13! These theatres are real Third
World stuff. On the ninth floor, there is a plant
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and equipment room. The water leaks through
onto the eight floor onto the theatre light and
drops down onto the microscopes. In the
theatres, buckets are used to catch the drips. 

The telephone exchange is overloaded by
200 per cent. There is not enough security. The
security staff have been cut back and can no
longer escort the nurses to the car park at night.
Beds are closed down. Two wards have been
closed down and locked. It is same all over the
hospital. But the greatest asset of any hospital is
staff, and this is where Queensland hospitals are
falling down. There were 500 or 600 people at
the latest PA protest meeting. The greatest
threat to this hospital is the loss of experienced
staff. We saw 12 senior nurses leave when the
gynaecology ward was closed down. Senior
medical and nursing staff are looking elsewhere.
There are 80 nursing vacancies and no
applications for the positions. No-one wants to
work there any more. What a tragedy!

The regional director has an acting
appointment only. Two assistant directors of
radiology have gone. If the backbone of any
hospital—the registrars—go, the decline of this
hospital will be serious. The spinal unit is
understaffed. This most important unit is totally
understaffed. Just last week, one woman had to
lie for an hour and a half in her own urine
because there were no staff to attend to a
catheter that had come apart. Some female staff
were sitting on the toilet in the change room in
the theatre block, and several hundred tiles fell
on them—off the walls and off the roof. There is
more water on the outside of the water pipes in
pathology than on the inside of the pipes. There
are pieces of equipment worth a quarter a million
dollars sitting next to the pipes that will not be
guaranteed because of the water risk.

The kitchen floor of the hospital is held up
by Acrow props. Can members believe that? It is
a hospital starved of funds and labour.

Mr FitzGerald: Where is that supposed to
be?

Mr HORAN:  All over the State. The hotel
services are to be cut. Thirty million dollars has to
be cut, and the Princess Alexandra Hospital has
to take $1.5m in cuts. So what will go—food,
detergent, cleaning or jobs? No doubt it will be
jobs. That is for sure. The outright misinformation
of the Minister to say that jobs will not be lost is
just an absolute furphy.

Where has this $800m gone? That is what
everybody is asking. How can enterprise
bargaining be brought in when there is nothing
left to cut? The hospital has been cutting for
years and years with unfunded wage rises and
productivity dividends. No more can be cut; it is

cut to the bone. No-one in the Health
Department seems to care, and this is the worst
crisis that Queensland Health has ever faced in
all its years. It is due to failed Labor policies,
traditional Labor mismanagement, and a
bumbling and bungling Minister who lurches
from crisis to crisis.

Where is the Premier? He has distanced
himself well and truly from this mess. He left his
Minister out to hang on his own. The hospital
system in Queensland is now only held together
by the dedicated and overworked staff. Staff
care, but they are ringing me and saying that they
will never vote for Labor again. The hospital staff
have a total commitment to their job, but they
cannot operate under this management.

Make no mistake, health will be the issue at
the next election. The coalition will put back the
safety net for Queenslanders. The
National/Liberal commitment will be: under us, if
people are sick, they will get a bed. We give a
commitment in our policy to valuing the staff of
Queensland hospitals and getting Queensland
hospitals right.

National/Liberal Party Coalition

Mr SZCZERBANIK (Albert) (11.50 a.m.):
"You will get a bed, but you will not have any
place to put it." That will be the catchcry of the
National Party!

The other day, my daughter came home
from school. She said, "Dad, I have got a good
joke for you. You will love it. It affects you directly.
It is the Liberal and National Party coalition
agreement." I admit that I did have a little chuckle,
especially in light of Friday's ultimatum that the
National Party had decided which parties would
run in which seats. That goes to show that there
is a total lack of unity and credibility with its
coalition partner, the Liberal Party. The Liberal
Party has a leader with no public image, and it will
never amount to anything in this State as long as
it is told what to do by its partner, the National
Party. The Liberals are the subservient juniors in
this agreement, sucking up to the Nationals and
lacking direction. Dare I say that the Liberal Party
lacks policies, much like its Federal counterpart.
The Nationals have garrotted the heart of the
Liberal Party. It is beyond repair. No emergency
transplant will save it now. 

I suppose the biggest stumbling block for
the Liberal Party is that there are nine members
on the floor of Parliament and nine different
factions, and none of them trusts each other, let
alone their coalition partners. Last Friday's
ultimatum by Don McDonald was nothing short of
agreeing to disagree. The National Party
declared that it will run in seats where we
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outpolled the Liberal Party. What a joke! I have
never heard of anything more ridiculous. I ask the
junior leader of the Opposition, Mrs Sheldon:
where is Terry White when he is needed most?
The agreement is in tatters already, and all that is
needed now is for Terry to come along and rip it
up. 

Quite obviously, because of the suspicion
that the Liberal and National Parties feel for one
another, the coalition agreement is floundering
on the issue of three-cornered contests. The
fact that they cannot agree on the one issue of
substance in their so-called agreement again
demonstrates the animosity that they feel for one
another. They remain bitterly divided because of
a failure of leadership on the part of Mr Borbidge
and Mrs Sheldon. If one had to label this whole
episode, one would call it one of the great shams
in Queensland politics. The leaders of the
coalition parties represent coastal seats. In
future, I will refer to the Opposition as the "Beach
Party". The only thing that the Liberal and
National Parties understand is drawing a line in
the sand. 

Perhaps the National Party leader, Rob
Borbidge, should follow Paul Everingham's lead
and resign as a result of his monumental
personal failure on the amalgamation issue. He
staked his personal political credibility on
amalgamation and he has, by any measure,
failed. I find it absolutely extraordinary that two
political parties, supposedly on the same side of
the political fence, can argue in public for such an
extended period and still not come up with some
sort of arrangement. 

Last week, the Nationals' State director had
the hide to criticise the ALP's preselection
process following nominations being called for
my seat. Nominations for Albert have closed, and
I am now the endorsed ALP candidate for the
seat of Albert. From here on in, we enter top
campaign mode while the Opposition parties
bicker amongst themselves as to who they will
stand against me. Perhaps the member for
Broadwater's suggestion of running Aussie Joe
Bugner is the biggest joke of all. I am quite sure
there are members in the Opposition parties who
feel just as I do. If Aussie Joe Bugner is the best
the Opposition can do, they might as well throw
in the towel now. I can just see the headlines
now: "Szczerbanik goes ten rounds with
Bugner. Bugner can't last the distance." I would
certainly welcome that challenge! Mr Bugner may
find that I, too, can fly like a butterfly and sting like
a bee—much like the last opponent who beat
him, Mohammed Ali. Is Mr Bugner another of the
conservative Lazaruses? Is he making another
comeback bout? 

Mr Bennett: You'll take them on no matter
how big they are, won't you?

Mr SZCZERBANIK: The bigger they are,
the harder they fall!

With Bugner as a candidate in Albert, the
election will be more like Jimmy Sharman's
boxing troupe in Sideshow Alley at the Ekka. It is
a slap in the face for the local branches of the
Liberal Party. Those Liberal members in
Beenleigh and Helensvale must be bitterly
disappointed in their party right now. Whatever
happened to them having a say in who they
would support for their area? Let us face it: the
local Liberal Party branches are renowned for
going against the grain of their party. Members of
the Beenleigh branch of the Liberal Party at least
have a conscience. In 1989, they directed their
preferences away from the then sitting member,
Ivan Gibbs, to me in a desperate effort to salvage
the last scrap of dignity of their party. But, alas, it
too failed. 

It now appears that the Liberal branches in
the neighbouring seat of Redlands are also
getting a taste for rebellion. The Townsville
Bulletin suggests that the Liberals in Redlands
will join with local Nationals in selecting one
coalition candidate. The newspaper states that a
meeting of the grassroots members of both
parties in Redlands decided on this course of
action earlier this month, and members of both
parties in the seat of Ipswich have expressed
similar views in writing to both their hierarchies. 

While the National Party thinks it can run
roughshod over its coalition partner, I have been
quietly working away within my electorate. The
local bigmouth in the Liberal Party, the member
for Nerang, has been very critical of the
performance of the Labor Party, but what has he
done for Nerang lately? This is the same member
who was calling the Gold Coast rail link the ghost
train. If Mr Connor wants to see a real ghost train,
he should attend the Gold Coast show this
weekend. There will be one there just for him! 

Meanwhile, other achievements continue to
occur within my electorate. The highway
continues to be upgraded, with the last of the
dangerous crossovers currently being removed
with the construction of the Yawalpah Road
overpass. The Gold Coast highway is also being
upgraded to remove dangerous sections such
as the crab farm bridge at Helensvale. Four new
schools have been built in my electorate since
1989. We are rebuilding the railway track that the
National Party ripped up. I can list the
achievements in my electorate. Can the member
for Nerang do the same? 

Labor's own polling shows that a large
percentage of conservative voters want
amalgamation, and more than half of all voters
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agree that the Nationals and Liberals should
merge. Yet they continue to fight. The Nationals
and Liberals are a disunified rabble calling
themselves political parties. As I said earlier, the
Opposition should be termed the "Beach Party".
Just as Emperor Nero played his fiddle while
Rome burned, I urge all members of the
Opposition to continue their public brawl as their
agreement crumbles. Try, try, try as they may, the
coalition parties will never knock me off my perch! 

I would like to quote from a press release
issued last week by Ken Crooke, the State
director of the National Party of Australia's
Queensland branch. It stated— 

"In the 1992 election, the National and
Liberal Parties polled 52 per cent of the
primary vote in Albert, but Mr Szczerbanik
held on because of the large percentage of
leaks of Liberal preferences. It would be a
National Party seat if it wasn't for the Liberal
Party." 

That illustrates the arrogance of the National
Party and the subservience of the Liberal Party.
Try, try and try again, as the coalition parties will,
they will never knock me off!

ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH
(INCORPORATION OF CHURCH

ENTITIES) BILL

Hon. T. J. BURNS (Lytton—Deputy
Premier, Minister for Emergency Services and
Minister for Rural Communities and Consumer
Affairs) (11.58 a.m.), by leave, without notice: I
move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act to provide for the incorporation of
certain entities of the Roman Catholic
Church and for related purposes."
Motion agreed to.

First Reading
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 Emergency Services and
Minister for Rural Communities and Consumer
Affairs) (11.59 a.m.): I move—

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

This Bill has been eagerly awaited by the
Roman Catholic Church for a number of years.
The introduction of the Associations
Incorporation Act and the consequent repeal of

the Religious Educational and Charitable
Institutions Act in 1981 meant that major religious
bodies which did not have their own statute had
to incorporate under the Associations
Incorporation Act. 

In his second-reading speech on the
Associations Incorporation Bill on 7 May 1981,
the then Minister for Justice and Attorney-
General, the Honourable Sam Doumany, said— 

"An association can today only
incorporate either under the Companies Act
1961-1978, which would add considerably
to its expenses, or, if the nature and
constitution of the association is
appropriate, by virtue of the Religious,
Educational and Charitable Institutions Act
1861-1967, under which it may seek the
incorporation of 'any person or persons and
their successors forever holding any
religious or secular office of preferment.' 

There are also other statutes dealing
with specific organisations. It has become
increasingly apparent that the Religious,
Educational and Charitable Institutions Act is
just not good enough administratively to
cope with today's problems."
At the time, the Minister did not refer to the

fact that the Queensland Law Reform
Commission, in its preliminary discussion papers
of 1978 and 1979 on the then proposed
Associations Incorporation Bill, specifically
recommended that the Religious, Educational
and Charitable Institutions Act not be repealed.
The final report of the Law Reform Commission
on the matter, published in 1980, was quite
explicit in its support for the retention of that Act
and recommended that it operate conjointly with
the proposed Associations Incorporation Act,
mainly to facilitate major religious bodies which
were not specifically incorporated by statute. The
Government of the day chose to ignore the
recommendation of the Law Reform
Commission. As a result, problems have arisen
for the Roman Catholic Church necessitating the
Bill now before the House.

Members will appreciate that incorporation
of the Roman Catholic Church's bodies is
necessary to endow them with the powers and
abilities necessary to function effectively in
today's world. An example is the ability to hold
real property in an efficient manner without
having to rely on trustees. 

The Associations Incorporation Act
specifically allowed for the Religious Educational
and Charitable Institutions Act to continue in
force in respect of those bodies incorporated
under its provisions prior to its repeal. However,
there were problems with church bodies which
had not been incorporated under that Act or



Legislative Assembly 8953 30 August 1994

which had come into existence since the repeal
of the Act. Incorporation under the Associations
Incorporation Act was of course available, but, as
previously mentioned, incorporation under that
statute did not always suit the special needs of
the church. It would be fair to say that the church
has always considered that the repealed
Religious Educational and Charitable Institutions
Act 1861 suited its special needs far better than
its successor, the Associations Incorporation
Act, which is designed more for the incorporation
of sporting or social groups and not for all
religious bodies. However, the preferred option
was always a new statute which specifically
addressed the requirements of the Roman
Catholic Church in a contemporary world.

Initially, solicitors for the Roman Catholic
Church approached my ministerial colleague, the
then Minister for Justice, Mr Glen Milliner,
outlining the difficulties being experienced by
the church as a consequence of the repeal of
the Religious Educational and Charitable
Institutions Act. The solicitors pointed to a wide
variety of Acts in the other Australian States
which specifically provided for incorporation and
property holding by church organisations. They
argued that other Australian States had Acts
similar to the Associations Incorporation Act, but
they also had legislation designed specifically for
the incorporation of religious organisations and
orders. The arguments raised by the church and
its solicitors were given consideration by this
Government and this Bill is the result. 

In summary, the Bill will—
allow for the establishment of the
Corporation of the Roman Catholic Bishops
of Queensland;

permit a bishop or the corporation of the
bishops to request the incorporation of a
church entity;

allow a bishop, or the corporation of the
bishops, to ask the chief executive to allow
the migration of an existing church
corporation from the Associations
Incorporation Act or the Religious
Educational and Charitable Institutions Act
to this Bill;

define the legal capacity and powers of
incorporated church entities;
allow an incorporated church entity to apply
to the chief executive to change its name;

empower a bishop, or the corporation of the
bishops, to ask the chief executive to
dissolve an incorporated church entity; and

set out the records to be kept by the chief
executive, or the corporation of the
bishops.

Of course, although all the provisions of the
Bill perform necessary functions, the core of the
Bill is that it allows church entities to be
incorporated. A church entity is defined in clause
3 as meaning—

a diocese or archdiocese, or the trustees of
a diocese or archdiocese of the church; or

a religious order, society or institution of the
church or the members of the order, society
or institution; or

the holder of an office of the church under
the code of canon law.

Honourable members will appreciate that
incorporation under this Bill is consequently
limited to strictly religious bodies. The Religious
Educational and Charitable Institutions Act 1861,
although in many ways suited for the
incorporation of church bodies, was an archaic
Act and entirely inappropriate for contemporary
circumstances and requirements. Similarly, the
Associations Incorporation Act, although it can
be used by the church, is, in the church's
opinion, not the best model for its religious
bodies. 

This Bill has been drafted to meet the needs
of the Roman Catholic Church in the latter part of
the twentieth century and the church is
delighted with the Bill. It is a Bill which will allow
corporate status to be conferred on church
bodies while at the same time having regard to
the rules of canon law. It is a most useful statute
which will advance social justice within the
community and I congratulate the church on its
efforts in assisting with the formulation of the
legislation. For the first time in Queensland
history, there is a specific statute which has been
designed to meet the needs for incorporation of
bodies within the Roman Catholic Church. I
commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr FitzGerald,
adjourned.

CREDIT AMENDMENT BILL
Hon. T. J. BURNS (Lytton—Deputy

Premier, Minister for Emergency Services and
Minister for Rural Communities and Consumer
Affairs) (12.04 p.m.), by leave, without notice: I
move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act to amend the Credit Act 1987."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and
Bill, on motion of Mr Burns, read a first time.
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Second Reading
Hon. T. J. BURNS (Lytton—Deputy

Premier, Minister for Emergency Services and
Minister for Rural Communities and Consumer
Affairs) (12.05 p.m.): I move—

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

I recently introduced into the House the
Consumer Credit (Queensland) Bill which will, in
approximately September 1995, replace the
existing Credit Act 1987. Subject to other States
and Territories having introduced similar
legislation in their jurisdiction before that time,
consumer credit laws will become uniform
throughout Australia. In the meantime,
Queensland consumers and providers of credit
will still be governed by the Credit Act 1987.

The way that Act currently works is that
credit providers must comply with strict
disclosure provisions contained in the Act in
relation to contracts for personal loans,
continuing credit—that is credit cards—and
credit sale contracts. If and when a credit provider
breaches a disclosure provision in a contract, all
credit charges under that contract are
automatically lost to the credit provider. In order
to recover its credit charges, the credit provider
must apply to the court for the reinstatement of
those charges. The court must consider relevant
circumstances such as the conduct of the credit
provider and the debtor and the loss or damage,
if any, suffered by the debtor. The court may
then, if satisfied that the contravention has
occurred, determine not to increase the liability
of the debtor. Alternatively, the court may
determine that the debtor is liable to pay the
whole or such part of the credit charge under the
contract as it determines. Sometimes, then, the
credit provider has restored to it only part of the
previously lost interest charges.

Under the current Act, a court may, when
making a determination of the kind referred to
above, give the parties to the proceedings
directions relating to the payment of the amount
owed by the debtor or by the credit provider
because of the determination. For example, the
court might order the debtor to continue to pay
the full amount due under the contract and to
make up any arrears which have arisen because
of the application to the court or order the credit
provider to deduct from the amount owing by the
debtor the amount of the lost interest charges or
refund to the debtor the amount paid if the
contract has been paid out.

As members might imagine, if a court orders
a credit provider to refund to a large number of
debtors an amount as small as one dollar per
contract, the administrative overheads involved
in such a procedure can be enormous and

disproportionate to the severity of the original
contravention of the Act. Under the proposed
amendments to the Act, a court which decides
that a credit provider should forfeit some of its
credit charges would order that each debtor
remains liable to pay the whole of the credit
charges under the relevant contract. However,
the court may also direct that the credit provider
pay into a fund an amount decided by the court
having regard to the number of contracts to
which the determination relates.

A direction may only be given if the court is
satisfied—

(a) that the contravention or failure giving
rise to the application and the relevant
circumstances are serious enough to justify
the credit provider being penalised;
(b) that it would be unreasonable, whether
because of the number of contracts
concerned, the small amount due to each
debtor, or for another reason, to require the
credit provider to adjust the debtors'
accounts or to refund amounts to the
debtors.

The fund is proposed to be called the Consumer
Credit Fund. It will be administered by the
Registrar, the Director-General, Queensland
Emergency Services. 

The proceeds of the fund would be
distributed, as appropriate, to certain
organisations which offer financial counselling,
consumer credit and other consumer education
services in relation to consumer credit. The
registrar would also be permitted to pay out of
the fund legal fees incurred by the registrar in
appearing or intervening in a proceeding before
a court and all expenses incurred in
administering the fund. The amendments would
apply to proceedings started before as well as
after the commencement of the amendments.

There is a similar trust fund in existence in
New South Wales. In that State, the commercial
tribunal can order that the amount, being the
sum of credit charges not restored to the credit
provider, be paid into a fund, the purpose of
which is to fund financial counselling and
consumer credit legal services for the benefit of
consumers as a whole. The ACT is currently
considering a similar proposal.

The proposed Consumer Credit Code,
which is part of the Consumer Credit
(Queensland) Bill 1994, recently introduced into
the Queensland Parliament by me, includes a
provision—section 106—for the payment of civil
penalties into a consumer credit fund, if the
application is made by a credit provider or the
consumer affairs agency. If the application is
made by a debtor or debtors, the amount due to
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individual debtors must be set off against
amounts owing or become a debt due by the
credit provider to the debtor or debtors, if there is
no amount owing on the contract by the debtor.

At the time that the savings and transitional
provisions in relation to the Consumer Credit
Code are introduced, which should be some
time before the end of this year, it will be
stipulated that the fund to be established by the
current amendment Bill will be the same fund for
the purposes of the code, after it comes into
operation. The fund will consist of court ordered
forfeited civil penalties. It will also include interest
and other income derived from the investment of
amounts standing to the credit of the fund. Such
investment will be subject to the Treasurer's
approval.

When the registrar is awarded costs as the
result of appearing or intervening in proceedings
in relation to civil penalties applications, these
moneys will also be paid into the fund. Any other
amounts which may lawfully be paid into the fund
can also be received. Payments from the fund
can be made for the following purposes—

the provision of a face-to-face financial
counselling service to consumers;
the provision of legal advice to consumers
about the giving of credit to consumers;

research into, or projects about, anything
relevant to improving consumers'
knowledge about consumer credit;

education about consumer credit;
anything promoting consumers' interests;

legal fees incurred by the registrar in
appearing or intervening in proceedings
before a court; and

expenses incurred in administering the
fund.

Financial counselling services provide a
unique and valuable service to individuals
experiencing financial difficulties. Such
difficulties may arise for various reasons—

the easy availability of credit to consumers;

the pressure on consumers through
advertising to take advantage of such easy
credit;

the tendency for consumers to overcommit
themselves through their use of credit;

consumers' general lack of knowledge of
the way in which the consumer credit market
operates;
the inability of some consumers to properly
budget their income and expenditure;

economic crises and rises in the rates of
unemployment which affect consumers'

ability to manage their financial
commitments; and
addictions within families which are
expensive and which take money away from
the payment of debts.

Financial counselling services have existed
throughout Australia for some 20 years. Such
organisations as Lifeline in Queensland have
offered a form of budgeting assistance to low
income earners for some years. Fully fledged
financial counselling services have only existed
in Queensland for about five years. The first such
service was Financial Counselling Services (Qld),
which is located in Fortitude Valley. It was
originally established through the backing and
support of the Caxton Legal Centre and received
its preliminary funding from the Commonwealth
scheme for financial counselling services. It now
receives funding from a number of sources,
including the Queensland Department of Family
Services and Aboriginal and Islander Affairs.

Other services exist throughout
Queensland funded by the Commonwealth and
State Governments. There are a number of
services provided by Lifeline outside of
Brisbane, namely Ipswich, Toowoomba and
Cairns. The Catholic welfare organisation, Centre
Care, also provides services in Brisbane and
Townsville.

The recently established Break Even
financial counselling services funded by the
Department of Family Services and Aboriginal
and Islander Affairs specifically for the
counselling of gambling addicts and their families
are located in Brisbane, the Sunshine Coast, the
Gold Coast, Rockhampton and Townsville. The
Department of Primary Industries also funds rural
financial counsellors to assist rurally based
people affected by the drought and the
recession generally.

All of the general financial counselling
services listed above, that is, those in Brisbane,
Rockhampton, Townsville and Cairns as well as
those forming part of Lifeline and Centre Care
are all presently suffering from the strain of too
many demands on their services. There is always
a waiting list for these services, but because of
the current economic situation, current waiting
lists are approximately two to three weeks, with
some services extending to six weeks. The
demand for assistance is constant and is never
met; neither can it be measured for the reason
that there are insufficient resources to do so.

The work of these services consists of
preliminary interviews where the financial
situation of the client is assessed. Sometimes
there is a need to take immediate action in
dealing with a credit provider, for instance, there
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may be a court action on foot, where the client is
being sued for moneys owing under a contract.
Alternatively, payments may be overdue and
legal action threatened. Once the financial
counsellor has assessed the immediate needs of
the client and dealt with the credit provider's
employees, if necessary, a plan is made for the
client to cope with his or her current economic
crisis. Sometimes a client may be sufficiently
confident to begin to deal with a credit provider
on his or her own behalf and will do so with the
guidance of the financial counsellor, or the
counsellor will continue to advocate on behalf of
the client.

Some of the arrangements which can be
arrived at are moratoriums on payments until the
financial situation of the client improves, pro rata
payments whereby the amount outstanding is
paid off at a reduced level proportionate to the
reduced income of the client or, in exceptional
cases, the debt is written off. If there is no other
alternative, the client will be assisted to become
bankrupt. Clients may also receive budgeting
advice if they request it.

However, the philosophy of the services is
to empower people to become better informed
and aware consumers who will handle their
money in a more efficient and self-serving
fashion rather than to receive judgmental advice
as to how to manage better on a probably
inadequate income. The role of consumer credit
lawyers in the above process is to serve as a
resource to financial counsellors who must deal
with a number of pieces of legislation in their
work. Some of this legislation can be quite
complex, for instance, the current Credit Act.
There is only one solicitor employed in
Queensland at the moment to resource financial
counsellors who are located at the agencies
listed above. As well as that, his role is also to
provide legal advice and assistance to debtors
who find difficulties in relation to credit contracts
under the Credit Act. This sometimes results in
the debtor being represented by the solicitor in
civil penalty applications.

The proposed amendments will have
benefits both for consumers and credit providers
alike. Consumers will receive extended financial
counselling, consumer credit legal advice and
consumer information generally, as organisations
are funded through the fund to provide such
services. Other information may be provided
directly through my Office of Consumer Affairs.
For credit providers, the new arrangements,
whereby the amount of the civil penalties is paid
directly into the fund will minimise administrative
overheads. They may also eventually feel the
benefit of better informed and educated

consumers. I have much pleasure in presenting
the Bill to the House. 

Debate, on motion of Mr FitzGerald,
adjourned.

LANG PARK TRUST BILL
Hon. R. J. GIBBS (Bundamba— Minister

for Tourism, Sport and Racing) (12.15 p.m.), by
leave, without notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act to consolidate and amend the law
about the development and management of
Lang Park, and for related purposes."

Motion agreed to.

 First Reading
Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and

Bill, on motion of Mr Gibbs, read a first time.

Second Reading

Hon. R. J. GIBBS (Bundamba— Minister
for Tourism, Sport and Racing) (12.16 p.m.): I
move—

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

This Bill has been introduced for three
reasons, in addition to the pressing need to
update the previous Act which reflects the
period in which it was written. The first reason is
to amend the composition and structure of the
Lang Park Trust. A trust comprising four
members appointed by the Governor in Council
will avoid any suggestion of a conflict of interest
when the Queensland Rugby League becomes
the major tenant of Suncorp Stadium. The trust
composition previously had reflected the
sectional interests of the Queensland Rugby
League and the Brisbane City Council.

The second purpose of the Bill is to clarify
the functions and powers of the Lang Park Trust.
This Bill requires trustees to manage the facility
and assets of Lang Park in a commercial manner
whilst being fully accountable for their financial
management of the trust.

The redevelopment of Lang Park has
placed additional commercial responsibilities on
the trust, and it is important that the functions
and powers enable the trust to meet these
responsibilities. In addition, the Bill will enable
trustees to manage the facility and maintain it as a
venue of both national and international
standard. The Bill also provides a clear direction
for the trust to establish the facility as a multi-use
venue for sporting and recreational events.
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The third purpose of the Bill is to repeal any
provisions which may be discriminatory or
inappropriate. Anomalies existed in the previous
Act in regard to discriminatory age provisions. In
addition, this Bill will also clarify the manner in
which trustees may be appointed, removed or
suspended. The Government recognises the
importance of Lang Park to the Queensland
public and expects the trust to reflect modern
expectations for its management of the facility.

I commend the Bill to the House. 

Debate, on motion of Mr Veivers,
adjourned.

TRANSPORT OPERATIONS
(PASSENGER TRANSPORT) BILL
Hon. D. J. HAMILL (Ipswich—Minister for

Transport and Minister Assisting the Premier on
Economic and Trade Development) (12.18
p.m.), by leave, without notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act about passenger transport, and
for other purposes."
Motion agreed to.

First Reading
Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and

Bill, on motion of Mr Hamill, read a first time.

Second Reading
Hon. D. J. HAMILL (Ipswich—Minister for

Transport and Minister Assisting the Premier on
Economic and Trade Development) (12.19
p.m.): I move—

"That the Bill be now read a second
time."
The Bill before the House is an important

component of the Government's overall strategy
for managing the enormous transport demands
emerging in this State, and particularly in south-
east Queensland. The unprecedented demand
in Queensland for transport infrastructure and
services can be directly linked to rapid population
growth, increasingly dispersed land use and
fundamental changes in the pattern of transport
journeys.

From the SEQ 2001 project we know that by
2011 the regional population bounded by
Noosa, Toowoomba and the border could
increase by as much as 57 per cent, resulting in a
69 per cent increase in transport trips. Within this
area, by 2011 the Sunshine Coast area
population is expected to increase by 123 per
cent, the Gold Coast by 80 per cent, Moreton
Shire by 133 per cent and the Caboolture area
by 159 per cent. This type of population increase

is not just confined to the south-east corner of
the State. The population of Cairns is expected
to increase by 60 per cent in the next 20 years,
the Livingstone Shire around Rockhampton by
64 per cent, Bundaberg by 80 per cent,
Townsville by 35 per cent and the
Mackay/Pioneer districts by 40 per cent.

I table and seek leave to have incorporated
in Hansard a diagram illustrating those population
increases.

Leave granted.
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Percentage Increase in Population

Projected Population Growth in Regional Queensland by 2011

Figure 1

Mr HAMILL: If the SEQ 2001 land use
projections emerge there will be an additional
1.12 million people in south-east Queensland
alone in 20 years' time, with close to one million
of that increase in the population of south-east
Queensland being located outside of the City of
Brisbane.

This confirms a trend towards more
dispersed land use, and stands in contrast to the
rhetoric of those local authorities whose
objectives of increasing land use densities are
for the most part not being matched by their
actions. This dispersed land use pattern can only
increase transport costs and accelerate demands
for new transport infrastructure and services
through the creation of longer and more diverse
transport journeys.

Although the number of transport journeys
to the CBD and key urban centres is increasing in
absolute terms, if we express them as a
percentage of total trips in south-east
Queensland, radial trips to the CBD and key
centres has declined. More and more of the total
number of transport trips are cross regional,
which makes them more easily accomplished at
present by private motor vehicle than by public
transport.

Demand management strategies in CBDs
and key urban centres designed to constrain car
use and encourage public transport use have
been virtually non-existent. For instance, in the
Brisbane CBD, between 1986 and 1992, the

cost of car parking increased on average by less
than 3 per cent per year. Not surprisingly, in the
same period, the number of people parking in
the inner city increased by more than 6 per cent
per year.

Inappropriate policies and a lack of
commitment to public transport has seen the
percentage of transport trips made by public
transport in south-east Queensland decline from
about 12 per cent in the mid-1970s to less than 9
per cent at present. On current trends, without
remedial action the public transport share of total
trips will decline to around 7 per cent by 2011. 

The decline in public transport use, rapid
population growth and increasing dispersion in
land use has placed intolerable pressures on our
road system, particularly in south-east
Queensland. Within the south-east corner, the
radial nature of much of our existing arterial road
infrastructure means that despite a dispersion in
transport trips, much of the traffic growth has
been funnelled through Brisbane's CBD and
inner suburbs.

There is no simple or single answer to the
transport problems facing this State. Indeed, the
solution lays in an integrated approach which
links better land use with a multi-modal approach
to transport infrastructure and transport services.
This is precisely the approach of the Government
to this vital issue.
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Improved land use planning is being
pursued by the Government through processes
such as SEQ 2001, but desirable outcomes will
depend critically on the policies pursued by local
authorities. As I will explain later, this legislation
will introduce a number of requirements for
public transport to be taken into account in local
authority land use plans.

