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WEDNESDAY, 1 MAY 1996
          

Mr SPEAKER (Hon. N. J. Turner, Nicklin)
read prayers and took the chair at 9.30 a.m.

PETITION

The Clerk announced the receipt of the
following petition— 

Penalt ies and Sentences
From Mr Palaszczuk (3 signatories)

requesting the House to retain the section
9.(2)(a) of the Penalties and Sentences Act
1992 in its entirety, deeming that any
alteration to such wording contained therein
would diminish the original intent of the prison
as a last resort principle and that wording such
as that contained in this section of the Act (or
any similar wording) does not reiterate the
intent of section 9.(2)(a). 

Petition received.

 STATUTORY INSTRUMENT

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

Central Queensland University Act 1989—

Proclamation—the members of the
Council constituted under section 8(2) of
the Act assume office on 23 February
1996.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Gun Control Laws 
Hon. T. R. COOPER (Crows Nest—

Minister for Police and Corrective Services and
Minister for Racing) (9.32 a.m.), by leave:
There would not be one solitary Australian
today who is not still reeling with shock and
revulsion over the tragic massacre in
Tasmania where, at the latest count, 35
people ranging from a tiny three-year old to
elderly people in their seventies, were gunned
down. This appalling event has made people
all around the nation join together in a
desperate call for something to be done to
stop this kind of senseless, dreadful carnage
in our communities. When good and decent
people are mown down in this way while on a
simple family outing on a Sunday, there is
something very wrong with our community.

In common with everyone else, I too
would like to wave a magic wand and say that,

if we change this law and that law, if we
tighten up gun controls in this way or that, we
can say the kind of terrible event that we have
just witnessed in Tasmania will never happen
again. As Minister responsible for gun laws in
this State, I have made it very clear that there
is nothing I will not consider in strengthening
and toughening gun laws if it will do anything
to prevent our community—our people—being
put at risk from the criminally insane. 

I have said before and I repeat here that I
know, as we all do here, that people are sick
and tired of politicians rushing in to promise
the world in the immediate aftermath of events
such as the Tasmanian massacre and
ultimately delivering nothing. I would rather
promise less and actually deliver. To that end,
I have resisted the temptation to rush in with a
knee-jerk reaction. Coalition policy already
provides a commitment for much stronger laws
and much harsher penalties to be applied to
the illegal and irresponsible use of firearms.
Our policy has a dual thrust. It aims to permit
the responsible ownership and use of firearms
by those with a clear need, such as rural
property owners, who use guns for pest
control, and also properly educated, registered
or licensed sporting shooters. But, as far as is
humanly possible, it aims to prevent access to
gun ownership by criminals, those who are
psychologically unsuited and those deemed
not fit and proper, for example, people with a
history of domestic violence.

I would like to provide for a register of
prohibited persons, which would include
criminals, those with a history of domestic
violence and those with a history of mental
illness who are considered possible risks. I
welcome statements made on Monday by the
AMA that it would consider cooperating in
identifying those who could be possible
inclusions on such a register. I particularly
welcome the comments made by the AMA as,
in previous discussions with me on this matter,
they had raised reservations on the basis of
patient-doctor confidentiality and their
professional code of ethics.

On Monday, I took an urgent submission
to Cabinet relating to a review of current gun
laws in this State. The Queensland Police
Service in advice to me has identified glaring
deficiencies in those laws introduced by the
former Government. The deficiencies centre
on the absence of expiry dates on licences,
lack of enforceable controls on gun dealers
and a clear lack of enforceability of the
legislation. It is those practical deficiencies that
must be addressed if we are to deliver on our
absolute duty to provide as safe an
environment as we can for our people.
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Let me make it perfectly clear that I am
absolutely determined that moves towards a
common national approach to this problem will
not be allowed to fall through the cracks a few
months down the track, as we have seen
happen time and time again as the horror of
these massacres fades in the public
consciousness. However hard we try, the cold
hard fact is that Governments cannot legislate
against lunatics. But, in its despair today, the
community has made it overwhelmingly clear
that they look to us as politicians to find
workable answers to these matters, and I have
given a clear undertaking that I will not
rest—nor will I let my ministerial colleagues in
other jurisdictions rest—until we have found
sensible, practical and workable solutions to
the complex and difficult problems that arise in
meeting that community expectation.

I and this Government welcome the
decision of the Prime Minister and his
Attorney-General to hold a special Police
Ministers Council meeting on 10 May to
discuss this vital issue. The Federal
Attorney-General, Mr Daryl Williams, QC, has
advised me that he is preparing a paper on
this matter for discussion and I look forward to
studying it and discussing it with my
Government colleagues. It is expected later
this week. 

On Monday, Cabinet authorised me to
move quickly to establish our promised
Ministerial Firearms Advisory Council and, as a
first step, I am contacting stakeholders
including the sporting shooters, specialists in
domestic violence, bank officers, security
providers, rural representatives and civil
libertarians. This urgent project is being
organised by, and in consultation with, the
Queensland Police Service. I want the input of
all of those stakeholders; I want to hear their
views and I want their involvement in a
Ministerial Firearms Advisory Council. I want
that council to have input before I take a
submission to Cabinet on what position the
Queensland Government should adopt after
the national summit next week, which
undoubtedly will canvass all options.

Again, let me make it clear that Federal
Attorney-General Daryl Williams will have my
full support in finding a common, practical and
workable approach to national legislation, but
the key is that it must be workable and it must
be enforceable. The tight time frame imposed
by the deadline does not allow the
Queensland Government to present its final
and absolute position at the summit next
week, because all stakeholders in this State
have the right to have a proper input, and the
Government has the right to weigh all

submissions and arguments in the best public
interest.

Much has been made in the national
debate about the perceived weakness of
Queensland's gun laws. That current
legislation is not of this Government's doing;
but it is not working, either, and we have to
review it. I do not need to remind anybody that
we have been in office only two and a half
months, and we are reviewing legislation
introduced by the former Government in 1990.
Much of the debate is focussing on national
registration of all firearms. If anyone can tell
me how national registration would have
prevented what happened last Sunday, I will
most certainly be pleased to listen. What has
emerged is that the person taken into custody
did not have a licence, and that is the real
dilemma facing law makers. Governments of
all political persuasions and in all jurisdictions
have grappled with this problem for years and,
frankly, I cannot see any particular or special
merit in the States and Territories simply
washing their hands of the whole issue and
handing it to the Commonwealth.

I want to make it clear that I am not ruling
out registration, but neither am I prepared to
rule it in in a knee-jerk reaction to this terrible
event unless it can be shown that it will work to
prevent this kind of senseless violence in our
community, and unless it can be shown that it
can be enforced. Similarly, I see no real and
practical sense in handing over all authority for
gun laws to the Federal Government, which
has no mechanism to supervise or enforce
legislation in this area. In many ways, that is
just a cop-out to avoid the process of sensibly
and rationally reaching a practical solution.

I am determined to come up with the
toughest controls we can that will deliver some
sense of security to our communities and, at
the same time, recognise the proper and
legitimate interests of responsible gun owners
and hobbyists. When our proposals are made
public, they will be seen to be in the best
interests of the whole community, and I would
hope that the offer by the Leader of the
Opposition for a bipartisan approach in this
matter, which I welcome, proves to be as
genuine as my efforts are to come to grips
with this problem.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Hospital Rebuilding Plan

Hon. M. J. HORAN (Toowoomba
South—Minister for Health) (9.39 a.m.), by
leave: On coming to Government, I arranged
for an independent assessment to be
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undertaken of the previous Government's
$1.725 billion 10-year hospital rebuilding plan.
This independent assessment was undertaken
by Cost Management Services Pty Ltd for a
modest $4,900 in order to ascertain the
realistic final cost of construction projects listed
on the Capital Works Program for Queensland
Health.

Cost Management Services Pty Ltd was
established in Queensland in 1982 to provide
specialised cost consultancy services to the
construction industry. This firm is well
respected within the industry and has tailored
many of its services and operations to meet
the particular requirements of Government
contractual delivery systems. Cost
Management Services Pty Ltd has
independently assessed the projects and
prepared a document highlighting the
outcomes of its assessment. In the
preparation of this document, CMS has
referred to reports from project services in
respect of projects currently under construction
plus master plans, where available, for those
projects awaiting approval to proceed to
documentation stage. Additionally,
consultation was also held with project
directors, project coordinators and planning
consultants to establish and determine the
likely outcome of the planning process and
subsequent likely costs.

The review undertaken by CMS takes
account of adjustments to those estimates to
reflect current building costs and to establish
realistic allowances for non-construction
elements, for example, furniture, fittings and
equipment. I must point out that the initial
program did not take adequate account of
cost escalations, and adequate provision for
this has, therefore, been made in the CMS
report. 

In preparing this document, CMS has
utilised actual expenditures listed on the
Queensland Government financial
management system database. The key
findings of the report are as follows—

forecasted final costs of the program is
approximately $3.15 billion as opposed to
the Cabinet approved allocation of $1.725
billion even after allowing for credits
through the sale of surplus property and
the assumption by the previous
Government that car parks and
centralised energy facilities will be self-
funding;

a significant number of additional projects
were added to the program for which no
Cabinet approval or endorsement was
given; and

the initial 10-year hospital rebuilding plan
did not allow for realistic cost escalations
or any changes in the scope of works
stemming from emergent or client-
identified needs. 

The initial 10-year hospital rebuilding plan
included a notional amount of $250m
allocated to the minor works and equipment
replacement. Funding was to be provided at
$25m per annum, but from regional budgets,
and this will continue. However, the previous
Government committed advanced funding of
$10m to priority minor works for the 1995-96
financial year and intended to repay this
amount from the Capital Works Program at
$5m per year in the years 1996-97 and 1997-
98. This arrangement was recently reviewed
by Cabinet and it was resolved that a one-off
allocation of $10m would be provided from the
program for minor works activities at facilities
not currently listed on the program.

A further significant commitment the
previous Government made was to fund
current overexpended operating costs of the
Department of Health from the Capital Works
Program to the tune of $34m, which would
have had a dramatic impact on the Capital
Works Program. I have determined that capital
funds will not be provided to meet recurrent
budgets. 

Announcements by the previous
Government during the election campaign
committed capital funds from within the
existing program to the following additional
projects outside the usual planning
processes—

Cooktown Hospital—a joint
Commonwealth/State initiative involving
provision of nursing home and respite
care beds, estimated at a combined total
of $1.2m;

Cairns Hospital renal transplant unit—
capital cost approximately $6m with
recurrent cost implications; 

Kirwan Hospital for Women neonatal
services—10 new cots with a capital cost
of $2.08m; 

Townsville Hospital spinal injuries unit—no
capital cost provided but estimated at
$15m; and

Bundaberg Hospital—provision of a four-
chair renal unit at a capital cost of
$445,000.

These additional commitments will impact
significantly on the overall program and will
require extensive review as funding limits of
the current 10-year hospital rebuilding plan do
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not allow for any additions without requiring
reductions in other approved projects.

As a result of the report's findings—an
overcommitment of some $1.2 billion on the
previous Government's programs—I am
negotiating with Queensland Treasury to
obtain additional funding to meet some of the
more pressing additional commitments made
under the Capital Works Program, including
this Government's major projects at the
Herston complex of Royal Brisbane, Royal
Children's and Royal Women's Hospitals, the
Princess Alexandra Hospital and Townsville
Hospitals. However, at the end of the day,
resources are finite and I will be reprioritising
the total Capital Works Program to stretch the
available resources to as many high-priority
projects as possible. 

In tackling this gross overcommitment,
honourable members will realise that I will
need to adopt a number of strategies
including—

ensuring that the funds available translate
into maximum service provision;

staging some projects; 

reviewing the scope of some projects to
preserve the viability of the overall
program; 

a programmed release of capital works for
the purpose of containing escalation in
building costs to minimise
overcommitment of building industry
resources; and

extending the current program.

I have also included new projects, which
are part of this Government's policy platform,
to be staged at an estimated cost of $114m.
These are Noosa hospital, Caloundra hospital,
Beaudesert hospital and Robina hospital.

In addition to this assessment, this
Government has reorganised the Capital
Works and Asset Management Branch of
Queensland Health to provide professional
planning, approval processes, cash flow
management and project oversight to
completion within budget. With this new
professionalism in place, when capital funding
negotiations are completed this Government
will provide for this Parliament and the people
of Queensland a detailed program of project
time frames and costs.

I table for the information of this House
the CMS report and a document consolidating
the findings of the CMS report by project,
approval status, previous Government
commitment, current Government

commitment and revised forecast costs,
including escalation.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Mr R. Owens; Concerned Citizens for
Mundingburra

Hon. T. R. COOPER (Crows Nest—
Minister for Police and Corrective Services and
Minister for Racing) (9.46 a.m.), by leave:
Yesterday, I made the opening remarks of a
ministerial statement on the Concerned
Citizens for Mundingburra. Honourable
members will recall that I spoke of a vicious
and sustained campaign of harassment
waged against Mr Robert Purcal Owens. In his
statutory declaration signed on 15 April last,
Mr Owens wrote—

"I say that I have been harassed by
certain members of the media and other
persons who I presume to be members of
the Labor Party."
As I stated yesterday, that campaign of

harassment has been marked by a desire for
revenge and by a motivation of spite. For the
Labor Party and its apologists, those
advertisements were so spectacularly
successful that they were utterly, ruthlessly
and unashamedly determined to make the
lives of those involved as thoroughly miserable
as possible. My role in the making of those
advertisements, explained fully by myself to
this House previously, was freely confirmed by
Mr Owens and his colleagues in the Courier-
Mail last Saturday. Simply, they saw me as the
very best talent for such a campaign, and I
can only modestly agree upon reflection that
their perception was proven to be wonderfully
and decisively accurate.

I might also add that the Courier-Mail reporter
who wrote that story which appeared last
Saturday has one advantage on me: he has
met and talked with Mr Owens; I never have.
That story contained the following—and I
quote from the State Director of the Liberal
Party, Mr Jim Barron—

"Mr Barron says he had no
knowledge of who the citizens were, other
than that they were a community group.
He says Mr Cooper also checked the ad
proposal with him."

This, of course, is wholly consistent with what I
have always said and it is a completely
accurate statement. Having re-read
Hansard——

Opposition members interjected.

Mr COOPER: I was trying to protect the
poor coot. Having re-read Hansard, I
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discovered that one of the things I said could
possibly be misunderstood as suggesting that
formal and legal authorisation and approval
had been obtained from the coalition
campaign committee for the Concerned
Citizens for Mundingburra advertisement in
which I appeared. In my response to the
honourable member for Waterford, Mr Barton,
on 17 April last, I said that everything I did was
authorised and approved by the coalition
campaign committee including all of the script
and all of the advertisement. On the following
day, 18 April, I told the Leader of the
Opposition, Mr Beattie, that these ads were
approved by the coalition campaign
committee.