In tandem with the Statewide road program,
a metropolitan road strategy for the greater
Brisbane area is being put in place which aims to
develop a ring road/bypass network tailored to
the increasing demand for cross-regional car
trips. The strategy, which is a part of our overall
Regional Transport Plan, will ensure that large
numbers of cross-regional car trips are not
funnelled through the CBD and inner suburbs as
they are at present, and will alleviate the prospect
of peak period gridlock on our major radial roads.

In keeping with our overall commitment to an
integrated transport system, this Government is
pursuing an unprecedented program of rail
capital works across the State, including a major
extension and expansion of the existing
Brisbane passenger rail network. Network
extensions to the Gold Coast and capacity
expansion of 80 per cent in the inner urban rail
system is expressly aimed at encouraging a
significant shift in radial commuting from cars to
trains.

The final component of the Government's
program is a comprehensive reform of the public
passenger transport system, which is designed
to encourage a modal shift in radial commuting as
well as in cross regional and intraregional travel.
The Government began developing this aspect
of its strategy in December 1992, when I
instituted a major review into all aspects of public
transport in Queensland. Indeed, the legislation
before the House represents the
implementation phase for this component of the
Government's urban transport strategy.

Before I address the specifics of the Bill, it is
worth considering some of the key findings of
the Passenger Transport Review because those
findings help explain why public passenger
transport has failed to address the increasing
transport demands in this State. The review
found a great deal of inconsistency in the quality
and availability of public transport services
throughout the State. In too many areas, urban
bus services are of a poor quality and standard,
and the frequency of services offered is simply
not conducive to increasing public transport
usage.

In some areas of the State, services do not
commence until after 9 a.m. and finish before 5
p.m.—therefore making it very difficult for people
to commute to and from work. Night-time and

weekend services are, with few exceptions,
virtually non-existent. 

Operators have come to expect that they
have lifetime rights to provide exclusive services
to an area irrespective of their performance and
irrespective of patronage levels that they
achieve. Bus operators have become heavily
reliant on Government subsidies instead of their
own business and entrepreneurial skills that
ought to be directed towards increasing
patronage levels by providing the types of
services that people want and need. But there is
no link between the subsidies that Government
pays to operators and the operators'
performance as a passenger transport provider.

Furthermore, the introduction of a
Government subsidy scheme to offset interest
costs for the purchase of new buses has not
appreciably reduced the age of the urban bus
fleet. The average age of some urban bus fleets
is 20 years.

The review found that in many of our rural
areas the school bus is the only form of public
transport available. Yet we have restricted its use
to only those school children eligible for free
school transport and excluded other students
and fare paying passengers from using the bus
even when there is space available.

The review also found that the taxi industry
has generally been slow to identify and develop
new opportunities for service and fare
innovation. 

In relation to the private hire car industry, the
review found that no PVH licences have been
issued since 1988, which has led to high plate
values, particularly in tourist areas. Another
problem is that PVHs have begun to encroach
on the taxi industry, taking the cream of the fares
without having to pay the licence plate fees
required of the taxi industry.

More generally, the review found that the
current legislation regulating public transport was
out of date, too restrictive on business and
designed more to stop or inhibit the
development of new services than encourage
innovation and greater flexibility in service
delivery.

The present Transport Act was originally
developed in the late 1950s at a time when
dependence on the private motor vehicle was
not what it is today. It was also developed in an
era when the urban growth patterns of the State
were more confined, and less urban sprawl
existed. It is an Act that heavily regulates almost
everything done in the passenger transport
industry from the streets along which a bus may
travel and where it can stop to the length of
women taxi driver's skirts and men's socks.
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The legislation which introduced the bus
subsidy scheme was developed in the mid-
1970s when inflation was rampant and rising
costs to industry threatened its very viability.
While the Act was only ever intended to be a
stopgap measure, it has survived, despite the
fact that the basis for its formation has long since
disappeared.

The legislation before the House
represents not only a major legislative change for
the industry but will also usher in a cultural
change in the way things have to be done. The
industry has approached these changes in a very
positive manner and I would like to pay tribute to
the industry associations and members who
have, for the past 18 months, worked with the
department in the review and in the
development of this Bill. In particular I would like
to thank the Queensland Bus and Coach
Association, the Bus Operators Association,
formerly the School Transport Association, the
Queensland Taxi Council and the Luxury
Limousine Association. I would also like to pay
tribute to the Brisbane City Council and the many
other local councils who have contributed to
policy development with constructive comments
on public transport service levels and service
boundaries.

This Bill embraces a new philosophy in
Government planning and administration of
public transport. It embraces a number of
principles aimed at ensuring a greater level of
accountability and social justice responsibility.
The overriding principles behind this legislation
are that—

The operation of public passenger transport
should be regarded as a commercial
business aimed at pursuing and maximising
patronage. In that regard, user needs
should be the primary determinant of the
type, nature and frequency of services and
infrastructure to be provided. This implies a
higher level of professionalism in the
industry both in management and
operational terms.
The public interest will best be served by
ensuring that the providers of passenger
transport operate in a framework
characterised by greater accountability,
competition, and contestability. The days
when operators can have lifetime exclusive
rights to provide services without any
performance or service standard
accountabilities are gone.
Limitations on market entry for the provision
of services should be imposed only when
they will result in a better level of service
than could otherwise be provided.

Government regulations should be
minimised and restricted to ensuring high
levels of safety and the efficient meeting of
consumer needs. This necessarily means
that there must be greater industry self
regulation and acceptance of high
standards of safety and customer service.

Government financial assistance should
only be provided in those circumstances
where the levels of services and
infrastructure cannot be provided in a
commercial market but are determined by
Government as necessary for social,
economic or social justice reasons.

Government has an obligation to ensure a
reasonable level of mobility and access for
those in the community who are
disadvantaged through age, disability,
income or isolation.

This Bill includes a number of important
planning requirements. It specifies that
passenger transport strategies must be
developed and tabled in the Parliament. Those
strategies must be developed within a public and
industry consultation framework. They must state
the specific objectives to be achieved and
include specific proposals as well as priorities for
Government spending and appropriate
performance indicators. These strategies, and
the annual implementation plans that follow,
must be developed in a way that—

takes account of national and international
benchmarks and best practice;

encourages efficient, competitive and
commercial behaviour;

ensures a strategic and integrated approach
to the provision of public transport;

promotes energy efficiency and reduces
adverse environmental impacts;

achieves efficiency and cost effectiveness;

achieves the highest quality and
accessibility of services and effective
infrastructure consistent with reasonable
cost; and 

ensures that funding is applied in an
efficient, cost effective and equitable way.

Thus this Bill places an obligation not only
on the Minister but also on the Chief Executive
to be accountable in the Parliament for the
proper development of strategies and plans for
the future.

An important aspect of the legislation is to
raise the professionalism of operators and drivers
of public transport services. This is to be
achieved through operator accreditation and
driver authorisation.
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The purpose of operator accreditation is to
encourage high-quality operation of public
transport services by raising their standards and
awareness in areas of safety, service delivery and
business acumen, and holding them
accountable for complying with those standards.

Operator accreditation will replace the
current system of licences and permits and will
be the only authority required to operate certain
types of passenger transport services. Operator
accreditation will apply to all public transport
operators whether they operate an urban bus
service, charter services, long-distance services,
school transport services, taxis or luxury
limousine services, or courtesy and community
transport services. However, it is not the
intention of the Government to have this apply to
those community transport services based on
community support and home care, such as
those operated by the Red Cross, St Vincent de
Paul, Blue Nurses, the Queensland Spastic
Welfare League, the Salvation Army, and other
charitable organisations. 

Operator accreditation will, however, apply
to community transport when it is provided using
a heavy bus of greater than five tonnes gross
vehicle mass, as these types of vehicles have
particular maintenance requirements.

While the standards for operator
accreditation will be worked out with industry and
will vary depending on the type of passenger
transport service being operated, it is intended
that a component of operator accreditation for
scheduled urban bus operators will be the
completion of a transport studies course based
at a tertiary institution. This course will be
developed in cooperation with industry and is
intended to cover aspects such as business
planning, vehicle maintenance and operation,
route and timetable planning, marketing and
customer relations, industrial relations and
human resource planning—in other words,
those aspects that will make the industry more
professional and better able to develop and plan
services to meet changing community needs.

A similar approach has been adopted in New
South Wales, and operators who have been in
the public transport business for generations
have commented that the course has opened
their eyes and shown them how to make their
operations more professional and business
focused.

The aim of driver authorisation is to ensure
that drivers of public passenger transport
vehicles are not only capable of safely operating
the relevant type of vehicle, but also are aware of
their customer service responsibilities and
conduct themselves appropriately. This means

that it will no longer be sufficient to simply have
the appropriate driver's licence to operate a
public transport vehicle. Drivers will be expected
to undertake training programs which will be
conducted by industry or their companies to
ensure higher standards of operation. For
example, it would be reasonable to expect that
drivers of long-distance coaches have a relevant
understanding and awareness of the factors
affecting fatigue and how it can be minimised and
recognised.

Driver authorisation aims to ensure that all
drivers are aware of their customers needs—be
they children, the elderly, or those with a
disability—and conduct themselves
appropriately. 

An important feature of this Bill is to ensure
that past criminal records and current charges
against a person are taken into account in issuing
or suspending a driver's authorisation. This
matter has been given careful consideration and
it is felt that the public interest would be best
served in cases where a person is charged with
child molestation or firearm or drug trafficking
offences for that person not to be issued with
driver authorisation, or have their authorisation
suspended until the offence has been dealt with
by the courts.

This is a sensitive issue and, obviously,
each case must be judged on its merits taking
into account the severity of the offence. The
approach taken in the Bill is consistent with the
Security Providers Act 1993, already approved
by Parliament.

Similar provisions have also been included
in operator accreditation. While it is intended that
this Act will also apply to Queensland Rail, it has
been specifically excluded from having to hold
operator accreditation and driver authorisation
because of existing processes which already
apply to achieve high standards in its operations.

As a result of the Hilmer report on national
competition policy and the Industry Commission
report on urban public transport, there is now a
growing national focus on business restrictions,
particularly when they relate to restricting market
entry and competition. Yet it is recognised that
there are circumstances and cases when, only
through market restriction, can adequate levels
of public transport services be provided to the
public at all times of the day and night and in all
areas.

A number of countries have experimented
with public transport deregulation. While I
acknowledge that there have been some
successes, there is the risk that in a deregulated
market operators pick the eyes out of the
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profitable routes and times and let the
Government pay for all the remaining services.
This legislation recognises that market entry
restrictions may be required for the provision of
public transport services but specifies that this
should only occur if the Minister is of the opinion
that the level of services, access to the public,
and service innovation would be greater, or that
the Government's social justice objectives would
be better met at a lower cost because of those
restrictions.

Where these market entry restrictions are
applied, the legislation provides that the services
must then be conducted under a performance-
based service contract which specifies that
minimum service levels must apply as well as
other provisions. The purpose of these service
contracts is to hold operators accountable for
providing minimum service levels in return for
protection from competition, and also to ensure
that communities receive quality and innovative
services at a reasonable cost. Service contracts
will apply to all urban bus services, school
transport services, the taxi industry, Queensland
Rail, and those western air services for which the
Government pays a subsidy. It is also likely that
they could also apply to certain urban commuter
ferry services. 

The period of a service contract will be five
years and existing operators will be given the first
opportunity to enter into the new contracts
provided they can meet the performance
requirements. Operators who meet the
performance levels of the contracts will be given
the first opportunity to continue to enter into new
contracts, thereby ensuring continuity of service
delivery for performing operators. It would only
be if existing operators could not meet the
performance standards, or if operators did not
wish to continue to participate in the industry,
that the Government would then call for public
tenders for new contract service providers.

An important component of the service
contracts is the conditions that would apply to
each contract. Apart from the minimum service
levels requirements, depending on the type of
service for which the contract is applied, these
conditions could also include average fleet age,
a requirement for customer information services,
proper business plans so that the operation is
managed efficiently, and performance
requirements for punctuality and accessibility. 

Another important aspect of the contracts is
a formal mid-point review. The purpose of this
review is to ensure that the contractor is
performing and meeting the obligations of the
contract. However, the review is also an
opportunity to assess whether the service levels
specified in the contract are appropriate for the

community. If it is found from the mid-point
review that the operator has done everything
possible to maximise patronage, but for some
reason there has not been the growth that was
expected, then the Government will, if
necessary, amend the minimum service levels
and work with the operator to enhance
passenger services. This was a proposal
suggested by the industry and it underlines the
Government's desire to cooperate with industry
to make these changes workable.

I seek leave to have incorporated in Hansard
the balance of my speech in relation to this Bill,
and I commend it to the House.

Leave granted.

I mentioned that school transport services would
also be subject to a Service Contract. As
members would be aware, kilometre-based
school services currently operate under an open
ended contract negotiated by School
Conveyance Committees. Unfortunately in some
areas there is a reluctance by some parents to
form Conveyance Committees because of the
legal liabilities which could apply to say, a case
of an accident where litigation might arise.

The legislation specifies that in future the actual
contract will be between the school transport
operator and the Chief Executive of the
Queensland Department of Transport.

It is certainly not the intention of the Government
to abandon the good work done by these
Committees. Indeed I would like to place on
record the Government's appreciation for the
work that these Conveyance Committees do in
organising routes, bus stop locations and a
myriad of other things that have made school
transport work.

Apart from the legal requirement for signing the
Contracts, the role of Conveyance Committees
will largely be the same. Their new role will be
specifically recognised in the regulations and we
will be seeking their expert assistance in helping
us to monitor the performance requirements of
the Contracts.

Let me give an assurance that no new school
transport Contract will be entered into without full
consultation with the relevant Conveyance
Committees.

Mr Speaker,

An important aspect of the Commercial
Contracts which will apply to urban operators is
the changed Government subsidy
arrangements.

The current Gross Fare Revenue form of subsidy
payment will be phased out and replaced by a
system of concession fare top-ups. This will not
occur overnight and the transitional
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arrangements in the legislation allow for this to
be gradually phased in over five years.

There is solid evidence from interstate and
overseas that public transport can operate
profitably and the changed subsidy
arrangements along with revised and enlarged
Service Contract boundaries should ensure that.

An important aspect of the Bill is the section
which allows the Chief Executive to require as a
condition of entering into a Contract the payment
of compensation from one operator to another for
the services that are taken over or changed.
This was a requirement that industry itself came
up with and accepts that it is a legitimate
commercial practice that operators may have to
be compensated for loss of fare income, in order
to bring about these changed arrangements.

The legislation provides for the appointment of
an arbiter in those cases where operators cannot
agree upon the amount of compensation to be
paid. Whilst the legislation provides for a
regulation to be made about the matters which
should or should not be taken into account in
determining compensation, it is my intention to
ask industry to come up with those matters.

The legislation also makes provision for the
overhaul of the taxi industry. Whilst Queensland
has a very good taxi industry when compared to
other States, there is no doubt that
improvements can be made.

At the outset, let me reassure the taxi industry
that it is not the Government's intention to
deregulate the taxi industry. However it is our
intention to ensure that it lifts its performance in
return for market entry restrictions.

Indeed it is pleasing to note that the recently
released Industry Commission Report into Urban
Public Transport has acknowledged that the
proposed policy arrangements for the
Queensland taxi industry strikes the right
balance between regulation and open
competition.

The Bill makes provision for taxi service licence
holders to be associated with a company which
has entered into a performance contract with the
Government. While the details of those
contracts have yet to be worked out, it is
expected that one of the main performance
requirements of the contract will be the maximum
waiting time that customers have to wait for a
taxi. 

This will ensure that companies introduce the
right technology to allow them to place their taxis
in locations that speedily serve the market need.

Luxury Limousine Services, or Private Vehicle
Hire cars as they are currently known, are to be
deregulated. This will be achieved through the
Queensland Department of Transport selling

licences to operators of appropriate new
vehicles at a price which reflects current market
value. This will provide a measure of stability and
protection for current operators.

It is also intended to allow all Luxury Limousines
to compete with taxis on certain specified routes
for quality tourist business such as from
selected airports to five star hotels or casinos.
However, these will be carefully worked out in
conjunction with the taxi industry.

Mr Speaker,

If we are to ensure proper passenger transport
planning then we must deal with the issue of land
use and transport planning. Already the
Government has done considerable work in this
area by setting up the mechanisms for regional
planning to plan and co-ordinate land use
development.

This legislation also reinforces that approach by
requiring Local Governments to take account of
public transport requirements and impacts, when
approving major residential and commercial
developments. 

The Bill paves the way for the Government to
develop practical guidelines so that developers
and planners know what is expected when
embarking on developments.

Unfortunately, there are too many examples of
new suburbs which have been developed in a
way which makes it virtually impossible for public
transport to access and serve the residents. It is
in these areas, which are usually in the fastest
growing outer urban areas of the State, that
families are forced to either buy a second or a
third car, or become housebound.

The Bill also allows the Minister to authorise
Local Governments to undertake demand
management measures that positively support
public transport.

These measures could include the establishment
of bus priority lanes during the peak hours, or
ensuring that those who park their car in the
inner city business districts pay a premium to
discourage car use and support public transport.

I acknowledge that there is a growing feeling in
the community that a proper and sensible
balance must be achieved between developing
road infrastructure and encouraging greater use
of public transport. This Bill will provide the
Government with the legislative basis to tackle
the problem and address the balance.

There must be a planned approach to transport
which ensures public transport accounts for an
increasing proportion of the trips we make,
thereby reducing the pressure on the road
system and reducing the impact on the
environment.
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While this legislation will give the Government
the ability to make those changes, the public
must then accept the challenge to leave their
cars at home when they can, and use public
transport.

Mr Speaker,

This legislation is designed to achieve the best
possible public passenger transport system at
reasonable cost to the community and the
Government.

It is legislation that will require not only a cultural
change on the part of some public transport
operators, but in the way our planners and
strategists view public transport in the future.

In Queensland we have a lifestyle which is the
envy of many around the world, as well as in
Australia. That lifestyle will not be guaranteed
unless we ensure that our public transport
system is made a truly attractive alternative to
the motor vehicle which is capable of meeting the
population growth challenges of the future.

This legislation along with our commitment to rail
and to sensible road planning are central planks
in the Government's urban transport strategy for
addressing Queensland's population growth
challenges. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Johnson,
adjourned.

TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Hon. D. J. HAMILL (Ipswich—Minister for
Transport and Minister Assisting the Premier on
Economic and Trade Development) (12.37
p.m.), by leave, without notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act to amend the Transport
Infrastructure Act 1994, and for other
purposes."
Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. D. J. HAMILL (Ipswich—Minister for
Transport and Minister Assisting the Premier on
Economic and Trade Development) (12.38
p.m.): I move—

"That the Bill be now read a second
time."
I seek leave to table my speech and have it

incorporated in Hansard.

Leave granted.

It is my pleasure to introduce the Transport
Infrastructure Amendment Bill (No. 2), which I
foreshadowed in the second-reading speeches
for the introduction of the Transport Planning and
Coordination Bill and the Transport Infrastructure
Bill late last year. This further change is part of
the major review of legislation across all
transport functions within the Transport portfolio.
This review will result in the rationalisation of
some 55 Acts down to around 20 pieces of
legislation.  

Among other things, this legislation will replace
the Gateway Bridge Agreement Act 1980 and the
Motorways Agreements Act 1987 and will
prescribe a new legislative framework for the
establishment of road franchise agreements.

As indicated previously to the House, the
Transport Infrastructure Act is to be developed
in stages to include all components of the
management and provision of transport
infrastructure.  The Transport Infrastructure
Amendment Bill (No. 2) presently before you will
add franchised roads to the Roads component of
the legislation. The existing Act provides for core
provisions relating to all forms of transport
infrastructure and presently provides for roads
and port infrastructure and, in the future,
provision will also be made to cover rail and other
miscellaneous transport infrastructure.

This family of legislation contains a hierarchy of
objectives which are progressively more specific
for each mode of transport infrastructure.

The prime objective of this Bill is to promote
private investment in the provision, operation
and maintenance of road transport
infrastructure, consistent with Government
policy.  It will assist this Government and future
Governments to provide road infrastructure from
sources other than that of the Government.

Along with a network of roads that keeps our
quality of life and standard of living intact, the
Government has plans for a significantly larger
and more effective public transport system. But
there must be increased investment in roads as
a balanced total transport solution.

Too many people are happy to enjoy the benefits
of living in Australia's leading State without
wishing to ask themselves how the high standard
of living which we enjoy can be maintained in the
future.

The short answer is that for Queensland's
potential to be maximised it is essential that we
continue to provide industry and the community
with efficient and effective transport systems
and infrastructure.

For without transport and the freedom it offers,
our standard of living will quickly fall away.
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We are not talking about an over emphasis on
one form of transport.  For example,the
Transport Operations (Passenger Transport) Bill
presently before this Parliament will ensure a
more effective public transport system.  

This Bill will provide the legislative framework and
the flexibility needed to enable Governments to
enter into agreements with companies for the
provision of private sector finance for high-
profile, stand-alone toll road/bridge projects that
will support economic, trade and regional
development, while improving the quality of life in
our State.

This legislation provides a consistent policy
framework and obligations on Queensland
Transport in relation to the development of
franchised road proposals. Within this
framework, Government can enter into a road
franchise agreement on behalf of the State with a
company for the construction and/or
maintenance and/or operation of road transport
infrastructure by that company.  Unlike the
existing franchised motorways legislation, the
agreements will not be incorporated in this
legislation but will be tabled in the House.

This provides the necessary flexibility to move
quickly but without loss of transparency and
accountability. Parliament, under the change,
sets the rules up-front rather than ratifies an
agreement at the end of the process. However,
road franchise proposals will be subject to the
most stringent environmental impact
assessments.

It is important to note that any franchised road
will have to be consistent with the Transport
Coordination Plan, developed in accordance with
the Transport Planning and Coordination Act
1994, with the objectives of the Transport
Infrastructure Act 1994 and the current transport
infrastructure strategies.

In recognition of this Government's commitment
to accountability, this legislation will require a
report on the operations of road franchise
agreements to be included in the annual report of
Queensland Transport.

This Bill will not make provision for by-laws like
the existing franchised motorways legislation,
instead, any necessary additional provisions will
be made by regulations applying to franchised
roads and, where possible, by adapting State-
controlled road provisions.

Also, a section has been included  in  the  Bill
(Section 61AG)  which  allows the Director-
General to lease, sell or otherwise dispose of
resumed land for transport purposes to a
franchisee.  This section ensures maximum
flexibility in the manner in which land taken by
resumption can be dealt with.

Mr Speaker,

This legislation will help Queensland Transport to
provide a network of roads by the provision of
private sector financing which will support the
economic, trade and regional development of
this State.

I commend this Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Johnson,
adjourned.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Personal Injuries Proceedings
Exposure Draft Bill 

Hon. M. J. FOLEY (Yeronga—Minister
for Employment, Training and Industrial
Relations) (12.39 p.m.), by leave: The
Attorney-General and I have worked together to
prepare a draft Personal Injuries Proceedings
Exposure Bill. This draft Bill is presented as part
of the Goss Government's commitment to
enhancing access to justice through reducing
legal costs and encouraging earlier resolution of
claims.

The Personal Injuries Proceedings Bill has
been drafted along lines similar to the provisions
in the Motor Accident Insurance Act, which deals
with claims for damages for personal injuries
arising out of motor vehicle accidents. The Motor
Accident Insurance Act 1994 has been passed
by the Parliament and is due to come into effect
on 1 September 1994.

The draft legislation is also intended to help
reduce workers' compensation costs. About 25
per cent of the costs of common law claims to the
Workers Compensation Board, and passed on to
Queensland business in premiums, is legal and
associated costs.

The Goss Government is committed to a
process of consultation, and to achieve this the
Personal Injuries Proceedings Bill is being
released in draft form to encourage discussion
on the proposals and invite comment.

I seek leave to table the Bill and attached
commentary to seek public comment from
interested parties and to invite written
submissions until 12 October. Once the
consultation is completed, legislation in its final
form will be introduced to this House.

AGRICULTURAL COLLEGES BILL

Hon. M. J. FOLEY (Yeronga—Minister
for Employment, Training and Industrial
Relations) (12.41 p.m.), by leave, without notice:
I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act about agricultural colleges."

Motion agreed to.
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First Reading
Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and

Bill, on motion of Mr Foley, read a first time.

Second Reading
Hon. M. J. FOLEY (Yeronga—Minister

for Employment, Training and Industrial
Relations) (12.42 p.m.): I move—

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

This Agricultural Colleges Bill provides for
the development and delivery of eduction and
training for agriculture, pasturage and animal
husbandry and replaces the Rural Training
Schools Act 1965. Queensland has four rural
training schools constituted under the Act.
These are at Emerald, Longreach, Ayr and Dalby.

The original concept of the rural training
schools was to give students the basic skills
necessary to make them valuable members of
the rural work force, generally as farmhands and
pastoral workers. However, the rural sector is
facing a significant number of challenges,
including drought, distance and competition
from overseas countries which are heavily
subsidised. Therefore, there is a need for the
Queensland rural economy to become more
competitive and flexible through attention to
quality production, niche markets and value-
added products. Additionally, increased
awareness of environmental concerns means
that the industry must adapt to changing
technologies in the areas of landcare, pesticides
and fertilisers. Within this context, education and
training have a critical role to play in helping
Queensland's rural industries gain the necessary
competitive edge to compete in the world
marketplace.

Current entry-level training arrangements for
the Australian work force are in the process of
being reformed and replaced by a new entry-
level training system extending beyond
apprenticeships and traineeships. Training for
the rural sector is an integral part of this training
system. Vocational education and training
programs are being developed to address the
increasingly demanding role being expected of
the rural industry. These courses range from
certificate to associate diploma level programs
and will include diplomas in the near future. The
strengths of rural training schools lie in the
practical, operational training they provide and in
their close involvement in the local rural
community. This close industry relationship
ensures that the students are exposed to a
variety of industry practices and can observe the
latest industry developments.

In a general sense, rural training schools
play a critical role in addressing the problem of
population decline in rural communities by
providing valuable training for young people in
rural areas as well as attracting non-rural people
to careers in the rural industry. They also provide
status for employment in the rural industry.

When the Rural Training Schools Act was
enacted in 1965, it was expected that the
student body would consist largely of students
of an age consistent with Years 11 and 12 of
secondary school. Since that time, the average
age of the student body has increased and the
majority of students are of a similar age to
students at other tertiary institutions. There is
also an increasingly larger proportion of women
and mature-age students. It seemed reasonable
that the names of the rural training institutions
and the governing legislation should recognise
and reflect this fact and be comparable with other
institutions such as TAFE colleges.
Consequently, the new Act is now the
Agricultural Colleges Act 1994, and the
institutions are to be called "agricultural
colleges"—or "pastoral college" in the case of
Longreach. 

The intentions of the changes to the Act
are:

• to improve the accountability of
agricultural colleges in relation to
Government funding;

• to modernise the operations of the
college boards in order to reflect the
interests of key stakeholders in the
colleges—including staff and students;
and

• to improve the relationship between
agricultural colleges and the vocational
education and training sector—that is
TAFE colleges and other training
providers—by bringing them into
mainstream focus.

In addition, the new Bill creates the basis for
extending the services offered by the agricultural
colleges and for achieving efficiencies through
closer departmental monitoring. This will be of
benefit to rural communities, as the colleges will
be able to be more flexible and responsive in
providing programs relevant to local needs.

The development of this Bill follows a review
of rural training schools by the Vocational
Education, Training and Employment
Commission and the adoption of many of its
recommendations. A wide and effective
consultation process within the rural industry
indicated that the amendments incorporated in
this Bill would result in improved delivery of
training to the rural sector.
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By providing quality vocational education
and training for the rural sector, Queensland can
enhance the skills development of people living
in rural communities, as well as increase the
potential for all sectors of the rural industry to
compete favourably on the world market. I
commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Santoro,
adjourned.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS AMENDMENT
BILL

Hon. M. J. FOLEY (Yeronga—Minister
for Employment, Training and Industrial
Relations) (12.45 p.m.), by leave, without notice:
I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act to amend the Industrial Relations
Act 1990."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. M. J. FOLEY (Yeronga—Minister
for Employment, Training and Industrial
Relations) (12.46 p.m.): I move—

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

This Bill is designed to address recent
developments which have occurred under
counterpart Federal legislation and to bring more
efficient and equitable procedures to the
industrial relations system in Queensland. With
this goal the new legislation sits most comfortably
with the major reforms introduced by the
Industrial Relations Reform Act earlier this year.

This Act, which operated from 30 March
1994, was quite remarkable in its contribution to
promoting labour market reform in Queensland. I
stated at that time, and it applies equally now,
that labour market reform through enterprise
bargaining is necessary if we are to ensure that
the Queensland and Australian economies are
productive and competitive and provide
satisfying and secure employment.

The Act was designed to provide the
opportunity for benefits for both employers and
employees. This has been achieved by the
introduction of a more flexible system through
enterprise agreements allowing for the
involvement of employers, unions and

employees. The agreements focus directly on
ways of increasing productivity and increasing
efficiencies and at the same time provide
increased pay and improved benefits for
employees.

Industrial relations reform obviously is an
Australia-wide concern and is not localised just to
Queensland or to any other State. To achieve
the necessary common direction, the legislation
deliberately took up many of the new reforms of
the Commonwealth Industrial Relations Reform
Act which was passed by the Federal Parliament
in late 1993 and also operated from 30 March
1994.

As part of the underpinning of the
enterprise agreements and to ensure minimum
conditions prevailed throughout Australia, the
Federal legislation also adopted a number of
minimum entitlements provisions. These were in
the areas of minimum wages, equal remuneration
for work of equal value, parental leave and
termination of employment. These new
conditions, which were based on ILO
conventions previously ratified, thus
represented an acknowledgment of Australia's
social and international responsibilities.

Whilst Queensland through its industrial
relations legislation has provided minimum
standards for many years, the Government
considered it desirable and essential to mirror the
Federal legislation to ensure that the jurisdiction
of the Queensland Industrial Relations
Commission was preserved. As important as the
maintenance of jurisdiction is, equally as
important is that the Federal and State industrial
relations systems operate in harmony as closely
as possible.

The day-to-day requirements of modern
business demand an industrial relations system
which is as easy to apply as possible. This is
greatly assisted by the harmonisation of the two
systems whereby an understanding of one will
provide an awareness and appreciation of the
other.

The matter of bringing the industrial
relations legislation closer with the goal of
providing employers and employees with a more
user-friendly system has extended to other areas
outside the actual reform legislation. Within the
last month the Commonwealth and State
Industrial Relations Commissions in Brisbane
have co-located in Central Plaza Two in Eagle
Street. For practitioners this will provide a one-
stop shop with all concomitant benefits. The co-
location of the commissions will also support
greater cooperation between the two systems. It
can also be seen as the next logical step after the
cross-appointment of the industrial
commissioners, allowing them to make decisions
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which operate in both State and Federal
jurisdiction.

There are specific aspects of this Bill which
are designed to promote further the
harmonisation of the Federal and State systems.
The new legislation will also provide more
efficient procedures in the Queensland Industrial
Relations Commission and generally improve the
effectiveness of the operation of the Act. It is an
essential responsibility of Government to monitor
continually the effectiveness of its legislation. I
firmly believe that this Bill addresses this
obligation. In this regard I am grateful to the
Industrial Relations Consultative Committee for
its advice to me on the areas of the existing
legislation warranting review.

I shall turn firstly to the area of dismissal from
employment. As indicated earlier, the
Queensland amendments from 30 March 1994
were based on the Federal legislation operating
from the same date. Members will be aware that
following representations from various employer
groups, my Federal ministerial colleague, the
Honourable Laurie Brereton, saw a need to make
amendments to certain specific dismissal
provisions of the Federal Act. The amendments
operate from 30 June 1994. Proposed
amendments in the Bill I have introduced will pick
up most of these changes. Briefly, the
amendments will vary the existing dismissal
provisions in the following aspects:

limiting the amount of compensation that
can be ordered by the Industrial Relations
Commission should a dismissal be found to
be unlawful;

ensuring that reinstatement in employment
is the prime remedy for an unlawful
dismissal. Compensation will only be
available where reinstatement is
impracticable; and

changing the onus of proof in dismissal
hearings in certain circumstances.

The proposed amendments mirror the Federal
amendments except that non-award employees
earning more than $60,000 per year will not be
excluded from the protection of the dismissal
provisions.

Under the new Queensland legislation all
employees are treated equally before the
Industrial Relations Commission, with the
maximum limit on compensation for all award or
non-award employees being six months'
remuneration. All employees, whether covered
by an award or not, have always been able to
challenge a dismissal in the commission, and it is
fair and equitable that this right continues.

The Industrial Relations Commission will
only be able to order compensation if it considers

that reinstatement is impracticable. In making this
decision it is expected that the commission will
take into account all the surrounding
circumstances, including the ability to reinstate in
a different location, the practical effect of
reinstatement on the working relationship and
the industrial consequences. The maximum
compensation which can be ordered when
reinstatement is not an option is the
remuneration the employer would have been
liable to pay the employee for the six months
immediately following the dismissal if the
employee had not been dismissed. It is to be at
the rate the employee received immediately
before the dismissal. These changes should
dispel any fear that employers may have had of
an inordinately large dismissal payment. If there
has been a reticence on the part of some
employers to take on new staff, this should now
be removed.

A new section will be inserted in the Act
dealing with onus of proof in dismissal hearings.
The onus will be on the employer to prove that a
dismissal was for one of the reasons set out in
the Act. However, if the employee's application
alleges the dismissal was harsh, unjust or
unreasonable, this will be for the employee to
prove. 

The proposed changes will also extend the
protection of the notice provisions in the Act to
part-time and seasonal workers and will also
extend the protection of the redundancy
provisions in the Act to seasonal workers. This
amendment reflects the reality that the majority of
such workers are permanent employees.

The proposed amendments will broaden
the power to make regulations excluding
categories of employees from the dismissal
provisions. All casual employees, unless
excluded by the regulations, will be protected
against unfair dismissal. My intention in the
regulations is to exclude casual employees
engaged on a short-term basis in accordance
with the Federal provisions.

The amendments will retain the key
objective of the dismissal provisions, which is to
give employees protection from unfair dismissal
and, where this is impracticable, to provide the
scope for reasonable and fair compensation. The
changes will apply to dismissals after the Bill is
enacted.

The Bill will also introduce more equitable
arrangements in relation to appeals against a
decision of a commissioner. Under existing
arrangements a person cannot appeal both to a
Full Bench of the Commission on the ground of
merit or to the Industrial Court on the grounds of
error of law and excess of jurisdiction. An
election must be made as to which appeal path to
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follow. This restriction can be unfair particularly if
strong arguments for appeal exist in both areas.
Accordingly, the legislation will allow both
avenues to be available to an appellant. Should
both types of appeal be lodged, the President of
the Industrial Court is to decide which is to be
heard first.

The amendments will also remove the role
of the certifying barrister in relation to the rules of
an industrial organisation. The certifying barrister
has the responsibility of approving the
registration of rules of the organisation and the
alteration of its rules. The increase in the
workload required of the certifying barrister in
recent years has necessitated a review of
existing arrangements with a view to providing
the most efficient and effective procedures
possible. It is believed that this can be achieved,
as the amendments propose, on the basis that
the registration of rules of an industrial
organisation be the responsibility of the Industrial
Relations Commission. The alteration of
rules—except for eligibility rules which are
already dealt with by the commission—will be
handled by the Industrial Registrar. Appeal from
decisions of the commission and registrar are
allowed.

I would like to take the opportunity to record
my appreciation of the work undertaken over a
number of years by the current certifying
barrister, Mr Andrew Herbert.

It is proposed to amend the preference of
employment provisions to ensure they operate
effectively and simply. Preference has always
been part of the employment system in
Queensland, and it is essential that it works well
and is easy to apply. The new provisions, which
are based on those operating under the Federal
legislation, will overcome the current
inconsistency between State and Federal
provisions. The Federal provisions have
operated effectively and provide a sound model.
As at present, under the amendment, if it is
agreed between the parties or is considered by
the Industrial Relations Commission to be
advisable that preference should be granted,
then such preference is to be granted. Again as
at present, the granting of preference is subject
to the conditions the commission considers
appropriate. Thus the commission has the final
say on any limitations which might be imposed
after hearing and determining the matter. The
commission may, for example, consider that the
conditions applying under existing awards are
appropriate to particular situations.

The proposed legislation will provide the
scope to abolish the requirement to pay annual
leave in advance to Government employees.
This will be achieved by providing that annual

leave shall be payable in advance unless an
award, industrial agreement or enterprise
bargaining agreement prescribes otherwise or
the Industrial Relations Commission otherwise
determines. The removal of the existing
requirement will give effect to one of the terms of
an enterprise bargaining agreement being
negotiated between the Government and public
sector unions. This will serve as an efficiency
measure in overcoming administrative difficulties
experienced in making payments, particularly
where short periods of annual leave are sought
and little notice is given. Some cost savings
should result.

A suitable definition of "meat works" to
clarify the entitlement to long service leave for
seasonal meatworkers is also included in the
legislation. 

The amendments relating to occupational
superannuation have extended the options as to
where the moneys claimed from employers as
outstanding occupational superannuation
contributions can be paid. As the
Superannuation Industry (Supervision) Act
(Commonwealth) makes reference to
contributions being paid to complying
superannuation funds or eligible rollover funds,
the legislation has been extended to reflect this
intention. 

In order that an employer may comply with
the provisions of an award and the
Commonwealth Superannuation Guarantee
Charge Act 1992, where that employer is found
as not having made correct contributions on
behalf of a current or former employee, an
industrial inspector will give the employer a first
option of paying to a complying fund, which
would include a fund nominated in the award as
relevant to the employee's employment. Where
an employer does not exercise this option, the
money is to be paid to the inspector for
disbursement to a complying fund, in which case
the employer may incur the charge under the
superannuation guarantee legislation. The
amendment will remove any uncertainties in
respect to the existing arrangements.

The Bill continues the policy of harmonising
the Commonwealth and State legislation to
ensure that a workable and efficient system is
available for all users. There is also a continuing
responsibility to monitor all existing industrial
relations practices and procedures so that they
are up to date and meet contemporary needs.
The Bill is a reflection of these obligations.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Santoro,
adjourned.

Sitting suspended from 12.57 to 2.30 p.m. 
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FOSSICKING BILL
Hon. T. McGRADY (Mount Isa— Minister

for Minerals and Energy) (2.30 p.m.), by leave,
without notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act about recreational and tourist
fossicking for minerals, gemstones and
ornamental stones, and for related
purposes."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading
Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and

Bill, on motion of Mr McGrady, read a first time.

Second Reading
Hon. T. McGRADY (Mount Isa— Minister

for Minerals and Energy) (2.31 p.m.): I move—
"That the Bill be now read a second

time."
The minerals and energy industry is big

business in Queensland, producing some $6.4
billion, or about 53 per cent, of the State's export
income in 1992-93. The scale of the industry
mirrors this massive return, with Queensland
producers of coal, copper, gold, bauxite, silver-
lead and zinc, among the world's largest, most
advanced and most productive operators. There
is, however, another side to Queensland's
minerals and energy sector not as advanced and
large but, for all that, very important, particularly
for tourism and recreation in the State. 

The minerals of Queensland lure fossickers,
collectors and tourists. The sapphires from our
central Queensland gem fields west of Emerald,
the opals from the far west, alluvial gold from
many streams, and assorted mineral specimens
from the north-west are just some examples.
Numerous clubs for gem, lapidary and fossicking
enthusiasts are active in the State, and interstate
clubs visit during the winter season. With other
individual enthusiasts and interstate and
overseas tourists, these visitors are contributing
to the major surge in outback tourism. Fossicking
localities are now on the "circuit" of destinations
of tourists, and commercial operators are offering
fossicking as part of their itineraries. The annual
Gemfest on the central Queensland gem fields is
graphic evidence of the contribution these
minerals are making to local economies. Regional
tourist authorities are naturally interested in
further promoting the activity. 

In the past, regulation of fossicking activity
has been mainly via the commercial mining
legislation, but this has not always been

satisfactory. Following proclamation of the
Mineral Resources Act, certain problems for
recreational, tourist and educational mineral
collectors became quite evident. In 1990, the
Government gave an undertaking to gem and
lapidary clubs that the situation would be
reviewed and possibilities for reform were
examined in an options paper circulated widely to
interested parties for comment. Consensus was
reached that there was a need for continued
State administration of fossicking to maintain
standards and assist tourist promotion, and for
continued involvement of the Department of
Minerals and Energy because of its technical
knowledge, the need to coordinate with
administration of commercial mining, and public
expectations. Preferred options included the
provision of legislation separate from that for
commercial mining, a simple fossicker's licence to
operate Statewide—with land-holder
permission—and a program of new fossicking
areas for tourists. 

It was also determined that changes were
needed to provide for greater environmental
control and regulation of camping, and it became
apparent that a new Fossicking Act was more
appropriate. This also allows other common
fossicking materials not previously covered by
the Mining (Fossicking) Act 1985 or the Mineral
Resources Act, such as ornamental stones and
fossil specimens, to be included.

The present Bill results from this extensive
consultation. The main provisions are—

A simple fossicker's licence authorising
fossicking Statewide, except on some
exempt lands, provided the permission of
any land owner is obtained. There are
categories of individual, family, club,
educational institution and commercial tour
operator licences, with various periods of up
to one year;
Allowing landowners to give general
permission for fossicking and camping on
their land to avoid the need for repeated
individual permissions;

Declaration of formal fossicking areas and
designated fossicking land over popular
tourist fossicking localities, with the
agreement of land-holders and local
governments and consultation with other
Government agencies. In these areas
tourists are not required to obtain individual
permissions;

Control of camping on fossicking areas and
designated fossicking land where land-
holders agree to vest this control in the
Department of Minerals and Energy.
Camping fees are introduced for such areas
for the first time with proceeds earmarked for
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maintenance and the provision of future
facilities.

On proclamation of the Act resulting from this Bill,
the existing Mining (Fossicking) Act will be
repealed.

I will now turn to the major parts of the Bill.
Part 1 sets out the terms used in the Bill;
fossicking materials are defined and they include
some materials currently administered as quarry
materials under the Forestry Act 1959 and Water
Resources Act 1989. Fossicking is clearly stated
to be limited to hand digging. Elsewhere in the
Bill, such digging is limited to a depth of 2m on
land and 0.5m in streams. Machinery is
prohibited.

Part 2 establishes where the Act will
operate. National and conservation parks are
exempt, as are State forests, unless agreement
is reached for individual forests with the
Department of Primary Industries forest service.
Areas where native title exists are also excluded,
with some exceptions. Members are referred to
the Explanatory Note for clause 11 for the details
of these.

Part 3 provides for the issue of fossickers'
licences and the rights and responsibilities of
holders. Worth noting is the absolute protection
given to land-holders through the requirement of
written permission before a fossicker can enter
occupied land. However, land-holders may
choose to give general permission in advance to
simplify arrangements in popular areas. Also of
note is the provision that materials collected
under a fossicker's licence must not be used for
commercial purposes. This is to clearly separate
administration of these recreational and tourist
activities from those of commercial mining and
quarrying.

Part 4 provides for declaration of designated
fossicking land and fossicking areas, with the
agreement of land-holders and local
governments, over fossicking localities popular
with tourists. These will be areas where tourists
may go without specific permission and which
can be used in tourist promotion programs.
Provision for the control of other activities on
these areas is also included.

Part 5 sets out the arrangements for
camping by fossickers, particularly on designated
fossicking land and fossicking areas. For those
areas controlled directly by the Department of
Minerals and Energy, limits on the duration of
camping and a camping permit with a modest fee
are introduced to prevent overuse of popular
areas and to provide some revenue for future
facilities. 

Parts 6, 7 and 8 are for the general
administration and enforcement of the Act. The

provisions are parallel to those of similar recent
legislation. It is also intended to provide for on-
the-spot fines for infringement of many of the
provisions of the Act via the regulations of the
Justice Act.

Part 9 provides for the transition from the
present Mining (Fossicking) Act 1985 and other
necessary minor changes to the Mineral
Resources Act 1989, the Forestry Act 1959 and
the Water Resources Act 1989.

The main principles of the Bill have received
almost unqualified support from the fossicking
fraternity, land-holder organisations, the mining
industry, scientific bodies, Government
agencies, local governments and tourist
authorities. A regulation to provide for the finer
detail of administration is in the final stages of
preparation, and it is hoped the new
arrangements will be in force to assist the tourist
industry before the end of the year.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Gilmore,
adjourned.

RETAIL SHOP LEASES BILL

Hon. J. P. ELDER (Capalaba— Minister
for Business, Industry and Regional
Development) (2.39 p.m.), by leave, without
notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act about retail shop leases."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. J. P. ELDER (Capalaba— Minister
for Business, Industry and Regional
Development) (2.40 p.m.): I move—

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

This Bill represents the outcome of a
detailed review of the existing Retail Shop
Leases Act, which has been in force since 1984.
The Bill focuses on the commercial leasing
relationship between tenants and landlords in
the retail sector. The retail industry is one of the
most important sectors of the Queensland
economy, particularly in relation to its significance
for small business. Small businesses feature
strongly in the industry, accounting for over 95
per cent of retail establishments and nearly half
of retail sector employment.
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This Bill addresses directly one of the most
contentious and difficult areas impeding the
development of the retail industry, that is, conflict
between landlord and tenant over retail shop
leasing arrangements. These arrangements
impact on the viability of both parties to a retail
lease and, in an industry as large and diverse as
retailing, impact on the contribution which the
sector as a whole can make to the welfare of the
broader community. The Bill provides the
mechanism for overcoming these difficulties by
setting the ground rules for leasing and
providing a fair and cost-effective process for
dispute resolution. This approach represents a
continuation, and a further refinement of the
basic philosophy underpinning the original Act
rather than the adoption of a prescriptive
regulatory regime. The Bill incorporates a
number of major amendments to the existing
Retail Shop Leases Act and restates the entire
Act in plain English.

The Bill establishes a basic framework which
addresses the imbalance in the market power of
lessors and small retail lessees. It does this by
seeking greater visibility of the obligations to be
met by the parties. This ensures enhanced
equity and efficiency in retail leasing
relationships and, more broadly, in the
Queensland retail sector as a whole. In relation to
the resolution of retail tenancy disputes, the Bill
provides for the continuation of mediation and
tribunal processes.

The review of the Act has its origin in the
Government's Systematic Review of Business
Legislation and Regulations, market-based
concerns in relation to rent review and outgoings
issues and a provision in the Act itself for a review
to be initiated by not later than May 1994.

In February 1993, I launched the review of
the Act with the publication of an issues paper
and a call for public comment and wide
consultation on the matters addressed under the
Act. Subsequently, 85 formal submissions were
received, including major submissions from
representative industry associations. In addition,
an extensive program of consultation and follow-
up discussions was undertaken with a wide
range of stakeholders.

On the basis of this consultation and
detailed consideration of the issues, a position
paper indicating the preferred position of the
Queensland Government was released in
August 1993 for a further period of consultation.
Another 69 formal submissions were received on
the position paper. More detailed discussions
were held separately and jointly with the major
representative industry associations to finetune
proposals in the position paper and to reach

consensus on as many of the issues involved as
possible.

In general terms, the review of the Act has
concluded that the imbalance in market power in
lessor/lessee relations is such that continued
Government intervention in retail tenancy
matters is warranted. This imbalance in market
power has manifested itself in practices such
as—

"ratchet clauses" and "multiple rent review"
clauses in leases where "independently"
determined market rents can rise but not fall
or where the lessor can "select" the highest
of a number of rental alternatives;

the passing on of risks and costs to lessees
through "open-ended" outgoings clauses
in leases; and

very lengthy "take it or leave it" lease
documents, the cost of which is paid for by
the lessee.

The presence of an imbalance in market
power does not, of itself, justify Government
intervention. Any legislative response must
address specific issues to the minimal extent
necessary to redress the identified problem.
With this in mind, the legislation continues to
promote efficiency and equity in retail tenancy
relations through the establishment of minimum
mandatory leasing standards and the
maintenance of a low-cost dispute resolution
process.

A major characteristic of the review of the
Act has been the emphasis placed on
consultation with industry stakeholders. For
example, 1 500 copies of the issues paper were
distributed throughout Queensland, and a
further 9 000 copies of a summary version of the
issues paper were distributed through industry
journals to interested individuals and
organisations. Four meetings of a Key
Stakeholders Advisory Forum were convened.
The forum comprised representatives from all the
key bodies involved in the retail shop lease area.
In addition, meetings were conducted at 12
regional centres throughout Queensland to give
interested parties a further opportunity to
contribute to the review.

In outlining the consultative processes
undertaken to formulate the Bill, I must make
special mention of the key industry associations
representing retail lessees and lessors. These
key associations, namely, the Retailers
Association of Queensland, the Queensland
Retail Traders and Shopkeepers Association and
the Building Owners and Managers Association,
played a key role in the negotiation and
resolution of a number of important issues arising
from the position paper and provided further
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useful comment on a draft of the Bill. I would like
to place on record my appreciation for the time
and effort expended by those associations and
the spirit of cooperation which they brought to
the consultative process.

The Bill is directed at ensuring a better
information disclosure regime between lessors
and lessees, reducing uncertainty, improving
accountability, removing inequitable practices
and ensuring that disputes between parties can
be resolved in a fair and cost-effective way. Major
provisions of the Bill deal with key issues such as
disclosure requirements, rent review, outgoings,
lease preparation costs and the role of mediators
and tribunals. The thrust of the provisions will be
to ensure more accountability for costs passed
on to tenants and better understanding by
tenants of the obligations of a lease.

The Bill requires the lessor to provide the
prospective lessee with a draft of the lease and a
completed disclosure statement at least seven
days before the lease is entered into. The
approved format for the disclosure statement will
be prescribed by regulation. The contents of the
disclosure statement have been agreed to by
the key industry associations, which I mentioned
earlier. The statement will include details on the
premises, the term of the lease, rent, outgoings,
lease preparation expenses, promotional
expenses and particulars on the fit-out and
occupancy conditions of the lease. This will
ensure that the important obligations to be
undertaken by the lessee under the lease are
clearly understood up front before the lease is
entered into. The Bill will also require the lessor
to provide a certified copy of the signed lease to
the lessee within 30 days of the lease being
signed, thus ensuring that a permanent record of
the duties and responsibilities contained in the
lease is provided to the lessee.

In relation to rent reviews, the Bill prohibits
"ratchet" and "multiple rent review" clauses. On
each occasion that the rent payable is to be
reviewed, such review must only be undertaken
by reference to a single basis, for example, CPI, a
market rent review or a fixed dollar amount.

An improved process of accountability for
the outgoings charged to lessees by lessors is
provided in the Bill. Lessors are required to give
lessees itemised annual estimates of outgoings
and, at the end of the period, audited itemised
statements of expenditure on outgoings. The
audited statements must compare estimates with
expenditure by item as well as comparing the
total amount spent by the lessor with the total
amount paid by lessees for outgoings.

The Bill also specifies the basis of
apportionment of outgoings to lessees. For
those lessees benefiting from an outgoing item,

the lessee's share of the cost must not be more
than the proportion that the area of the lessee's
shop bears to the total area of all the shops
sharing the benefit. This basis of apportionment
will ensure that small lessees cannot be required
by lessors to pay the outgoing costs of major
tenants. In addition, the specified basis is flexible
enough to accommodate those situations where
a straight allocation of costs on the basis of shop
area alone may not be appropriate, for example,
where some lessees in a shopping centre trade
different hours from other lessees.

The Bill provides that lessees cannot be
required to pay the lessor's legal and other costs
of lease preparation. However, survey fees,
statutory charges and mortgagee's consent fees
associated with the lease may be paid by the
lessee. This provision overcomes the practice of
lessors passing on to lessees the often high
legal costs of lease preparation and clarifies that
the party incurring the cost, that is, the lessor, is
responsible for payment.

The Bill also clarifies the jurisdiction of
mediators and tribunals, especially in relation to
disputes concerning rent and outgoings.
Mediators and tribunals cannot hear disputes
about arrears of rent or the amount of rent
payable under a lease or the amount of
outgoings under a lease. However, the Bill
makes it clear that mediators and tribunals have
jurisdiction in relation to disputes concerning the
process of determining rent and the basis upon
which outgoings are charged and the process of
charging outgoings in accordance with the
provisions of the lease and the Bill.

In relation to outgoings, the Bill empowers
mediators and tribunals to hear disputes on
whether an outgoing item or any part of such an
item was reasonably incurred in, or directly
attributable to, the operations, maintenance or
repair of a retail shopping centre or building
containing a retail shop. For example, this will
allow a dispute to be heard which involves a
question of whether a cost incurred by a lessor
was to the benefit of the lessees or to the benefit
of the lessor's private or other business
interests. In addition, the Bill empowers a tribunal
to make investigations it considers necessary for
its hearings, including, for example,
investigations about current market management
costs and fees for the retail industry.

The clarification of the role of mediators and
tribunals in relation to outgoings addresses
directly the concerns expressed by many
lessees during the review over abuses in the
charging of outgoings, especially centre
management costs. For example, in hearing a
dispute on management costs, a tribunal may
order that a part of this outgoing item was not
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reasonably incurred in the running of a shopping
centre and may make further orders as
appropriate to remedy the situation. Such further
orders could, for example, require the lessor to
institute a proper tendering system for the
particular expense involved.

In keeping with the Government's aim to
provide an accessible, cost-effective process for
dispute resolution, the Bill provides that a party
may not be represented at a tribunal hearing by a
lawyer or professional advocate without the other
party's agreement if the dispute does not involve
the payment of money or if the sum of money
involved is less than $5,000. The Bill also caps
the monetary jurisdiction of tribunals at
$200,000, the same monetary limit as a District
Court.

Queensland's retail shop lease legislation
has often been regarded as the best of its type in
Australia. This Bill will maintain that position and
provide a fair and effective framework for the
future growth of the retail industry in this State. I
commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr FitzGerald,
adjourned.

NATURE CONSERVATION
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 28 April (see

p. 7897). 

Mr SLACK (Burnett) (2.52 p.m.): The
Opposition welcomes measures that will protect
our native flora and fauna. Basically we support
the Bill before the House, the amendments to
the Nature Conservation Act—but with certain
reservations, of course, and I will mention them.
Before I do so, I draw to the attention of the
House that, although the legislation might
attempt to correct some of the problems that
have developed with the administration of the
National Parks and Wildlife Act, such as the
prevention of the smuggling of flora and fauna,
and to improve the general management of
national parks, we in the Opposition
consider—as should the Minister consider—that
legislation such as this has little meaning unless it
is adequately resourced. Unless the Minister is
prepared to put those resources into the
administration of this Act, we feel that it will have
little value. 

The other point that I raise is that not only is
it a matter of resources but also it is a matter of
the personnel in the respective areas. Naturally,
we have some reservations about that. We
believe that there are not enough personnel, for
instance, in national parks in far-north
Queensland. Not enough provision has been

made for finance to provide adequate fire
protection, weed control and feral animal control
within national parks. They are some of the
reservations that we have in relation to this
legislation. It is fine to have legislation but the will
must also exist to back it up.

The Bill makes provision to omit the words
"any neighbouring area" from sections of the
Nature Conservation Act relating to the proposal
to declare a World Heritage management area. I
note that that was a commitment made by this
Government before the last election. We
welcome the provision in this Act to bring that
into effect. 

As honourable members are well aware, the
land-holders in the area bordering the wet tropics
objected very strongly to the fact that their area
would be included under the management of the
Wet Tropics Management Commission on the
basis that they were not within the wet tropics
World Heritage listed area. They felt that that was
an extension of the authority of the management
commission. We support that omission. We also
draw to the attention of the Minister, and request
an answer from her in her reply, the provisions
within the wet tropics legislation relating to local
authority zoning in areas abutting World Heritage
listed areas. I note that, regarding environmental
impact, the Wet Tropics World Heritage
Protection and Management Act states—

"When considering a proposal for a
relevant development on . . . within or
neighbouring the Wet Tropics Area, a local
authority must consult with, and have regard
to the advice of, the Wet Tropics
Management Authority."

I mention that because it was referred to me by
the people from the national park area of the
Bunya Mountains. Issues such as that need to
be clarified because, as the Minister will
appreciate, there is a reaction against the listing
of areas for World Heritage simply because
people fear for their property rights within those
areas. People have objected strongly, for
instance, in the Bunya Mountains area to the
listing of the Bunya Mountains National Park area
for World Heritage. It is a pity that we have had
mistakes made in the past and commitments
have not been honoured. I am not saying that
that has happened in Queensland; however, I
have had it put to me in relation to Willandra
Lakes in New South Wales that the management
provisions for the World Heritage listed area were
too excessive and that the rights of land-holders
in the area were interfered with. When stories
such as that are perpetuated—I do not know that
they are stories; I think that they are basically
fact—then one gets a natural reaction against
listing for World Heritage status. That is a pity. We
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need to clearly define what we are about in this
particular instance. 

Another major concern with the legislation
that is before the House relates to beekeepers.
They have come to me. I know that they have
come to the Minister several times, and naturally
so. They see the legislation that is before the
House as restricting their right to continue bee
keeping in those areas that were previously
forestry areas and that are being converted to
national parks. I understand that the Minister has
given them some assurances in respect to this. I
would like it if, in her reply, the Minister could
outline those assurances to the House.
Naturally, when a $10m bee keeping industry is
involved, the beekeepers are apprehensive
about their future under this Act. As I read the
Act, it precludes them from bee keeping after
May 1996 in those areas where they have been
bee keeping previously. Would the Minister
confirm that?

The beekeepers question their right to
research into the effect that European
bees—the bees that they keep—have on the
native flora and fauna in national parks. I
understand that research is to be undertaken to
establish whether there is an adverse effect from
bees within national parks. I cannot predict the
findings of that research, however I am led to
believe that there has been research in other
States that indicates that there is no great
adverse effect on national parks flora from the
keeping of bees within national parks. 

The beekeepers have had meetings with
the Office of Cabinet and they have put to the
Minister that they would like an undertaking that,
if the research in Queensland indicates that
there is no adverse effect from that particular
occupation within national parks, the Minister
would be prepared to bring legislation into the
House—this Bill does not provide for it—to allow
those beekeepers to continue their operation in
those parks that I referred to earlier. They have
some reservations about their ability to get the
research concluded by 1996, simply because we
are in the middle of a major drought and they
have problems in common with everyone else in
respect of land management. They have asked
for an assurance from the Minister that she will be
able to extend their time if they are not able to
produce research results by that time. They have
also asked--and I do not think that this is
unreasonable--that the Minister consider the
research that has been undertaken in other
States. That research has indicated that there is
not a problem with bees in national parks.
Therefore, it is only fair that beekeepers be
allowed to continue operating within national
parks.

I know that the Minister and conservationists
say that national parks will represent only 4 per
cent of the total area of Queensland and that it is
not a big area to be taken out of commercial
activity. However, those national parks, which
were previously forestry areas, are significant and
important areas for the viability of the operations
of beekeepers. Although 4 per cent may not
sound like a large area, the particular areas
concerned are very important, and if there is not
a problem, from what the beekeepers have put
to me, I do not believe it unreasonable that they
be allowed to continue to operate in those
circumstances. 

The other question that has been raised
with the Opposition—and there have not been
many questions apart from the principal question
about the future operations of beekeeping
within the provisions—is in respect of the people
who work in the flora and fauna industry and the
regulations that are going to apply to them and
their industry. They are worried that the industry
may become overregulated and that there will be
ensuing cost——

Ms Robson: I am sorry, did you say "flora
and fauna amendments"?

Mr SLACK: Nurserymen and the keepers
of birds. I have not had representatives from the
organisations as such come to me, but
individuals have come to me and have
expressed their concern about their future in the
industry, which is natural. The Opposition takes
the point that, in far-north Queensland, over the
last four years an estimated $20m worth of
smuggling has occurred—and that is customs'
figures; I have been told that that figure is a
conservative estimate. As Government members
are well aware, I have been very vocal about the
smuggling of foxtail palm seeds. It has been
estimated by customs that, last year, $700,000
worth of foxtail palm seeds were taken from a
particular park. There is no question that, in the
light of those figures, we would welcome
measures to curtail that type of operation. Any
measures that the Minister may implement that
are fair, properly policed and resourced would be
welcomed by the Opposition. 

However, as I mentioned earlier, legislation
is not a way of abandoning other responsibilities.
It is disturbing to be told that cutbacks are
happening in north Queensland at this point and
that the money allocated for the management of
national parks is not nearly enough to manage
them. It has been alleged that only about
$150,000 has been set aside for the
management of national parks in the whole of the
northern region. I would be quite happy if the
Minister provided details of the break-up of that
money. She has not done so to date, and I would
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be very pleased if she was able to do that in her
reply. 

I have kept raising the issue of fire control,
feral animal control and weed control within
national parks. The Minister has been quite
damning of me for raising those issues. She has
said that I do not understand the issue of park
management and that such control is covered in
set programs within national parks. However, it is
beyond my comprehension to understand why
individual regions cannot come up with an
itemised account of what has been provided for
fire management, weed control management
and feral animal control within the regions. If the
Minister can rise in this Parliament and say, "Yes, I
say to the honourable member for Burnett that
there is provision of $1.5m within the Budget for
fire control excluding wages", then I do not think
that it is unreasonable for the Minister to be able
to itemise what that $1.5m will be spent on in the
particular regions. I fail to understand the
Minister's remark that the break-up of that
funding is within the programs but is not available
for disclosure. 

The Opposition asks what is happening
about the eradication of feral animals because it
believes that they are one of the major problems
within national parks. Wild pigs are doing a
tremendous amount of damage. People ask
about the future of cassowaries and other
protected animals. However, their future is
threatened not only by people taking native flora
and fauna illegally but also the damage that is
being done by wild, introduced animals, such as
pigs, foxes and cats. 