My use of these words "authorised" and
"approved" were meant entirely to convey the
fact that the coalition campaign committee
was impressed and content with the ads,
which it was. It was not meant in any way to
suggest that the ads were authorised or
approved by the campaign committee in the
strictly legal sense, obviously, because the
Concerned Citizens for Mundingburra
campaign was entirely separate from the
coalition campaign.

Before any nitpicking conspiracy theorist
opposite starts flinging questions and
allegations about in relation to my off-the-cuff
use of the words "authorised" and "approved",
let me make my position once again perfectly
clear. Under the law, the ads for the
Concerned Citizens for Mundingburra were
duly authorised and approved by Mr Owens
on their behalf. Mr Owens was not a member
of the coalition campaign committee. As Mr
Barron has said, I checked the ad proposal
with him and members of the coalition
campaign committee, and those who viewed it
raised no objection and, in fact, were all
impressed and very content. As I have said, I
believe those advertisements were particularly
effective and my view of them could have
been no better confirmed than by the
hysterical reaction of the Labor Party to them
at the time and since. In a way, I should feel
rather flattered by what amounts to such a
ringing, if inadvertent, endorsement of my
skills.

I appeal to the Leader of the
Opposition—who unfortunately is absent
today, and I know why and we understand—
as one human being to another to call off his
campaign of harassment that drove Mr Owens
from his home in bewildered confusion,
because this campaign can have only one
lasting effect: to act as a severe caution to
anybody from any side of politics who seeks,
as a citizen, to participate in the democratic

process in the future. One of the ironies is
that, if the Labor Party continues to try to
make this group victims for a second time, it
could be the one ultimately hurt by the
reluctance of any of their sympathisers to
conduct a similar campaign in the future.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Cloncurry Infrastructure Requirements
Study  

Hon. D. J. SLACK (Burnett—Minister
for Economic Development and Trade and
Minister Assisting the Premier) (9.51 a.m.), by
leave: I wish to report to honourable members
the progress on what must surely be one of
Australia's most significant regional community
planning and information-gathering projects,
the Cloncurry infrastructure study. This study is
the basis of the Government's commitment to
consult with the people of Cloncurry, whose
community is presently on the brink of
potentially one of the most extraordinary and
wealth-creating mining booms this State has
seen. Proposed mining developments in the
area have the potential to create jobs and
wealth, not only for the benefit of Cloncurry but
also for the whole of Queensland and
Australia. I say "potential" because of the
present uncertainty pertaining to the proposed
Century mine. 

Honourable members might recall that not
so long ago it was predicted that Cloncurry, a
proud pastoral centre which late last century
confronted its first mining rush, was doomed;
its population was rapidly dropping and would
soon drop to below 2,000 residents. Two
billion dollars worth of zinc, silver, lead,
phosphate and gold will change that. Today,
Cloncurry is about to recapture its glory days
as a major regional centre and as one of the
world's richest mineral provinces. The forecasts
of doom had to be rewritten. There are five
world class mines in the Cloncurry area. They
are predicted to earn $1.5 billion in export
earnings per year over a 20-year period and
create 1,500 jobs. With the coming on-line of
those projects, it is predicted that Cloncurry's
present population will grow almost
immediately by 20 per cent and reach 5,000
by the turn of the century.

The Queensland Government is delivering
practical assistance to the people of Cloncurry
as it prepares for that growth and the
pressures it will place on the town. That is why
the Department of Economic Development
and Trade has commissioned consultants,
Kinhill Cameron McNamara, to provide a
planning and information-gathering base for
the town into the next century. My Department



1 May 1996 796 Legislative Assembly

for Economic Development and Trade is the
lead agency and has committed $147,000 to
the study's success. Private companies have
also come to the party and have agreed to
provide data for the study. The consultants
have already commenced work, and all of the
Cloncurry community will be consulted.
Twenty-five per cent of the town's population is
Aboriginal, and I am told that they are
especially keen to be part of Cloncurry's rebirth
and are looking forward to contributing to the
study and the town's rebirth.

The six-month infrastructure study will
ensure that the people of Cloncurry and of the
immediate region are served, that
development occurs in a caring manner, and
that their lifestyle is enriched by planned new
education, health, telecommunications and
transport facilities, because that is what the
mining boom of the north west has the
potential to deliver to this region. The wealth
and employment generated will multiply
across-the-board: more jobs, more industries
and more services as more families come to
settle in and call Cloncurry home. The new
mines will mean better days for the hard-
pressed cattle industry, better roads and, if
Century goes ahead, the development of a
live cattle export port at Karumba. That will
assist graziers who have to haul cattle to
Darwin before shipping them overseas. 

It is from small things that big things grow,
and I believe we are now seeing that in
Cloncurry. I am told that, as I speak, a 40-
room motel is already being built in the town.
The Queensland Government stands ready to
ensure that it is not just a case of back to the
future for Cloncurry, but that the town's proud
mining and pastoral heritage is reclaimed in a
way that provides quality lifestyles based on
proper planning and delivery of infrastructure
for all people. I inform the House that the
planning group that is associated with the
study will meet and begin its first meeting in
the week beginning 13 May.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Building and Construction Industry 

Hon. R. T. CONNOR (Nerang—
Minister for Public Works and Housing)
(9.55 a.m.), by leave: I wish to inform
Parliament of some developments which have
occurred with respect to the failure of major
building contractors in Queensland and the
subsequent pursuit of available assets to
relieve the plight of subcontractors to whom
substantial sums of money are owed. More
than 20 major building and construction
companies have closed their doors in the last

12 months. In each case, they have left
behind a trail of unpaid creditors, many of
them cash-strapped subcontractors who have
been afforded little protection against
unscrupulous people involved with these prime
contractors. In some cases, there have been
irregularities and improper behaviour which, as
well as being scrutinised by the Queensland
Building Services Authority, has been brought
to the attention of the Australian Securities
Commission.

On March 26 this year, within weeks of
becoming Minister responsible for this area, I
announced that I was determined to turn up
the heat on failed building and construction
companies, and the people involved with
them, where financial collapse has left a trail of
debt and damage. I have also locked in place
the Arthur Scurr inquiry, which is now well
under way, to address building industry
payment problems in the longer term. But the
more immediate action which I announced in
March was approval for the Queensland
Building Services Authority to raise the ante,
helping to fund liquidators in pursuit of assets
of principals of failed companies. This was a
discretionary approval which I passed on—I
was obviously keen to ensure a reasonable
prospect of debt recovery, and I particularly
wanted targeted those situations where there
was any suggestion of impropriety.

While I remain convinced that the vast
majority of people involved in the building and
construction industry are honest and genuine
people, simply following their corporate,
professional or trade calling, I want to send a
clear message to those who believe the
building industry is a pathway to instant
financial gain at the expense of lesser players.
It is for that reason only that I now outline the
progress made by QBSA in the pursuit of
assets in just one case. That case is the failure
of Cavaliere Constructions Pty Ltd, a
construction company formerly headed by a
Gold Coast man, Paul Cavaliere, which
proceeded into provisional liquidation on 15
June last year. Mr Cavaliere, a director of the
company, was subsequently bankrupted on
14 August last year.

The QBSA injected funds into the
bankruptcy trustee's pursuit of funds in this
case. On 10 April 1996, in the Federal Court of
Australia here in Queensland an interim
restraining order was issued against Mr
Cavaliere's daughter, Michelle Cavaliere, in
respect of a sum of more than
$420,000—almost half a million dollars—paid
to her benefit on 15 August last year from the
account of an associated entity known as
Cammeray Enterprises Pty Ltd. It should be
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noted that 15 August was one day after Mr
Cavaliere went into bankruptcy. It is also worth
noting that the money was paid into a Swiss
bank account. While honourable members will
be aware of the difficulties which accessing
moneys in Swiss bank accounts can involve,
despite all the proper legal processes being
followed there were certain steps taken this
time which make this early action different.

The Federal Court restrained the
company, Mr Cavaliere and his daughter from
pledging, charging, transferring or otherwise
dealing with the money. The prime respondent
to this action has been ordered to surrender
her passport to the court, effectively
preventing her from leaving Australia. In effect,
under the interim order the respondents are
prevented from dealing with this money at the
discretion of the court. Obviously, the court
process will continue to establish whether this
money can be deemed to be part of the
estate of the trustee in bankruptcy and made
available to satisfy creditors. However, should
this be the case, the court now has knowledge
of where assets are held and can make
appropriate orders against the respondents
should future action be determined in that
way. I table the relevant court document.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Mr R. Frederick

Hon. D. E. BEANLAND
(Indooroopilly—Attorney-General and Minister
for Justice) (10 a.m.), by leave: Mr Speaker, I
take this opportunity to inform you and the
House about a person by the name of Ronald
Frederick. Mr Frederick is a man with a
notorious track record of fraud and
misrepresentation. In South Australia, he has
served a jail sentence, with remissions, of one
year and four months for failing to pay
$50,000 in Federal Court fines for breaches of
the Trade Practices Act involving false
pretences. He is widely regarded as being one
of the worst con men in that State and, in fact,
is often referred to as "Ron the Con" in the
Adelaide media.

Mr Frederick is also known to have a
number of aliases of his own, including Brett
Wyatt, Roddy Farrow, Ronald Heelan, George
Cawthorn, Randy Heelan, Bonaldo Levi,
Ronald Appylgate, Fred Leuve, Ronald White,
John McCory and Rod Anderson. This man
has a criminal history as long as any arm,
including more than 50 convictions for fraud,
stealing, breaking and entering, aggravated
assault, unlawful common assault and false
pretences. It has come to my attention that Mr

Frederick is now living in Queensland, at
Carrara on the Gold Coast. 

It has also come to my attention that Mr
Frederick may once again be involved in
fraudulent activities by misrepresenting himself
and a business called Jupiter's Mechanical on
the Gold Coast. To date, it appears that he
may be involved in defrauding a number of
Queenslanders by advertising for partners to
work and invest in the business. Predicably, it
would appear that this business has failed,
taking the hopes, aspirations and hard-earned
cash of many Queenslanders with it. In fact,
more than 20 people may have lost money,
some as much as $50,000.

It pains me to mention anybody in this
House, and I use this privilege cautiously.
However, I feel that it is my duty to warn
Queenslanders to be wary of their business
dealings with this man. As the Minister
responsible for consumer affairs, I understand
that my officers are investigating this matter,
and preliminary evidence suggests that Mr
Frederick's involvement may have breached
the Fair Trading Act. Once again, I warn all
Queenslanders to be careful in their business
activities, and I encourage them to check the
bona fides of every person with whom they
intend to have business dealings.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Convergence of General and

Vocational Education

Hon. S. SANTORO (Clayfield—Minister
for Training and Industrial Relations)
(10.02 a.m.), by leave: On Thursday, 18 April
of this year, my colleague the Honourable
Minister for Education, Bob Quinn, made a
statement in the House in which he
announced that he and I had agreed to
establish a task force to develop a curriculum
framework incorporating principles and options
for access to, and participation in, education
and training for all school students of
post-compulsory age.

This task force is to be chaired by one of
Queensland's leading educationalists,
Professor Alan Cumming. Professor Cumming
is Professor of Education and Dean of the
Faculty of Education at the Queensland
University of Technology. Professor Cumming
has been selected to chair the task force
because of his broad understanding of the
complexities inherent in providing a
meaningful and relevant secondary education
for all Queensland school students in rapidly
changing sociological and technological
environments. As QUT is a major provider of
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teacher education for Queensland, Professor
Cumming also has a detailed knowledge of
the difficulties being faced by teachers in their
efforts to meet the varying and diverse needs
of the young people in their care.

The statement of 18 April mentioned that
we would bring together representatives of
peak bodies to begin the process of
establishing the task force. The Minister for
Education and I have done this, and a most
successful meeting was held on Wednesday,
24 April with representatives from the Board of
Senior Secondary School Studies, the
Association of Independent Schools in
Queensland, the Queensland Catholic
Education Commission, the Vocational
Education, Training and Employment
Commission, the Department of Education
and the Department of Training and Industrial
Relations. The meeting was chaired by
Professor Cumming. 

As a result of this meeting, a task force
with representation from each of these groups
has been established to report back to
Minister Quinn and me by the beginning of
August 1996. In recognition of the enormity of
the task before them and the extensive
consultative process that will be required, the
task force will be supported by a secretariat
drawn from the non-Government schools
sector, the Board of Senior Secondary School
Studies, the Department of Education and the
Department of Training and Industrial
Relations.

The task force will meet for the first time
this Friday, 3 May. Its first task will be to
develop an inclusive, consultative process to
ensure that all stakeholders are able to put
forward their views on this very important
issue. The views of all stakeholders will be
considered so that an agreed framework for
the senior secondary curriculum can be
reached. After consideration of all the issues
raised through the consultative process, the
task force will provide a flexible framework and
a comprehensive set of strategies for the
convergence of general and vocational
education in the senior secondary school
curriculum.

The framework will be sufficiently flexible
and robust to accommodate the needs of all
post-compulsory school students, including
those in special schools. The curriculum
framework will provide students with personally
challenging and meaningful learning
experiences. My ministerial colleague and I
believe it is essential that both the general and
vocational components of an individual
student's program are valued for either

university entrance, articulation to further
vocational education and training or workplace
entry.

COMPETITION POLICY REFORM
(QUEENSLAND) BILL

Hon. J. M. SHELDON (Caloundra—
Deputy Premier, Treasurer and Minister for
The Arts) (10.05 a.m.), by leave, without
notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to apply certain laws of the
Commonwealth relating to competition
policy as laws of Queensland, and for
other purposes."
Motion agreed to.

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

First Reading

Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and
Bill, on motion of Mrs Sheldon, read a first
time.

Second Reading

Hon. J. M. SHELDON (Caloundra—
Deputy Premier, Treasurer and Minister for
The Arts) (10.06 a.m.): I move—

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

Before addressing the specifics of this
legislation, it is relevant to note that this Bill
was introduced to this place in November
1995 by the previous Government. The Bill,
however, was never debated by the House—a
clear indication of the previous Government's
nervousness at being able to pass even
essential legislation such as this in the lead-up
to the Mundingburra by-election.

The purpose of this legislation is to give
effect to one of the obligations of the State as
a fully participating jurisdiction of the National
Competition Policy. This Government has
recently reaffirmed Queensland's commitment
to the National Competition Policy, although, I
emphasise, on the basis that it will in no way
compromise the level and standard of
provision of Government services and, further,
that competition reforms will not be introduced
where it cannot be demonstrated that there
will be a clear public benefit as a result of the
proposed reform.

In this context, the Government
recognises the substantial benefit that
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National Competition Policy can bring to the
State. In particular, it will provide an
opportunity to provide a more competitive
economy in Queensland which will lead to
lower prices to the benefit of consumers and
industry alike and, in particular, will facilitate
the attractiveness of Queensland for
investment projects. There are also significant
financial incentives, in the form of financial
assistance from the Commonwealth to the
State, as a result of participation in the
National Competition Policy. In Queensland's
case, this amounts to $2.33 billion over the
10-year period from 1997-98.