Many people have come to me and said that
little is being done in national parks about weed
control and fire control. This year is going to be a
particularly bad year for fire. Although we are still
experiencing drought, this drought is different
from the drought in the past in that we received
rain during the summer. We have had a fair bit of
growth of vegetation, particularly where stock
has not been grazing, and we have had a very
cold winter. During a cold winter, the vegetation
dies. It becomes very combustible and,
therefore, this year, the fire worry is real. We have
seen the damage caused to native fauna and
flora by fire in New South Wales, and we would
not want to see that happen in Queensland. 

The Opposition questions the issue of
hunting by Aborigines in national parks. We have
not seen the management plan from the Minister
as yet that will outline what will happen and what
provisions will be made for hunting by Aborigines
in national parks. The Opposition is quite clear in
its approach to hunting by Aboriginals in national
parks. It opposes it. It opposes it, not on any
racial grounds, but national parks——

Mr Bennett: Ha, ha!
Mr SLACK: That is typical. Any time that

anything is mentioned by the Opposition about
Aboriginal people, it is inferred that it is said upon
racial grounds, which is a discredit to the member
who is interjecting. If the Government is genuine
about the preservation of natural flora and fauna,
then it would not appreciate the taking of that
flora or the hunting of that fauna within national
parks by anybody, whether that person be
Aboriginal or not. If Aboriginals wished to eat
their traditional food in certain circumstances,
then that is a matter for them to obtain that food
in other land. National parks are set aside for a
specific purpose, and that is the preservation of
flora and fauna, and in no circumstances should
they be open for hunting or gathering. If the
Government wants to do that, it should call
national parks something else—not "national
parks"—and special arrangements can be made.
However, the fact remains that national parks
exist for a specific purpose, and the Opposition
believes that that is their purpose, and that is why
it is opposing the hunting provisions for
Aboriginals. 

The other factor, although it is a secondary
matter to the principal point, is that hunting in
national parks has not been policed and will not
be policed. It is fine to say that Aboriginal people
can do exactly what the book says they are
supposed to do, but the reality is that that does
not happen. Aboriginal people are no different
from anybody else. There are people within each
group within society who abuse privileges or who
abuse what they are allowed to do. Many people
who have lived in far-north Queensland have
written to me and to the Minister—and I know
they have written to the Minister— objecting to
this provision. They have objected to it because
of their experiences in the area. They have seen
what has happened and what is happening up
there. There are very few rangers to patrol the
areas, and Aboriginals have been hunting with
dogs and guns. That is not in the interests of the
protection of animals, particularly endangered
species, which we are trying to protect, and the
Opposition is opposed to that provision. We
opposed it in the 1992 Nature Conservation
legislation and we register our opposition to it
here. 

We are not meaning anything whatsoever
against Aboriginal people or Islander people, but
the fact remains that those areas are set aside as
national parks and they are set aside for a specific
purpose, and that is the protection of flora and
fauna. That is the Opposition's position, and it will
continue to state that position.

The other aspect is that there are many
provisions of this Bill with which we agree. The
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Minister referred to those provisions in her
second-reading speech. They are all areas with
which we agree and welcome. We are not being
negative about it, but we are entitled to object to
those provisions in which we do not believe. For
argument's sake, the department will have the
ability to renew certain leases and authorities
which have been previously granted over
national parks under the National Parks and
Wildlife Act other than for grazing purposes. We
understand that there may be a need, for
example, for the laying of a pipeline. Therefore,
that provision is necessary and we support it. 

We support the provision designated to
facilitate the conversion of areas of land into
national parks that are, for example, currently
subject to grazing permits, State forests and
timber reserves. As to necessary amendments to
the Act made through regulations that do not
come before the Parliament—we believe that is
fair and reasonable and that it is the way to
approach this issue. However, we do not believe
that we should have over-regulation, which is
what we may see within the nursery industry. I
take the Minister's word that it will be a matter for
consultation with the nursery industry. I
appreciate that aspect of it. 

However, we are very concerned with
respect to the beekeepers. We feel that they
have a genuine concern. They are worried about
their future, and we would appreciate an
indication from the Minister to the Parliament as
to what provisions will be there to provide for the
future of that industry. We recognise the
clarification of the grounds for payment of
compensation that are provided within the Act.
With those reservations that I have outlined to
the House, I support the Bill in principle.

Mr BREDHAUER (Cook) (3.11 p.m.): The
Nature Conservation Act 1992 was one of the
most significant reforms of environmental
legislation ever undertaken in Queensland. The
Act forms the cornerstone of this Government's
new approach to the environment and embraces
a comprehensive strategy to deal with the need
for environmental protection and conservation in
Queensland. The Act revised and updated the
range of options available to ensure the
appropriate protection, preservation and
presentation of Queensland's significant
environmental assets.

This Bill provides the opportunity to
reinforce, clarify and, in some instances,
strengthen the intention of the policy direction of
the initial Act. It is not my intention to discuss in
detail all of the aspects of the amendment Bill,
but I have selected a number of proposed
amendments which are significant for
constituents of the Cook electorate.

The first of these relates to the amendments
to section 5 of the substantive Act, which deals
with the primary object of the Act—that is, the
conservation of nature, and how that object is to
be achieved. In my speech to the second-
reading debate on 5 May 1992, I stated that I
recognised that Aborigines and Torres Strait
Islanders were practising habitat management
and species preservation long before national
parks were thought of, let alone established in
Queensland.

The Act itself provides that national park
(Aboriginal land) and national park (Torres Strait
Islander land) have been provided for to
incorporate Aboriginal ownership and Torres
Strait Islander ownership of national parks and
consideration of traditional activities in the
management of those parks. I might draw
something to the attention of the member who
spoke previously and who said that, if we want to
allow for traditional activities by Aborigines or
Torres Strait Islanders in national parks, we
should call the areas something else. Essentially,
that is what we were attempting to do in the 1992
Nature Conservation Act. We are attempting to
identify that there would be national parks that
would be gazetted for claim and that, after the
claims process, which is a fully open, exposed
and accountable process, had been gone
through we would have national parks (Aboriginal
land) and national parks (Torres Strait Islander
land) which incorporate the basic principles of
management of national parks. However, at the
same time traditional interest in the land would be
recognised and as far as practicable traditional
activities would be incorporated in the plan of
management for that land. We have done that in
the original Act.

Considerable work has been undertaken in
the Cook electorate in relation to the gazettal of
certain national parks and the process of
formulating a claim for those parks. The Cape
Melville and Lakefield National Parks are good
examples of two claims which are already well
advanced. However, this amendment Bill goes
further in its recognition of the interests of
Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders. Clause 3
of the Bill provides the recognition of the
interests of Aborigines and Torres Strait
Islanders in relation to protected areas and native
wildlife and their cooperative—that is, Aborigines
and Torres Strait Islanders— involvement in the
conservation of nature. This clearly goes beyond
the parameters of national parks (Aboriginal land)
and national parks (Torres Strait Islander land)
and seeks to recognise the longstanding
relationship between indigenous
Queenslanders, the environment and fauna and
flora species in the context of the Legislative
Standards Act of 1992. 
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The amendment not only accords
recognition of Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander interests but further provides for the
recognition of the cooperative involvement of
land-holders in nature conservation. Once again,
in my speech to the second-reading debate I
noted that in the main the vast majority of land-
holders care for their land and appreciate the
environmental significance of special areas or
species that may exist on their land. I expressed
the view that most land-holders would be willing
to cooperate with management planning,
provided they are approached in the right way
and provided their ability to carry out their daily
business was respected. I believe this
amendment is important recognition of the basic
environmental consciousness of the community
at large and the need for the Government to work
cooperatively with land-holders to ensure that
protection of sensitive areas or species is
maximised. 

Clause 7 of the amendment Bill provides a
mechanism to permit uses of national parks that
do not comply with the management principles
for national parks. The State Government is
strongly committed to the cardinal principles of
national parks, but recognises that from time to
time it is necessary to make contingent
arrangements which may not strictly be in
accordance with those cardinal principles but
which do not detract from the environmental
value of the national park. The amendment
provides an authority which could allow the
construction, for example, of a communication
tower, a ship or aircraft navigation aid or a water
supply pipeline within the national park. Such
uses would be currently precluded.

Other uses, such as grazing and apiary
purposes, could also be prohibited under the
existing Act. However, sometimes when the
Department of Environment and Heritage is
negotiating with property owners to acquire land
for dedication as a national park, it will be
necessary or desirable to allow certain existing
uses on the area to continue once the national
park is declared. An example is the land acquired
for the Undarra Lava Tube National Park, where
certain permission was given to continue grazing
during a phasing-out period. These
amendments allow existing uses to be continued
on the national park, either in a phased-out
capacity or for a period equivalent to the
unexpired term of the existing authority. 

In the event that such a use is inconsistent
with the management principle for a national
park, the amendment provides a discretionary
capacity for the chief executive to issue an
authority to allow continuation of that use after
the area is dedicated as a national park. If the
apiary purposes or stock grazing is conducted

under an existing authority under the Forestry
Act or the Land Act, then the new authority may
be permitted for a time that does not exceed the
unexpired term of the existing authority.

The member for Burnett mentioned
specifically—in fact, it was the main focus of his
speech—his concern for beekeepers. I
understand the concern that has been
expressed by the beekeepers. However, there
is a difficulty in that there would be many people
in a range of industries who would argue that
their particular use within a national park is not
detrimental to national parks. Apiarists are
members of one such industry.

Mr FitzGerald: Give us another example
like the bees.

Mr BREDHAUER: For example, there are
people in the nursery industry who would argue
that gathering some seeds from the floor of the
national parks would not be damaging to national
parks. There are people in my electorate—I am
not saying that I agree with them—who think that
stock grazing is not damaging or detrimental to
national parks. There would be a whole host of
other people with similar views. For example, I am
sure that there would be people in the
commercial fishing industry who would argue that
commercial fishing was not detrimental to
national parks and that therefore their commercial
purpose should be exempted from the general
provision which states that we protect national
parks from those commercial interests. It
becomes a matter then for the Government to
make some decisions about the principles by
which we are guided in the management of
national parks. 

In some instances, in the interests of
consistency it is easier to say that all such
commercial interests should be excluded from
national parks. That is an important point that we
have to understand. I have some sympathy for
the beekeepers' argument. There is no doubt
about that. I have some sympathy, though, for
commercial fishermen who would argue that they
could be similarly disadvantaged. Why should
the beekeepers get something when the
commercial fishermen do not? Certainly, I know
from experience, having had many
representations from people in the nursery
industry, that they believe that they can collect
seeds and so on from national parks without
causing any concern to the preservation of the
species or environmental damage. I ask
members of the Opposition whether we should
make a special provision for one commercial
interest that we are not prepared to make for
others.

One matter which will be of significant
interest to the constituents of my electorate is
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the amendments to section 57 of the
substantive Act dealing with the restriction on
the taking of cultural and natural resources from
protected areas. The management principles of
national parks provide for the permanent
preservation of the area's natural condition to the
greatest possible extent and also ensure that the
use of the area is nature based and ecologically
sustainable. I believe it is in that area of what is
nature based and what is ecologically sustainable
that there is probably some interpretation in the
minds of different industries and possibly even in
a legal sense.

Advice from the Parliamentary Counsel
indicates that such principles would preclude a
range of activities occurring in national parks from
the date of proclamation of the Bill. It has
therefore been deemed appropriate and
necessary to incorporate in the amendment Act a
provision which allows for recreational fishing in
certain national parks to continue until the end of
1999. Parliamentary Counsel advises that
recreational fishing is inconsistent with the
management principles incorporated in the
substantive Act, and therefore this amendment
was necessary to ensure that no pre-emptive
action was taken upon the proclamation of the
Bill to prevent people from fishing in certain
national parks. 

In my view, a debate is likely to occur now as
to whether recreational fishing should be
regarded as nature based and ecologically
sustainable in the context of the Act and whether
there are mechanisms which could allow for
recreational fishing to continue to occur in certain
national parks. I know that this will be a matter of
considerable interest to the many users of the
Lakefield National Park in my electorate, and no
doubt it will be of interest to the users of other
national parks. There is a justifiable argument that
permitting recreational fishing is inconsistent with
arguments which prohibit a variety of other
purposes to which recreational users of national
parks may turn their attention. That is similar to
the argument that I was using about commercial
uses in parks. If we are to prohibit one form of
recreational use, then should we allow other
forms of recreational use within a national park? I
appreciate, therefore, that this amendment
provides for the continuation of recreational
fishing in certain national parks till the end of
1999 and anticipate that there will be some
public debate about this matter. 

It is important to recognise that the
management principles for national parks
(Aboriginal land) and national parks (Torres Strait
Islander land) incorporate that the parks be
managed in a way that is consistent as far as
possible with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander

tradition and custom, including any tradition
relating to activities in the area. That is a matter I
dealt with a little earlier when responding to the
comments by the member for Burnett. 

The use or taking of cultural and natural
resources in national parks (Aboriginal land) and
national parks (Torres Strait Islander land) in
accordance with the plan of management is an
important mechanism for recognising Aboriginal
tradition and Islander custom and also ensuring
that conservation and environmental issues are
accorded a high priority through the plan of
management. For the benefit of the member for
Burnett, I suggest that he read the Australian
Law Reform Commission report No. 31 of 1986,
which dealt with the issues of traditional hunting.
The member might find that report illuminating in
its dealing with this particular issue. I do not hide
from the fact that these matters will generate
some discussion and will require to be well
canvassed so that they can be fully understood. I
think that is part and parcel of the process that
the Government has been through. 

I would like to comment briefly on the
member for Burnett's claims about the
management of national parks. I agree with him
that it would be desirable to have a higher level of
management of national parks in a whole range
of areas, not the least of which is the significant
number of national parks in the Cook electorate,
which is a remote part of Queensland, and which
by their remoteness are difficult to service. It is a
touch ironic, though, that the member for
Burnett can be critical of this Government for its
efforts in terms of environmental protection and
national park management, when in our first four
Budgets we have effectively doubled the
budget for Environment and Heritage, and we
have also placed considerable emphasis on
increasing the number of national park rangers,
particularly in the last two Budgets, and trying to
put them on the ground in national parks so that
we can improve the management in remote area
national parks. 

I have advocated increased recognition of
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander rights in
relation to national parks because I believe that
we as a Government and as a community stand to
gain from better management of national parks,
particularly in remote areas such as Cape York
Peninsula, if we are able to constructively involve
Aboriginal communities in that process of
management. Many people throughout the
Aboriginal communities and some of the Islander
communities in my electorate have undertaken
years of study through the Cairns College of
TAFE. An excellent ranger training program has
been run by that institution in land management
issues and nature conservation issues. I believe
that is a resource that could be incorporated



30 August 1994 8980 Legislative Assembly

through the process of national parks (Aboriginal
land) and national parks (Torres Strait Islander
land) in improving the management of national
parks. 

I find it a touch ironic that the member for
Burnett can stand in the House and complain
about the inadequacy of weed control and feral
animal control in national parks. I ask him whether
he really expects that we should be able to
eliminate or eradicate weed or feral animal
problems in national parks, when rubbervine,
sicklepod, feral pigs and a whole range of other
problems are practically endemic throughout
large areas of Queensland, and north
Queensland particularly. It is practically
impossible for national parks on their own,
irrespective of the level of resourcing, to deal
with those issues single-handedly. 

Essentially, national parks have attempted
to have a good neighbour policy with
surrounding grazing properties and other
neighbours and to deal collectively with the issue
of weed and feral animal control. However, it is
not just a matter for the national parks; it is also a
matter for Lands. It is a land care issue, and I
believe that there needs to be a cooperative
strategy developed between industry and the
range of Government departments and agencies
that deal with those issues to try to address the
increasingly significant implications of weed and
feral animal control throughout Queensland.
That is a major issue. I do not think it does us any
good to stand up in this Chamber and say that
this Minister or this department is not doing
enough. We all need to be working harder and
smarter to try to address those issues, which
have implications not only for national parks but
also for profitable grazing areas and a range of
other uses to which land can be put. 

The important thing to remember in the
context of debating this Bill is that these
amendments are designed to further the cause
of protecting and preserving our natural
environment and to build on the good work that
has already been undertaken since the passage
of the Nature Conservation Act through this
Parliament in 1992. I support the Bill before the
House.

Mr LAMING (Mooloolah) (3.28 p.m.): I rise
to speak on the amendments to the Nature
Conservation Act. Since these are amendments
to an Act that was passed through this House in
May 1992, I took the liberty of checking Hansard
to examine the contributions made to the debate
at that time. It was interesting to note the
comments made by the members for
Hinchinbrook, Callide and Indooroopilly and by
the member for Carnarvon—who is now my
colleague from Warwick—that the legislation was
being rushed through at that time. That comment

is often made from this side of the House, and
this is another good example in which rushing
through the legislation has resulted in
amendments having to be brought before the
House.

Mr Bredhauer: Which legislation is being
rushed through?

Mr LAMING: The Nature Conservation
Act. This is not an unusual occurrence; it is
another example of rushed, badly drafted Goss
legislation. To emphasise these comments, this
morning we were confronted with another 15
amendments to the amendment Bill. 

This Government often expresses its
commitment to public consultation, but I believe
that this consultation is often only with groups of
its own choosing. Quite often, members of the
Opposition are excluded from this consultation
process. We often have good information to
contribute, yet often by the time we get the
opportunity to do so, the legislation is set in
concrete. It has been said by others, and I am
sure it will be repeated after me, that concern
exists about the interests of beekeepers. I see
that the amendment extends the term for these
apiary interests for a period not exceeding three
years. I would like to ask the Minister to be explicit
about whether this will be the case, even if no
environmental damage is caused. Should it be
the responsibility of the beekeepers to prove
that there is no environmental damage to other
species of flora and fauna when it is the
Department of Environment and Heritage that
would have the skills and the responsibility to
assess whether any environmental damage is
done? Should it not be, therefore, the
department's responsibility to do the studies and
to prove that beekeeping activities do, indeed,
cause environmental damage and if there is no
damage being caused, whether these activities
can continue in national park areas? I appreciate
the comments of the previous speaker, the
member for Cook, but my question remains
unanswered. 

I compare this approach about the onus of
proving whether environmental damage is
occurring or not with the concerns that have
been made in the past about the possibility of
Aboriginal hunting in national parks. This is not a
simple matter and I do believe that many points of
view and considerations need to be taken into
account. I believe, however, that there is great
concern in the community. I understand that
many Queenslanders who are anxious to
maintain wildlife sanctuaries in national parks
have expressed concern about this aspect.
When this concern has been expressed in the
past, I believe the only response from the
Minister at that time has been that no hunting or
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gathering of native wildlife will be allowed until a
management plan has been worked out for each
claimed national park. While these amendments
to the Nature Conservation Act are being
discussed, I think it is timely for the Minister to be
more specific as to whether hunting by
Aboriginal people will be allowed in national parks
and, if so, whether this hunting will be allowed
only by traditional means or whether such things
as high-powered rifles, shotguns and 4-wheel-
drive vehicles will be allowed to be used. I think
these are the aspects that really do concern
average Queenslanders. Once again, the
member for Cook touched on this matter, but he
referred to traditional uses, so once again my
question remains unanswered. 

While on the subject of national parks, I
would like to take this opportunity of reiterating
my call to the Minister for a management plan for
the Mooloolah River National Park to be drawn up
as soon as possible. I understand that on the
Sunshine Coast there has been priority given to
Noosa National Park and Glasshouse Mountain
National Park, and while I would not suggest that
these initiatives are not important, the Mooloolah
River National Park should be seen as urgently
needing a national park management plan. This
particular national park is bounded to the east by
a rapidly growing urban area. On the northern
boundary is the Sunshine Motorway. To the west
we have the site of the Sunshine Coast
university, together with a new urban growth
area, and to the south the park is bounded by
the Mooloolah River, which is attracting more and
more boating traffic. 

In addition to this, it has been suggested by
many people, including me, that we require a
new arterial corridor through from Landsborough
to the Mooloolaba area. Such a corridor must
come fairly close to the Mooloolah River National
Park. Personally, I believe that it could run
between the existing western boundary of the
park and the current university site. Others would
have differing opinions perhaps, but this is one
of the reasons why a management plan for the
park, which would look at external aspects,
should be drawn up as soon as possible. Also,
there is another portion of land, Portion 101,
which attaches to the eastern boundary of the
park which is owned by Maroochy Shire Council.
As I understand it, this land was bought some
years ago for a future sewage treatment works. I
believe that this portion of land should be looked
at for possible inclusion in the national park or at
least that the council be encouraged to utilise
the land in a way that is sympathetic to the uses
of a national park nearby. 

It is equally important that any sewage
treatment effluent in this area is not allowed to be
drained into the Mooloolah River as this option

was closed off by the Caloundra City Council
some years ago in order to protect the water
quality of the Mooloolah River. Similarly, we have
a rather recent threat that the treatment of
sewage in the town of Landsborough, which is
further upstream, could mean an effluent
disposal into the Upper Mooloolah River during
wet weather. This is something that I have very
great concerns about, and I believe that a
meeting will be held next week between local
councillors and the Minister for Primary Industries
to endeavour to locate a block of forestry land
where a more favourable type of sewage
disposal may take place, probably by land
disposal. I hope that the Minister for the
Environment will talk with her colleague Mr Casey
to ensure that a better option is found than the
proposed site near the Ewan Maddoch Dam,
which ultimately flows into the Mooloolah River. 

There is, of course, the development of the
university itself. A proper management plan for
the park which will be so close to this exciting
university development is very important not
simply to lock the national park up but also to
ensure that the facilities within the national park
remain attractive and available for people at the
university—students, staff and visitors—and
local residents. I would like to see a bike track
along the northern boundary of the park which
coincides with the motorway so that people from
Maroochydore, Buderim and Mooloolaba can
actually ride to the university. This is a good form
of transport and it would allow further enjoyment
of the park itself. I believe that fencing of the park
should be considered in an endeavour to keep
out suburban cats and dogs and perhaps further
reasonable restrictions need to be looked at
regarding boating traffic, particularly of a
speedboat nature, on the Mooloolah River itself. 

I would also like the management plan to
look at such things as the inclusion of walking
tracks so that people can enjoy the natural
beauties of the Mooloolah River National Park.
As it is a relatively flat park, perhaps the inclusion
of paths that were suitable to wheelchairs would
be an opportunity for the department to show a
commitment to allowing disabled people to enjoy
the natural surroundings of places such as this
park. At this time of the year, the wild flowers in
the Mooloolah area are a great attraction. 

I would like to hear the Minister's comments
on this proposal so that the people on the
Sunshine Coast can look forward to the
commencement of consultation so that we have
a clear understanding of what we should be
doing with the national park and the areas that
surround it.

Dr CLARK (Barron River) (3.37 p.m.): The
management of Queensland's protected areas is
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of paramount importance. In recent years,
considerable extra resources have been
provided for the management of our national
estate both in the form of additional rangers and
also capital funding for visitor facilities, fencing,
construction of walking trails and such like. In the
most recent budget, an additional $5.6m was
provided for specifically just those national parks
which were acquired by this Government
between 1989 and 1994, and that in fact
provides for some 110 rangers and 17 support
staff. 

The Opposition spokesman for
Environment talked about his concern for the
national park budget in the far-north Queensland
region. In fact, if one actually added up all of the
resources put into that region in the last budget,
one would find that it amounts to some $5m, and
that is including the wages that are continued to
be paid to the 29 field staff who have been put
into that region in recent years. So the money is
going into those areas, the management is
getting there on the ground and the resources
are being put in place. All of those concerns that
have been raised by the member are being
addressed, and I am sure that the Minister will
elaborate on them in her response to this
debate. 

The Nature Conservation Amendment Bill
provides for a greater clarification of the
principles of management of protected areas and
improved administrative procedures, which are
most important so that management plans can be
prepared and implemented as quickly as
possible. The amendments also recognise and
provide the means of dealing with uses in
national parks that are not consistent with
management principles but which are necessary
and/or unavoidable. The amendments in the Bill
do not address the question of Aboriginal
hunting in national parks as some people in far-
north Queensland appear to believe. A separate
management plan dealing with that issue is still
being prepared. However, I take this opportunity
to restate my own view on this matter, that is, that
it is the number and species of animals that are
taken and the purpose for which they are used
that should be the primary criteria for
consideration in this emotive issue rather than
the weapons used.

I have no doubt that people such as Ray
Duncan, a member of Sanctuary in my electorate,
have a genuine interest in conservation, but Ray
Duncan's prolific letters to the editor of the Cairns
Post  leave me in no doubt that he is racist. It has
been said that people who raise these
objections about hunting in national parks are
unfairly labelled as racist. That may indeed
happen on some occasions, but I urge members
opposite to do a careful reading of those letters

of Ray Duncan. I do not believe that any fair
reading of those letters would leave one in any
doubt that his attitude on this issue is much more
influenced by his personal views towards
Aboriginal people than any real consideration for
conservation issues. I am encouraged, however,
by the progress that is being made by people
such as Jim Downey of CAFNEC and Noel
Pearson of the Cape York Land Council in
forging a Green Black Alliance which, I believe,
will provide the framework in which this
contentious issue can be resolved.

The amendments being debated here
today leave no doubt as to the principles that
must be considered paramount in the resolution
of that debate. I am referring to the principles of
management for national parks which remain
unchanged in this legislation. However, the
legislation has been amended to provide for a
single cardinal principle for national park
management that will guide the formulation of
particular national park management plans and
the decisions about permitted activities or uses
in national parks. It is worth reiterating that here,
because it is an important principle. It is: to
provide, to the greatest possible extent, for the
permanent preservation of the area's natural
condition and the protection of the area's cultural
resources and values.

Whilst the cardinal principle remains in place,
the amendments in this legislation provide the
means to deal with a number of problems that
must be confronted in national park
management. The first of these relates to the
management of those special national parks
which are to be managed to protect the area's
exceptional scientific values. I am talking about
the amendment providing for a manipulation of
wildlife habitat or the numbers of other wildlife if it
is necessary to protect a species that is in danger
of extinction, for example, the hairy-nosed
wombat.

The amendments also allow for existing
leases and authorities to be renewed or for new
ones to be issued for necessary things such as
communication towers, navigation aids and water
supply pipes, which were actually precluded
under the Act because they would not have
been consistent with the management
principles. So all of such existing and future uses
will be permitted only by regulation, and the chief
executive who is authorised to issue these
leases or permits must be satisfied that there is
no reasonable practical alternative; that the use
will be in the public interest; that it complies with
the cardinal principle to the greatest extent
possible; and, finally, that it is ecologically
sustainable. All of those qualifications satisfy me
that decisions will be made that are in the best
interests of the environment but which take
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account of very important essential services that
sometimes have to be provided in or through
national parks.

Another problem confronting the
department—and increasingly so with recent
national park acquisitions—is that of existing
permitted uses over land which is acquired as a
national park. For example, there is the question
of grazing leases and bee keeping, which
members have been discussing this afternoon. I
believe it is important for us to recognise that we
are going to be acquiring national park land that
will have those kind of leases on it. We simply
cannot exclude those immediately. So what we
are proposing to do, rather than simply
discontinue those immediately, is to allow them
to continue for a period not exceeding the
unexpired term of the existing authority. For
other uses, that authority will be given for only
three years and not renewed beyond that. So
essentially all activities and uses that are
inconsistent with the cardinal principle of national
park management will eventually be phased out. I
think this is an obvious and preferable option to
that of degazetting national parks to allow
particular uses to continue.

This approach has been adopted with
respect to recreational fishing, which is allowed in
some national parks, such as Lakefield. These
amendments will allow that to continue by
regulation until 1999. It is a difficult issue. It is
certainly a contentious issue in areas such as
Lakefield. I think it is appropriate that the period
until 1999 will enable more time for consultation
and debate on that issue. A number of options
could be considered, one of which is the
degazettal of that area as a national park and
gazettal as a conservation park. This would allow
for some commercial and recreational uses such
as grazing and fishing. Those are options for the
future. We have an amount of time to debate that
issue and to go out and do some further
consultation and make an appropriate decision.

A major change in this Bill has been the
removal of the requirement for statements of
interim management intent to be produced as
subordinate legislation for every national park
prior to the development of conservation plans.
That very important change will increase the
effectiveness and efficiency of park
management. It will also require that a
management plan will be prepared for protected
areas and approved by Governor in Council as
policy rather than a conservation plan that would
be a piece of subordinate legislation, which
would basically be limited to regulations and
penalties rather than outcomes, policies and
strategies for management of the area, which is
what people are looking to see.

In summary, those particular amendments to
the Nature Conservation Act are aimed at
streamlining the approval process for
management plans and establishing a practical
approval mechanism that will continue to meet
community expectations for the highest level of a
Government's endorsement and approval of a
plan for an area, yet removing the requirement
for a plan to be subordinate legislation—with all
the extra work that that requires and the time that
that takes. The amendments also clearly define
the contents and purposes of a plan so that it
sets out the way in which a protected area will be
managed. Therefore, people reading that plan
can have a real appreciation of what is proposed
on the ground.

The amendments will also establish a
consistent, complementary and coordinated
approach to the preparation of plans for both
national parks and national parks (Aboriginal
land). They will also ensure that the Nature
Conservation Act, through its planning
provisions, retains the mandatory requirements
for public consultation, which is essential.

Matters relating to the use of protected
areas and needing regulatory status, which were
to be included in the statements of interim
management intent and conservation plans, will
now be addressed in the nature conservation
regulations relating to all protected areas; so they
will be general regulations, but there will still be a
provision to make regulations at any time if they
are needed specifically for particular
management plans.

A number of management plans for high-
profile national parks are very close to gazettal. I
know that people will be very keen to see those
particular ones coming to fruition. I am thinking of
the Whitsunday Islands, for which a draft was
released in 1993; Hinchinbrook Island, Brook
Islands, Family Islands and the Gould Island
National Park. There are several others in the
Wet Tropics area. There is also the one closer to
home for me—Green Island—and Fitzroy Island.
A number of those are coming to fruition. We are
going to see those moving forward. These
amendments will allow for more of those
management plans to come on stream and start
to do the job they are required to do out there in
the field.

As I have indicated, these amendments are
sensible and practical. They will ensure that the
Nature Conservation Act operates effectively
and efficiently. There is one aspect of these
amendments which I do not personally support
but which I recognise as necessary to meet the
commitments that the Government made to
concerned landowners. I am referring to the
issue of buffer zones around the World Heritage
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area. I personally believe that the area around a
World Heritage area should be managed in a
manner consistent with the protection of World
Heritage values. That was the intent of the
Nature Conservation Act. But I do understand
and recognise the fears that private landowners
had about this proposal. So in point 16 of the
Schedule we are actually omitting the words "any
neighbouring area", which will effectively amend
section 48 of the Act such that it will not be
possible to have private land managed as a World
Heritage area. So whilst I personally do regret
that, I hope that in the future, through voluntary
arrangements and through education, it will be
possible to achieve those same goals as we
intended in the original legislation.

It is interesting to note that the Mulgrave
Shire Council has actually acquired hillside land
as a result of approvals of development in those
areas and negotiations with developers. The
council intends to work cooperatively with the
World Heritage management authority to ensure
that the management of its own land is
consistent with the management regime that
applies in the World Heritage area. I believe that
the council would be prepared to support an
extension of the World Heritage boundary to
include its own land. I would certainly encourage
the council to proceed in that way. Certainly
around Cairns, the scenic rim, which I am keen to
protect, has many areas that would benefit from
the World Heritage boundary coming further
down the hill slopes and providing additional
protection so that that scenic backdrop to Cairns
continues to be protected.

In conclusion, I think that these
amendments will strengthen the ability of the
department to effectively manage our national
parks and other protected areas. The Bill belies
the view being expressed in some quarters that
the Government is moving towards wholesale
approval of commercial development in national
parks. The Nature Conservation Act and the
amendments that we are debating today indicate
that that scenario will certainly never come to
pass in Queensland. 

Penny Figgers of the ACF visited Cairns
recently. She gave the impression that the
Government was about to approve hotels and all
sorts of tourism infrastructure in national parks
following the approval of the Sky Rail proposal.
Nothing could be further from the truth. It is clear
from the Act and from the amendments today
that that is not going to occur. 

It is obvious that in our national parks we
already have considerable visitor facilities and
infrastructure to enable people to access those
parks and to understand and appreciate the
cultural and natural values of those parks. The

Sky Rail proposal should be seen in that light, as
a proposal that will enable people to get greater
access to the park in a way that will not have any
long-term impact on its environment. It will allow
people to appreciate the values in the long term
and learn from the interpretive facilities that will
be established as part of that development. Sure
it is a commercial development, but I think that it
can be seen as something that will enhance the
appreciation by people of that national park area.
For that reason I have no problems with it, as I
have said on past occasions. There is no doubt
in my mind that it is not going to have any
significant detrimental impact on the ecological
integrity of that park. Indeed, I believe that in the
long run it will improve and enhance the
interpretation of that area. 

Those concerns that people have should
be dispelled. It is clear to me that the legislation
that is put in place is quite sufficient to protect
our national parks estate, and I commend the
amendments to the House.

Mr ROWELL (Hinchinbrook) (3.52 p.m.): I
will raise a few matters relating to national parks
and particularly to the amendments to the Nature
Conservation Act. My electorate is surrounded
by national parks or World Heritage areas. There
is little doubt that it is important that the
conservation values of those areas be
preserved. That can be a major problem because
of the amount of national park land in some
shires in that area. In particular the Cardwell Shire
has 60 per cent of its land area devoted to
national parks or forestry. It seems inevitable that
a lot of that forestry area will be converted to
national parks. 

A great deal of responsibility falls on people
who have areas close to national parks and they
have some concerns. Fire is a major issue,
particularly in areas where cane farms adjoin
national parks. Of course, with the responsibility
that has been shown by the sugar industry with
trash blanketing, it is essential that not only are
breaks put around farms but also that those
responsible for national parks are well aware of
the need to provide breaks. That is so because if
a fire gets away it could cause untold damage to
the parks themselves and certainly to property. 

There are other issues relating to pigs and
pests such as sicklepod that are affecting
national parks. 

Mr Bredhauer: They were always there.

Mr ROWELL: That is not necessarily so.
What is important is that there be a maintenance
program to get rid of those pests or to reduce
them to a point at which they are manageable. It
is not always possible to totally eliminate
problems, but they can be reduced to
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manageable levels. I think that that is the point
that I am trying to raise.

Other issues relate to drainage in national
parks. Rivers and streams are clogging up with
logs and debris and are silting up. In the total
picture of cooperating with industries—certainly
farming industries—in the regions where national
parks are situated, there has to be a fairly
substantial maintenance program for rivers and
streams. I would like to see that looked at very
closely in coordination with the people who
control land that requires drainage through those
areas. 

As we look at the coastal regions and the
expansion of industries, such as the sugar
industry, a lot of the area now under
development has low-lying class of soils, which
require better drainage. It is important that the
natural means that exist in national parks for water
to get away are not so much enhanced but at
least cleared to ensure passage of water
throughout the wetter periods of the year. 

One other matter that I would like to raise in
relation to national parks relates to the
information centre at Cardwell. The 1992-93
annual report of the Queensland Department of
Environment and Heritage states—

"During the year the Cardwell
Information Centre was extensively
damaged by fire. A temporary centre was
established. Consideration is being given to
refurbishing the damaged building at an
estimated cost $1 million."

Recently I received a letter from the Minister
regarding this centre. There is no $1m in the kitty
whatsoever; only $30,000 is to be provided for
this information centre. Many local people are
quite concerned because it was the flagship of
providing information on national parks. It was a
centre that was built by the National Party some
time ago—in about 1986. It cost about
$600,000. The actual cost of refurbishing of $1m
was thought to be excessive. However, $30,000
will barely open the doors of that national parks
centre in Cardwell. 

I would like the Minister to note that because
it is a very important centre. It had some
audiovisual equipment in it. Unfortunately, that
was destroyed. However, the structure of the
building is quite sound. Unfortunately, the
$30,000 will not go as far as providing the
displays that were in that centre. Many people
who passed through were able to get a clear
understanding of what the national parks, the
wet tropics and the environment of the area are
all about. It is in an ideal location—right on the
sea at Cardwell. It is a very picturesque area. The
design of the building is unique. It is of a pole

construction. It provided an excellent information
centre for the dissemination of national parks
information to anybody who was passing along
the highway. It seems quite clear that the
$30,000 that is being provided is absolutely and
totally inadequate. 

Beekeepers have been mentioned. Many
national parks are not in particularly good
rainforest areas. Some of them are in dry
sclerophyll and wet sclerophyll forests. Of
course, particularly good honey comes from
those areas. Quite a lot has been said by other
members during the course of this debate about
beekeepers and what might happen to them.

I turn now to an issue raised by the North
Queensland Bird Breeders Club, which
mentioned regulations that may be introduced
into the Nature Conservation Act in time relating
to birds that are kept under a recreational
specialist licence. There is talk about DNA testing
and placing microchips in birds. Apparently, from
what I gauge from that organisation the cost of
doing that will be extremely expensive. Many
people in the clubs keep birds as a hobby. They
are often elderly people and they can ill afford
the levels of costs that have been predicted for
providing microchips and DNA testing. Overseas
aviculturists say that registration is one thing but
certainly the scanning that is involved with
microchips is not always very effective after five
years. Although a bird has a reasonably short life,
if it could have a life extending more than five
years, the microchip may have to be inserted
again. They suggest leg bands or rings as better
options. Of course, currently, I understand that
endangered and vulnerable species fall under
fauna regulation 25 (3) of the Fauna
Conservation Act but will be included, as I have
said, in the regulations of this nature
conservation legislation.

In her second-reading speech, the Minister
referred to communication towers, aircraft
navigation devices and water supply pipelines,
which are essential and which will be allowed in
national parks. I think it is absolutely
essential—and it seems that the legislation will
provide for it in the future—that such things be
allowed in national parks. As one travels along
the northern coastal strip and through many
other areas where national parks are located, one
realises that it is essential to have communication
towers to provide microwave links for TV and
general radio reception. I know that people in
many areas are having quite a deal of trouble with
reception because of the inability of the
receivers to pick up messages. More microwave
links are needed to provide better reception for
car phones as people are travelling up and down
the highway. I know that many areas, such as
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Kennedy, are having difficulty with TV reception.
There is little doubt that more communication
towers should be constructed to enable people
in isolated areas to enjoy the same lifestyle that is
enjoyed by other people throughout
Queensland. 

That brings me to Tully/Millstream. It is a very
important project, and it is certainly a contentious
one. The member for Mulgrave is agreeing with
me. Tully/Millstream should come within the
gambit of this section of the legislation because
this scheme has the potential to provide cheap,
clean electricity not just for north Queensland
but for the whole grid system. Tully/Millstream
really should be considered within the provisions
of this legislation because it has the ability to be
the best source of additional power for
Queensland.

Mr Welford: What rubbish. You're living in
fairyland.

Mr ROWELL: The chap from Dreamtime at
the back of the Chamber is saying "rubbish". It is
a fact that numerous studies have been made of
Tully/Millstream. In 1990, the Government
commissioned a report for this scheme, and
despite the consideration that was given to gas
turbines, coal-fired power stations and a whole
range of alternative devices, no better alternative
was found than Tully/Millstream. So I do not know
what the member means when he says
"rubbish".

Mr Welford: Who told you that?
Mr ROWELL: A report has been issued

about it, which the Premier requested. Once
again, the member for Mulgrave is agreeing with
me. So it is two against one. Two supporters from
either side of the Parliament agree, and one
chap from the Government side who is at the
back of the Chamber is yodelling something
about it not being the best alternative. 

Mr Welford: You should stop misleading
the member for Mulgrave. He's an honest
member.

Mr ROWELL: I do not know what the
member knows about it. I will not go into it in any
great detail, but Tully/Millstream is an extremely
important issue for people in the northern areas
of Queensland. It is currently the best alternative
energy supply for Queensland. 

I turn now to the amendment Bill, in
particular to the amendment that omits from the
Act neighbouring areas to World Heritage listed
areas. In her second-reading speech, the
Minister stated-

"This amendment has the effect of
removing the capacity to establish
coordinated management around a listed
world heritage area."

The amendment relates to section 48 (1) of the
Nature Conservation Act. Property owners in my
area have taken great offence at this comment by
the Minister. They believe that she is implying
that they are not responsible for the
management they provide for areas that are
located close to World Heritage areas. I am sure
that if the Minister talks to those people, she will
receive their cooperation. If she believes that
things are being done close to World Heritage
areas that should not be done, I believe that she
will receive a great deal of cooperation from
those people who live in neighbouring areas.
However, they do not like the inference that they
are irresponsible.

Mr Stoneman: They would probably be
able to pass on a lot of practical knowledge and
information which would help with the practical
use and application.

Mr ROWELL: I take that interjection from
the member for Burdekin. That is absolutely
correct. They certainly may. However, the fact is
that people who own neighbouring properties to
World Heritage areas are growing crops and
tending animals. They have to produce a product
for the world market and they have to be
extremely competitive. So I think it is in their
interests to make sure that whatever they do with
their land is certainly to the benefit not only of the
national parks and the World Heritage areas but
also to the benefit of their farming practices.
Those people do not take lightly the Minister's
comments that they are probably irresponsible in
their approach. There are wild pigs, sicklepod
and firebreaks that are not being attended to
adequately in regions that adjoin World Heritage
areas. 

Another important issue that conservation
groups raise with me is that Aboriginals are able
to hunt endangered species.

Mr Bredhauer: It's not open season on
National Party members.

Mr ROWELL: I am talking about
Aboriginals hunting endangered species. If a
species is endangered for whatever reason, I
think that it should be protected from everybody.
I accept that Aboriginal people have traditionally
hunted these types of animals—be it turtles,
dugongs or whatever. However, if those animals
have reached the stage at which their species is
endangered, Aboriginal people should not be
allowed to hunt them. They now have automatic
rifles, nets, and so on. It is not as though they are
using spears and the other primitive devices with
which they used to hunt. It is certainly very
different——

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER  (Mr Palaszczuk):
Order! There is far too much movement and
audible conversation in the Chamber. 
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Mr ROWELL: It is certainly an important
issue. If we allow Aboriginals to go out in their
boats and hunt animals with the types of
weaponry that exist today, we will certainly see
the annihilation of some species. I would like the
Minister to take that into account. 

Tourism is a very important issue in national
parks that are situated in World Heritage areas.
Try as we might in my part of the world, we have
not been very successful in getting projects up
and running that are compatible with the use of
national parks. Presently, there is a development
called Port Hinchinbrook, which covers about 45
hectares. It is definitely not located in a national
park. It will provide a boat ramp, which is needed
badly in the region. For people who want to do a
bit of fishing between Mourilyan Harbour and
Townsville, there is really no decent facility to
enable them to launch a small boat.

Mr Stoneman: We've got the same
problem south of Townsville.

Mr ROWELL: It is a widespread problem.
The Government is irresponsibly leaving the
coastline to its own devices. We have tried to get
the Department of Transport interested in
providing groynes, but it is not interested. In
Cardwell, we are trying to put in a decent facility
that I am sure will be of benefit to the people. It is
called Port Hinchinbrook, and it will provide jobs
for people in the area. Of course, some use will
be made of national park areas.

In the future, if we can get this project up
and running, it will be quite a big challenge for
the people in the National Parks and Wildlife
Service to come up with areas that people can
visit. I have seen the report submitted by the
Department of Environment and Heritage on the
Port Hinchinbrook development. I thought that it
was a responsible report. I would like to
congratulate the department on that report. It
could see the value and it knew what people in
that area wanted. Generally, the port
development was well received. 

There are problems in relation to dredging in
the Hinchinbrook Channel with which we have to
come to terms. Siltation can occur in that area,
and there is a lot of movement of silt up and
down the channel itself. I am absolutely certain
that a responsible attitude will be taken by the
developer when those breakwater walls are put
in to stop the siltation of the channel. The
developer has indicated that, although he is
hoping to use some of the area in the national
park, and will take a responsible attitude by
providing about $100,000 in research money to
ensure that the values of those areas are not
knocked about or impeded by development and
people.

However, at this time there is some concern
about the Federal Government. I do not know
where it stands. Senator Faulkner decided to ask
Dr Peter Valentine to produce a report on the
Hinchinbrook Channel. I am not absolutely
certain what has come out of that report. I know
that it certainly should have come to light much
sooner than now. The conditions to be placed
on that area in relation to the channel and the
marina development will depend on the report. 

There is another important issue. At
ministerial level—and I am talking about
ministerial council level—in relation to World
Heritage and issues that are important in that
arena, the State may have lost something; it now
seems that decisions are being made outside
the State of Queensland that do not necessarily
reflect exactly what is happening in the regions.

Mrs ROSE (Currumbin) (4.12 p.m.): The
Nature Conservation Amendment Bill 1994
finetunes the operations of the principal Act, the
Nature Conservation Act, initially proclaimed in
mid-1992. Such a legislative measure displays
this Government's commitment to ensuring that
legislation remains relevant, appropriate and
effective and that it operates efficiently. 

In this instance, consultation between the
Department of Environment and Heritage and
the Office of the Queensland Parliamentary
Counsel has led to this Bill, which will improve the
principal Act in a number of key areas. A process
of consultation with key interest groups has
taken place. A copy of this draft Bill has been
distributed to each organisation. This Bill,
although playing a supplementary and
subsequent role to the principal legislation, does
highlight the general approach that this
Government has towards the issue of nature
conservation. 

The Nature Conservation Act and ensuing
amendments are in themselves landmark pieces
of legislation for Queensland. Increased
protection for native animals and plants is an
objective of the Queensland Government. That
goal is translated into a workable system of
protection and administration of Queensland's
natural assets through the legislation. Through
such legislation and the amendments before the
House today, the Queensland Government
seeks to improve and enhance a network of
environmental conservation which implicitly
involves individuals, interest groups and peak
organisations. It involves not only direct
measures designed to protect animals, plants
and habitats; it also embraces the broader
principles of education, community involvement
and participation and, through these things,
growing levels of environmental awareness. 
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The legislation recognises that if we are to
conserve, preserve and protect our natural
assets, it can only ever be achieved by the
community pulling together as one, recognising
one another's interests and above all the
interests of the environment that sustains us. I
believe the key to the success of nature
conservation legislation in Queensland is its own
emphasis on a requirement for the effective
management of areas of natural significance. The
management principles outlined in the legislation
are vital and through this Bill are being improved. 

The three management principles for
national parks, as set out in the principal
legislation, are not changed by this Bill but
improved in terms of priority. The principles are
permanent preservation, the protection and
presentation of cultural and natural resources
and their values and a requirement that any
activity in national parks is nature based and
ecologically sustainable. 

Under the amendment Bill, the protection
and presentation of cultural resources is
combined with and qualified by the requirement
for the permanent preservation of an area's
natural resources. This forms the cardinal
principle of management for national parks in
Queensland. That means that only nature based
and ecologically sustainable activities can take
place in such areas. Such activities must always
at the very least comply with the cardinal
management principle. Other activities that might
be permitted under the amendment powers of
the chief executive, such as communications
powers, must also comply with the cardinal
management principle.

Once again, this is a sensitive and
meticulous measure designed to ensure that not
only are our natural assets preserved but also
that they are recognised and experienced by the
community, as long as that causes them no harm.
This process ensures that the community
benefits from our magnificent, unique and
sensitive natural assets and, by doing so, gains a
greater appreciation of the need for the
individual to play a role in conservation. 

In line with the notion that controlled and
effective management is the vehicle for better
nature conservation in Queensland is the
amendment to the management principle of
national parks of scientific significance, as
proposed in this Bill. One of the key features of
the amendments is the provision of more
effective management of national parks
designated under the principal legislation as
being of exceptional scientific value and in which
controlled scientific study and monitoring can
take place. The principal legislation allows the
discipline of scientific study to benefit without

detriment to the environment from the existence
of unique and diverse natural resources in
Queensland's national parks. 

Under these amendments, the scientific
manipulation of habitat and wildlife in order to
protect the long-term survival of threatened
species will occur if necessary. Sensitive
environments such as those Queensland
possesses in its national parks require sensitive
management plans. The amendment to section
16 of the environmental protection legislation is a
fine example of a careful and meticulous
approach to managing our areas of
environmental significance. 

On one hand, we are saying that as long as it
causes no harm scientific research should be
able to benefit from our unique and diverse
natural assets. But we qualify that by saying
through this amendment that, if there is a
scientific solution to the decline of an
endangered species, it will be allowed. In my
opinion, this provision offers its own checks and
balances. If a scientific approach to the
protection of one endangered species threatens
another, it would obviously be in contravention
of the Act. Compromise solutions must be found
in these instances where the management
principle is adhered to. Simply put, that means
that no action should take place that
compromises a natural asset. 

Local government must be considered in
any plan to preserve and protect the
environment through effective management
practices and plans. This Bill reinforces section
112 of the principal legislation which states that,
in the case of conflict between a local
government planning scheme and a
conservation plan or regulation under this Act,
the latter will always prevail. However, it goes on
further to now require local government to
adhere to a regulation or plan under the Nature
Conservation Act. This effectively ensures that
conflict is avoided for all the obvious reasons. It
also requires local government to develop
planning strategies that reflect the requirements
of the legislation, and that means that the
effective environmental management of areas of
natural sensitivity will automatically be factored
into local government policy, even in the case of
authorities with the worst track record in the
proper management of natural resources.

Not only is this Bill vital to make the Nature
Conservation Act even more effective; it also
shows that legislation in Queensland under this
Government lives and breathes and that the
process of consultation undertaken by the
Government is not over when the legislation is
proclaimed. That means that, if legislation needs
to be finetuned, the whole process of
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consultation takes place again and the relevant
amendments are made. The Nature
Conservation Amendment Bill before us now will
improve the operation of the Nature
Conservation Act, which is one of the most vital
pieces of environmental legislation introduced
by the Goss Government. I support the Bill.

Mr STONEMAN (Burdekin) (4.20 p.m.): I
rise in this most important debate as someone
who has an abiding interest in conservation.

Mr Welford: But no knowledge.

Mr STONEMAN: I take the interjection of
the misguided member. Perhaps he is right. I
have no scientific knowledge, but I can claim to
have as much or more practical knowledge of
environmental matters than anyone else in this
House. Over the last 10 years or so, I have
travelled and studied this particular area of activity
around Australia and overseas. However, I will
not go into that today. 

I do not doubt that the Government has a
commitment to the environment and
conservation, although I am saddened to hear
constant references to "preservation" rather than
"conservation". One issue that must be
understood and is understood by those of us
with a practical knowledge is that we cannot lock
up areas and throw away the key and preserve
them. It just does not happen. Nature is not like
that; the environment is not like that.
Unfortunately, that seems to be the basis of
some of the misguided information and advice
that the Government has accepted. I do not
suggest that it is not well meaning, and I do not
denigrate the Government for the advice that it
has taken. The point I made by way of interjection
to my friend the member for Hinchinbrook was
that it is a pity that the Government did not take a
bit more practical knowledge on board. 

There are a couple of issues to which I want
to refer. I noted that the member for Cook
referred to the "permanent preservation" of
national parks. I am saddened that that is not
more aligned with conservation. I wish to quote
from the very worthy publication which is
generally referred to as the Brundtland report.
Some members may have heard of Gro
Brundtland, who is the Prime Minister of Norway
and who undertook a world environment study.
She said that sustainable development means
achieving a balance between the needs—and I
emphasise "needs"—of society and its ever-
expanding wants. We must aim to achieve that
balance. When considering the management of
national parks, we must recognise that the needs
of the community expand, and it is the
responsibility of Governments and regulators
generally to control and constrain those
insatiable wants. 

In the few brief moments available to me, I
want to touch firstly on a matter which has been
brought to my attention and which has been the
subject of some debate today. I refer to the
concerns expressed by the Beekeepers
Association of Queensland. It is my
understanding that the president and the
secretary of the Beekeepers Association, Mr
Dewar and his wife, are present in the public
gallery. I acknowledge the work that the
Beekeepers Association has done in trying to
maintain a practical input into this legislation. With
that in mind, it is worth while that honourable
members are aware of a letter that was written on
20 July by the association to Mr Kevin Rudd, the
Director-General of the Office of the Cabinet. It
would seem that that letter was written almost in
desperation. The letter says—

"Dear Sir 

The Nature Conservation Act
Amendment Bill, now adjourned at the
second reading stage in the Queensland
Parliament, seeks to terminate historic
access by Queensland apiarists to National
Parks. Debate on the Bill is scheduled for
resumption during the August 1994 sitting."

Of course, that is where we are now. The letter
continues—

"The Queensland Beekeepers
Association (QBA) as a matter of urgency,
seeks an appointment with you to discuss
the issue, preferably today Wednesday
20th or Thursday 21st July, as a number of
key industry people are currently in
Brisbane. 

The QBA submits no consultation has
occurred between the Department of
Environment and Heritage (DEH) with
regard to the drafting and introduction of the
Bill, in spite of the Goss Government's
commitment to meaningful public
consultation processes, and in spite of an
agreement between the QBA and the DEH
that the question of access would be
resolved pending the outcome of
collaborative research." 

I emphasise "collaborative research". The letter
continues—

"A deadline of 25.5.96 was set for this
process. 

The QBA submits that a significant
denial of natural justice will occur if the Bill
proceeds in its present form, that would not
be in keeping with the manner in which the
Goss Government normally conducts its
legislative business."

I must digress from the letter at that point. I have
to disagree with the association there. I see this
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legislation as exactly in line with the way the Goss
Government conducts its legislative business. It
steamrollers people at every turn. Therefore, it
really is business as usual. The letter
continues—

"The following are the major points in
this issue: 

(1) Prior to 1989, the QBA and the
DEH agreed that all National Parks with a
history of beekeeping usage remain
accessible to industry.

(2) In 1990, Minister Comben advised
the QBA during a deputation of a change in
the interpretation of the agreement. Minister
Comben supported the establishment of
the Ministerial Beekeeping Industry
Consultative Committee (BICC) to become a
vehicle for future consultation between the
parties on the access question. 

(3) National Parks Director at the time,
Mr N. Dawson subsequently attended a
BICC meeting and suggested a sub
committee be established co-opting
suitable scientific personnel to 

(a) seek avenues for resolution of the
issue 

(b) investigate the implementation of
research to help resolve the
issue. 

(4) The committee was formed and
made certain recommendations. 

(5) The recommendations were not
adopted by DEH. The QBA met Minister
Robson during May, 1993. 

(6) On 30.6.93, Minister Robson
wrote to the QBA and suggested the
industry participate in cooperative research
with DEH and QDPI. The research outcome
to be reviewed by 25.5.96, when the
question of access would be assessed. 

(7) The QBA accepted the Minister's
offer. 

(8) During July 1993, the BICC met
with Dr W. Freeland, director of conservation
strategy to discuss the proposal for
cooperation research. 

(9) Significant discussion arose from
that meeting about the interpretation of
results from a body of earlier research
referred to by Dr Freeland. 

(10) The QBA sought precise
information from Dr Freeland about the
above body of research. The QBA
unsuccessfully contacted Dr Freeland a
number of times for the information. 

(11) Eventually on 29.3.94, 7 months
after the information was first sought by the
QBA, Dr Freeland provided the information
in a letter to the QBA. Since that time, the
QBA has been able to progress the issue,
including the development of a focus on
future research. 

(12) Dr Freeland's letter of 29.3.94
encouraged the QBA to proceed with the
development of research proposals in line
with the Ministers undertaking on 30.6.93.

(13) In spite of this encouragement,
and without knowledge of the industry, in
April 1994 Minister Robson introduced
legislation to the House which will effectively
eliminate beekeeping in National Parks. 

(14) In 1992, the question of access to
National Parks was raised with the
Commission of Enquiry into Fraser Island
and the Great Sandy Region. 

(15) The commission's 1992
recommendation 67 states—'the localities in
which beekeeping is prohibited not be
extended solely by reason of a change in
the status of an area until adverse
environmental impacts from beekeeping are
demonstrated by monitoring and evaluation'

Yours faithfully 

R. L. Dewar 
President 

QBA Inc."

That letter was brought to my attention by
constituents of mine, Mr and Mrs Bob McDonald,
who have just moved into the newly developing
area of Serene Valley in my electorate. I welcome
them to the electorate. The point that they make
is that this could well be the end for south
Queensland beekeepers because they will have
to rent areas within national parks. I am sure that
that point has been extensively covered, but I
just make the very important practical point—and
again we get back to the practicalities of
information and advice that is not getting to the
Government—that in theory one could put all the
beehives in the world on freehold land around
every national park and the bees would still go in
there, anyway. There is no way that we can put a
barrier up that says, "Bees not permitted to
enter." In fact, I could also discuss a book I have
read which talks about the intelligence of bees,
but I will not mention that matter now.

On the other hand, I do not think that, even
with that great intelligence, bees would be able
to read a sign that says, "Imported bees, please
keep out." That suggestion is as ridiculous as the
proposal, which I believe is now in action, of
national parks officers uprooting coconut trees
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from national parks because they are not
indigenous to national parks. What absolute
stupidity! The seeds of the coconut palm make
their way around the world by floating in the
oceans. Coconuts are nature's food. Is there
anywhere on earth that members could say is not
a natural environment for a coconut palm, unless
it happens to be somewhere like the South Pole
or the North Pole, where obviously a coconut
palm will not grow? We are really looking at the
impact of bees. The scientific research which I
feel must be done could in fact show that
allowing beekeepers to operate within national
parks will be an enhancement to national parks. 

 I would now like to mention briefly the
management of national parks, something that
has caused me great concern over a number of
years. In the past, I have referred to areas such as
Diamantina Lakes. I am particularly concerned
when it seems that ultimately grazing is to be
prohibited from national parks. That seems to be
so, because in her second-reading speech the
Minister talked about certain leases and
authorities which have been previously granted
and the renewal of previous leases and
authorities other than for grazing purposes. That
means that in many instances grazing will be
prohibited from national parks. What will that do
to areas such as the new national park that has
been taken up by the acquisition of Shirley
station, a property that I lived alongside for many
years, a property of 120 000 acres—whatever
that is now in the new measurements—and a
property that requires grazing, requires people
access, requires grading of roads, and requires
all those similar types of things to maintain the
particular habitat there, regardless of whether or
not sheep or cattle are to be grazed on that
property, as has been the case since about 1865
or 1866? If that property was good enough to
resume for national park purposes after 130
years of grazing, why on earth can it not continue
to be maintained in that particular state and
managed as a part of the district? Timber does
not necessarily have to be torn down or other
improvements do not need to be made, but at
least there could be a maintenance of it as an
operating property so that neighbours are able to
feel secure without fear of rampant fires. It is
desert country out there; there is a lot of spinifex
and so on. There is also some beautiful black
soil. Without some sort of control over the
grasses and the woody weeds up there, if that
black soil is allowed to burn out, it will do a great
deal of damage.

That brings me to the core of my concerns
generally and the area about which I am currently
most interested, that is, the wetlands of this
State and particularly of the nation. I will be
making comments about this on a much larger

scale in the very near future. I happen to live
adjacent to one of the most diverse wetland
areas in Queensland, if not in Australia. It is a
dynamic area, one that contains, by agreement
of the Minister's own officers and her own
departmental scientists, the major habitat in this
nation for the brolga. That entire area is the
habitat for the brolga and it is currently grazed,
including a considerable amount of national park
that is subleased to a grazier. Dr Gavin Blackman
is the Minister's own departmental expert who is
acknowledged around this nation as the person
who knows most about those particular
Townsville regional wetlands and other wetlands
across Australia. He has a PhD on the subject. I
am sure he will not mind me mentioning his name
because he is acknowledged across all sides of
politics and the community as being a person of
enormous capacities and international credibility. 

Mr T. B. Sullivan: Is he the only
"blackman" you support?

Mr STONEMAN: What an infantile
interjection. Here we are, in a debate about the
environment, and we have this infantile
interjection. On behalf of the other 88 sensible
people in this House, I apologise to Dr Blackman
for the misuse of his name. Under the new
legislation, I understand an interjection such as
that could mean the member would be thrown
out.

I return to this particular wetland. Dr
Blackman has 30 to 40 years experience of that
particular wetland. He acknowledges it to be the
major habitat for the brolga in Australia and he
says that it contains every waterbird family found
in north-eastern Australia. He says that there is
no doubt that the consistent grazing of cattle on
that area of land, which is about 20 kilometres
long by about 5 kilometres wide, has enhanced
considerably the natural habitat for the birds.

By comparison, I take the Townsville
common, which used to be world
famous—certainly it is famous around Australia.
For some misguided reason, people within the
national parks service excluded cattle agistment
on the Townsville common and since then the
degradation of that as a habitat has to be seen to
be believed. Members would not give it a second
glance now. I know that the Minister will be taking
notes and absorbing all of this and go back to
give her people a razzle dazzle.

Mr Elliott: It's the reason the birds are
there. 

Mr STONEMAN: It is the reason the birds
are there, because, in the past, the Aboriginals
burnt out the land if it was not already burnt or
nature provided the fires that maintained the
level of the paperbarks, the melaleucas and the
woody weeds. A balance was maintained so that



30 August 1994 8992 Legislative Assembly

those plants were kept in their corner and the
wetland remained the really dynamic habitat it
needs to be for the birds. What the Minister is
suggesting in this particular piece of legislation,
as I read it, is that the 30 per cent or so of that
habitat area that runs almost from the Institute of
Marine Science through to the highway just
north of Giru which is currently national park is
going to be excluded from grazing. That means
that it will degrade as a habitat for those bird
families that have been sustained in such a
magnificent way over the previous hundred
years or so. 

It is interesting to note that a property
alongside of this same area was purchased in
recent times by a friend of mine. Unfortunately,
he tended to undergraze it. Certainly, I think the
cattle may have done better, but—again, this is
Dr Blackman's commentary—the habitat of that
particular section adjacent to Bowling Green Bay
reduced in its quality as a habitat. They are the
sorts of things that I think need to be
accommodated within the structure. Fortunately,
70 per cent of that area that I talk about is private
land and one would only hope and pray that
never under the terms of reference that seem to
be guiding this Government will that habitat be
taken over or acquired under the provisions of
this legislation.