It is important to recognise that the
National Competition Policy is a political
agreement between sovereign Governments.
Whilst the genesis of the policy lies in the
recommendations of the Hilmer Report on
Competition Policy, the package of national
competition reforms agreed between the
Commonwealth and State and Territories in
April 1995 provides the States and Territories
with considerable flexibility in respect of the
implementation of these reforms. The support
of the Queensland Government for
Queensland's continuing participation in the
policy is based on a recognition that
participation will enable the State to exert
greater control over the reform agenda than
would otherwise be the case. Indeed, it is in
the interests of Queensland for the State
Government to implement competition reform
rather than the Commonwealth, which would
largely be the case should Queensland not
participate in the policy.

The National Competition Policy consists
of a number of reform initiatives which have to
be implemented by the various jurisdictions
within the agreed timeframes. This Bill is one
such initiative. 

One of the aims of the competition policy
is to have a consistent set of competition rules
applying to all sectors of business regardless
of ownership. In particular, this has relevance
to the applicability of the competitive conduct
rules in Part IV of the Trade Practices Act.
Traditionally, there have been two major
exemptions from this legislation—Government
business enterprises, which have not been
caught because of their State ownership, and
unincorporated bodies, including the
professions, because they are beyond the
constitutional reach of the Commonwealth.
Application of the Trade Practices Act to the
latter group has applied only to the extent that
such bodies engage in trade across State and
Territory boundaries, deal with corporations or
deal with the Commonwealth.

The application of Part IV of the Trade
Practices Act to State business activities will
take effect from 21 July 1996 pursuant to
Commonwealth legislation in the form of the
Competition Policy Reform Act. However,
State legislation is necessary to extend the
reach of Part IV of the Trade Practices Act to
unincorporated bodies. Under the National
Competition Policy agreements, the State
Government is obligated to have such
legislation in place by 20 July 1996. In return
for passing this legislation, the State will retain
the ability to authorise by legislation behaviour
which would otherwise be in breach of the
Trade Practices Act, provided that this
behaviour is in the public interest. This is a
significant power for Queensland to retain to
enable it, as I stated earlier, to control the
competition reform agenda within the State.

The Bill essentially follows the same
process used to apply corporations law to the
State. It not only applies Part IV of the Trade
Practices Act but also provides for these
provisions to be administered as if they were
Commonwealth law. These provisions form the
basis of what has been titled the "Competition
Code". The result will be that all business
activity, no matter how it is structured or
owned, will be subject to consistent
competition laws and policies throughout
Australia by a seamless application of Part IV
of the Trade Practices Act.

In specifically commenting on the Bill, I
note that other than a change in the date
pertaining to the legislation, it remains
unchanged from that introduced by the
previous Government. This is primarily
because the legislation is technical in nature
and needs to mirror exactly the Trade
Practices Act. Indeed, it is based on template
legislation drafted by New South Wales for
adoption in all jurisdictions. In particular, I note
that some jurisdictions, notably New South
Wales and Victoria, have already passed this
legislation and that advice from other
jurisdictions is that such legislation has either
been introduced into their Parliament or will be
introduced in the near future.

Part 2 of the Bill has the effect of applying
the Competition Code as the law of
Queensland. The Competition Code consists
of—

the Competition Code text which is Part IV
of the Trade Practices Act written so as to
apply to persons rather than to just
corporations. A copy of this text is set out
in the attachment to the Bill;

other provisions of the Trade Practices Act
so far as they are relevant to the
Competition Code text; and
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relevant regulations made under the
Trade Practices Act.

Provisions have been included to provide for
the delayed application of amendments to the
Competition Code text and regulations. This is
to enable the States and Territories to be
consulted on these amendments. The
Commonwealth Acts Interpretation Act will
apply to the Competition Code rather than its
Queensland equivalent.

Part 3 provides for the citing of the
Competition Code to help ensure that there is
a single national Competition Code applying
throughout all participating jurisdictions. Part 4
directs all States and Territories to the
provisions of the Competition Code of
Queensland. This provision mirrors the
provisions of the Trade Practices Act. Part 5
provides for the national administration and
enforcement of the Competition Code. It
provides for functions and powers arising
under the Competition Codes to be conferred
on the appropriate Commonwealth agencies
which administer the Trade Practices Act. The
Federal Court is conferred the jurisdiction to
deal with matters under the Competition Code.
The Commonwealth offence provisions are
also applied, as is the Commonwealth
administrative law, to matters arising under the
Competition Code. Part 6 ensures that there is
no doubling-up of liability as a result of a
person being subject to the Trade Practices
Act and Queensland's Competition Code. It
also provides that all fees, taxes, penalties,
fines and other moneys payable under the
Competition Code are to be paid to the
Commonwealth. 

Importantly, clause 39 provides for the
State to make regulations which exempt
behaviour from the Trade Practices Act and
the Competition Code. Such regulations are
temporary and are valid for only two years and
cannot be renewed. More permanent
exemptions must be contained in an Act. Part
7 contains a number of transitional provisions
which mirror those contained in the
Commonwealth's Competition Policy Reform
Act. These deal with the status of contracts
made prior to 19 August 1994 which were
previously not caught by the Trade Practices
Act, the temporary exemption from pecuniary
penalties for persons who will now be caught
by the Competition Codes and provides for
advanced authorisations to be granted by the
Australian Competition and Consumer
Commission, the successor to the Trade
Practices Commission. Part 8 provides for the
Competition Code text being set out as an
attachment to the Bill. The attachment does
not form part of the Bill.

In conclusion—the Bill will result in a
uniform set of competition conduct rules being
applied to all sectors of the Queensland
economy regardless of the form of business
ownership. This Bill will result in significant
benefits to Queensland. I commend the Bill to
the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Hamill,
adjourned.

Mr FOURAS: I rise on a matter of
privilege. Mr Speaker, am I to presume from
your asking Ministers to introduce legislation at
this stage that you are going to allow the first
hour of each sitting day for the introduction of
Bills? That should be done during Government
business, and Government business
commences at 11.30 today. I ask in all
sincerity that we not allow this to happen. We
have a new regime which says that members
are allowed to make personal explanations,
introduce private members' Bills and make
private members' statements until 10.30 each
morning. Government business starts at 11.30
on a Wednesday. Mr Speaker, I ask for a
ruling from you that Government business
start at that time and that members' business
be conducted in the first hour. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! We are in
Government business at the moment. There is
no matter of privilege.

SUNCORP INSURANCE AND FINANCE
AMENDMENT BILL

Hon. J. M. SHELDON (Caloundra—
Deputy Premier, Treasurer and Minister for
The Arts) (10.16 a.m.), by leave, without
notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to amend the Suncorp
Insurance and Finance Act 1985."

Motion agreed to.
Mr SPEAKER read a message from Her

Excellency the Governor recommending the
necessary appropriation.

First Reading

Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and
Bill, on motion of Mrs Sheldon, read a first
time.

Second Reading
Hon. J. M. SHELDON (Caloundra—

Deputy Premier, Treasurer and Minister for
The Arts) (10.18 a.m.): I move—

"That the Bill be now read a second
time."
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The Bill seeks to amend the Suncorp
Insurance and Finance Act 1985 which is the
legislation which constitutes Suncorp. The
proposed amendments seek to achieve three
things, specifically, to—

allow Suncorp to effect a restructuring to
establish itself along more appropriate
commercial lines than the existing
structure;

refer certain constitutional powers to the
Commonwealth to facilitate formal
supervision of Suncorp's insurance
operations by the Insurance and
Superannuation Commission; and

place Suncorp's subsidiaries in a position
where the Queensland Tax Equivalents
Regime applies as if Suncorp was a
Government owned corporation under the
Government Owned Corporations Act
1993.

The Government is presenting this Bill to
the House at a time when there is ongoing
speculation in respect of the ownership of
Suncorp. Let me make it absolutely clear that
the proposed amendments seek to address
deficiencies in the current legislation which
need to be dealt with regardless of the future
ownership of Suncorp. The Government has
made it clear that the ownership of financial
institutions by the State is a matter which is
currently being addressed by the Commission
of Audit. The amendments currently proposed
have no connection with this process.

The primary purpose of the Bill is to
enable Suncorp to effect a restructuring of its
life insurance and superannuation business
and its general insurance business. These
businesses clearly form the backbone of the
Suncorp organisation. The proposed
restructuring will provide benefits for not only
Suncorp but all policyholders. Most
significantly, the structure which is proposed
for Suncorp's insurance operations is
consistent with contemporary industry practice
and, importantly, with the requirements of the
relevant Commonwealth legislation, including
the Life Insurance Act and the Insurance Act.
In particular, the life insurance and
superannuation business and the general
insurance business will be conducted by
separate subsidiaries. The proposed structure
is an essential prerequisite to formal prudential
supervision by the Insurance and
Superannuation Commission, or ISC.

In respect of the life insurance and
superannuation business, the restructure will
also involve the recognition of Suncorp's
investment in the business over time.

Specifically, an amount no greater than $70m
will be recognised as the capital and retained
earnings of Suncorp in the life insurance and
superannuation subsidiary. This amount is
based on an injection of $38m made by the
General Insurance Fund into Superannuation
Fund No. 1 in July 1990, plus earnings on that
amount. This highly conservative approach
has been adopted to absolutely ensure that
policyholders suffer no detriment as a result of
the restructuring.

The Government has strong independent
actuarial advice that, in respect of the
restructuring of the life insurance and
superannuation business, the proposed
restructuring—

provides adequate protection for
policyholders;
is fair in the initial allocation of capital
between policyholders and Suncorp;

is fair in terms of the allocation of future
profits between policyholders and
Suncorp; and

is appropriate and viable from a
shareholders perspective.
The Bill refers powers over State

insurance as they apply to Suncorp to the
Commonwealth. This will allow for Suncorp to
be regulated under the full range of
Commonwealth legislation which applies to all
other insurance companies. Furthermore, it will
allow for Suncorp to fall under the prudential
supervision of the Insurance and
Superannuation Commission, which is the
appropriate prudential supervisor. Formal
prudential supervision will provide additional
comfort to the Government that Suncorp's
business operations continue to be conducted
in a manner that is prudentially sound, and
also paves the way for Suncorp to be licensed
to sell its insurance products interstate.

By ensuring that Suncorp complies fully
with the range of Commonwealth legislation
which regulates all insurance in Australia, and
by ensuring that Suncorp, in future, operates
within a commercial structure which enables
formal prudential supervision by the ISC, the
Government is moving to protect the long-term
interests of policyholders and, of course,
Queensland taxpayers.

The Bill also allows for the State tax
equivalent regime to apply to Suncorp's
subsidiaries. As a result of amendments to the
Commonwealth Income Tax Assessment Act,
Suncorp's subsidiaries are no longer subject to
Commonwealth tax. The proposed
amendments are a facilitative mechanism
providing a legal basis to ensure that Suncorp
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is appropriately taxed in the current financial
year. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Hamill,
adjourned.

NOTICE OF MOTION

Motor Accident Insurance Legislation
Amendment Regulation (No. 1)

Hon. D. J. HAMILL (Ipswich)
(10.21 a.m.): I give notice that I will move—

"That the Motor Accident Insurance
Legislation Amendment Regulation
(No. 1) 1996, No. 75 be disallowed." 

PRIVATE MEMBERS'  STATEMENTS

Health Budget

Mrs EDMOND (Mount Coot-tha)
(10.22 a.m.): I wish to inform the House about
a range of serious matters concerning the
Health portfolio and the directions given by the
Minister for Health which have been brought to
my attention. The coalition style of budget
review in the Health portfolio will involve a
series of cuts derived in the first round from
the following programs—and I ask members to
look at what the Minister is slashing: scaling
back the Graduate Nurse Transition Program;
abolition of the $14.5m over five years Positive
Parenting Program; abolition of the 60 and
Better/Healthy Ageing Programs; and scaling
back of the Queensland Health Promotion
Council. That is just the start. This is Mr
Horan's idea of rewarding the Health
Department for tightening its belt—to slash
meaningful and worthy programs in the
nursing and community health sector.

The specific programs which have been
identified for the chop by the Minister illustrate
a blatant disregard for the Queensland nursing
profession and the rejection of any ongoing
commitment to graduate nurse development
and training. I have already warned that this
caring and compassionate coalition has a
Health Minister who is prepared to scrap the
Positive Parenting Program, which helps
Queensland families cope with the
responsibilities of parenting, with particular
regard to child behaviour and development
and prevention of child abuse. The Minister
keeps dodging questions on this issue, but I
will keep putting the question to the Minister
for Health until such time as he comes clean.

The Minister's third priority in this first
round of cuts is to abolish one of the best
primary health-care Labor initiatives for older
members of our community, known widely as

the 60 and Better Program. It is an absolute
disgrace for any Health Minister to preside
over the scaling back of aged-care services in
this State, given the ageing nature of
Queensland's population, while espousing
rhetoric supporting this sort of program.

Mr Horan: Do you know you're totally
wrong?

Mrs EDMOND: The Minister will get his
chance. He cannot have it both ways. I call on
the Minister to reveal publicly his plans to
scrap the 60 and Better Program to show his
priorities; be proud of hurting the aged, the
children, the families and the nurses! If that is
what the Minister wants, he should be proud
of it; stand up and be counted.

Time expired.

Building Industry Inquiry 

Mr HEGARTY (Redlands) (10.24 a.m.): I
refer to the Scurr inquiry into the Queensland
building industry, initiated by the Honourable
the Minister for Public Works and Housing to
investigate complaints by various affected
groups and individuals about their dealings
with building contractors. This inquiry was
much needed after the previous Labor
Government's Minister for Housing, Local
Government and Planning failed to recognise
the plight that many individuals, building
subcontractors and others found themselves
in through their dealings with unscrupulous
building contractors.

As a result of being ignored by various
Labor Ministers and members of Parliament to
provide assistance to redress the suffering and
injustices those home owners and
subcontractors faced, they formed the Home
Owners Protection Lobby. To date, 68
individuals have contacted that lobby group.
Because of previous intimidation and
harassment, those home owners are now
anxious and feel that they need parliamentary
privilege so that their submissions to the
inquiry can be open and frank and not leave
them open to more litigation on top of what
they have already suffered.

I seek leave to table 16 individual
submissions and 19 Home Owners Protection
Lobby dispute questionnaires to be presented
to the inquiry. More submissions will be made
in the future. It is a welcome opportunity for all
those stakeholders dealing in the building
industry—individuals and others—to present
their case so that the industry may be cleaned
up and people can feel confident about
engaging in contractual arrangements.

Leave granted.
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Rural Health 
 Mr PEARCE  (Fitzroy) (10.26 a.m.): I was
most interested to hear last week the
announcement by the Minister for Health of
the establishment of a Rural Health Advisory
Committee and an Office for Rural Health. The
Minister already has a Rural Health Advisory
Committee, which was established by the
Labor Government in 1991. I suppose what
the Minister was really announcing was the
continuation of that committee.