I say without equivocation that it is
absolutely necessary to provide for grazing as a
necessary tool of management in wetland and
dryland areas. I refer to Shirley, Diamantina
Lakes, Thistlebank and the place just outside
Winton which the Government has acquired; its
name escapes me. It is a big place of 500 square
miles, but one could not run a bandicoot on it. I
hope that the Minister is going to change his
mind about that dam for the people of Winton. I
hope that some reality is entering the
departmental advice.

All of these issues are of major concern. The
impacts on my area affect the wetlands and
mangrove areas. It is a huge fishing area. The
Haughton River, the estuarine areas and the
creeks are all part of the national park. Perhaps
there needs to be more control over fishing, but
if the dab hand of bureaucracy is going to be
there every time a fisherman goes there for a bit
of recreation, that will be a sad day.

Mr BEATTIE (Brisbane Central)
(4.40 p.m.): I rise to support the Nature
Conservation Amendment Bill 1994. This Bill
amends the existing Nature Conservation Act
1992 to simplify and enhance its operation and
to give effect to the Legislative Standards Act
1992. A number of provisions in the current Act
need clarification, and this is achieved in this
amendment Bill.

This Goss Government and the first Goss
Government have an impressive nature
conservation and environmental record since 2
December 1989. I am, therefore, bewildered,
disappointed and sometimes amused to read
public comments attributed to the Greens from
time to time opposing the Goss Government's
environmental record and suggesting they will
distribute preferences to the Nationals and
Liberals over ALP candidates at the next State
election when they run against the Labor Party.
That is a very dangerous political tactic which
may—and, in my view, will—backfire badly on the
Greens, because their supporters know the
truth: the very real and impressive environmental
record of this Government. I issue a friendly
warning to the Greens, many of whom are friends
of mine, that their supporters will desert them in
droves if they pursue this cynical, dishonest
ploy.

Many of my constituents in Brisbane Central
are concerned about environmental issues, and
rightly so; so am I. But I remind the House and
the people of Queensland of the pathetic
environmental record under the National Party
and the Liberals when they governed this State
for 32 years.

Mr Stoneman interjected.

Mr BEATTIE: Opposition members do not
like to be reminded of the past. They want to
come back here like a lot of Pauls on the way to
Damascus, where they saw the light. They are
not fooling anybody. We need to look at what
they did in office, not what they are saying here
today and what they are saying around the
ridges. The important thing is what they did in
office.

I wish to deal with some of those matters,
because they show how necessary was the
legislation that we had to introduce, firstly in
1992 and now this legislation. I refer to an
independent assessment of how bad the
National Party was in Government. Let us
consider what a former National Party Minister,
Geoff Muntz, said. I table an article from the
Courier-Mail of 2 February 1988. Members might
recall that Geoff Muntz was a National Party
Minister. The article stated—

"The Tourism Minister, Mr Muntz, said
yesterday former Premier Sir Joh
Bjelke-Petersen had threatened his political
future.

Mr Muntz said the threat had been
made against him if he did not grant park
land to Japanese developer Mr Iwasaki.

He made his allegation when
announcing that prospecting for sand-
mining would be allowed on 6500 ha of land
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proposed to be included in the Bayfield
National Park north of Yeppoon."

That is what Mr Muntz said about his own
Premier—former Premier. Let us see what an
independent person says about all that.

Opposition members interjected. 

Mr BEATTIE: Listen to them bay and
squeal. They do not like the truth.

Mr Purcell: Howl.

Mr BEATTIE: I take that interjection. The
article continued—

"The Queensland University associate
professor in public administration, Dr Ken
Wiltshire, said Mr Muntz's allegations were a
'remarkable revelation about the style of
government' under Sir Joh.

'One must wonder what other
decisions were made in this way,' he said.

. . . 

Mr Muntz said the threats by Sir Joh
had been made against him and the former
Mines Minister, Mr Austin.

'There is no secret that the former
Premier opposed the former submission by
Mr Austin and myself to declare a significant
area national parks,' he said.

'He preferred an environmental park
with some involvement from Mr Iwasaki.' "

That is the first illustration that I give the House.

Mr Muntz was no angel himself when he was
the relevant national parks Minister. I refer to
another article in the Courier-Mail of 8 September
headed "Minister's plan would 'breach' park
standards", which stated—

"The State Government would breach
international conservation standards if it
turned national parks into recreation parks, a
conservationist said yesterday.

And the Brisbane Lord Mayor,
Alderman Atkinson"—

the then Liberal Lord Mayor of Brisbane—

"objected to Government plans"—

that is, National Party Government plans—

"to establish a qango to take over Brisbane
Forest Park.

The Queensland Conservation Council
co-ordinator, Ms Liz Bourne, and Alderman
Atkinson slated plans to establish a qango,
Recreation Queensland, to oversee the
recreational management of national parks.

The plan was discussed in Cabinet on
Monday but a decision on whether to set up
the authority was deferred.

The Environment, Conservation and
Tourism Minister"—

what a combination; it could only happen under
the Nationals—

"Mr Muntz, told Cabinet the new body would
be responsible for the management of all
parks, and introduce a user-pays principle.

Alderman Atkinson said: 'As part
owners of Brisbane Forest Park, the council
wants to be consulted on any management
change—this has not occurred."

Let us look at principle one: no consultation.
Who says, "No consultation"? The Liberal Lord
Mayor of Brisbane said that the Nationals did not
consult on environmental issues or national
parks when they were in office. That is the
hallmark on park issues of the National Party in
Government.

The article continued—

"Ms Bourne said Mr Muntz seemed to
have lost sight of the primary purposes of
national parks which was nature
conservation."

That is what this Bill is all about. The article
continued—

" 'Recreation should only be
considered if it does not conflict with this
objective,' she said.

'Unfortunately Mr Muntz appears to be
seeing our national parks as places to be
exploited for their tourism and recreational
potential, rather than managed to protect
and enhance their conservation values.

'What Mr Muntz seems to be
suggesting is that recreation should be
given the highest priority for future
management of our national parks, a
prospect which would be totally contrary to
all international accepted standards.' "

I table that article for the information of the
House. Again, that is the track record of the
Nationals in office.

I table another article of 9 November 1988
headed "Bill puts park in peril, say greenies". I
hope the greenies take notice of these sorts of
articles before they run around giving their
preferences to the people who would butcher
national parks. That article stated—

"Queensland's world-class, 80-year-old
national parks system could be destroyed
by the end of this week, conservationists
claimed yesterday.

Fifteen State-wide conservation
groups launched a 'one-day' public
campaign at a joint press conference to fight
the Recreation Areas Management Bill,
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expected to be debated in Parliament
tomorrow.

The Federal Environment Minister,
Senator Richardson . . . said any area of
State forest or national park could be
designated as a recreational area and
targeted for wholesale commercial
exploitation.

He warned that if the Bill became law,
control of any State forest or national park
designated as a recreation area would pass
to a two-person board.

. . . 

Dr Keto"—
whom we all know as a well-known and well-
respected environmentalist—

"said the legislation could allow anything
from logging to golf courses in a national
park."

So the National Party supports golf courses in
national parks when it is in Government. That is
the effect of what it supports. The article
continued—and I ask honourable members to
listen to this, because this is a real classic—

"The board would not include the
National Parks and Wildlife Service director,
but would comprise the Conservator of
Forests and the Environment, Sport and
Tourism Department undersecretary.

Neither the present undersecretary, Mr
Stan Wilcox, nor the conservator, Mr Tom
Ryan, had experience with or
understanding of national parks, Dr Keto
said. 

Mr Wilcox, who played a central role in
Government's anti-World Heritage
campaign, was formerly a sports
administrator and a member of former
Premier Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen's personal
staff."
Honourable members should remember the

campaign they waged against World Heritage
listing. They want to cut it up, rip it out and throw
it away. That is what they want. They come into
this House as wolves in sheep's clothing, trying
to pretend that they support environmental
issues and national parks. What a joke!

I will table another article. It is dated 22
November and headed "Greenies hit golf in
national park plan". The greenies were attacking
the Nationals when they were in office, because
they supported golf courses in national parks. 

I table an article headed "Outcry at change
to State park services". The National Party tried
to destroy park services in this State—showing
no commitment at all to national parks. I also table

an article headed "Parks folk want Muntz
replaced". They were so sick of it that all of the
Greens wanted to get rid of Muntz because of
what he was doing. I will table two other articles. I
will quote from one. The Leader of the Liberal
Party at that time, Angus Innes, in relation to
Muntz and the legislation that I have been
referring to, stated—

"There is some extraordinary piece of
warfare going on between this Minister and
the rest of his Party which has led to the pig-
headed pursuit of this legislation through
the House tonight."

That article contains other quotes of Angus
Innes, a Liberal leader, attacking the Nationals
and their legislation. I table both pieces of
material. Another piece of material that I table is a
suggestion by National Party Ministers, including
Muntz, that there should be mining in national
parks as well. 

Honourable members can compare that
atrocious record with what we have done in
office. We have significantly increased——

Mr Slack interjected. 

Mr BEATTIE: The honourable member
can complain about it, but that is what the
Nationals did when they were in office. That is
what they did! That is the record. That is what the
greenies said about them. The honourable
member may not be a bad bloke in some
people's minds, but he is not fooling anyone.
That is his party's track record. It is not what he is
saying; it is what his party did. The honourable
member should not come in here and try to con
people. 

In terms of what we have done, I table for the
House three extracts from the last three annual
reports of the Department of Environment and
Heritage, because they show that in 1990-91
there were 10 new national parks, nine new
environmental parks and 12 additions to existing
national parks. In 1991-92 there were 11 new
national parks, 12 new environmental parks and
11 new extensions to national parks. The list
goes on. During 1992-93 the declared national
park estate increased by 281 072 hectares.
Lands totalling about 800 000 hectares were
acquired or were negotiated for new national
parks or extensions to existing reserves. 

I conclude by saying that our record is
impressive in the environmental area. It is
impressive in the national park area. It is
extremely impressive when compared with the
Nationals' record. Any member of a green party
who seeks to go out and encourage his or her
supporters to give their preferences to the
destroyers of national parks will end up with the
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smallest possible primary vote in the history of
the Green movement.

Mr ELLIOTT (Cunningham) (4.52 p.m.): I
have pleasure in rising to take part in this debate.
I feel I have to take up some of the statements
made by the member for Brisbane Central. 

Mr Stoneman: He wouldn't take an
interjection.

Mr ELLIOTT: He showed very clearly that
he does not have any real understanding or
interest in the environmental debate.

Mr Beattie: You were a member of the
Cabinet that voted to destroy national parks. 

Mr ELLIOTT: The honourable member is
totally wrong. He does not know what he is
talking about. He came in here with absolute
ignorance and made statements that were
quoted selectively. I did not notice that he
quoted anything to do with the bridled nailtail
wallaby or funding to protect it. I did not notice
him talking about the hairy-nosed wombat or
Epping forest. I did not notice him talking about
Roaring Meg Falls or the Daintree or any of the
other areas that we declared when I was Minister.
He selectively picked out quotes and he went
right into the gutter in the way that he so often
does. I am disappointed in him because he has
greater ability than that. That is why he is not
sitting on the Cabinet side—because his
colleagues see him as being a guttersnipe who
dredges up rubbish and peddles it in this House.
Instead, he should have got stuck into this
debate in the same manner as most other
members have done. They have talked about
the environment. I do not seek to give any more
credibility to the rubbish that he peddled by
going on about it any further. 

I want to discuss a subject that has already
been raised by my colleague sitting behind me. I
refer to grazing on national parks. I know only too
well that there are probably more national parks
that we do not want grazing on than there are
national parks that we would want grazed. We all
know that and we understand the reasons for it. I
am asking the Minister what she is going to do in
areas such as Lakefield National Park. There are
many national parks in the cape and the gulf
regions, particularly in the cape areas that receive
high summer rainfall.

What is going to be done if the Government
does not give permits to graze selectively? We all
understand that no-one wants grazing that is run
without any controls whatsoever. However, if the
department does not have the staff—and the
Minister has clearly demonstrated and is always
saying that money is short to manage the
parks—what is it going to do with the huge
amount of fuel that will build up over the summer

months in the wet years if it does not allow some
grazing over some of those parks? 

The Government does not have the staff to
do selective burning in the way that it should be
done. The next thing to happen is that
catastrophic, hot fires will destroy not only those
parks but also other areas, which the
Government does not want the fires to run into
because it will be unable to control them. If the
Minister is not careful, the same thing will happen
in central Queensland in the sandstone belt, in
Mount Moffatt and Carnarvon Gorge. There are
endless areas in which there have been
problems before and fires have got away. We
must look at those situations.

I would like to touch briefly on suitable waste
management in park areas, particularly places
such as Fraser Island. Recently, I was at Biloela
opening an environmental expo. I was interested
to see that the Banana Shire has introduced a
process that very few councils around the State
have put in place. I suggest to the Minister that if
she has not had a look at it, she should do so. In
world environmental terms, there are probably
other plants that are far more sophisticated and
have a lot more going for them. However, I think
the council should be lauded for what it has
done. It has put a small plant together and
brought in private enterprise to operate it. 

Over the years on Fraser Island, we have
had many problems with waste management. It is
not good enough to bury our problem and think
that it will go away. 

Ms Robson: We need to take it off the
island——

Mr ELLIOTT: I understand that, but I am
saying that it is not only a case of taking it off, but
we could combine with recycling plants to use
the rubbish that is coming off the islands and
other areas. I do not believe that the Minister is
doing enough in that respect. The fellow who is
running the plant in the Banana Shire does not
have sufficient markets to take a lot of the
products. He is still crushing and compacting
much of the material that in other countries is
being utilised. 

When I went to America on the
environmental exchange program, I saw stations
at which they are culletising glass. Plastic is being
separated into its various constituents and then
recycled. The Government should be putting
more effort into that type of project. If the
Government is doing that and if those markets
are already in place, then it is obviously not
getting the advice back to all of the councils
because the plant in the Banana Shire does not
have sufficient markets to handle its plastics, in
particular. I think the Government should have a
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look at it. If the Minister is already doing that, then
I apologise. I am not here trying to embarrass her. 

Ms Robson: You are not embarrassing
me; you are embarrassing yourself.

Mr ELLIOTT: I am not embarrassing
myself. I am putting forward constructive
comments in respect of a program that I have just
visited. I have been told certain things. If it is
possible for people to take their product and
utilise it in a recycling program that the Minister is
involved in, then that is great. I suggest that the
message is not getting out to those people. I
suggest that the Minister do something about
that. I am not just standing here having a go at
her, saying that she is not doing anything. I am
asking: what is she doing? I started off by saying
"What is the Minister doing?" Unfortunately, the
Minister is trying to turn it around and make a
political statement out of it.

Ms Robson: You are wrong. It's being
done; that's all I am saying.

Mr ELLIOTT: Then I ask that in her reply
she explain exactly what she is doing in those
areas and how she is getting across the message
to the various shires. Many shires out there are
not doing anything at all. They are still burying it
in great rubbish dumps. They are bulldozing out
great pits with no regard whatsoever for
recycling. So it is wrong to say that recycling is
taking place, and it is really very interesting to
hear the Minister say that. I ask the Minister to get
that message across to those people in the
shires. 

I find it interesting that the Minister has
introduced this amending legislation. When the
original nature conservation legislation was
debated, I said that the Minister would have a
problem with the way in which it was drafted
because it referred everywhere to management
plans. Everyone had a preoccupation with plans.
However, the Government has to get out there
and get on with the job. I have not had a lot of
time to study this amending legislation, but my
understanding of it is that the Act is being altered
slightly in respect to the cardinal principle. I
understand that, under this legislation, as long as
management plans are in respect of the cardinal
principle of the Act, then that is okay. Before this
amending legislation was introduced, the
Government was going over the top. It was going
to waste huge resources in writing up copious
quantities of material. I guess the socialist
approach is to do nothing without going through
a mountain of paper warfare to get everyone to
agree to a plan before doing anything.
Unfortunately, sometimes the Government has
to get out there and do things and not spend so
much time in planning and writing reports. I will be
interested to see how this amending legislation

changes the Act and how it works in practice
rather than in theory.

Hon. M. J. ROBSON (Springwood—
Minister for Environment and Heritage)
(5.02 p.m.), in reply: I will address as many of the
comments of all speakers as possible. I wish to
thank all speakers for their contributions to this
debate, which I consider to be a very important
debate about a Bill amending what is obviously a
very important Act. 

Firstly, I will address the comments made by
the member for Burnett, who was the first
speaker in this debate. He has expressed an
ongoing concern, at a variety of venues, about
the resourcing of the management of national
parks, particularly those in the north. On a
number of occasions I have replied to him,
explaining in as much detail as possible exactly
what we are doing. He keeps referring to the fact
that I do not give him finite figures for fire, weed
and pest management in specific areas. I have
tried to explain repeatedly that the budget that is
allocated to each of the five regions throughout
the State incorporates a component for those
particular tasks. In terms of the management of
the specific areas for which the regional directors
are responsible, it is up to the regional directors,
as they see fit and as the need to arises, as to
how they allocate that funding. That is the reason
why, when we allocate in advance the amounts
of money which I have given the member for this
year's budget for those particular tasks, we do
not have a breakdown. We can have a
breakdown at the end of the process when the
regional directors have determined how they will
spend their allocation for the financial year and,
for example, how much fire protection measures
were needed in their areas and how much
money they were going to put into programs for
feral pest control and weed control. 

In terms of feral pests and weed
management, we have been working with local
groups, Landcare groups and Aboriginal groups.
There are a variety of funding sources, apart from
my department, that address the types of
problems to which the member referred.

Mr Slack interjected. 

Ms ROBSON: Absolutely. I have
explained that to the member repeatedly. The
line item that has been put in as a request has
been given to the member on a number
occasions. I cannot help it if the member cannot
absorb it. 

I will move on to some of the other concerns
that have been raised. Obviously, I am pleased
that the member has acknowledged that the
buffer zone issue has finally been put to bed
both in this legislation and in the Wet Tropics
legislation. There will be no buffer zones, as had
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been originally proposed. That section has been
amended. 

I will address the beekeeper issue in a
moment. However, I am a little confused about
the member's adoption of and support for the
cardinal principle, which is to preserve any area in
as close to its natural state as possible, and to
protect it, and how he can line up his comments
about an extractive industry as being consistent
with that particular principle. That is the problem
in the Act. One cannot have an imposition of a
commercial activity such as beekeeping in a
natural area and retain consistency in terms of
the cardinal principle. The same point applies to
grazing, which is not a natural activity in protected
areas. We realise the value of grazing in some
areas in terms of some forms of weed control.

Mr Slack interjected. 
Ms ROBSON: It is going outside the

principle. One either adopts the principle of
protection and restoration to as natural as
possible a state or one does not adopt the
principle. One cannot walk a middle line and say,
"I will adopt it when it is convenient."

Mr Slack interjected. 

Ms ROBSON: We are talking about
ecosystems and a natural state. I do not know
whether this is news to members opposite, but
grazing is not a natural activity in the Australian
landscape.

Mr Slack interjected. 
Ms ROBSON:  At least kangaroos are soft-

footed. The member is glossing over many
issues. In terms of what the Nature Conservation
Act refers to, it is an adherence to the cardinal
principle of protection of areas in as close to their
natural state as possible. We recognise in
management terms that we try to do what we call
ecologically sustainable activity. That is what we
are aiming at and that is what the Act aims at. I
think that it has been written very carefully to try
to address those concerns. It is an excellent
piece of legislation. It has been welcomed by
other States and other countries, which have
congratulated us on it. It revolves around the
cardinal principle. There is no good in having the
Act if we are not going to adhere to the cardinal
principle and if we are going to water it down
every time it is not convenient to adhere to it. 

The member himself has referred to a
maximum of 4 per cent of the whole of the
territory of this State being under protected area
tenure. We have to be very particular as to how
we manage those areas. The Act is the tool by
which we do that. We try not to water it down.
Instead, we do try to adopt a commonsense
approach to the economic issues that have been
raised in terms of this debate, such as

beekeeping, grazing and extractive industries.
As the member quite rightly said, there are areas
that are put aside for resource reserves in
protected areas. Those are the realities of
practical management. 

I will move on now to beekeeping because it
has obviously been the principal focus of the
member's concerns. I think that is a fair comment
because, as he has rightly said, I have talked to
the beekeepers, as did Minister Comben before
me. If I recall correctly, in 1990 Minister Comben
held the same types of discussions with them
that I had, which were that the Act would
preclude the extractive industry of beekeeping
in national parks, but if they could produce
significant research that would indicate quite
clearly to us that there would be no detrimental
impact from those activities, then its continuation
would be considered.

In May 1993, three years later, I had the
same discussion with them. I have given them
another three years—that is, six years in total—to
convince us that that industry is not going to be
detrimental. I am quite happy to keep my
promise. I was very serious when I made it. I
intend to keep that promise, subject to
meaningful research being undertaken. As the
honourable member said, Dr Freeland drew up
some references and guidelines for that
research and put a fair bit of work into it on behalf
of the beekeepers association. I will until May
1996 to see what they come up with in terms of
identifying the problems and pressures on
national parks. 

I do not know about anyone else, but I think
that is a really fair approach, given that the Act
says clearly that as soon as it is proclaimed we
can shut down any commercial activities, whether
they be beekeeping, grazing or whatever. I think
that is very fair and it is my understanding that
they think that it is very fair. However, I do
recognise their commercial concerns, which I
have tried to help work through with them. We
will continue that relationship with them. I do not
think they could rightly say that we have done
anything else.

Mr Slack: Just in respect of States'
research, would you accept that as being
research at a price to Queensland?

Ms ROBSON: I would have a preference
for having relevant research, that is, research that
applies to a trial test or some sort of research that
is done in Queensland. But, again, I am happy to
accept any valid research that is going to support
claims that they have made. However, the
member has to realise that under the Nature
Conservation Act we do not encourage
commercial activities in national parks. That is a
reality. 
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I will move on to the other issue that the
member for Burnett raised, that is, DNA testing. I
believe that he was talking about birds. I am
informed that the regulations were developed in
conjunction with the Queensland Council of Bird
Societies, and I believe that the member was
contacted by a member of that society. The Far
North Queensland Bird Club contacted a number
of MLAs, including Government members,
expressing some concerns. The officers of my
department in Cairns contacted this group. It is
the understanding of the department that now
that the intent of the proposed regulation has
been clarified and explained to that group, it is
quite happy with its provisions. I was a bit
surprised to hear that the member raised that as a
concern. It is a concern that we have addressed,
and apparently that group is quite content. The
member might wish to discuss that with them and
get back to me. If that is not the case, I will be
happy to do something in pursuit of a solution. 

I wish to reiterate what I said before: our main
focus is to observe the cardinal principle, but the
other issues of commonsense and fairness are
very much at the front of our minds. I can assure
the member that that will continue. I have
addressed the financing of programs. 

As to Aboriginal hunting—as has been said
very ably by other members in this House, that
management plan is well on the way to
completion. When it is completed, there will be a
round of consultation. But we must remember
that all of this is subject to the provisions of the
Aboriginal Land Act and the Torres Strait Islander
Land Act. We must observe the conditions in
those Acts. It is also relevant to say that, although
we have put a large amount of land into the
national parks estate in Queensland, we have to
look at the findings of the various Aboriginal land
claim processes and recognise the fact that
maybe in some cases it was not ours to take in
the first place. We must observe those findings. 

The member for Cook responded very
much to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
issues. He has a very good understanding of
those issues and has been a very meaningful
advocate for those people over a long period. He
has been very valuable in bringing the local
issues of his Cook electorate to my attention and
to that of other Ministers, which has helped us to
come to grips with problems. He talked also
about extractive industries and commercial
activities in national parks and their inconsistency
with the cardinal principle, which he clearly
understands. 

The honourable member talked also about
weed and feral animal control and good
neighbour policies. We work very hard on our
good neighbour policy and in our programming

with other agencies, such as Lands and DPI, in
trying to eliminate the problems that have
manifested themselves, in particular weed and
feral animal infestations. This is a serious problem
with which we like to work very closely with
landowners/land-holders in order to overcome
them. It is not simply a function of my
department, but we are very conscious of it and
we certainly fund the problem appropriately. I
thank the member for Cook for his contribution. 

The member for Mooloolah raised the
criticism that he believed the Nature
Conservation Act had been rushed. The
member was not here when the legislation was
introduced. That legislation was not rushed. It
took two years of very painstaking consideration,
deliberation, comparison with other State and
overseas standards, desired outcomes and
appreciation of the wishes and wills of the various
sectors of the community to come to what I think
is a very professional document and a very good
piece of legislation. It is not sloppy, it is not loose
and it is not badly drafted. I think the
parliamentary draftsmen would take great
offence at that. The office went through agony to
get it into the state that it is in. 

This amendment simply reflects the fact that
since it was introduced into this Parliament in
1992 circumstances have changed. Any
legislation needs to be able to reflect changed
circumstances. The very simple process by
which we do that is through an amendment. That
is what this Bill is: an amendment to reflect
changed circumstances. It is using a broad brush
to say that the original Bill was sloppy and badly
drafted two years ago. As I said, it is a very good
Act. A lot of hard work has been put into it by my
department and we very proud of it as a
management tool. 

The honourable member also raised the
issue of sewage disposal. That is being dealt with
under the environmental protection legislation
that will come before this House very shortly. If
the member was talking about its impact on the
natural environment—for example, the
waterways—I point out that that is what the Bill will
address. Part of that is the waste management
regime and strategy, which I will happily send to
the honourable member if he has not already
seen it. It is a public document, and I have tabled
it. I am happy to send it to any members who
would like to peruse it. I will do the same for the
member for Cunningham, because the issues
that he raised about recycling, waste
management and waste disposal have been a
focus of this Government ever since it came to
office in 1989. 

We now have some really good outcomes.
As I explained to the member, all rubbish is now
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taken off Fraser Island. We have stopped burying
the rubbish and there is no more landfill; it is all
taken off the island in a cooperative arrangement
with the local councils. The system is working
very well. As the member would also realise,
waste management is a local issue. We have set
up incentive programs. 

Along with my colleague the Minister for
Business, Industry and Regional Development,
Mr Elder, we have incentive schemes operating
all around the State to encourage the reuse of
products. A good example is rubber tyres. The
member would be aware that we have put a
substantial amount of money into a project called
Marvol Link, which has proved successful. It has
broken through the barrier in recycling tyres and
is producing a product that is reusable. It is a
major breakthrough, given that tyres are one of
our biggest problems. That is one example of a
great success story. There are many others in
relation to our recycling projects, which are well
under way.

Some councils have not picked up the
invitation that I issued to all councils to be
involved. I wrote to all of them saying that there
were grants available and that we would help
them. If they wanted us to talk to them and send
them literature, we were very happy to do that. If
they have not taken up that invitation, I cannot be
blamed for not doing anything. Honourable
members opposite may be able to convince
councils that it is worth while to take up my offer. 

The member for Baron River made a
contribution. Dr Clark is well known as having a
very solid environmental background. Her
understanding of the issues related to nature
conservation has been a great help to this
Government. She contributed a great deal to the
original Nature Conservation Act. She
understands the balances, the ecological
sustainability, that we are trying to achieve and
she has made a very positive contribution once
again in this debate, for which I thank her. She
also talked about Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander issues. She understands and has been
involved—as have a great number of people—in
the preparation of that management plan which,
as I said before, will be ready shortly for a round
of consultation. 

The member for Hinchinbrook raised some
issues. Our centre in Cardwell was unfortunately
burnt out, and we have been trying to obtain the
substantial amount of funding which will be
required if we are going to restore it. The
member is not here; he can read about it in
Hansard. Given the substantial amount of
money—and I think it was half a million
dollars—that was required to restore that centre
to its former beauty, we invited the Wet Tropics

Management Agency to enter into a joint venture
with us. The agency was not prepared to do so
on the basis that it believes the centre is not in a
good location. The agency believes that, if we
are to invest that amount of money, we should
seek a venue that has more passing trade. We
are putting $30,000 into——

Mr Elliott interjected.

Ms ROBSON: I take the advice of the Wet
Tropics Management Agency in terms of what it
would require for a viable concern that delivers its
messages. For the time being, we will restore the
Cardwell Information Centre to a state at which it
is safe and usable. I personally inspected the
centre after the fire, and I agree that structurally it
is quite sound. It needs to have approximately
that amount of money spent on it to bring it to a
usable state. We will continue to look for another
information centre location in which we can
include other agencies to facilitate a multi-
faceted approach to delivering information and
services to the community. 

I want to make a comment about the
member for Hinchinbrook's support for the
protection of the Hinchinbrook Channel. I was
pleased to hear him express that support in this
Chamber. It is important that members
understand the importance of that channel and
that we are doing everything we can to protect it
and to enhance it. 

The member for Currumbin talked about
management issues. During her couple of years
as a member of this House, she has been very
heavily involved in management issues on the
coast. Hers has been a very refreshing and
positive contribution. The member for Currumbin
has done a lot to help us work with local
government in her area. She has been involved
in several specific projects, and she is a very
positive contributor. 

The member for Burdekin also addressed
the beekeeping issue, but I will not cover it again.
He talked mainly about his great bull-on-the-hill
love of grazing. I am very familiar with Mr
Stoneman's love of the area. There are some
very significant wetlands areas in his electorate.
Some of the comments that he made are valid.

Mr Stoneman: I will invite you to come and
have a look.

Ms ROBSON: I have already been up to
see it, but I thank the member for the invitation. 

Mr Stoneman: Go and see the good
ones.

Ms ROBSON: I have not been to the
member's backyard. I have flown over his house,
but not into his backyard. 
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In our management regime, we certainly
recognise that grazing in some areas has some
value. It is permitted on some protected
areas—for example, conservation parks and
resource reserves. In the case of the national
park at Bowling Green Bay to which the member
referred—it is likely that grazing has assisted in
maintaining waterbird habitats as a result of——

Mr Elliott: You can thank the duck hunters
and the cattle.

Ms ROBSON: What, for killing things?

Mr Elliott interjected. 

Ms ROBSON: The point that the member
for Burdekin was making was that some of the
grazing activities have stopped exotic grasses
from taking over, and we have been able to
preserve certain areas. That is a good point. That
is what we mean when we refer to ecologically
sustainable activity. The member for Burdekin
understands my point. I am relieved and
refreshed to find that he understands that,
because that is a major message of this Bill.

Mr Stoneman: Why take it out of the Act?
Why exclude it?

Ms ROBSON: The member and I have
had this conversation previously. I have
acknowledged the depth of his understanding
and knowledge of these issues. I must make the
point to the member that we would call that a
special circumstance under the Act, and that is
what it is. It is a viable management tool under
special circumstances, not across-the-board. 

Mr Stoneman: I am pleased to hear that.

Ms ROBSON: I am pleased that the
member is pleased. I reiterate that the whole
concept of ecological sustainability is our driving
force, and that is what the Act talks about. 