The Office of Rural Health to be based at
Roma is a continuation of the work being
undertaken by the Rural Health Policy Unit
established by Labor. There will be six people
in the Office of Rural Health, as there were in
the policy unit. So really what the Government
announced last week was a continuation of
the commitment for rural health which existed
under the previous Labor Government. Why
would the party of the bush need to make
such a commitment to continuing Labor
policies? Because no such commitment to
health services for people in the bush existed
the last time that the National Party was in
Government.

The people in remote and rural
Queensland were treated in a shockingly
cavalier manner by their elected National Party
representatives. Rural and provincial hospitals
were allowed to run down, equipment was
outdated, and there was no political will to
address the shortage of medical staff outside
the south-east corner. It was the Labor
Government which championed the right of
rural Queensland to have equity and access to
health services. For the first time, proper
planning was undertaken and strategies were
put in place to improve services for people in
remote and rural Queensland. It was Labor
that: established four Rural Health Training
Units in Townsville, Cairns, Rockhampton and
Toowoomba; extended specialist medical
training to include time in provincial hospitals;
established the North Queensland Medical
School in Townsville, with associated teaching
facilities at the Cairns and Mackay Base
Hospitals; fixed up many run-down facilities;
undertook the task of rebuilding every health
facility north of Cooktown; introduced the
Flying Specialist Service into rural Queensland;
put the Flying Surgeon and Flying Obstetrician
permanently into rural Queensland; and gave
Queensland doctors the right to private
practice for rural hospital medical
superintendents in places such as Blackwater
and Mount Morgan. On behalf of the people
of rural Queensland and remote Queensland,
I thank the Minister for acknowledging the
validity of the Labor Government's policies and

for maintaining the work we initiated in this
area.

Time expired.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable
members, at 10.30 today there is being
observed nationwide throughout Australia a
minute's silence in memory of the people who
tragically lost their lives in the recent
Tasmanian massacre. I ask all honourable
members and people in the public gallery to
please rise and observe a minute's silence.

Honourable members stood in silence.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Cape York Land Use Agreement 

Mr ELDER (10.30 a.m.): I refer the
acting Premier, Treasurer and Minister for The
Arts to weekend meetings of the principal
parties involved in the Cape York land use
agreement during which they publicly
recommitted themselves to the agreement in
spite of her Government's vehement
opposition to it. Is it not true that that
agreement was initiated by the pastoral
leaseholders in the cape to secure the tenure
of the land that they hold? Does this
agreement not represent the best opportunity
to secure the tenure of pastoral leases and
satisfy the needs of native title holders, as well
as building and boosting business
confidence? If not, I ask: why is the
Government so right and the Cattlemen's
Union, the Cape York Land Council, the
Australian Conservation Council, the Courier-
Mail, the Australian and Queensland Country
Life  all so wrong?

Mrs SHELDON: I thank the honourable
member for his question. It would have been
more appropriate if he had asked the Premier
tomorrow morning when he will be present, but
I am very happy——

Opposition members interjected.

Mrs SHELDON: It is a question via the
back door. The honourable member would not
ask the Premier. He waited until he was
absent and then he asked a question. That is
a great show of cowardice.

Honourable members  interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The question has

been asked. I will hear the answer. 

Mr Hamill interjected.

Mrs SHELDON: The member for
Ipswich should just sit and listen and I will tell
him.

The reason the Premier has made his
stated comments is that he firmly believes that
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the recent decision of the High Court threw
some doubt on whether pastoral leases were
indeed exempt from native title, as Labor's
previous Prime Minister, Mr Keating, said they
were. It would appear that the High Court
disagrees with that. The High Court decision
has thrown into doubt whether a pastoral
lease means that native title can no longer
apply over that lease. Because there are
many pastoral leases——

Mr Elder  interjected.

Mrs SHELDON:  This is a fact; this is the
real position. Because there are many pastoral
leases in the cape, the Premier felt that quite
possibly that agreement could set a precedent
that would have an adverse effect on other
pastoral leases in this State. 

I think it is only fair that we wait to see the
result of appeals to the court regarding its
decision on this matter of pastoral leases. I
think it is important also that the
Commonwealth Government clears up any
concern about this matter, as it is currently
doing. The Native Title Act, as honourable
members know, is a Federal Act. I believe
there is confusion over the intent of that Act,
and the Federal Government must clear up
that confusion. We, as a State Government,
are fully committed to following the Federal
Government in its decisions in this regard, and
I believe that while there is a question of
uncertainty about it, the Premier is quite right
to be concerned and is justified in saying that,
when the question of whether pastoral leases
extinguish native title is resolved, he will
comment further on the situation in the cape.

Business Confidence

Mr ELDER: I refer the acting Premier
and Treasurer to her statement yesterday that
the respected ANZ Bank Job Vacancies Index
figures for January were disappointing, but
that "The month we took over the reins of
Government"—that is, February—
"Queensland's job vacancy number was the
best in the nation." I ask: in the 10 days that
her Government was in office in February,
what measures, apart from imposing a freeze
on all Government projects and sacking 49 toll
workers and the Under Secretary of the
Treasury, did the Treasurer implement to
obtain that result?

Mrs SHELDON: I am very happy to
answer this Dorothy Dixer. I had one coming
from our back bench, but I am happy that it
came from the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition!

A few matters need to be cleared up
about which the Opposition has deliberately
given misinformation to the general public.
The first matter is that of the freeze.
Yesterday, the Leader of the Opposition would
not ask me this question directly, without
notice. It is not a suitable question on notice;
there is no detail required in the answer.
However, I will answer his question on notice.

As to the freeze—no-one in business
should be in any way adversely affected by
any freeze that this Government instituted. 

Opposition members interjected. 

Mrs SHELDON: Opposition members
should just listen to the facts for a change. 

Mr Hamill: You might say that, but that's
not what they think. 

Mrs SHELDON: If the member for
Ipswich stops bleating and listens, he may
hear the facts and he may be able to stop
misinforming the general public. 

The members opposite should turn over
to the other side of the page they are waving,
which states exactly what we said. I notice
that, as usual, they tell only half the truth. The
fact is that any contract signed, any
Government commitment that is made
permanent, would naturally go ahead. All
agreed to contracts would be fulfilled, so that
any businesses that had planned on a forward
basis or planned any construction could go
ahead. All contracts let would be fully filled. So
I say to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
that that is a nonsense. 

Mr Elder:  This is it.
Mrs SHELDON:  No, that is fact.

Secondly, every Minister has discretion
within his or her department to decide which
initiatives of the previous Government he or
she will or will not go on with. If the members
opposite had been honest with the electorate
between July and February and not run away
spending unfunded taxpayers' money on their
election commitments to try to buy themselves
into staying in power, then this State would not
be having the problem that it is having
currently with an overrun Budget deficit. 

For the benefit of the member opposite,
who obviously did not bother listening
yesterday, I point out that these are figures
that are printed quite independently of the
Government. When the members opposite
were in Government, they were very happy to
run on them; now that they are not in
Government, something is wrong with these
independent figures. Furthermore, for the
member's benefit, because he seems to have
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some difficulty in comprehending facts, I
reiterate that what we are doing is lifting the
payroll tax exemption level to create more jobs
and to put an end to the bracket creep that is
claiming more and more businesses. We are
increasing the tax-free threshold for mortgage
stamp duty to benefit the building industry,
which the former Government allowed to run
down to such a deplorable state that, under
that Government, Queensland had the lowest
level of building activity in this country, and
many people lost their jobs as a result of that. 

We are cleaning up the CitiSecurities
debacle that was left by Labor by scrapping
provisions for retrospective taxation. I cannot
believe that a Labor Government would go in
for retrospective taxation, but it did. We have
closed the deal on the State gas pipeline,
which will have two major effects. We will have
surplus moneys that we can spend on very
important infrastructure in this State, and
Queensland will have the lowest rate per
gigajoule for gas, both commercially and
domestically. We will be able to attract more
business and hence more jobs to this State. 

We took the hard decision in regard to
compulsory third-party insurance premiums,
which had to be set at a level which would
mean that the scheme would not blow-out in
the manner that the Workers Compensation
Scheme did under the former Government to
the tune of $300m. We have moved to
abolish workplace registration fees as part of
our drive to cut business red tape. We are
reviewing the impost that has been put on all
forms of small business by fees resulting from
the Environmental Protection Act. Currently,
the Minister for the Environment is reviewing
those fees so that they will be applied
equitably to small businesses, so that they will
not go out of business the way they did under
the former Government. I rest my case.

CitiSecurities

Mr SPRINGBORG: In directing a
question to the acting Premier, Treasurer and
Minister for The Arts, I refer to the
Government's decision in the CitiSecurities
case. I ask: would she please explain why it
was necessary for the Government to make
such a decision at this time? What are the
implications for the business community of
that decision, and what has been the reaction
of the business community to the decision?

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I call the acting
Premier.

Honourable members  interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order please! There
seems to be some confusion. I have called for
order a number of times. I will have order. I do
not wish to invoke Standing Order 123A, but I
do wish to hear the Minister's answer.

Mrs SHELDON: Mr Speaker, thank you.
I am very glad that the honourable member
asked the question. Let me say from the
outset that the whole CitiSecurities debacle
was the result of inaction by the ex-Labor
Government over there—the members sitting
on the Opposition benches. So that everyone
is very clear about the matter, I will outline the
background of the CitiSecurities case. In July
last year in the Queensland Supreme Court,
there was a ruling in favour of the
Commissioner of Stamp Duties on the
question of stamp duty on a guarantee
providing security for a mortgage when that
guarantee had been acted upon. True to
form, the Labor jackals opposite saw that as
an opportunity to milk one of their favourite
cash cows—business; particularly small
business—to prop up their bumbling
maladministration of this State and because
they knew that they were going to have an
underlying deficit of $185m this year and a
real deficit of $240m next year. The former
Government sought to apply the decision
retrospectively on guarantees, whether or not
they had been called upon, going right back to
1988. 

Mr Schwarten  interjected. 

Mrs SHELDON: Obviously, Mr
Schwarten believes in retrospective taxation.
Labor then generously offered a penalty
amnesty to businesses before it really got
stuck into them, and up to 80 companies were
affected. Those companies were already
struggling under the burden of Labor's anti-
business taxes. Absolutely no incentives were
given to business. So those businesses had to
cough up literally millions of dollars. 

The coalition was able to see right
through the former Government and knew
where it was coming from. The coalition
realised that, if businesses are to succeed in
this State, they must have security. They must
know where they are going; they must know
that when taxation laws are brought in, they
will not be applied retrospectively; and they
must not be expected, through those
retrospective taxes, to fund Labor's coffers to
the tune of millions of dollars.

Mr Davidson interjected. 

Mrs SHELDON: As the Minister for
Tourism, Small Business and Industry just
said, business needs confidence, and under
the Labor Government it had absolutely none.
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Certainly, Labor did not care about business.
When it came to apply its money-grabbing
retrospective legislation in the CitiSecurities
case, members of the business community
were rightly outraged by that impost, which
Labor applied with great gusto. 

Mr Elder  interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Capalaba!

Mrs SHELDON: I suggest that, instead
of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
mouthing off in this place, he would be much
better off speaking to businesses in the
community to find out what they thought of his
party's retrospective taxation. He would find
out that they did not think much of it at all. 

This retrospective taxation was a legacy of
Labor that this Government was not prepared
to continue. It was decided that it was a priority
of this Government to stop the Labor-induced
haemorrhaging of business and to change the
retrospective taxation. That initiative has had a
very good effect on the business community.
Indeed, businesses now believe that they
have a Government which is going to deliver
to them and which is not going to apply
retrospective taxation in order to get money to
build——

Mr Purcell:  If they rob a bank and you
catch them, you throw them in gaol.

Mrs SHELDON: I wish that the member
who is bleating madly would listen to what is
being said. His Government applied
retrospective taxation on businesses in this
State. This Government is changing that so
businesses will have certainty of where they
are going. The coffers left vacant by Labor will
not have to be filled by businesses paying that
retrospective taxation with their hard-earned
dollars.

 Taxes and Charges

Mr HAMILL: I direct a question to the
acting Premier, Treasurer and Minister for The
Arts. On 6 March, the Treasurer was widely
reported as promising no new taxes and
charges. I quote Mrs Sheldon's words, "There
will be no increase in taxes and charges." I ask
the acting Premier: is this still the
Government's policy?

Mrs SHELDON: I thank the honourable
member for his question. I just say to the
member opposite to be patient. All will be
revealed to him in the September Budget. 

Opposition Facilities and
Remuneration

Mr CARROLL: I ask the acting Premier,
Treasurer and Minister for The Arts: in the light
of the Opposition's attacks on this
Government's moves to provide some modest
facilities and proper remuneration for the
Parliamentary Secretaries, after six years in
Government, what reforms did the Labor Party
provide for the Opposition and the
Parliament?

Mrs SHELDON: It gives me great
delight to stand and answer that question. I
remind honourable members of the
Opposition, including the absent Leader of the
Opposition, who has been such a hypocrite on
this particular point, that he and his
predecessor, Mr Goss, were very happy to see
me, then the Deputy Leader of the Coalition,
and my entire staff housed in two rooms on
the upper floor of this building. That is from
where we ran totally the offices of the Liberal
Party. 

Mr Livingstone: What about the 32
years before that?

Mrs SHELDON: The member should
just sit and listen. At that time, as an
Opposition, we had broken-down computers,
phones that would not work and we could not
even get tape-recorders to tape press
conferences. In addition, the then Leader of
the Opposition and his officers were treated in
a similarly appalling manner. At that time,
when new software was delivered to our office
by the Parliamentary Service Commission, we
could not even load that software into our
computers because the computers were too
old to accept it. That is what we put up with
from the Labor Party for six years in
Opposition.

This new coalition Government has
looked on the Opposition very kindly. It has
considered the reforms recommended by
EARC, which the previous Government would
not implement. When Mr Beattie complained
about the Government introducing the office
of Parliamentary Secretaries and reimbursing
them accordingly for their work, I did not hear
him say that he would reject the $6,000 that
this Government intends to pay each
Opposition spokesperson to help them
perform their duties properly. That amounts to
a total of $96,000. The full and total wages
paid to the three Parliamentary Secretaries will
be $45,000 in toto, and it will be phased in. 

So I assume that the Opposition, in
rejecting the notion that Parliamentary
Secretaries should be paid for their
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work—which will be quite prolific—is saying that
its shadow Ministers should not be paid that
$6,000 each. What a mob of hypocrites! I
notice that the Opposition has not rejected
that payment. 