The member for Brisbane Central gave us a
very colourful history of the considerations
currently being undertaken by the conservation
movement across this State to support our
Opposition in terms of giving it preferences at
any poll. I think the member for Brisbane Central
cautioned the public at large very wisely, giving a
history of the record of conservative movements
in this State on protecting natural areas. The
other point that I would add to his message is that
I would like to see some evidence in terms of
policies and alternatives to what this Government
is doing, because I have not seen any as yet. 

I have largely addressed the issues raised
by the member for Cunningham. I reiterate that
any of the management techniques that we put
in place—whether they be waste management,
recycling initiatives or whatever—are researched
very carefully. We do not do things merely to
spend money and to get on with the year. We do

a lot of work, and I do not think it is a waste of
time. The member alluded to the fact that we
should be out there doing it rather than
discussing it. In a contemporary society, I do not
believe that that is an appropriate approach to
legislation. It is an appropriate approach in terms
of hard decision making, but even then we still
have to undertake a certain amount of
consultation, whether it be in a broad community
sense, with other agencies, or whatever the
circuit of consultation may be. I do not hold the
belief that any one Government or any one
Minister in a Government has a divine
interpretation on any given issue. I have always
found, as a community member and now as a
member of Government, that consultation has
great value. We all learn from it, and it is a very
valuable tool. I thank all speakers for their
contributions. 

Motion agreed to. 

Committee

Hon. M. J. Robson (Springwood—Minister
for Environment and Heritage) in charge of the
Bill. 

Clauses 1 to 3, as read, agreed to. 

Clause 4—
Ms ROBSON (5.28 p.m.): I move the

following amendment—

"At page 9, lines 5 to 9 —

omit, insert—
'(4) Section 7, definition “indigenous to

Queensland", paragraph (a)—

omit, insert—

'(a) wildlife that was not originally
introduced to Queensland by human
intervention (other than wildlife
introduced before the year 1600);
or'.'."

Amendment agreed to.

Clause 4, as amended, agreed to.

Clause 5—
Mr SLACK (5.29 p.m.): I refer to clause

5 (2), which states— 

"However, if threatened wildlife is a
significant natural resource for the area,
management of the area may include—

(a) manipulation of the wildlife's habitat;
and 

(b) the control of threatening processes
relating to the wildlife, including
threatening processes caused by
other wildlife."
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I take it that that last part refers to feral animals,
etc.

In my speech to the second-reading debate
earlier today I mentioned that in principle I do not
agree with shooting within national parks.
However, while one legitimate case could be the
shooting of feral animals within national parks, I
would prefer to see trapping, etc. If we do not
have shooting in national parks—and this is one
of the reasons I do not want Aboriginal people
shooting high-powered rifles—animals will stay in
their natural habitat because that environment
will be nice and quiet. If the animals are there,
people will visit the national park because they
enjoy seeing the animals. Shooting within the
national parks tends to make the animals edgy
and they will not stop when travellers come
through. I believe that people have the right to
visit national parks and appreciate the natural
fauna there. I just make that comment to clarify
my own position on shooting in national parks.

Mr STONEMAN: Proposed new section
16 (1) deals with the management of a national
park. I again mention the specific case of the
diverse property, Shirley, which has become part
of the national park estate and which has been
grazed for 130 years. The proposed new section
states—

"(a) protect the area's exceptional scientific
values and, in particular—"

(i) to ensure that the processes of
nature continue unaffected in the
area and; 

(ii) to protect the area's biological
diversity to the greatest possible
extent."

I ask again: how under these terms is the
Minister planning to manage such problems as
fire? The property that I have used as an example
does not have any sign of people around it. A
highway goes along one side of it and another
road goes up some part of it. However, by and
large it has a boundary that is uninhabited. The
other station properties are a long way away.
There is timber right around it, and in a lot of
cases it is very dense timber. One part of the
property, which is about 40 000 acres in one
sweep, is called Desert Paddock. It is a big desert
patch. The fear of the community that lives
around there always was that if that paddock
caught on fire it could go in any one of about five
or six directions depending on which way the
wind was blowing at the time, and that property is
adjacent to quite a major colony of koalas. How is
the Minister going to control the fire via the
management mechanisms in this case?

Ms ROBSON: Responding to the
member for Burdekin—the clause he refers to

deals with national parks (scientific), which is a
little bit different. However, just addressing the
general comments about how we remove feral
pests, I agree that that sort of program is always
run under a permit. Usually, sections of the park
would be closed off so that there is no danger to
the public. We are very conscious of the safety of
the public and we obviously prefer to use traps
and other methods rather than shoot the
animals. However, that is all designed by the
regional staff; the appropriate expertise is
brought in. I think the member can feel
comfortable that that is done fairly sensitively. 

In relation to fire management in national
parks (scientific)—again, it is an issue of our
budgetary process. The regional office
determines where and when fire management
regimes are required, and they have a pretty
good program, as far as I am concerned,
including scientific reserves. I think that if there is
a specific instance where the weather indicates
that we are going to have a problem in the future
with undergrowth or whatever, the appropriate
action would be taken by regional staff, and
those decisions are taken on a regular basis.
Again, I do not feel uncomfortable. I think if the
member reviews the history of our national park
management in terms of wild fire, he will find that
that is probably reflected in that management
technique.

Mr STONEMAN: I wish to place two things
on the record. I accept what the Minister is
saying; I think the practicalities are that we will
require a much enhanced regime of
management because previously those types of
properties were not really incorporated in the
national park. That will be so particularly where
they are within the central areas of habitation, as
was especially the case with that property that I
talked about. I use it only as an example. I will
certainly be watching that one with a great deal of
interest and undoubtedly getting some
feedback. As I say, it is an area that I know
particularly well. I know the enormous difficulties
of managing that in any circumstance because in
a lot of cases the scrub there is so thick that a
person cannot open a pocket knife in it. In other
places there are quite heavy stands of all sorts of
rubbish and so on. Some fires burn out fences
and it takes weeks and weeks and weeks to put
them out. In fact, I have spent literally months
fighting fires with no way of putting them out. All
we could do was to keep nibbling away at them.
So the resources required to manage fire in that
particular type of environment are enormous. 

Only as an aside, from a practical experience
of living in that area for many years I make a point
about feral animals. Quite frankly, unless a new
way is invented to get rid of them—and I know
the member for Burnett is against this; and I am
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against it in broad terms—unfortunately the only
way is to shoot them. The problem in this case is
that there are enormous quantities of water, such
as Bullock Creek and Prairie Creek, and it is
adjacent to Torrens Creek. Again I use that
property as an instance of the difficulties that will
be faced by the broad-brush approach.
However, if the departmental people consult with
the local people who know and understand the
area best, then we have a chance. However, I
suspect that, if we use the traditional
management of national parks, it will fail.

Clause 5, as read, agreed to.
Clause 6, as read, agreed to.

Clause 7—

Mr SLACK (5.37 p.m.): I refer to proposed
new section 34B (1) and the issues of stock
grazing and beehives within national parks. I will
take the Minister's explanation to the
beekeepers about what happens in 1996. If the
result of the research is available and it indicates
that bees will not have any detrimental effect on
the flora within national parks, then the Minister
will review the legislation. I understand from that
that she is giving a commitment to bring
legislation before the House to accept the
results of that research. Is that the case or not?
The other point that I raise is that the Minister
should bear in mind that we have had substantial
drought conditions and that that research is
unable to be completed simply because of the
drought. She should remember that we are not
getting a natural base for the research. Will the
Minister consider extending the time limit allowed
for the research? 

The other point I would like to make relates
to the issue raised by the members for Burdekin
and Cunningham in respect to stock grazing.
The points they make about the previous
management control of national parks are valid. I
think what they are really saying is that the
Minister needs to upgrade the management
within those areas that they are talking about to
combat the conditions that will evolve through
the removal of stock from those areas. That gets
back to my point that the Minister is going to have
to make available adequate resources to ensure
that the provisions within this legislation will work.
It is a fact of life that, irrespective of what
happens, we will get fires; if we do not have
regular controlled burning, when there is a fire, it
will be massive. An example of that is the fires
that occurred recently in New South Wales. We
have all seen the resultant damage to the flora
and the wildlife in particular in those areas.

The Minister raised the issue of principle
and my approach to the principle embodied
within this Act and questioned my supporting the
beekeepers on that basis. I accept principle as a

broad basis. However, there are areas where, in
practical terms, one has to allow for the waiving of
a principle to achieve an end. The issue of
mining was also raised. As the Minister is aware,
there is some mining in national parks. I know that
there is some sandmining in Kinkuna for industry
within the Bundaberg area. Southern Cross have
a sand mine.

Ms Robson: They are designated areas.
Mr SLACK: It was within that Kinkuna area

that was put up for national park.

Ms Robson: That is the reality.

Mr SLACK: That is what I am saying. One
has to accept the realities of life.

Ms ROBSON: I believe the member has
answered his question. We are trying to respond
to the realities of life. For example, I believe that
the allocation of a resource reserve is one of
those acknowledgments of that.

In terms of the research which I talked about
and which Minister Comben prior to me talked
about—there has been a six-year period. I find it
a little difficult to believe that some meaningful
research cannot have come out of what will be a
six-year period. What I have undertaken to do,
what I promised to do and what I intend to do is to
review the research when I get it and make a
decision based on its content. I cannot predict
what that will be. I am not going to make a
promise in terms of one outcome or another,
because I do not do that without considering
evidence.

I have talked about fire management. We
have highly trained officers who understand
these issues. We work with other
departments—Lands, the DPI, etc. We have joint
regimes, and we work together. I believe that it is
a pretty good system. We really have not had bad
wildfire problems in our national parks in the past
four and a half years.

Mr Slack interjected.

Ms ROBSON: That may well be so. I
believe the concern has been acknowledged.

Mr STONEMAN: I make the point that in
the last four and a half years—in some ways
unfortunately, I guess—there has not been a fire
problem virtually anywhere in the State because
of the drought, particularly in many pastoral
areas. That must be recognised. There needs to
be a major fire only every decade to do
enormous damage. In many areas a fire could be
burning for a long time and people would not
even know it was there.

I refer to proposed section 34A, which
states—
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"The chief executive may grant, make,
issue or give a lease, agreement, licence,
permit or other authority over, or in relation
to, land in a National Park if—

(a) the use under the authority is a
permitted use for the area under a
regulation;"

I have a couple of questions about that area.
Does it cover creeks, rivers and the estuary
system—I am referring to areas such as Burrum
Bush National Park and Bowling Green Bay
National Park, which encompass a creek—or are
they excluded for some other reason under the
Fisheries Act because they are within the
boundary of the national park? I am not too sure
whether this Act will exclude that use. I would like
some sort of clarification on that.

I am also interested in proposed section
34A (1) (b) (iii), which states—

"the use is ecologically sustainable;"

That seems to conflict with proposed section
34C. I acknowledge that the Minister said that
grazing might come under special
circumstances, but this section removes from
this Act—after the cessation of the current
lease—the power to give a lease agreement,
permit or other authority to graze stock. I need to
know where in the Act the authority of proposed
section 34C (1) is overtaken.

Proposed section 34C (4) states—

"The authority may be renewed subject
to the conditions the chief executive
considers appropriate."

Those two sections seem to be in direct conflict.
On the one hand, the Minister has indicated that
there are special circumstances that will allow
grazing. On the other hand, the Act says that
one can do all these things with the exception of
grazing. Yet subsection (4) states that the chief
executive may consider something appropriate. I
seek clarification on that before I take up another
point.

I also refer to clause 5, which refers to
ensuring that the use is only nature based. I have
difficulty with a suggestion that grazing is not
nature based. I would like to hear the Minister's
comment on those concerns about what seems
to be a conflict.

Ms ROBSON: The member is hopping all
over the place. I think he might be confusing
himself. He talks about sections of the Act which
refer to the chief executive's powers and
permitted uses in national parks. Then he hops
over to the next section, which talks about the
chief executive's power to renew existing
authorities for national parks. I do not believe
they are in contravention at all.

Quite clearly, when talking about grazing,
our policy has been that if we acquire a national
park that has current grazing permits on it, those
permits are able to expire. There are no new
permits to be issued on that particular area. That
is what those two sections talk about. I do not
know exactly where the honourable member's
confusion lies. I believe that it is quite clearly
separated, and it is separated for a very good
reason; they are addressing two specific parts of
the chief executive's powers, otherwise they
would both have been put under proposed
section 34A as a subsection. The principle is that
we do not renew or reauthorise. The only
conditions upon which that would be done is if
the appropriate protected area, such as a
resource reserve where grazing can be allowed
to continue, was being considered.

Mr STONEMAN: I seek an absolute
clarification, because this is very important to
many people, more particularly some major
habitat areas, not only the one I spoke about in
my—as the Minister said—backyard. Does this
mean that those leases or permits to occupy,
grazing licences and so on that currently exist
over national parks will be able to be continued
ad infinitum subject to the management plan, or
will they cease at a given date and, therefore,
never be renewed again?

Ms Robson: I just explained that.

Mr STONEMAN: I would like to get that on
the record.

Ms ROBSON: Quite honestly, I have
explained it. I believe it is clear to anyone else
within hearing distance that existing permits are
able to expire. Once they have expired, they are
not renewed. I spoke about the wetlands in the
member's area. The only conditions upon which
they would be renewed would be in relation to a
conservation park or a resource area. In those
cases, where it was appropriate, ecologically
sustainable and whatever else the member
wants to talk about, then they would be
considered. The chief executive has that role.

Mr STONEMAN: I make the point that we
are talking about an Act of Parliament that is
going to be imposed on the people of
Queensland. I believe it is necessary that we
understand that there be no ambiguity. I
understand from what the Minister says that
those areas that are currently licensed will
continue, maybe ad infinitum, if the department
or the Minister deems it to be the case. Is that
correct? Will they be able to continue into the
future if the Minister or the department considers
it appropriate for the management of that area?
That is all I need to know. That is what I think the
Minister said.

Clause 7, as read, agreed to.
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Clauses 8 and 9, as read, agreed to.

Insertion of new clause—

Ms ROBSON  (5.49 p.m.): I move the
following amendment—

"At page 13, after line 26—

insert—

'Amendment of s 47 (Conservation
agreements and covenants binding)

'9A. Section 47—

insert—

'(1A) A conservation agreement (other
than an agreement mentioned in
subsection (1)) is binding on the persons
mentioned in section 41 (2) (Conservation
agreements).'.'."

Amendment agreed to.

New clause 9A, as read, agreed to.

Clause 10, as read, agreed to.

Clause 11—

Ms ROBSON  (5.49 p.m.): I move the
following amendment—

"At page 14, line 28, proposed section
57 (1) (e)—

omit, insert—

'(e) if the area is a Conservation Park,
Resources Reserve, Nature Refuge,
Coordinated Conservation Area,
Wilderness Area, World Heritage
Management Area or International
Agreement Area—an exemption under
a regulation.'."

Amendment agreed to.

Clause 11, as amended, agreed to. 

Clauses 12 to 17, as read, agreed to.

Clause 18—

Mr SLACK (5.50 p.m.): I note that the
Minister intends to move an amendment to
proposed new section 82A. The Opposition has
made the point about hunting by Aboriginals in
national parks. I do not want to belabour the
point. I ask the Minister: when introducing this
management plan, does she envisage that
Aboriginal and Islander people will be able to use
high-powered rifles or other than traditional
hunting methods?

Ms ROBSON: Certainly that has been part
of the consideration, and honourable members
would be aware of the public debate in relation to
that issue. There has been a pretty good
process of consultation, and research has been
carried out. At this time the Government has not
finalised its position. It is nearly there, and I think

it is appropriate that we wait until such time as
Cabinet has had a look at the proposals that I will
be putting to it and I will then be able to give the
honourable member a more correct answer.

Mr SLACK: I am not aware of whether Ray
Duncan is a racist. I know he has been making
objections to this and signing petitions and
writing letters. Many people have written to me
and delivered petitions to me and to this
Parliament who are not racist and who object to
this particular provision.

Ms ROBSON: I take the honourable
member's point on board. The Government
received the same information. That issue has
been part of the Government's consideration.
The opinions of all those people have been
taken on board. There have been a lot of
opinions expressed. They have been well and
truly acknowledged.

Clause 18, as read, agreed to.

Insertion of new clause—

Ms ROBSON (5.53 p.m.): I move the
following amendment—

"At page 19, after line 12—

insert—

'Amendment of s 85 (Aborigines' and Torres
Strait Islanders' rights to take etc. protected
wildlife)

'18A. Section 85—

insert—

'(4) Subsection (1) does not apply to
the taking, using or keeping of protected
wildlife in a protected area.1'.'.

1Section 57 deals with, among other
things, the taking, using or keeping of
protected wildlife in a protected area."

Amendment agreed to.

New clause 18A, as read, agreed to.

Clause 19, as read, agreed to. 

Clause 20—

Ms ROBSON (5.54 p.m.): I move the
following amendment—

"At page 19, line 23, 'section'—

omit, insert—

'Part'."

Amendment agreed to. 

Clause 20, as amended, agreed to.

Clause 21, as read, agreed to.

Clause 22—

Ms ROBSON (5.55 p.m.): I move the
following amendment—
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"At page 22, line 2, after 'Act'—

insert—

', including, for example, prescribing
offences for contraventions of the plan, and
fixing a maximum penalty of a fine of not
more than 165 penalty units for the
contravention'."

Amendment agreed to.

Clause 22, as amended, agreed to.

Clauses 23 and 24, as read, agreed to. 

Clause 25—

Ms ROBSON (5.56 p.m.): I move the
following amendment—

"At page 23, lines 16 to 19, proposed
section 108 (1) and (2)—

omit, insert—

'108.(1) A final management or
conservation plan does not have effect until
it has been approved by the Governor in
Council.

'(2) A final conservation plan is
subordinate legislation.'.'."

Amendment agreed to.
Clause 25, as amended, agreed to.

Clause 26—

Ms ROBSON  (5.56 p.m.): I move the
following amendment—

"At page 23, lines 22 to 28—

omit, insert—

'Omission of s 110 (Compliance with plan)
'26. Section 110—

omit.'."

Amendment agreed to.
Clause 26, as amended, agreed to.

Clause 27 to 29, as read, agreed to. 

Clause 30—
Ms ROBSON  (5.57 p.m.): I move the

following amendment—

"At page 25, line 15, 'a regulation is
made approving a conservation plan'—

omit, insert—
'a conservation plan is approved'."

Amendment agreed to.

Clause 30, as amended, agreed to.
Clauses 31 to 34, as read, agreed to.

Insertion of new clauses—
Ms ROBSON  (5.57 p.m.): I move the

following amendment—
"At page 28, after line 27—

insert—
'Insertion of new s 125A

'34A. After section 125—
insert—

'Compensation not payable

'125A.(1) In this section—
"authority" means a licence, permit or

other authority issued or given under a
regulation or conservation plan.

'(2) Compensation is not payable if,
under a regulation or conservation plan—

(a) the renewal of an authority is refused;
or

(b) conditions are imposed on an
authority, or anything previously
permitted under an authority is
prohibited or regulated; or

(c) an authority is amended, or anything
previously permitted under an authority
is prohibited or regulated; or

(d) an authority is suspended or cancelled.
'(3) However, subsection (2) does not

prevent a regulation or conservation plan
providing for payment of compensation.'.

'Replacement of s 128 (Delegation by chief
executive)

'34B. Section 128—
omit, insert—

'Delegation by chief executive
'128.(1) The chief executive may

delegate the chief executive's powers
under this Act to a conservation officer or an
officer of the public service.

'(2) However, the chief executive may
not delegate powers under the following
sections—
• section 34 (Leases etc. over protected

areas)
• section 34A (Chief executive's powers

about permitted uses in National Parks)
• section 34B (Chief executive's powers

to grant authorities for new National
Parks)

• section 34C (Chief executive's powers
to renew existing authorities for
National Parks)

• section 35 (Special leases may be
granted under Land Act 1962)

• section 124 (Confidentiality of
information).'.'."

Amendment agreed to. 

New clauses 34A and 34B, as read, agreed
to. 
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Clauses 35 to 39, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 40—
Mr SLACK (5.57 p.m.): This clause

concerns me. I would like the Minister to explain
the application of the clause, particularly in
respect to proposed new subsection (4)—

"The executive officers of a corporation
must ensure that the corporation complies
with this Act. 

. . .

(4) However, it is a defence for an executive
officer to prove that—
(a) the corporation's offence was committed
without the officer's knowledge or consent;
and 
(b) the officer took all reasonable steps to
ensure that the corporation complied with
this Act." 

I can understand the intent of paragraph (b).
However, I refer to paragraph (a), which states—

"the corporation's offence was committed
without the officer's knowledge or consent."

 That is preceded by—

"However, it is a defence for an executive
officer to prove . . ."

That is reversing the normal tenet of British
justice by saying that the fellow has to prove his
innocence, not that the department has to prove
that he was guilty. That is my first point—that that
is a departure from what is accepted as a normal
principle. 

I would like the Minister to outline to the
Parliament what she considers to be a
reasonable defence in this particular case. Is it
sufficient defence for him to say that he was not
made aware it—that the people did not tell him?
What would be required for him to mount a
justifiable defence of his position?

Ms ROBSON: This particular provision is
inserted by the Queensland Parliamentary
Counsel. The honourable member would
probably be aware that contemporary law does
take the notion that executive officers must take
responsibility for the activities of their
inferiors—the people who work with them.

Mr Slack interjected.
Ms ROBSON: Absolutely, and we do.

That is just a reality of modern law
across-the-board. All it does is seek to ensure
that they do that. It seeks to bring it to their
attention and to ensure that they are aware of the
fact that they do have corporate officer or chief
executive officer liability and that they recognise
it so that they do not come back with the defence
of "I did not know". There is an expectation that
management will understand the impact of the

decisions and activities undertaken by the
people who work with them. That is my
understanding of what that particular provision
means. As I said, it has been accepted as a
standard clause and inserted at the request of
the Parliamentary Counsel.

Clause 40, as read, agreed to.
Clauses 41 to 48, as read, agreed to.

 Schedule— 
Ms ROBSON (6 p.m.): I move the

following amendments—
"At page 39, line 14, '107 (1)'—
omit.
At page 43, lines 17 to 19—

omit.

At page 45, after line 17—
insert—

'43A. Schedule 2 (amendment 1 of
Community Services (Aborigines) Act
1984), 'section'—

omit, insert—

'sections 57 and'.
'43B. Schedule 2 (amendment 2 of
Community Services (Aborigines) Act
1984), 'section'—

omit, insert—

'sections 57 and'.

'43C. Schedule 2 (amendment 1 of
Community Services (Torres Strait) Act
1984), 'section'—

omit, insert—
'sections 57 and'.

'43D. Schedule 2 (amendment 2 of
Community Services (Torres Strait) Act
1984), 'section'—

omit, insert—

'sections 57 and'.'.
At page 46, after line 14—

insert—

'44A. Schedule 2, amendments 1 to 3 of
Forestry Act 1959—

omit, insert—
'1. Section 5, definitions "Environmental
Park" and "National Park"—

omit.

'1A. Section 5, definitions "Crown land",
paragraph (d), National Park—

omit, insert—
"protected area".

'1B. Section 5—
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insert—
' "protected area" means an area

dedicated under the Nature
Conservation Act 1992 as a
National Park (Scientific), National
Park, National Park (Aboriginal
land), National Park (Torres Strait
Islander land), Conservation Park
or Resources Reserve;'.

'2. Section 45 (1), ',Timber Reserves and
National Parks'—

omit, insert—

'and Timber Reserves'.

'3. Section 46 (1), 'National Parks or on
Environmental Parks'—

omit, insert—

'protected areas'.'.'.

At page 47, after line 2—

insert the following amendment—
'45A. Schedule 2, amendments of the Local
Government (Aboriginal Lands) Act 1978,
'section'—

omit, insert—

'sections 57 and'.'."

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

Bill reported, with amendments.

Third Reading
Bill, on motion of Ms Robson, by leave, read

a third time.

Sitting suspended from 6.02 to 7.30 p.m.

QUEENSLAND INVESTMENT
CORPORATION AMENDMENT BILL

Hon. K. E. De LACY (Cairns—
Treasurer) (7.30 p.m.), by leave, without notice: I
move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act to amend the Queensland
Investment Corporation Act 1991 and for
other purposes."
Motion agreed to.

First Reading
Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and

Bill, on motion of Mr De Lacy, read a first time.

Second Reading

Hon. K. E. De LACY (Cairns—
Treasurer) (7.31 p.m.): I move—

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

Mr FITZGERALD: Mr Deputy Speaker, I
bring to your attention the state of the House.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER  (Mr Palaszczuk):
Order! There is a quorum.

Mr De LACY: The Queensland
Investment Corporation Amendment Bill 1994
seeks to amend the Queensland Investment
Corporation Act 1991 to enable QIC to be
corporatised on 1 October 1994 in line with the
Government's corporatisation timetable. These
amendments will ensure that the amended QIC
Act is consistent with the Government Owned
Corporations Act 1993. Essentially, this will be
achieved by deleting those sections of the QIC
Act which conflict with the GOC Act. 

Where similar provisions exist, such as in the
functions or powers of the board, those sections
of the QIC Act will be replaced with the relevant
provisions from the GOC Act, suitably modified
where necessary, to reflect the particular
circumstances affecting QIC and the unique
environment in which it operates. The Bill,
together with the GOC Act, forms a
complementary package to implement the
corporatisation of QIC. 

It should be recognised at the outset that
the current operations of the QIC and its
relationship with the Government as shareholder
are already largely based on the principles of
corporatisation. This is reflected in the current
QIC Act, which provides for the appointment of a
commercially focused board, periodic
performance reporting to the Government, and
which gives the QIC a clear commercial focus.
This Bill seeks to refine existing practice rather
than fundamentally reshaping QIC's operations
and its relations with its clients and the
Government. As such, the Bill does not
represent a radical departure from the current Act
as it merely seeks to ensure that the QIC Act is
fundamentally consistent with the umbrella
legislation for corporatisation embodied in the
GOC Act.

Since its formation, QIC has capably
managed the investment of funds belonging to
the State Government and its employees. This
will remain the key focus for QIC under
corporatisation. These funds now total in excess
of $10 billion. QIC's excellent investment
returns—consistently outperforming similar fund
managers in the private sector—have helped to
ensure that Queensland's public sector
superannuation schemes remain fully funded.
This demonstrates that the Government's
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strategy of exclusively placing its core, long-term
funds with its own funds management
organisation has been a sound one which has
met the dual objectives of superior investment
returns and value for money.

The Bill retains those provisions of the QIC
Act which provide for autonomy in investment
decision making and operating management and
accountability, whilst adopting those parts of the
GOC legislation which provide for considerably
enhanced performance reporting and monitoring
across a broad range of issues.

The key elements of the Bill can be
summarised as follows: firstly, a number of the
GOC Act provisions are taken not to apply to QIC,
among them provisions dealing with directors
disclosure and voting by interested directors.
The reason for this is that the QIC Act provisions
better accord with the corporation's particular
circumstances than the necessarily more general
provisions in the GOC legislation.

Secondly, the Bill provides for the
exemption of QIC, and GOCs generally, from the
administrative law regime of freedom of
information and judicial review in respect of their
commercial activities. This will place GOCs on an
equal footing with their private sector
competitors. 

This amendment corrects an existing
anomaly in the FOI legislation which enables an
exempt document to lose its exempt status once
it is placed in the hands of a non-exempt body. It
is expected that this amendment will greatly
facilitate the performance monitoring process
under corporatisation which requires GOCs to
provide commercially sensitive information to
Treasury, which is a non-exempt body for the
purposes of the FOI Act. The same might apply
to portfolio departments which may continue to
handle some aspects of a GOC's operations or
contract to the GOC for certain services such as
accounting or human resources management.

Similarly with the Judicial Review Act, GOCs
will be able to go about their business confident
in the knowledge that they are able to make
business decisions without the threat of undue
disruption to their commercial activities. 

Exemption from the ambit of these
administrative laws does not provide GOCs with a
licence to ride roughshod over people affected
by a GOC's commercial decisions. GOCs will still
be amenable to the same laws and regulations as
their private sector counterparts and
shareholding Ministers will have reserve powers
under the GOC Act to direct GOCs to desist from
any practices which are not considered to be in
the public interest. 

It should also be noted that QIC is currently
exempt from the Freedom of Information Act and
is not required to provide statements of reasons
for its decisions under the Judicial Review Act in
line with the totally commercial focus of the
corporation's activities. Accordingly, these
changes do not represent a significant departure
from the current situation.

Finally, the Bill acknowledges that the QIC
currently has in place processes which
demonstrate a high degree of accountability on
the part of directors, officers and the QIC itself.
The Bill will ensure that the QIC becomes even
more accountable to Government, through the
shareholding Ministers, for development and
maintenance of both the commercial and
investment functions of the QIC which will be
subject to appropriate indicators of performance.

QIC will also be accountable to shareholding
Ministers for the achievement of commercial
performance targets which are appropriate to the
degree of risk undertaken by the QIC in respect
of its business, and as agreed between the
Ministers and the QIC board in the annual
statement of corporate intent.

This package of reforms recommended in
the Bill will result in a stronger and more
accountable QIC with consequent benefits to all
stakeholders and clients of the corporation. I
should also note that the Bill carries the
endorsement of the board of QIC which
welcomes the Government's commitment to
ensuring the highest commercial standards are
maintained in the running of the corporation.
Importantly, the board will have responsibility for
the implementation stage of the corporatisation
process.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr FitzGerald,
adjourned.

QUEENSLAND INDUSTRY
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION BILL

Hon. K. E. De LACY (Cairns—
Treasurer) (7.39 p.m.), by leave, without notice: I
move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act to provide for the continuation of
the Queensland Industry Development
Corporation, its objective and certain of its
powers as a government owned
corporation, to refer to the Commonwealth
Parliament certain matters about the
Corporation, and for other purposes."

Motion agreed to.
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Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Palaszczuk)
read a message from Her Excellency the
Governor recommending the necessary
appropriation.

First Reading

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

Second Reading
Hon. K. E. De LACY (Cairns—

Treasurer) (7.40 p.m.): I move—

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

This Bill, together with the Queensland
Investment Corporation Amendment Bill which I
have just introduced, represents a further major
step in the Queensland Government's reform of
the public sector. Together with the QIC, the
QIDC will, on 1 October, become a corporatised
entity under the Government Owned
Corporations Act, along with the three major port
authorities which have been corporatised since 1
July this year. Again, this demonstrates this
Government's clear commitment to the reform of
the public sector in this State, and in particular to
ensuring that Queensland Government
enterprises are placed in an environment where
they can provide the greatest return to their
shareholders, the people of Queensland.

This Bill complements the Government
Owned Corporations Act 1993 (GOC Act) and
establishes conditions which will permit the
corporatisation of the Queensland Industry
Development Corporation (QIDC) under that Act
and enable it to operate in accordance with the
key principles of corporatisation. The Bill
provides for the continuation of existence of the
QIDC established under the QIDC Act 1985 and
that continuation does not affect the legal
personality or the existing legal relationships of
QIDC.