In point of fact, by introducing the concept
of Parliamentary Secretaries, the Government
has done more than what occurs in every
other State and, indeed, in the
Commonwealth. As a Government, the
coalition has also abolished the Office of the
Cabinet, which employed 108 public servants
and cost the State a fortune. As Mr Goss well
knows, the main job of the Office of the
Cabinet was to make sure that anything that
came from any Minister was well filtered before
it reached Cabinet, and certainly before any
decision was made. I know that because ex-
Ministers sitting opposite used to complain to
me that they could not get their submissions
through Cabinet because "Dr Death"— Kevin
Rudd—would not allow them. He was the real
power behind the throne.

This State was paying 17 Ministers,
excluding the Premier, but they were not able
to perform their duties in the manner in which
they saw fit because the Office of the Cabinet,
acting like the KGB, said, "You will put this in.
You won't put that in." Indeed, submissions
had to be made two or three weeks before
Cabinet met so "Dr Death" could ensure that
the submissions were politically acceptable to
the Premier. If that is democracy at work, I
have yet to see the people of this State agree
to it. 

This Government has abolished that
"KGB" enterprise and, along with that, its cost
to the people of Queensland. Instead, we
have introduced Parliamentary Secretaries,
which can be found in every State and the
Commonwealth. Those Parliamentary
Secretaries are Mr Stoneman, who will assist
the Premier; Dr Watson, who will assist me;
and Mrs Naomi Wilson, who will assist the
Minister for Families, Youth and Community
Care, because this Government regards that
portfolio to be a vital portfolio for the
community. The Government believed that the
Minister in charge of that portfolio needed an
assistant to perform the interaction he required
to know the exact concerns of the people in
the community.

I would have thought that a Labor
Government, which is supposedly committed
to looking after the underprivileged, would
have thought that this was a great
enhancement, and the fact that we now have
a female Parliamentary Secretary helping the

Minister for Families, Youth and Community
Care had to be a great leap forward.

As a Government, we will have the
expertise and work of these three people. The
Opposition is sitting there and saying they
should do all this out of their own backbench
salary, and at the same time they are saying,
"Thank you very much. We, the 16 shadow
Ministers, apart from the Leader and Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, will all take our
$6,000; but you should not pay Parliamentary
Secretaries." What absolute blatant hypocrisy!

Neighbourhood Safety Audit Program

Ms BLIGH: I refer the Minister for Police
and Corrective Services to the coalition pre-
election promises on law and order. I also refer
him to the safety and protection of
Queenslanders, and a special police program
designed to help local communities in
promoting, organising and conducting safety
audits in their localities called the
Neighbourhood Safety Audit Program. I table
a document indicating the scrapping of this
program. I ask: why has this program, which
has enabled many communities to make their
neighbourhoods safer, been placed on
Treasury's hit list of projects to be scrapped?

Mr COOPER: I thank the honourable
member for that question. I notice that there
have been a number of programs scrapped,
including one in Toowoomba which had
received national recognition. Quite obviously,
when these decisions are taken it does not
mean to say that we automatically agree with
the fact that the decisions have been taken,
because we are committed to law and order
programs involving the community. I list an
instance: the fact that our crime prevention
program, which was one of the first policies we
released, was something——

Opposition members interjected. 

Mr COOPER: Just a minute. Quite
often, in those various situations, the decision
is made on a regional basis by assistant
commissioners—and the honourable member
should know this because he has been there.
I instanced the case of the Toowoomba
program, which was cut by the assistant
commissioner at that time. That does not
mean to say that we do not support
community-based programs. The very basis of
our crime prevention policies, released in June
last year, for the very first time—certainly the
Labor Party did not do it—instanced crime
prevention as having a number one priority. It
is not just a matter of catching criminals and
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putting them in gaol: one must do both. One
must start at the very beginning.

An Opposition member  interjected. 

Mr COOPER: I will get onto that. I think
most of us are fully aware of exactly what
happened in the last six years as far as crime
and lawlessness in this State is concerned.
That is well and truly on the record. In about
1990 crime started to get out of control and it
has been spiralling out of control ever since.
This Government has emphasised a whole-of-
Government/whole-of-community approach,
because we know that the people out there
are hurting and hurting dramatically. That is
why we are concentrating and focusing on
crime prevention, because we have to start at
the very beginning—something that the Labor
Party did not do. Because crime has got out of
control, we have gaols bursting at the seams.
We have a demoralised Police Service,
because the Labor Party gave no attention to
it. Members opposite know full well that that is
true. 

Our crime prevention program will allow
the Government to make a very big difference
in this area, and it will allow the involvement of
the community through police and community
councils. That is a major step forward from the
citizens and community consultative groups
that we have now. Those groups have served
a reasonable purpose, but they have not
provided what we wish to put in place. Police
and community councils will involve local
authorities and communities, as well as the
police, so that they can deal with crime on a
localised basis. For example, crime in
Cunnamulla or the Paroo Shire will be totally
different from crime at Ipswich or Inala or the
Gold Coast. Therefore, the involvement of the
community is going to be enhanced and it is
going to have legislative teeth.

As far as the Government is concerned,
we are demonstrating our bona fides by
involving the community along with the police
from the very beginning. I am looking forward
to getting those councils under way. They will
handle all other programs, including
Neighbourhood Watch, Adopt-a-Cop, safety-
houses—all the sorts of things that the Labor
Party in Government allowed to run down.
Many neighbourhood programs—which are
very good programs—were allowed to run
down because the Labor Party did not provide
enough police officers to support them. That is
why they withered on the vine. We intend to
rehabilitate those programs. 

We will pick up any of those programs.
The Opposition member referred to one; I
referred to another. There is no way in the

world that I will interfere in police operational
matters, but because I believe that such
programs do have a considerable effect on
people, if police do take action with respect to
them, as has happened with the Toowoomba
program, as well as the one referred to by the
member for South Brisbane, and I find that I
do not agree with what the police have done, I
will certainly be representing the people first,
as I have always done.

Auditor-General's Report on Audits of
Aboriginal and Island Councils

Mr ELLIOTT: I refer the Minister for
Families, Youth and Community Care to the
report of the Auditor-General for 1994-95 on
audits of Aboriginal and Island Councils tabled
yesterday, and also to his ministerial
statement of 3 April 1996 outlining strategies
to achieve a quantum leap in financial
accountability. I ask: can the Minister update
the House on the progress to date with regard
to the implementation of these strategies? 

Mr LINGARD: The Auditor-General's
report tabled yesterday was a sad indictment
on the performance of the previous
Government. Not only did the previous
Government thumb its nose at the
Auditor-General and at previous reports of the
Auditor-General, but it also thumbed its nose
at the Public Accounts Committee, which had
requested a report on the accountability of the
previous department, a request that was not
even answered by the department. It also
thumbed its nose at the law. 

In a previous report, the Auditor-General
reported on the cost of a boat which was built
at Lockhart River. That boat was found in the
backyard of a home at Cairns. A clerk at
Lockhart River was taken to court, but the
case was dismissed, not because of what
happened to the clerk himself; the Crown
elected not to proceed. 

The Auditor-General's report stated that
the previous Government kept inadequate or
nonexistent accounting records of all of those
communities; it had ineffective controls or
management processes; it had poor
procedures for raising, collecting, and bringing
to account of revenues; it had inadequate
supervision; and, in addition to the things I
outlined yesterday, the Auditor-General said
that this was a parlous state of affairs. The
Auditor-General referred to the previous
Government's allowing a problem at
Woorabinda to fester with the result that there
was a debt of $1.2m—a debt picked up by the
taxpayers. The previous Government provided
an extra $1.2m to overcome not only the lack



Legislative Assembly 809 1 May 1996

of accountability of Woorabinda but also its
own lack of accountability. 

Mr Bredhauer: You told us all this
yesterday.

Mr LINGARD: The member for Cook
asks what this Government will do. I can tell
him that we will not adopt a hands-off process
as far as those communities are concerned. I
will not say what the previous Government
said: we will stand back and see exactly what
happens. We need to intervene and we need
to check continually the accounts of those
communities. So far, debts of $4.5m over a
period of three years have been incurred. I say
to the ACC, the ICC and certain special
councils that we will have internal audits, we
will make financial advisory services available
and we will give administrative support to the
Aboriginal and Island councils.

In the near future, I will bring into the
Parliament new legislation to the effect that all
councils must hold regular council meetings
and that the minutes of those meetings must
be made available to the public, which was not
something insisted upon by the previous
Government. There must be improvements in
the areas of budgeting and financial reporting.
In the future, there will be higher penalties for
breaches of the Acts. There will be an
Aboriginal councillor training program, for
which I will allow $400,000, and also $600,000
for the ICC. I will implement those programs. I
will provide at least 12 people whose role will
be not to stand back and see what happens
but to intervene, to go into the communities
and to continually check exactly what is
happening. The utter disgrace reflected in the
Auditor-General's report is a sad indictment on
the performance of the former Government.

Concerned Citizens for Mundingburra;
Mr M. Heery

Mr BARTON: In directing a question to
the Minister for Police and Corrective Services,
I refer to Saturday's Courier-Mail in which
former police officer and undercover National
Party member Matthew Heery identified
himself as one of the architects of the
Concerned Citizens for Mundingburra
campaign, and I ask: is it true that the Minister
is considering employing him in his ministerial
office as a north Queensland liaison officer as
a payback for his political dirty tricks campaign
which created this totally National Party
orchestrated and funded citizens group to fool
Mundingburra voters?

Mr COOPER: I reject outright the basis
of the honourable member's question. As to

Mr Matthew Heery—I have no doubt that he is
another person whom the Opposition wishes
to persecute in the same way as it persecutes
everyone who stands up for democracy in this
State. Mr Heery has applied for a position and
his application will proceed through the normal
processes. He is just as entitled as anybody
else to apply for a position. If he goes through
the normal processes and is successful, that
will be fine. However, he will have to go
through those processes. 

As I said, I reject and resent the tone and
tenor of such a question. Many people right
throughout the State—not just in
Mundingburra—are extremely concerned
about democracy and whether they can raise
matters of public concern, for example, the
crime rate. Surely people across the State are
entitled to raise those issues. It will be a very
sad blow for democracy if the day comes
when normal, ordinary and decent people are
not allowed to speak out during election time,
in between elections or at any other time. I am
talking about Labor Party supporters and all
other people. 

What does the Opposition have to fear
from people raising issues of concern? People
are entitled to raise issues of concern in regard
to policing and corrections, racing, health or
education. People are entitled to be
concerned and to put their point of view at
election time or at any other time. That is
democracy. What do members opposite do to
such people? They kneecap them. Members
opposite are thugs; they are past masters at
setting their goons onto people. It is sad and
frightening. The Opposition puts down people
who raise their voices against it out of public
concern. I sincerely hope that people are not
cowed or terrified by members opposite and
that they are allowed to continue to express
their point of view. We in this nation have long
stood for freedom of speech. Long may our
democracy last.

Education

Mr MALONE: I ask the Minister for
Education: could he please outline progress
on the implementation of the coalition election
promises in regard to the Education portfolio?

Mr QUINN: I am delighted to be able to
outline to the House the progress that the
coalition Government has made in
implementing its election promises in relation
to the Education portfolio. Honourable
members may recall that some weeks ago in
this House I outlined the fact that our schools
were being overrun by committees, and I
highlighted the range of committees with
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which schools had to contend. Some 57
committees were snowing teachers under,
distracting them from their normal range of
duties and preventing them from focusing on
teaching our children. The burden on teachers
with respect to committees has been reduced.
All schools have been instructed to reduce
their committee structures, that is, the number
of committees, the number of members on
committees and the frequency with which they
meet. That has freed up a lot of time currently
spent on committee work and has allowed
teachers to refocus their attention on
classroom duties. 

Another of our key election promises was
to review the student performance standards,
which have caused a lot of the trouble in our
schools. Again, that promise has been fulfilled.
I referred the issue of the student performance
standards to the Queensland Schools
Curriculum Office with instructions that by
August this year it report to me with a decent
framework for its implementation in 1997. My
objective is to make sure that we have a very
user-friendly mathematics syllabus with the
SPS embedded into it so that we no longer
have to undergo the time-wasting activities of
excessive reporting and recording which,
again, are distracting teachers from their
normal core business, that is, teaching
children. 

The next initiative was installing
airconditioning in schools, something which
was promised during the Mundingburra by-
election. Honourable members in north
Queensland would note that to date we have
implemented part of that commitment. I see
the member for Thuringowa nodding in
agreement. All new schools north of the
twentieth parallel will be airconditioned, and we
have started work on some in the electorate of
Mr McElligott. All new buildings in existing
schools will also be airconditioned. That
election promise is well on the way to being
delivered.

We have also made ground in providing
additional new schools in accordance with
what we promised in the election campaign.
One of the first things we did was to solve the
impasse affecting the new school at Tannum
Sands in the Gladstone area. It was at a point
of going nowhere under the former
administration until we stepped in and solved
the impasse. Not only is the general
community of Gladstone satisfied with the
outcome of the proposal that we have put
forward but also it saves the Government
money, because the site that was being
forced upon the community was inadequate
with respect to its topography. The deal that

the previous Minister was trying to strike with
the owner of the site was also not satisfactory.
That promise has also been delivered.

I instance the new school at Kuranda, for
which we have purchased a site. Its
construction is well on time for its opening. In
addition, we are addressing the issue of the
new school that we promised for Wilsonton in
Toowoomba. A range of former Education
Ministers from the Labor Party promised, tried
and delivered nothing in Toowoomba. We
have got that project well under way.
Consultation is going on between Department
of Education officials, the general community
and the local member of Parliament. That high
school will also be delivered on time as
promised. Three new schools on time and as
promised!

In addition, we have promised to do
something about the convergence issue.
Previously in this House I made a statement
about that issue, which was reinforced today
by my parliamentary colleague. The detail is
there. It is on track. The committee is in place
and will be reporting by August. We will have a
detailed framework on how to tackle this very
vexed question, which seemed to present a
stumbling block for the former Government for
the best part of two years. Wiltshire handed
down the report which outlined what ought to
be done in this area. For two years the former
Government stumbled over this issue. Finally,
we are getting a handle on it. By the end of
this year, we will have the framework in place.

We are delivering on the promise to
merge the Queensland Curriculum Council
and the Queensland Schools Curriculum
Office into one statutory authority. That was
another recommendation of the Wiltshire
report and also the Hughes report. Labor had
six years in office but did nothing about that
matter. After nine weeks in office, that move is
already under way. 

As promised, because of the genuine
concerns being expressed about the impact of
the LOTE program upon children at the lower
primary school level, we have implemented a
review of the compulsory nature of LOTE. This
review cannot be finalised until we know the
stance of the Commonwealth Government,
because substantial funds come from the
Commonwealth for the provision of the LOTE
program in Queensland. Until the
Commonwealth Government outlines its
Budget position, that matter is being held in
abeyance. 

We made a commitment to return school
cleaners back to where they belong. Under the
previous Government, school cleaning
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services were corporatised under the guise of
Q-Clean. Cleaners were taken out of the
control of school principals, who had no say on
the delivery of cleaning services in their
schools. We have done the right thing by
everyone—the cleaners, the principals and the
teachers—in returning school cleaners to
where they belong, that is, under the
jurisdiction of the principals. 

Mr Hamill interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I warn the

honourable member for Ipswich under
Standing Order 123A.

Mr QUINN: Just to recap to give the
House some idea of the progress we have
made to date—committees and paperwork for
teachers has been slashed, so we can give
that a tick; we have commenced a review of
student performance standards, so we can
give that a tick; we have provided
airconditioning in schools, so we can give that
a tick; we have made a decision on a new
school at Tannum Sands, so we can give that
a tick; we have made a decision on a new
school for Kuranda, so we can give that a tick;
we have made a decision on a new school for
Wilsonton, so we can give that a tick——

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Minister will
wind up his answer.

Mr QUINN: We have taken action on
the hard question of convergence, so we can
give that a tick; we have decided to create a
single curriculum authority, so we can give that
a tick; the compulsory nature of the LOTE
program is now being reviewed, so we can
give that a tick; and we have returned school
cleaners to the authority of the relevant
principals, so we can give that a tick. The
coalition Government has scored 10 out of 10,
and all in nine weeks.

Graduate Nurse Transition to Work
Program

Mrs EDMOND: I ask the Minister for
Health: will he advise the House on the status
of the Queensland Health Graduate Nurse
Transition to Work Program and reassure
Queensland's nursing profession of his
commitment to expand this program to meet
nursing work force needs? Will he honour this
commitment fully and rule out any possibility
that this program will be cut or scaled back as
part of Treasury's plan to slash the Health
budget?

Mr HORAN: I thank the member for her
question, but once again she is wrong. In
1995, she went around town purveying the
Labor lie that the Royal Brisbane Hospital and

other hospitals were going to be sold. A
couple of months ago, she was claiming that
all the pathology units were going to be sold.
The member is known around the State as the
L. J. Hooker of Queensland Health! According
to her, everything is for sale—but her claims
are all lies.

Mrs EDMOND: I rise to a point of order.
Every statement that I have made around this
State has been documented, and the person
opposite has been shown up for misleading
the State of Queensland.

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

Mr HORAN: There are no "for sale"
signs on the hospitals yet, there are no "for
sale" signs on the pathology units, and nor will
there be. I do not know where the member
gets her information from. 

I was interested to hear the member's
two-minute contribution a little earlier, during
which the lies started to tumble from her
mouth. 

Mrs EDMOND: I rise to a point of order.
This man is abusing parliamentary privilege. I
find that comment offensive. It is contrary to
proper parliamentary language. I ask the
Minister to withdraw that comment. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member finds the word "lies" offensive. I ask
the Minister to withdraw.

Mr HORAN:  I withdraw. 

The graduate nurse program is part of the
coalition's health policy. The program is very
important to this State. As we have tramped
around the State, we have espoused the
importance of the nursing profession. We
believe it is vital that when nurses graduate
from universities they enter into a system of
preceptorship so that they can be taken in
hand, shown the ropes of their particular ward
and their particular hospital and taught the
traditions, the disciplines and the various
practices by experienced nurses. This is one of
our major commitments. It is disappointing to
hear the member for Mount Coot-tha let
tumble from her mouth all the rumours and
innuendo that she likes to float around the
State. I place this false claim in the same
category as the alleged sale of hospitals and
the alleged sale of pathology units. 

We are totally committed to the nursing
profession. Under us, the profession will really
thrive. For example, we are about to introduce
training for 50 theatre nurses and training for
intensive-care nurses. We are about to enter a
new era of training of and respect for the
nursing profession. I reiterate that the nursing
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graduate program is one of our policies, and
we are totally committed to it. It will definitely
stay. Once again, the member for Mount
Coot-tha has egg on her face.

Department of Families, Youth and
Community Care

Mrs WILSON: I refer the Minister for
Families, Youth and Community Care to the
significant scrutiny and criticism in the media of
the way his department was run under the
previous administration, particularly the lack of
openness, the lack of redress for disputed
decisions and gaps in care services. I ask:
what measures has the Minister taken to
address these issues and provide a better
service to Queensland families?

Mr LINGARD: Recently there have
been several highly publicised media stories
which proved to all of us the obvious fact that
many of those who have a departmental
decision go against them will feel aggrieved
and may need counselling, special advice or
someone to whom they can further refer their
case other than the person who made the
original decision. This is relevant to all of us. I
have no great criticism of the previous
Government, but my department now believes
that it is necessary to appoint five specialist
investigative personnel to act as intermediaries
in the case of a disputed decision by the
department. 

These people will be specialist officers
who will be chosen for their skills and will be
selected externally from the department to
maintain the objectivity and independence of
the decision-making process. Anyone who has
had anything to do with the department would
realise that there is always an aggrieved party.
If that aggrieved party has the right to appeal
or consult with the specialist panel that I am
appointing, I believe that there is some
chance of overcoming some of the difficulties
that have been highlighted recently by the
media. 

In addition, I promise the people of
Queensland that there will be a hotline open
between 6.30 a.m. and 7.45 a.m. every day
through which I will listen to any complaints
from any person in Queensland. As well, there
will be a very quick response time of
approximately two days for those who wish to
write to the department and put their case.
Most importantly, we will allocate $2m
immediately for resources which will assist
people at the service level and which will also
assist in providing extra personnel at the
service level. 

Finally, I wish to refer to the New South
Wales Wood commission and certain articles
in the Courier-Mail in which it was claimed that
there were hundreds and hundreds of calls
from Queensland to that commission. I have
spoken to the Minister for Family Services in
New South Wales. There were 254 calls to the
Wood commission. Of those 254 calls, only six
were from Queensland. The Minister for Family
Services in New South Wales admits that most
of those calls were from people who had a
grievance against the Department of Family
Services going back 20 to 30 years. I asked
one of the people who was mentioned in one
of the Courier-Mail articles to come to the
department. He admitted that the events in
question occurred 20 to 30 years ago, and he
is now seeking compensation from the
Government or from the body under which he
was a foster child. 

I would say to the people of Queensland
that at this stage I do not believe that there
has been one case of either paedophilia or
child abuse which the department has not
investigated or does not know about. So I say
to the Courier-Mail that that statement about
hundreds and hundreds of phone calls from
Queensland is incorrect. The relevant Minister
in New South Wales admits that himself.
There were only six calls from people in
Queensland, and we believe that all of those
were from people who had a grievance
against the department going back 20 to 30
years.

Rental Purchase Plan Property,
Currumbin

Mr MACKENROTH: I refer the Minister
for Public Works and Housing to his direction
to his department not to allow the sale of a
Rental Purchase Plan property to proceed
between Mrs M. Ashford and Ellen Strahan at
unit 44/154 Currumbin Creek Road,
Currumbin. Taking into consideration that the
department advised Mrs Ashford by letter that
it did not wish to take up its option to purchase
the property and gave her approval to sell the
property, how can the Minister justify refusing
the sale of the property and, on the same day,
offering to purchase the property at the same
price? Is the Minister aware that similar
behaviour by real estate agents would be
regarded as unethical and illegal? As the
Minister's decision has resulted in Mrs Strahan
having nowhere to live from 3 May, and as
she is an elderly person, will the Minister now
reconsider his decision?

Mr CONNOR: I thank the member for
the dorothy dixer. As a result of the previous
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Labor Party Government's policies, which
meant that the purchase and construction of
housing on behalf of the department was
based on political expediency, this
Government inherited a situation in which
housing was being placed in marginal Labor
electorates, not where the need was. An
unnecessary situation existed whereby
housing in areas where there was a waiting list
of up to 78 months was being sold.

Mrs Bird: Name them.
Mr CONNOR: I will name them. As I

said, under the Labor Government's
administration of the HOME Scheme, homes
were being sold when waiting lists were up to
78 months, or six and a half years.

This Government is not prepared to sell
the HOME Share property in question—a
property in which the department had a 68 per
cent interest—particularly when that area had
a 78-month waiting list. That is how long it took
for the former Government to put a person
into a home in that area—78 months. This
Government is converting that property into a
rental property so that people who have been
waiting for six and a half years for a home in
that area—thanks to the former Government's
policies——

Mr Mackenroth  interjected.

Mr CONNOR: I will answer the
member's question. The inefficiency brought
about by the Labor Government has and will
cost the Queensland taxpayer an amount to
the tune of approximately $60m. I table the
document that details this. It is an
independent report which the former Minister
commissioned. As I said, I thank the member
for the dorothy dixer.

Opposition members interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The House will
come to order.

Mr CONNOR: The losses already
incurred amount to $8.4m in relation to the
HOME Scheme and $2.4m in relation to the
rental purchase. The likely estimated provision
for loss by Price Waterhouse, which was
commissioned by the former Government, is
$11m for the HOME Scheme and $4.9m for
the Rental Purchase Plan. Total expected
losses are $19.3m for the HOME Scheme and
$7.3m for the Rental Purchase Plan.

As to the rescue package, which the
former Government did not want to admit that
it implemented—in terms of assisting clients,
the total assistance amounts to $9m for the
HOME Scheme and $26m for the Rental
Purchase Plan. This means that expected
losses in relation to the HOME program total

an amount of $28.3m and, in relation to the
Rental Purchase Plan, $33.3m, representing
an overall total in excess of $60m.

Money aside, the real issue is the human
tragedy of over 750 families having to walk
away from properties—families who have had
their expectations built up and dashed by
members opposite when they were in
Government.

Ministerial Advisory Committee on
Environmental Protection Act 

Mr J. N. GOSS: I direct a question to
the Minister for Environment. Previously, the
Minister advised this House that the
Queensland Conservation Council and other
conservation groups had not accepted an
invitation to have representation on a
ministerial advisory committee reviewing
aspects of the Environmental Protection Act. I
ask: has the Minister received further advice
from them asking to take part in the
committee's work?

Mr LITTLEPROUD: I had trouble
hearing the member. However, I understand
that his question related to the ministerial
advisory committee on the Environmental
Protection Act. Honourable members would
know that one of the things that the
Government promised to do when it came to
power was to undertake a review of the
Environmental Protection Act, especially in
relation to the licensing and compliance costs
that were being forced upon business people.
It is interesting to note that, when Cabinet
made the decision that I should set up that
advisory committee, there was an insistence
that the committee have good representation
from conservation groups. In fact, we put
together a committee of three people from
major industry; three from local
government—one of them representing the
Brisbane City Council and the larger cities; and
one from small councils. In fact, they
appointed someone from Murgon to represent
the small rural councils of Queensland. The
Local Government Association of Queensland
also wanted representation on that committee.
It accepted and came along. Three major
industry people from the QCCI and the Metal
Trades Industry Association also came along. I
cannot remember where the other one was
from. We gave one position to the QFF,
representing all of rural industry, one to rural
small business, and three to the conservation
groups. The committee was to be chaired by
the acting director-general of the department.

When I sent out the invitations, I made
sure that one was sent to the president of the
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QCC. The president indicated that he would
be interested in taking up the position. He later
advised that no, pressure had been brought to
bear, and he would not be taking up the
invitation. I then made contact with the
Queensland Wildlife Preservation Society,
which has an executive officer who used to be
a Minister for the Environment in the Labor
Government, namely, Pat Comben. Pat
indicated a willingness to be a member of that
committee because he knew the politics within
the conservation movement in Queensland.
Subsequently, Pat rang back and said, "No,
Brian, I can't take it up. There is too much
pressure to bear and too much going on."

To date, there have been four meetings
of that advisory committee. That third person
did not turn up, so no other position on the
committee was filled. The committee is
progressing very well. Fortunately, we have
been able to get Mr Bruce Fleming, a
well-known academic in environmental matters
from the QUT, who is now coming along to
make sure that there is input from people with
a conservation background. Good progress is
being made by that committee. However, I
want to make a point about conservation
bodies in Queensland. I am most
disappointed that they did not take up the
opportunity of representation on that
committee.

My knowledge of the Family Services
portfolio was that whenever a Government
grant was given out, there was always a
service agreement whereby the people
receiving the money were expected to provide
a service. In this case, the Queensland
Conservation Council and affiliates from right
across Queensland receive something like
$90,000 of State Government funding every
year. I believe that it is a little irresponsible of
those people not to take up the moral
obligation to take some part in a most
important committee which is reviewing the
cost of licensing and implementation of the
EPA. Those people are going to come to me
pretty soon and want representation on the
Environmental Protection Council, which we
are going to put together. I invite them again,
and appeal to them publicly through this
Parliament that they should realise that there
is a public expectation and a moral obligation
on them that, because they are receiving
some funds from the State Government, they
should perform their public duty. It has been
grossly inept of them to disregard that
committee.

I can tell the people of Queensland that
the committee is working well. It will report to
me at the end of May. When the House sits

next in July, I will be coming back into the
House to make the necessary changes so that
small business and major business in
Queensland can go about their business,
being aware that they have to live by the
Environmental Protection Act and knowing
that licensing fees and compliance costs have
been looked at and that they had better
represent a fair deal.

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

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AMENDMENT BILL

Hon. B. G. LITTLEPROUD (Western
Downs—Minister for Environment) (11.30
a.m.), by leave, without notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to amend the
Environmental Protection Act 1994."
Motion agreed to.

First Reading
Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and

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

Second Reading
Hon. B. G. LITTLEPROUD (Western

Downs—Minister for Environment)
(11.31 a.m.): I move—

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

When this Government came to office, we
did so with the expressed intention of
addressing the inequities and anomalies so
apparent under the Environmental Protection
Act, but which had eluded the attentions of
the previous Government. The coalition
Government took immediate steps to
introduce a moratorium, which has provided
time to review the wide range of adverse
impacts on business, particularly small
business. 

The Government immediately introduced
regulation amendments to facilitate the
moratorium and honour commitments we
have given to the people of Queensland. This
Government will provide environmental
protection and we will also protect the interests
of small business, which forms the basis of
economic growth in this State. With the
introduction of the Environmental Protection
Amendment Bill, the Government is
maintaining its commitments to the process of
review and reform. 
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The Bill contains two main themes. Firstly,
through clauses 4 to 26, the Bill addresses a
number of administrative issues which have
complicated and delayed effective
implementation of the Act since its
commencement in March 1995. Secondly,
from clause 27 onwards, the Bill will address
the implementation of the moratorium I
previously mentioned.

In addressing the administration and
implementation of the Act generally, the Bill
covers a number of issues. It clarifies the term
"environmental nuisance", making it clear that
the provisions dealing with environmental
harm also apply to environmental nuisance. It
will enable environmental protection orders to
be applied to address nuisance issues, such
as noise and smoke, rather than initiate the
onerous prosecution provisions. Under an
environmental protection order, the
administering authority may require a site
clean-up or, in more serious cases, require
effective measures to be put in place to
address release of contaminants without the
need to obtain a prosecution. 