QIDC's objective, as explicitly stated in the
Bill, will be to operate as a financier to
Queensland's primary, secondary and tertiary
industry in order to achieve a commercial return
on its business undertakings. In setting this
objective, the Government will ensure that
Queensland industry will have access to a
financial institution that is Queensland based and
has a detailed knowledge of the Queensland
rural, industrial and commercial sectors. It will also
ensure that the corporation continues to provide
high-quality, competitive facilities to its
customers and, as a result, continues to provide
an appropriate commercial rate of return to the

people of Queensland on their investment in the
corporation.

In order to provide QIDC with a clear
commercial focus, the function of administering
schemes of Government assistance will be
transferred to a new organisation, the
Queensland Rural Adjustment Authority. A Bill
for the purpose of establishing this organisation
will be introduced into the House later tonight.

Ensuring that the QIDC has the necessary
clear business focus to allow it to achieve
ongoing commercial success is, however, only
half the story. Comprehensive performance
monitoring and prudential supervision of the
QIDC are cornerstones of the corporatisation of
the QIDC. In addition to the comprehensive
performance monitoring regime to which the
QIDC will be subject under the GOC Act, this Bill
formally provides the Reserve Bank of Australia
with authority to conduct prudential supervision
of the QIDC. 

Referral of the appropriate supervisory
powers to the Commonwealth will result in QIDC
being required to comply with the strict
prudential guidelines determined by the
Reserve Bank of Australia. The inclusion of this
independent supervision as a key element of the
QIDC's corporatisation demonstrates beyond
doubt this Government's commitment to ensure
that the people of Queensland will not have to
suffer the types of losses which the citizens of
Victoria and South Australia have borne as a
result of massive failure of financial institutions in
each of those States.

Unlike in those States, formal arrangements
will be established so that the Reserve Bank of
Australia reports to shareholding Ministers to
ensure that the Government becomes aware of
any breaches of prudential requirements or any
deterioration in the operations and financial
position of QIDC at an early stage and will be able
to ensure that remedial action is taken.

The Government will explicitly guarantee all
QIDC's liabilities incurred after the
commencement of the Act and the Act will also
ensure that existing Government guarantees of
QIDC's liabilities remain. As is normal practice in
the finance industry, these guarantees will be
established on a commercial basis and the QIDC
will be charged an appropriate guarantee fee.

To ensure a continuing high level of
propriety and competitive neutrality, the Act will
require similar disclosure by QIDC's directors to
those which apply to the corporation's
competitors. These include provisions for both—

disclosure of interests to ensure directors
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are prevented from dealing with matters
which may present a conflict of interest by
directors; and 
general duty to disclose information to
minimise the possibility of QIDC exceeding
the limits of related party transactions by
QIDC and to further minimise the possibility
of conflict of interests by directors. 

Provisions for disclosure of interests for
QIDC's employees will also minimise the
possibility of conflict of interests by those
employees. The Bill also provides that QIDC's
employees will retain existing superannuation
and leave entitlements. The new disclosure
provisions reflect a more contemporary approach
than those provisions in the current Act, and are
consistent with those provisions contained in the
QIC Act.

The Act removes the application of the
Freedom of Information Act and the Judicial
Review Act from the commercial activities of the
QIDC. Complementary amendments are being
made to those Acts to ensure that QIDC is not
disadvantaged in competition by the application
of provisions which do not apply to its
competitors. QIDC will continue to act as an
agent of the Queensland Government for the
purpose of making loans to cooperative
companies to allow those companies to continue
to gain tax deductions under section 120 (1) (c)
of the Income Tax Assessment Act on the
repayment of principal and interest relating to
acquisition of business assets.

The new board, which is essentially the
same as the existing board, will be appointed by
regulation under the GOC Act at the same time
as the Act commences.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate, on motion of Mr FitzGerald,

adjourned.

RURAL ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY BILL

Hon. K. E. De LACY (Cairns—
Treasurer) (7.47 p.m.), by leave, without notice: I
move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act to establish an authority to give
assistance to rural producers and certain
small businesses, and for related
purposes."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading
Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and

Bill, on motion of Mr De Lacy, read a first time.

Second Reading

Hon. K. E. De LACY (Cairns—
Treasurer) (7.48 p.m.): I move—

"That the Bill be now read a second
time."
This legislation represents a positive

response by the Goss Government to address
the rural adjustment challenges facing
Queensland in the 1990s. Currently, the
Queensland Industry Development Corporation
acts as agent for the Government in delivering
schemes of assistance to rural producers and
certain small businesses. QIDC has performed
well in this role, particularly in the period since
1990 when Government Schemes was created
as a separate division within QIDC. However, it is
now time for schemes of assistance to be
administered by a dedicated authority entirely
separate from QIDC. 

One of the recommendations of the QIDC
Corporatisation Working Party was that the
function of delivering schemes of assistance did
not fit into the framework of a corporatised QIDC.
To implement the recommendation, this
legislation will establish the Queensland Rural
Adjustment Authority to take over the functions
of the Government Schemes Division of QIDC.
This Bill is linked with the Queensland Industry
Development Corporation Bill 1994, which has
just been introduced in this session of
Parliament to bring into effect the corporatisation
of QIDC. 

The objective of the Queensland Rural
Adjustment Authority will be to foster the
development of a more productive rural sector
for the benefit of all Queenslanders. The basic
principle of delivering assistance will remain
unchanged. The new authority will continue to
assist viable producers enhance productivity of
their property or help them through a temporary
period of difficulty. Re-establishment assistance
will also continue to be available to producers
exiting the industry.

Assistance will be delivered under the Rural
Adjustment Scheme established by the
Commonwealth Government and under various
State schemes such as the Primary Industry
Productivity Enhancement Scheme, the Natural
Disaster Relief Assistance Scheme and the Small
Business Debt Assistance Scheme. The amount
of assistance that can be available is substantial.
For example, in 1993-94 a total of $35m was paid
in interest subsidy to producers, while a further
$8m was advanced to farmers under various
loans schemes. 

The new authority will be a statutory body in
the Treasury portfolio. A board of directors will be
appointed to assume responsibility for the way
the authority performs its functions. This board is
also expected to advise the Minister on rural
conditions and assistance needs. The current
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staff of 50 will continue to be provided by QIDC,
subject to a contract with the authority. 

An important aspect of the creation of the
Queensland Rural Adjustment Authority is the
increased emphasis on linkages with other rural
initiatives. The rural sector is currently facing a
period of crisis, through drought and other
problems threatening the viability of producers. It
is vital that the authority is responsive and
attuned to the needs of the rural community.
This means that the schemes of assistance
should be appropriate to the circumstances. 

The board of the Queensland Rural
Adjustment Authority will be charged with the
responsibility of reviewing existing State
schemes and suggesting changes to the State
Government. The authority could also make
representations for changes to the Rural
Adjustment Scheme for consideration by the
State and Commonwealth Governments. In this
process, the board will consult extensively with
relevant parties in Government and industry to
ensure that a range of views are considered. For
example, the recently established Queensland
Rural Regions Advisory Council is undertaking a
review of strategies for improving the delivery of
the Government's rural programs. The authority
will be working closely with this advisory council
in framing recommendations for changes to the
schemes, and also for changes to service
delivery mechanisms. 

The immediate effect on individual
producers wishing to apply for assistance will be
minimal, simply involving a change of name and a
change of address for the body delivering the
assistance. Over time, the new arrangements will
provide rural producers with improved access to
information on assistance schemes and a wider
range of locations for submitting applications for
assistance. The design of the schemes will be
kept under regular review to ensure that they
meet client needs.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr FitzGerald,
adjourned.

TREASURY AND OTHER LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL

Hon. K. E. De LACY (Cairns—
Treasurer) (7.53 p.m.), by leave, without notice: I
move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a Bill
for an Act to amend certain Acts
administered by the Treasurer and certain
other Acts."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. K. E. De LACY (Cairns—
Treasurer)(7.54 p.m.): I move—

"That the Bill be now read a second
time."
The Bill addresses amendments to various

Acts, with the objectives of transferring the
responsibility for the administration of legislation
governing friendly societies to the Queensland
Office of Financial Supervision (QOFS),
facilitating the transfer of certain friendly societies
of a social or fraternal nature to more appropriate
legislation and also clarifying the interpretation of
legislation referring to the Consolidated Fund,
the consolidated revenue fund and the Loan
Fund.

The passage of this legislation is essential in
order to enable QOFS to familiarise itself with the
friendly society industry whilst awaiting the
preparation of the national template legislation
and passage of that legislation by the Victorian
Parliament and also to address the registration of
entities regulated by now inappropriate
legislation.

The opportunity is also being taken to
simplify the legislative burden faced by the Royal
National Agricultural and Industrial Association of
Queensland (the RNA), by terminating its long-
standing status under friendly societies
legislation as the RNA is more suitably regulated
under the Royal National Agricultural and
Industrial Association of Queensland Act 1971.

The Financial Administration and Audit Act
1977 was amended in 1991 to implement the
creation of the Consolidated Fund, which
amalgamated the consolidated revenue fund,
the Loan Fund and various other moneys. That
amendment also provided that all references in
legislation to the "Consolidated Revenue Fund"
and the "Loan Fund" became references to the
"Consolidated Fund". In order to confirm the
operation of State legislation existing prior to the
introduction of the 1991 amendment, this Bill
deems the Consolidated Fund to be a
continuation of the consolidated revenue fund
and the Loan Fund from the time of that
amendment, as was always intended.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr FitzGerald,
adjourned.

ADJOURNMENT

Hon. T. M. MACKENROTH
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(Chatsworth—Leader of the House) (7.56 p.m.): I
move—

"That the House do now adjourn."

Maternity Facilities,
Maryborough/Hervey Bay Region

Mr HORAN (Toowoomba South)
(7.56 p.m.): There has been continued
controversy and argument in the Maryborough
and Hervey Bay area for some two to three years
about the provision of maternity services. The
real losers in this debate have been the women
and families of those two cities. 

The history of the controversy has been that
the Government endeavoured to introduce a
birthing unit into the Hervey Bay Hospital, which
is a rather small hospital situated about 30
minutes from Maryborough. The advice of the
Royal Australian College of Obstetricians and
Gynaecologists was that this birthing unit should
not go ahead because anaesthetic services,
adequate specialist cover, blood transfusion
services and adequate operating facilities were
not able to be provided at the same time. Despite
that advice, the regional health authority went
ahead with the birthing unit, and at that time the
obstetricians in Maryborough withdrew their
services to the public hospital system. 

Since then, there have been a number of
attempts by the regional health authority to
provide a director of obstetrics at the
Maryborough Base Hospital. Two obstetricians
applied. When they learned that they had to
cover the Maryborough Hospital and the Hervey
Bay Hospital, that this was against the regulations
of their college and that they would not be able
to physically do it in safety, they withdrew their
applications. 

Subsequently, the regional health authority
attracted an applicant and circumvented the
normal process of advising the local medical
community of the applicant, of having specialist
involvement in the appointment and of speaking
about the appointment with the hospital manager
and the chairman of the medical advisory
committee of the Maryborough Base Hospital. If
those procedures had been undertaken,
subsequent experience has shown that perhaps
the appointee would not have been appointed. 

However, since that particular appointment
was made, some serious concerns were raised
within the Maryborough Hospital about the
standards of obstetric and gynaecological care at
the Maryborough Base Hospital. There were
formal reports and informal reports to the director
of medical services and the regional director of
health. The director who was appointed was then
sent to the Royal Women's Hospital for a four-

week refresher course. His contract was
terminated in February this year. However, we
have seen a number of cases of civil litigation.
Sadly, there have been reported cases of lost
pregnancies, of birth injuries, of far more
intensive care usage than normal, of far more
blood transfusion usage than normal and also of
a number of laparoscopic sterilisations that
apparently have not worked because
pregnancies have been reported. 

In conjunction with this, there has been an
application by St Stephen's Hospital, the private
hospital in Maryborough, to move towards having
full maternity services by providing elective
caesarean services. St Stephen's Hospital has
anaesthetic specialists and obstetricians on hand
and it has blood transfusion facilities and first-
class theatres, but after a lot of bureaucratic red
tape it was knocked back by the Health
Department. At the same time, the Health
Department is endeavouring to try to provide
these types of services at the Hervey Bay
Birthing Unit which does not have any
anaesthetics, does not have any access to blood
transfusions and, as I said, is some 30 minutes
from the Maryborough Base Hospital.

This has been an ongoing saga for some
two to three years. I said at the outset that the
real losers have been the women of these two
cities. I would like to make two calls—the first is
that the Minister should have an immediate
inquiry into the process of appointment of the
Director of Obstetrics at the Maryborough
Hospital. I believe that the regional health
authority has been forced by the politicians of
that area and by this Government to make
medical decisions against the best medical
advice that they should be receiving. They are
making decisions that they do not want to make,
but decisions that they have to make. The result
has been this sad litigation. The second call is
that I would like some commonsense decision-
making and discussion about these matters. First
of all, I would encourage the regional health
authority to encourage St Stephen's Hospital to
move into not only the postnatal service which
they provide, but also elective caesareans and,
finally, full maternity services. 

The Hervey Bay Hospital should have the
very best of postnatal services, but those women
should also have the opportunity to go to the
Maryborough Hospital where they are adjacent
to, and where they have on hand, the very best
in specialist services. There should be proper
planning at the new Hervey Bay Hospital so that it
does not end up like the Caboolture Hospital,
where maternity units were put in but then had to
be closed down because positions for
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anaesthetists or obstetricians simply were not
filled.

Time expired.

Transport in Metropolitan and Moreton
Regions

Mr ARDILL (Archerfield) (8.01 p.m.): As a
user and supporter of public transport for as long
as I can remember, I am becoming alarmed at the
direction of recent debate over transport matters
in the metropolitan and Moreton regions of
south-east Queensland. First, we had the
Luddite attitudes expressed against the
construction of a third freight line to the port of
Brisbane, including opposition to using the
existing uniform gauge line from Yeerongpilly to
Dutton Park, which has carried predominantly
freight traffic since 1930. Then there was the
sudden eruption of a NIMBY campaign against
the southern bypass from Eight Mile Plains to
beyond Stretton, which has been the subject of
public discussion for over 20 years. Next, there
was the opposition to the south-western
transport corridor to Moreton Shire, which will
provide a long-needed rail line to Inala as well as
passenger services to the newly expanding
suburbia beyond Inala. Then, the to-be-
expected opposition to new radial motorways
became a cry for a moratorium against all major
road development and a demand for public
transport. Two factors must be considered. The
first is that a lack of planning and provision of
public transport for 30 years, except within the
Brisbane City Council area, is the reason we are
having this problem—so forget the moratorium.
The second is that buses and taxis and
emergency vehicles need roads to run on—so
we should forget the moratorium. 

No one transport mode can supply the total
transport needs of the entire region. Rail
provides the basic radial services to the central
business district, which is where most
commuters want to travel. Many express bus
services and line-haul bus services also provide
for this trunk service function and will always do
so. However, there is an ever-increasing need
for cross-city and cross-country travel, as shown
in surveys taken in the region. The Brisbane City
Council, in addition to providing Australia's best
urban radial bus services, provides the Great
Circle Line and other cross-suburb services, but
these are aimed mainly at providing services for
shoppers. There is little evidence of this in other
areas and performance-based contracts will see a
major upgrading of this function in the region in
the near future. 

Mobility is an essential ingredient of urban
life, and any Government which fails to provide

for the mobility of its citizens does so at a great
risk and is failing in its duty. Confidence,
convenience, coordination and passenger
comfort is what good public transport service is
about, and this fact has been ignored in the past.
It will be addressed by this Government and is
being addressed right now. The fact should not
be ignored that buses need roads to run on.
Many of our critics seem to ignore this. 

Despite denials, free-flowing traffic emits
less pollution than stalled and crawling traffic.
Roads must be improved in the interests of road
safety and to provide for buses and taxis and
emergency vehicles. The upgrading of the
Ipswich Motorway and continuing upgrading of
the Gateway Arterial road are essential to our
transport needs. Ring roads particularly improve
the residential amenity by removing heavy
through traffic from urban areas. They also free
up arterial routes for public transport such as
buses and taxis—and we should not forget that
taxis are an essential factor in the public transport
service. With more and more physically disabled
and also elderly people among our population,
taxis will have an expanding role in our
community. 

The Logan Motorway and the Gateway
Arterial road are two sides of the Brisbane outer
ring road and will be of increasing importance
once they are upgraded and the vital southern
bypass is provided as the connecting link
between the two. I was first told of this southern
bypass proposal by local residents in October
1972 when I was first drafted to run for alderman.
It is incredible that claims were made last year that
there was no knowledge of that transport
corridor. In 1992, I attended a public meeting
with the then Liberal alderman to discuss the
matter with local residents. Unfortunately, the
Liberal council had failed to preserve a corridor
wide enough for the road, and this has now
caused considerable dislocation to people in the
area. This must not be allowed to happen when
the western bypass is constructed.

 All credit is due to David Hamill for trying to
address these issues now. His response in the
Karawatha area is very much appreciated, and his
environmentally friendly road will certainly be a
first example of this rare beast. This Government
and this Minister have responded to the
perceived needs of the region coming out of the
SEQ 2001 study in a responsible manner and a
huge upgrading is under way.

Time expired. 

Senior Citizens
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Mr LAMING (Mooloolah) (8.06 p.m.): I rise
to speak on behalf of Queensland's senior
citizens who, as I have said before in this House,
are a most important group within our society and
whose past efforts as a generation have
provided our society with a great example to
follow. It is no secret that Queensland is
experiencing huge growth at the moment, and
seniors make up a big proportion of this growth. 

The decision, particularly by senior citizens,
to move from colder climates to the north means
for many a loss of family support, and for this
reason Queensland has a special responsibility
to formulate equitable policies for this important
group of people. I commend the Minister for
Family Services and her department for
presenting Queensland's Forward Plan on the
Ageing and would like to take this opportunity to
make some comments on it. I believe that all
senior Queenslanders possess enormous
experience, knowledge and skills and that they
continue to make a very valuable contribution to
our society. I believe that it is both their desire
and their right to be self-reliant, independent and
participate fully in our community. They have a
right to feel secure, to have a choice about their
way of life and a positive self-image. 

Many seniors have spent their working lives
preparing for their retirement years by making
contributions to superannuation funds only to
see massive and abrupt changes in the
conditions of these funds cause a great deal of
confusion and anxiety. To this has been added
the stress of falling interest rates on investments.
Retirement income is an extremely important
factor in the lives of many Queenslanders, and it
should be the role of responsible government to
protect those incomes and to ensure that as
many people as possible can remain
independently funded and not become a
burden on the community. This appears to be an
aspect that has entirely escaped the attention of
the Minister when preparing her policy
document. The plan appears to have a serious
omission in not identifying some of the important
components of life for the ageing. The only
segmentation in the report seems to be (a) older
people in rural areas; (b) Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander people, and (c) older people from
non-English speaking backgrounds.

Whilst it is true that these segments may
deserve special attention, there seems to be no
recognition by this Government that it is
important to identify those who are fully
supported by the age pension, those who are
partly self-funded and receive a part pension and
those who are fully supporting themselves at no
cost to Governments. Over recent years there
has been a rapid escalation of retired people

moving from being fully self-funded in their
retirement to becoming partly or fully supported
by the age pension. This alarming fact has been
caused by lower returns from a wide range of
investments and the continual rise of the cost of
living. It is surprising that the report does not
segment the above groups of people, because
Governments do indeed treat them differently. I
contend that all retired people should be treated
with equity.

At the moment, various fringe groups'
benefits are available only to those retirees on a
pension, but is it not illogical to have one benefit
determined by a separate benefit offered by
another level of government? Should not the
discount treatment for State taxes and charges
apply equally to all retirees, all of whom have
contributed to our community through their
working lives? For instance, if there is a discount
available to pensioners for council rates, why
should this benefit not be available to all retired
persons in that local authority area? This would
reflect not only their earlier contribution to their
community but their current financial
circumstances and may, in fact, contribute to
their being able to continue to be self-funding
and not a future burden on the current
taxpayers.

Another blatant example is the allocation of
Seniors Cards, which should quite clearly be
made available to all retired persons who have
passed the statutory retirement age. I commend
the decision to abolish compulsory retirement;
but for Labor Ministers, both State and Federal,
who are constantly declaring their interest in
equity, I fail to see why females should be able to
retire at 60 whilst males must wait until they are
65.

I notice in the Government initiatives for the
next five years the Government's intention to
encourage and assist consultation processes
with older people. This is a worthy principle, but it
would appear that most of the input from the
Association of Independent Retirees has not
been taken on board. These people are not
looking for a handout, simply equity, and I
believe they deserve not only recognition of the
thrift which they have exercised throughout their
working lives but practical assistance, where
required, to enable them to continue their
independent lifestyle with dignity.

Sugar Industry; Mr R. Botto and Mr L.
Donadelli

Mrs BIRD (Whitsunday) (8.11 p.m.):
Throughout the history of the sugar industry
there have been many men and women who
deserve to have their names recorded in history,
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especially those who have chosen Australia as
their adopted home. My electorate has many
such people. We usually classify them in small
groups with names of their heritage: Maltese
farmers, Italian farmers, South Sea Islanders or
Kanaka farmers. But there are those whose
dedication to their industry, their region and their
community is such that they deserve greater
recognition. Tonight, I want to draw the attention
of the House to two such human beings whose
lives are surprisingly similar.

These two men, Raymond Botto and Leo
Donadelli, are the genuine, silent, successful
achievers in whatever they do. Both men are
children of Italian immigrants who came to this
country to start new lives. Both men were
educated in the Proserpine region, whilst their
parents purchased land in the region for cane
farming. Ray Botto later bought land in
Bloomsbury, 40 kilometres south of Proserpine,
and Leo Donadelli bought his land at Mount
Julian. Both men experienced those difficult
years of early cane farming—floods, cyclones
and back-breaking cutting and planting by
hand—but somehow, with outside work, that is,
extra cutting by hand for a nearby farm or loading
and carting in the crushing season, they survived
and expanded.

Leo Donadelli was always interested in the
milling operations and administration. Farmers tell
me he was always very vocal at annual meetings.
In 1959, he was elected to the board of directors
of Proserpine Sugar Mill with the then chairman
Ron Camm. Ray Botto has been a member of the
Proserpine District Canegrowers Executive for
20 years and has served 17 years as its chairman.
The Proserpine District Canegrowers Executive
represents all cane farming families in the
Proserpine district on various matters, whether it
be Government, mill or local authority matters.

Ray and Leo saw their work in the sugar
industry as a challenge and both held several
positions on other sugar industry related boards.
They have seen great changes from hand to
mechanical harvesting, from hand loading to
mechanical. Both took advantage of the sugar
expansions in 1963 and worked hard to become
highly successful farmers. Ray and Leo are both
well known for their great untiring push and
support for the construction of the Peter Faust
Dam, and many believe that the dam would never
have been built without the enormous work
done by those two men. Both men have now
been awarded the OAM—the Order of Australia
Medal—by the Goss Government for their
contribution and dedication to the sugar
industry.

The stories of Ray Botto and Leo Donadelli
are stories of two great men in a great and

changing time in the sugar industry. These
stories should be researched and the
biographies written for future generations as an
example of the sorts of men, the stamina and
achievements in the sugar industry of my region
in those early days.

It was not just in the sugar industry that
these two men excelled. Ray Botto and Leo
Donadelli, whenever they saw a need, made a
contribution. Both were actively involved in the
formation of the Whitsunday area's air/sea
rescue. Both were heavily involved in P & C
associations—Ray Botto as chairman of Foxdale
P & C and Leo Donadelli as president of St
Catherine's Convent P & C. Both had
involvement in the local Chamber of Commerce.

The philosophy of these two men can best
be illustrated in the words of Leo Donadelli on
receiving his Order of Australia. He said—

"I am proud of the honour bestowed on
me, and I will do my best to uphold all that I
believe is important in life, that is, to lead an
honest life, assist those who are not as
fortunate as ourselves and help in any way
for the betterment of our shire and the
district."

Daintree Region, Land Acquisition and
Power Supply

Mr GILMORE (Tablelands) (8.16 p.m.): I
rise to place on the record of this Parliament a
most serious matter. That matter is the collusion
of local, State and Federal Governments to force
people who own land north of the Daintree River
off their land—not only to force them from their
land but to do so at a price to suit the budget of
the Federal Government and its acquisition fund
set up to acquire land north of the Daintree so
that it might be placed in the national parks estate
and within the World Heritage area.

The Federal Government has set aside
$11m to acquire this land on the condition of a
similar amount being set aside by the State
Government for the same purpose. There is no
way that that amount of money is going to
purchase the target area. Therefore, there is
clearly needed a strategy to reduce the price of
the land so that it might fit within the budget
estimates.

Enter, therefore, the Queensland
Government and the Chairman of the Douglas
Shire Council. Over the period of 12 months, the
Queensland Government has determined that
those people who have chosen to invest their
money and their future and to live north of the
Daintree River will not have access to mains grid
power and, through the auspices of the
Alternative Energy Advisory Group, have
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entered into a long-winded process of ensuring
that that decision could be justified.

The totally predictable outcome of that
process was the recent decision to install a
number of alternative power packages costing
between $20,000 and $30,000 per household
as demonstration units. It was designed not to
justify the Government's position but to reinforce
the perception that reasonably priced power will
not be made available north of the Daintree.
Obviously, the cost of such power alternatives is
beyond the capacity of most residents to fund
not only in respect of the capital cost but also in
respect of the running costs associated with
such plant. There will be no tariff equalisation for
the people north of the Daintree. The result of
this vicious attack upon the human and property
rights of a group of innocent victims of the
machinations of this Government has been a
drop in property values—a highly desirable
course of events from the point of view of both
State and Federal Governments.

Not satisfied with the outcome of that
miserable strategy, the Government has now
enlisted the assistance of the pariah of local
government in north Queensland, Mike Berwick,
the Mayor of the Douglas Shire. This is the man
who made promises to the people north of the
Daintree and accepted their donations towards
his election fund. He has now shown his true
colours and has turned upon those honest
people like a mad dog.

In the most recent budget of that shire, rates
for land north of the Daintree River were
increased, notwithstanding the reduction in
values which has occurred as a result of people
trying to sell out to escape the depredations of
the Queensland Government and its power
supply policy. Other areas of the shire with
increasing valuations have benefited from
reduced rates at the same time—a most
extraordinary coincidence. I have no doubt that
this scenario reflects the misuse of power to
effectively steal from the people north of the
Daintree their rights, their property values and
ultimately their properties when a rapacious
Commonwealth Government will without
sympathy swoop upon land coming onto the
market as a result of people losing faith in the
system and losing their dream of living in one of
most desirable areas of Australia. 

We are witnessing an appalling misuse of
Government power in what amounts to a
collusion at three levels—local, State and
Federal—to depopulate an area at the cheapest
possible prices. Government ought not to treat
its people so badly, and in a democracy it ought
not to be condoned or accepted by the people.

Aged Care, Gladstone/Calliope Region
Mr BENNETT (Gladstone) (8.20 p.m.):

Aged care in the Gladstone/Calliope region is
entering a new era with recent developments in
the City of Gladstone and at Boyne
Island/Tannum Sands. In July 1993, the
Gladstone Committee for the Aged, under the
capable leadership of the former Gladstone City
Councillor Clive Dahl, commissioned a report for
HACC—Home and Community Care—on aged
respite care at Port Curtis Place, which is a centre
with limited aged respite care and a hall for
functions. It is widely used by Evenglow, Senior
Citizens and the Pensioners League. 

It became evident from the report that more
aged respite care was needed for the elderly in
the Gladstone region, and a plan was proposed
to expand aged respite care at Port Curtis Place.
Other users of the centre had doubts about
expanding the service at Port Curtis Place, and a
public meeting was held on Tuesday, 26
October to discuss the need for aged respite
care. 

It was resolved at that meeting to form a
subcommittee under the umbrella of the
Gladstone Committee for the Ageing termed the
Gladstone Day Respite Committee. The
philosophy of the group is—

"The Gladstone Respite Centre will
provide a family orientated environment
which is non-institutionalised, for the frail
aged, disabled and mentally confused and
their carers within the Gladstone and District
community.

To assist the frail aged, and the elderly
confused and disabled to achieve and
maintain their maximum physical and social
potential, regardless of sex, ethnic origin or
creed, taking into account cultural
differences and customs. 

Endeavour to give incentive to carers
to carry on their caring role with their loved
ones, and feel that the community of
Gladstone and District is behind them,
offering support for the work they do." 

Since that meeting, the committee headed by Mr
Tom Newton, who, I might add, was a shift
colleague of mine at the Gladstone Power
Station, has come along in great leaps and
bounds. 

The committee has made it known to the
Government that ABS 1991 figures put the
Gladstone region population at 41 000 people,
with nearly 6 000 being over the age of 60.
Statistics also show that the largest percentage
rises in the population are those in the 60 and
over age groups. This represents a big
turnaround in the Gladstone region. 
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The committee was successful in obtaining
HACC funding of some $350,000 but was
unable to obtain land for the new respite centre. I
am happy to announce, following my
representations to the Health Minister, Mr Ken
Hayward, and the Central Regional Health
Authority, a portion of land from the hospital
reserve has been allocated to the centre.

I wish to thank Mr Warren Middleton, the
executive director of the southern sector of the
authority; Ron Leeks of HACC; and Councillor
Warren Dinte of the Calliope Shire, who is a
member of the health authority for Gladstone,
who gave up their time to address the respite
committee on land issues concerning the
hospital reserve. 

I believe this is a wise use of Government
land. When completed, the centre will serve the
Gladstone region for years to come. It is also
worth mentioning at this point that carers of the
elderly save the taxpayer an estimated $24m per
year. I believe that the least we can do is offer
them some respite for the humanitarian role they
play in our society. While handing out
congratulations, I must also congratulate the
Boyne/Tannum Advancement Association,
which was successful in obtaining some
$647,310 from HACC to build a 20-bed hostel
for the aged at Wyndham Road, Boyne/Tannum
adjacent to the lighthouse reserve. Thirteen
beds will be provided for ordinary applicants, six
for the financially disabled and one for respite.
They also plan to build 16 independent living
units, and presently they are commissioning
architects to design the hostel. The
Boyne/Tannum Advancement Association
members driving the process are Calliope
Councillor Maxine Brushe, Ruth Burns, Heather
Cavanagh, Pat Cottel and Les Commollatti. 

Other aged initiatives announced on 9 July
are $82,000 for the Calliope Shire to develop a
bus service for the frail and aged and $19,000 to
Carol Allen and her committee to provide a
coordinator for the Sister Kenny Memorial Pool,
which  is a heated  pool,  to 

provide therapy for a wide range of physical
problems. Another centre which provides
facilities for the aged is Hibiscus Gardens,
managed by Mr Ian Laurie, which is also planning
expansions. Another centre which provides
nursing care is the Alchera Park Nursing Home. 

Although aged care is entering a new era in
the Gladstone/Calliope region, community-
minded people should get the credit, because
while Governments give moneys to worthwhile
projects it is the local people who do the hard
yards. To them I extend my thanks and best
wishes for the projects they have undertaken.

Motion agreed to. 

The House adjourned at 8.26 p.m.