Also, in relation to EPPs, the previous
Government adopted the term "policies" in
order to attain a degree of uniformity with
southern States. This term, however, has led
to legal questions of enforceability of the
provisions of the draft EPPs. The amendment
will ensure that where prescribed in an EPP,
certain provisions of a policy could be
mandatorily imposed by an administering
authority and therefore be legally enforceable. 

Also, the Bill provides that local
governments, as administering authorities, will
be able to set fees under the Environmental
Protection Act by resolution, rather than by
entering into the process of establishing a
local law. This is in line with fee setting for
other approval processes administered by
local governments in Queensland. Although
local government will have a degree of
autonomy, where a fee has been set by
regulation, that fee will be the maximum that a
local government will be able to impose. Local
governments have confirmed that they have
the commitment to, and understanding of,
environmental management issues and are
truly in partnership with the State Government
in protecting Queensland's environment. 

The State Government has given a
commitment to the Local Government
Association of Queensland to maintain
infrastructural support to local governments,
including provision of training and guidelines
for administration of the legislation. The
Government has reaffirmed these

commitments by agreeing to re-sign the
protocol with local government.

There was also a need to address a
number of issues of a transitional nature
where inequities for businesses regulated
under the Environmental Protection Act have
arisen or would arise in the future. For
example, where the regulation provides for a
new class of environmentally relevant activity
to commence on a certain day, there has to
be sufficient time for the operators of existing
businesses to become aware of the new
requirements upon them to apply for and to
obtain the required environmental licence. The
amendment Bill provides four months for this
transition. Finally, the Bill also addresses a
number of minor drafting errors.

I turn now to the amendments relating
specifically to the moratorium. The
amendments simply seek to clarify and
validate the effect of the moratorium. Simply,
the Bill confirms that the regulatory provisions
made to introduce the moratorium will ensure
effective environmental protection during the
four-month period from 1 March to 30 June,
ensuring that administrative processes relating
to licensing can continue throughout the
period. Apart from ratifying the decisions taken
earlier by this Government, the Bill provides
substantive outcomes which will immediately
improve community understanding of the
Environmental Protection Act. The
Government's program for protection of the
environment involves serious commitments to
ecologically sustainable development—to
economic growth in this State without adverse
impact on the environment of today and that
of our children.

An advisory committee has been
convened by me to review problems created
by the former Government in its haste to
introduce the environmental licensing. This
committee will report to me at the end of May
and may well make recommendations on the
need for further amendments to the legislation
which establishes the scope and cost of
licensing. It will review the ridiculous situations
such as a business assembling ten cars and
truck batteries per week paying the same
licence fees as a multinational company
producing thousands of batteries per day. It
will look at regulation options and opportunities
for self-regulation, which can be adopted
immediately, as well as issues which require
assessment to determine appropriateness for
medium term implementation. 

In the second half of this year, we will be
establishing an Environmental Protection
Council which will ensure that proper focus is
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given to the interests of all members of the
community. The Environmental Protection
Council will be broadly representative of all
community interests—relevant industries, local
government, community and environmental
interests. We will be introducing further
measures as necessary to improve the
Environmental Protection Act. We will
introduce environmental protection policies
where required for specific environmental
goals and strategies. We have taken the reins
of Government and we intend to be here for
the long haul. Our commitment to the people
of Queensland is to finetune environmental
policy, to consult with the community
explaining how the policy changes affect their
livelihoods and their quality of life. Our policy is
to protect Queensland's environment.

Debate, on motion of Mr Welford,
adjourned.

JUSTICES (WARRANTS) AMENDMENT
BILL

Hon. D. E. BEANLAND
(Indooroopilly—Attorney-General and Minister
for Justice) (11.36 a.m.), by leave, without
notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to enable warrants to be
created, stored and managed in
computers, and for other purposes."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. D. E. BEANLAND
(Indooroopilly—Attorney-General and Minister
for Justice) (11.37 a.m.): I move—

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

The purpose of this Bill is to establish a
legislative framework to support a
computerised warrant handling system within
the Queensland Police Service and the
Department of Justice. The legislation will only
apply to warrants for arrest. It will cover
warrants issued under the Bail Act, the
Justices Act and the Penalties and Sentences
Act. The legislation is in line with
National/Liberal coalition policy, which ensures
the advantages in technology are available for

our justice system. Police will be able to act on
electronic warrants of commitment to prison for
people who have defaulted on the payment of
fines, warrants of apprehension and warrants
in the first instance for a person who is wanted
to answer a charge. 

The legislation is designed to improve the
warrant handling in this State by taking
advantage of the advances in technology. The
need for this legislation is apparent when one
considers the delays and inefficiencies of the
present system, which is based on the
cumbersome physical transmission of paper
copies of warrants around the State. For
example, at present, when a fine remains
unpaid after the default period allowed by the
relevant court, the appropriate officer within
the court system will issue a warrant for the
arrest of the fine defaulter. The warrant is
issued in hard copy and is physically delivered
around the State to the police station closest
to where the person is likely to be located. 

The wanted person is not always located
immediately, and there is a need to physically
transfer the warrant a number of times to
various police stations. In some cases, the
person may never be located, and the warrant
is returned to Brisbane for filing at the Warrant
Bureau within the Police Information Centre.

Given that Queensland courts issue tens
of thousands of warrants annually, members
will clearly see the practical difficulties involved
in the management of warrants in this State.
During 1995, 90,762 warrants of commitment
were issued from courthouses which were on
the computer network. It has been estimated
that this represents 60 per cent of the total
number of warrants issued across the State
during 1995. 

This legislation will allow the chief
executive officer of the Department of Justice
and the Commissioner of Police to approve
procedures under which warrants may be
stored and managed on a computerised
system. Those officers will also be in
empowered to authorise the procedures to be
used when creating, managing and finalising
electronic warrants. The procedures must,
however, be approved by the Governor in
Council. The legislation requires that the types
of warrants which may be included on the
system must also be prescribed by regulation.
The upgraded computer system, which will
operate in the Department of Justice and the
Police Service, will enable warrants to be
created, stored and managed in electronic
format. The purpose of this legislation is to
authorise the management of warrants in this
manner. 
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As courthouses are progressively
upgraded, it will eventually be possible to issue
a warrant at any courthouse in Queensland
and transfer that warrant directly to the
Queensland Police Service's computer
system. Once the warrant is on the computer
system, it will be available to any police station
in electronic format. It should be noted that
there remains a large number of warrants
which presently exist which will not become
electronic warrants. There will also be some
warrants issued in the future which will not be
issued in electronic form. These will essentially
be warrants which are issued from
courthouses which have not yet been
upgraded with requisite computer equipment.
For such hard-copy warrants, this legislation
will allow electronic transmission of copies of
the originals and will permit the copy to be
used to execute the original warrant. This will
allow the transmission of warrants by facsimile,
or by electronic mail facility, which is available
on the police computer network. 

This legislation will allow the Queensland
Police Service and the Department of Justice
to use readily available technology to
undertake what are now unwieldy, time-
consuming and resource-intensive tasks.
Again, I reiterate the coalition is committed to
the introduction of technology to assist in the
administration of justice. 

The legislation contains important
safeguards. For example, where a warrant is
being sent by facsimile, the sender must
certify that they have seen the original warrant
and that the copy is a copy of the original
warrant. Additionally, whenever a written
version of a warrant is generated from a
computer record, it will be taken to be
cancelled eight hours after it is generated if it
has not been executed by that time. I
commend the Bill to the House. 
 Debate, on motion of Mr Foley,
adjourned.

DISTRICT COURTS LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL

Hon. D. E. BEANLAND
(Indooroopilly—Attorney-General and Minister
for Justice) (11.43 a.m.), by leave, without
notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to amend the District Courts
Act 1967, and for related purposes."
Motion agreed to.

First Reading
Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and

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

Second Reading
Hon. D. E. BEANLAND

(Indooroopilly—Attorney-General and Minister
for Justice) (11.44 a.m.): I move—

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

This Bill has three purposes. The first is to
enhance the security of tenure of District Court
judges. At present, District Court judges may
be removed from office by the Governor in
Council for misbehaviour or incapacity.
Supreme Court judges, on the other hand,
may only be removed from office by the
Governor on an address of the Legislative
Assembly. It is appropriate that the same
provisions for removal from office should apply
to judges of the Supreme and District Courts.
All judges should feel they are able to act
without fear or favour and without concerns
about possible dismissal.

The Bill also amends the Criminal Justice
Act to provide that a report of the Criminal
Justice Commission in relation to allegations of
misconduct by a District Court judge is
insufficient for an address of the Legislative
Assembly for the removal of the judge. If the
Criminal Justice Commission does make such
a report and the Parliament resolves that
further action should be taken, the Parliament
must appoint a tribunal of judges to inquire
into the matters dealt with in the commission's
report. This makes the position of Supreme
and District Court judges identical. 

The second purpose of this Bill is to
reduce the costs of appeals from Magistrates
Court decisions. This Bill ensures that appeals
can be heard at any District Court. Appellants
and their lawyers will be saved travel time and
costs if an appeal can be heard in their local
court district. Originally, appeals could only be
heard by the District Courts at Brisbane,
Townsville and Rockhampton. The passage of
the District Courts (Venue of Appeals) Act in
1988 enabled other centres to be prescribed
by regulation as appeals venues. These
venues included Mount Isa and Southport.

Recently, the District Courts regulation
was amended to provide that appeals could
be dealt with at any District Court. It is timely
that this provision now be included in the
District Courts Act. It is a burden on people of
the bush where appeals are in courts in far-off
towns and cities. This limitation can no longer
be justified. The restrictions which have existed
have limited the efficiency of the District Courts
because judges on circuit in the more remote
parts of the State were not able to deal with
appeals. This Bill then will also ensure a saving
to the taxpayer. This Government believes
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that local access to the courts is extremely
important in a decentralised State like
Queensland. 

The third purpose of the Bill is to amend
the District Courts Act to remove the provision
which enables Senior Judges to be appointed.
Apart from the position of Chief Judge, there is
no need for a hierarchy amongst District Court
judges. The title of Senior Judge was originally
intended to provide assistance in the
administration of the courts, but in practice it
has proved to be unnecessary for that
purpose. Senior Judges never received any
extra remuneration. Judges who are presently
appointed as a Senior Judge will retain that
status as long as they continue to hold office
as a judge. These changes have the support
of the Chief Judge, the Honourable Judge
Shanahan. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Foley,
adjourned.

PRIMARY INDUSTRIES LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL

Hon. T. J. PERRETT (Barambah—
Minister for Primary Industries, Fisheries and
Forestry) (11.46 a.m.), by leave, without
notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to amend legislation about
primary industries and for other
purposes."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. T. J. PERRETT (Barambah—
Minister for Primary Industries, Fisheries and
Forestry) (11.47 a.m.): I move—

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

This omnibus Bill contains amendments
to eight primary industries Acts and one Act in
the portfolio of the Honourable the Minister for
Transport. These Acts are—

Agricultural Chemicals Distribution Control
Act 1966;

Agricultural Standards Act 1994;

Chemical Usage (Agricultural and
Veterinary) Control Act 1988;

Farm Produce Marketing Act 1964;

Fisheries Act 1994;

Fruit Marketing Organisation Act 1923;

Primary Producers Organisation and
Marketing Act 1926;

Grain Industry (Restructuring) Act 1991;
and

Transport Infrastructure Act 1994.

The amendments are generally of a
procedural nature, such as procedures for
appointment of analysts in the Agricultural
Chemicals Distribution Control Act 1966, the
Agricultural Standards Act 1994, and the
Chemical Usage (Agricultural And Veterinary)
Control Act 1988.

The amendments to the Fisheries Act
1994 remove the requirement for a police
officer to have an inspector's identification
under the Act. The production by a police
officer of a police identity card will be sufficient
compliance with the requirement for an
inspector to show an identity card.

The Farm Produce Marketing Act 1964 is
being amended to clarify licence-issuing
procedures for farm produce commercial
sellers. A definition of "authority" to refer to the
new Brisbane Market Authority is also being
inserted.

The amendments to the Fruit Marketing
Organisation Act 1923 provide for the
establishment of two additional sectional
group committees of the Committee of
Direction of Fruit Marketing, the COD, for the
tomato and heavy produce industries. While
these industries have previously been active
within the COD as part of the other fruits and
vegetable sectional groups respectively, their
continued growth has led them to seek
representation in their own right. This
amendment is very much in accord with those
industries' needs and their assessment of the
role and participation needed within the COD
to best maintain that continuing development.
Creation of these groups will also allow the
COD to conduct long overdue elections for
board and committee members to the
organisational structure required by industry.
To ensure that sufficient time is available to
complete the election and appointment
procedure, allowance has also been made in
these amendments to enable an extension, if
necessary, of the current term of the board of
COD to 31 December 1996.

Whilst the amendments to the Primary
Producers' Organisation and Marketing Act
1926 seem quite extensive, their objective is
to generally tidy up the Act by removing
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superfluous provisions and/or changing
references contained in the Act to become
consistent with the Legislative Standards
Act—for example, references to certificates or
prescribed forms to become approved
forms—or generally updating the Act having
regard for recent developments in industry.
The more substantive amendment to the
Primary Producers' Organisation and
Marketing Act is to provide for the cost-efficient
dissolution of marketing boards. As it presently
stands, boards which have transferred all of
their assets, liabilities and obligations to a
cooperative, must be wound up by an order
from the Supreme Court of Queensland. This
process can take up to four or five years and is
resource-intensive within my department.
These amendments will allow the relevant
board to be dissolved by regulation. In all
cases, a final audit by the Auditor-General will
be completed. It will also save the respective
industries the cost of appointing a liquidator.
Most importantly, it will reduce the time taken
to dissolve a board from four to five years to
as little as six months.

The Grain Industry (Restructuring) Act
1991 is being amended to extend the
application of the statutory marketing scheme
by 12 months to 30 June 1997. The grains
industry leaders are concerned at a number of
issues that need more time for resolution. For
example, the industry, quite rightly, is anxious
not to lose lucrative export barley contracts
with the Japanese Food Agency to other
States merely because their statutory powers
cease. The JFA has a policy of only dealing
with grower representative bodies, such as
Grainco, which have statutory powers.
Grainco's statutory powers cease on 30 June
1996 unless these amendments are passed.

The amendments to the Transport
Infrastructure Act 1994 are to give more time
for transitional arrangements in relation to
ports and bulk sugar terminals to be
negotiated. Sections relating to ports are to be
given a further 12 months' extension. The
operation of certain sections of the Harbours
Act 1955 about the Queensland Sugar
Corporation are to be extended for a further
four months by amendment to section 237 of
the Act.

As I said earlier, these amendments are
mainly procedural in nature and, in the case of
the grain legislation, clearly in Queensland's
interest, and that of our grain growers. I
commend the Bill to the House.

 Debate, on motion of Mr Braddy,
adjourned.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT
BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 18 April (see
p. 664).

Hon. T. M. MACKENROTH
(Chatsworth) (11.54 a.m.): The Opposition
opposes this legislation. While I have been a
member of this Parliament, I have never seen
one issue drag on for so long. The issue of the
amalgamations of councils in Queensland has
been reviewed, reviewed again, and reviewed
again. Now we are going to offer people the
opportunity to sign petitions and then maybe,
if the Government so decides, they can have
a referendum. If the referendum is passed
and the Government once again decides to
deamalgamate, we will see a
deamalgamation.

As members would be aware, I was the
Local Government Minister when the
amalgamations took place, but not when the
actual process started. It was a process that
covered probably five and a half years. The
one lesson that I learnt was that if a
Government wants to do something like this, it
should just do it. We could learn from Geoff
Kennett; he simply went in and abolished all
but one council in Victoria. He sacked the lot
of them and appointed administrators for up to
two years whilst his Government went about
redrawing the boundaries. There was hardly
any real kickback from the community at all.

Mr Schwarten:  He won more seats.

Mr MACKENROTH: Yes, he won more
seats at the last election. I think that that
approach worked for the Victorian Government
because it was prepared to go ahead and do
it. It did not worry about all of the consultation
that we went through with three different
review processes. By doing that, the Victorian
Government got rid of the one equation that
has really stopped or slowed down
amalgamations in Queensland, and that is the
elected officials who do not want to lose their
jobs. 

When I was the Local Government
Minister, two mayors requested a meeting with
me. Not knowing what they wanted to see me
about, I agreed to the meeting. They said to
me, "We believe that the shires in our area
should be amalgamated." It was not one of
the amalgamations that I was looking at, but I
said, "That is a good idea. Why don't you get
your councils to forward the idea to me and I
will pass it on to the commissioner for his
consideration." One of the mayors said, "We
couldn't do that, Minister." I asked, "Why not?"
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He said, "Because back in our towns, we are
going to have to oppose it; yet, Minister, it
makes a lot of sense."

Mrs McCauley:  "You do it."

Mr MACKENROTH: Yes, "You do it."
They said, "Being the mayors of these
shires"—or cities or towns; they don't say
where it is—"we know that it makes a lot of
sense. It makes sense to our councils and it
makes sense to the people who live in these
areas to have an amalgamation, but we are
not prepared to get up and support it because
we know that back in our own areas we have
to oppose it. However, we want you to do it."
That showed to me the stupidity of the
process that we were going through. 

Looking at the Gold Coast, my
independent view is that the commissioner got
the boundary wrong. I think he should have
placed the boundary around Coomera and
included the northern part of Albert in Logan
City and the southern part in the Gold Coast.
That would have made a lot of sense. People
say that the boundary should not be changed,
that it should be here or there, that it should
be right up at Beenleigh, so who is to say that
I am right? The legislation allowed us to either
accept or reject the recommendation of the
commissioner, and we accepted his
recommendation because overall it made
more sense than leaving Gold Coast City and
the Albert Shire the way they were.

It probably would have made a lot more
sense if, back in 1990 or 1991, the
Government had said, "This is where we
should amalgamate these councils. Let us just
get it done and out of the way, and then we
can elect new councillors." If that had
happened, we would not still be debating the
issue today, because it would be a non-issue.
The biggest problem that the Local
Government Minister has today is the area of
Ipswich and the Gold Coast. I do not know
that that is true because it is something I have
been told; but having been the Local
Government Minister, I am sure that it is true.

We ask ourselves: why is amalgamation a
bigger problem there than in Warwick, which
was the biggest opponent of amalgamation?
There is now not the real push for
deamalgamation in that area that there was
18 months ago. There is no push in Gympie,
Mackay and Cairns. There is not as great a
push in those places as there is in Ipswich and
on the Gold Coast. 

Let us look at the reason for that. After
amalgamation, the councillors in both of those
areas went about their business in a stupid
manner. Ipswich City councillors immediately

increased their pay—something which upset a
lot of people—and then increased people's
rates. In disregarding the commissioner's
recommendation that the averaging of rates
across the shire be brought in over a series of
years, the new council simply went ahead and
increased rates in its very first budget.
Following protests by ratepayers at council
meetings, I gave the council permission to
change its decision. That is why people in
Ipswich are against amalgamation. It is not
because——

Mrs McCauley: They have a five-year
term.

Mr MACKENROTH:  The
commissioner's recommendation was for a
five-year term. Those councillors should have
considered that issue properly. On the Gold
Coast, the same thing happened. When the
new councillors came into power, they
immediately increased their salaries through
the roof and wondered why people got so
upset and agitated against them. I cannot
predict what will happen in Ipswich, but
knowing the Gold Coast in the way that I do,
10 per cent of ratepayers will sign the petition. 

Those councillors are to blame, because
of the way in which they have gone about their
business. To bring down a budget under which
ratepayers in Beenleigh and Eagleby are
charged a tourism levy is just ridiculous. Those
councillors need to use a bit of commonsense
in bringing down policies. The Local
Government Act would ensure that councils
bring in proper rating policies for the whole of
their area. I believe it made a lot of sense to
amalgamate those councils. 

As to Gympie, which I mentioned
before—to show honourable members how
hard it is to achieve change in local
government in Queensland, we need to go
back to 1929. In 1929, a commission
examined local government boundaries and
recommended that Gympie and Widgee be
amalgamated. The Government of the day did
not have the guts to do that and it was not
done. In 1990, once again, it was
recommended that there be an amalgamation
of those particular councils, and this time it
was done. That made a lot of sense. That
council works very well, because it has been
given the opportunity to do so. The Minister for
Local Government probably would not have
received one complaint about amalgamation
from ratepayers in that area, because it has
worked. Adrian McClintock has done a good
job as the Mayor of Gympie. He has made
sure that his policies work for the whole of the
shire. He did not immediately bring in policies
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that people would object to strenuously; he did
it sensibly. 

The same can be said of Mackay and
Cairns and Bruce Green in Warwick. However,
that cannot be said of the Gold Coast and
Ipswich. That is why the Government is now in
the position of having to bring before us
legislation to attempt to unscramble the egg,
which is a very difficult thing to do; the
legislation was designed in such a way as to
make that as difficult as possible. The Minister,
although not able or prepared to say that she
would not want to go ahead with
deamalgamations, is in a position of having to
do so. Once again, simply to placate
protesters, members opposite promised them
that that is what they would do. 

Let us look at the complicated process
that has brought us to where we are today.
Firstly, it started with EARC. The National
Party's submission to EARC stated that
amalgamation should not take place until such
time as an independent commissioner was
appointed to conduct an independent review,
and then the independent commissioner's
advice acted upon, which is exactly what we
did. The National Party management
committee—not just the lowly plebs
opposite—made those recommendations to
EARC. 

Then we go to the Parliamentary
Committee of Electoral and Administrative
Review, which was the next review. Two
National Party members lodged a dissenting
report, part of which stated that it would be
stupid to hold referendums because
referendums would achieve nothing.

Mr FitzGerald: Who said that?

Mr MACKENROTH: Yes, it was the
member for Lockyer.

Mr FitzGerald: I didn't use those words.

Mr MACKENROTH: The member did
not use those words, but what he was trying to
say—and I do not have it here to quote—was
that a referendum would achieve nothing and
that all it would do was divide the community. I
think those were the words used. I have not
read it for quite a while.

Mr FitzGerald: We questioned the
need for a referendum on all occasions.

Mr MACKENROTH: No, on any
occasion.

Mr FitzGerald: Yes, on any occasion. I
think the word we used was "questionable".

Mr MACKENROTH: So when the
Opposition votes against this legislation, I
expect that the Leader of Government

Business will willingly support us. The National
Party members said that a referendum would
achieve nothing. However, simply to placate
people who were objecting, the former
Opposition said that it would bring this
legislation before the Parliament if elected to
Government.

This Bill shows how complex the
legislation is becoming. I brought the Local
Government Act before the Parliament in
1993. At that time, I thought the legislation
was becoming complicated because it had
grown to about 361 pages from about 198,
and in the previous Act there were about 100
pages. I have counted the pages in this
legislation. There are 361 pages of actual
legislation in this Act. This minor amendment
takes up 51 pages—one-fifth of the size of the
Local Government Act—to achieve this simple,
silly policy position.

In relation to some of the provisions within
the legislation, when we debate the clauses
we will be speaking to the statement
provisions. As to the statements not being
justiciable under the legislation—we will be
opposing that because we believe that people
should have the opportunity to have those
statements heard in court if they believe they
are wrong. That opportunity should be
available. The Minister is not giving people
that opportunity. As part of that process, the
Government will appoint an "independent"
person. Who qualifies as an "independent"
person? I do not now how such a person will
be found. That person will be asked to write
the arguments for and against. Nobody can
question it and the Parliament does not get to
even see it. The Opposition will be moving an
amendment——

Mr FitzGerald: We are all unbiased in
this place, aren't we?

Mr MACKENROTH: I will get to that
next.

We will be moving an amendment to
require those statements, before they are sent
out, to be tabled in the Parliament so that the
Parliament has the opportunity to approve
them. At least then we would be able to argue
the issue in this place. If the Government were
prepared to accept that amendment, perhaps
I could accept the Government's stance on
justiciable statements. But we do not get one
until after the other, so we will have to do it in
reverse. If the Minister were to give me a
guarantee in her reply that she is prepared to
accept the amendment, then we would not
oppose that first section.

If this matter were able to be debated in
the Parliament, it would give us the
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opportunity to say, "We agree or we disagree
with the statements that have been written." If
the Parliament believes that those statements
should be amended in any way, we can then
amend them. I believe that that makes a lot of
sense. I am aware of the problems that the
Government might be facing in relation to
people taking this matter to court. I have faced
those very problems. There are some people
who would like to preserve their positions who
have not worried in the past about using
ratepayers' funds to try to stop the process of
change, even if that process of change is one
of going back to the future. We need to
consider this issue. 

I turn now to the issue of 50 per cent of
voters on the roll being required to support the
question in order for the referendum to be
passed. I note from today's newspapers that
the Government intends to amend that
provision to be 50 per cent of the voters who
actually vote. I am very disappointed in that.
About six weeks ago, I informed the
Government that the Opposition was prepared
to support not the legislation as a whole but
the provision which requires 50 per cent of
those enrolled to support the question in order
for the referendum to succeed. We have the
legislation before us. The Cabinet has
approved it. It has been approved by the joint-
party meeting. The Opposition has considered
the legislation, and it has approved my
position in relation to this issue and my advice
to the Government six weeks ago. 

We had reached the stage at which 88 of
89 members of this Parliament were prepared
to vote for the provision requiring 50 per cent
of the voters on the roll to support the
question, yet yesterday the Premier called his
troops together and told them that they had to
change. If 88 people in this Chamber thought
that this provision was right, why do we now
have to change it because one person does
not support it and because Lex Bell came up
from the Gold Coast and threw his weight
around? That is what happened yesterday.
Lex Bell was here. He walked away very happy
indeed after his meeting with the Premier,
because he was able to come in here and
demand what he wanted. Even though 88
people were prepared to support one position,
the Premier turned around yesterday and
heavied the joint-party room or the National
Party room and made all those people change
their minds. If what is reported in the paper
today is correct—and I believe the Courier-
Mail—— 

Dr Watson: I find that an incredible
statement.

Mr MACKENROTH: I hope that it is
inaccurate and that the Government will retain
the requirement for 50 per cent of enrolled
voters. If it does, it can rely on our support to
ensure the passage of this provision. I believe
that that is the level at which the bar should be
set. A lot of people would like to see it at that
level, and I believe that that is where it should
be. 

The Opposition will oppose this legislation.
We intend to move an amendment to the
section that I indicated. I would be pleased if
in her reply the Minister would indicate whether
or not she will accept our amendment,
because that will enable us to make a decision
about earlier clauses.

Dr WATSON (Moggill) (12.14 p.m.): It
gives me pleasure to speak on the Local
Government Amendment Bill, particularly to
represent the views of my constituents in the
areas of Karana Downs, Mount Crosby, Kholo
and Lake Manchester, which were forcibly
amalgamated with the Ipswich City Council
during the time of the previous Government. I
thank the Minister for the amount of time that
she has spent with me and in consultations
with constituents from my electorate on the
issue of deamalgamation and the future of
Karana Downs and surrounding areas with
respect to the Ipswich City Council. 

I was extraordinarily interested in listening
to the member for Chatsworth give an
historical summation of how we have reached
the present position. From my perspective, I
thought that he was engaging in a bit of
historical revisionism. The way he described
the process, one would have thought that the
member for Chatsworth was the greatest purist
in the world. One could be forgiven for
believing that he is the purest possible former
Minister for Local Government and that there
had been no political pressure with regard to
the process undertaken by the previous
Government. 

Mr Mackenroth: I don't understand
what you mean by "political pressure".

Dr WATSON: Well, no suggestions of
political pressure.

Mr Mackenroth:  What does that mean,
though?

Dr WATSON: I am going to explain it. If
we go back to the Mundingburra campaign,
the member's former ministerial colleague, the
former member for Mundingburra, Mr Davies,
suggested that there had been political
decision making with respect to
amalgamations taking place or not taking
place. From memory, Mr Davies stated in the
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newspaper that there were issues related to
the Labor Party with respect to the
amalgamation of the Thuringowa and
Townsville councils, and by implication there
is——

Mr Mackenroth:  No, no, no.

Dr WATSON: If the member reads the
newspapers, I believe that he will find that I
am correct. There was the suggestion that
there may have been other sorts of influences
elsewhere. 

The member for Chatsworth suggested
that the process undertaken by the previous
Government was pure and aboveboard. I say
to him that my constituents—and I am going
to go into this in a bit more detail—would
question whether the process was objective
and took into account all the relevant issues in
deciding the particular boundaries and various
other issues. I remind the House that last year
in a speech I referred to some of these
matters. They go back to my earliest
representation on behalf of my constituents on
28 October 1994, when I and some other
members of the then Opposition sat down with
the Local Government Commissioner and his
staff to discuss the concerns of my
constituents over his draft amalgamation
proposals. On 31 October and 11 November
respectively, I wrote to the Minister and to the
Local Government Commissioner setting out
the major concerns expressed to me by my
constituents. I will read part of the letter that I
wrote to—— 

Mr MACKENROTH:  Mr Speaker, I draw
your attention to the state of the House. 

Quorum formed.

Dr WATSON: Obviously my jibe about
political pressure hit home, and the fact that
the former Minister interrupted my speech
indicates clearly that he is seeking to limit the
embarrassment that my comments will cause
him. I wrote to him on 31 October and pointed
out the major issues that people in my
electorate had with respect to the draft
proposals. Their concerns were, firstly—

". . . that the amalgamation appears to be
going to take place without any direct
consultation with all the residents
concerned."

I think I said previously that nearly 700
individual families of a possible 1,200 or 1,300
families contacted me directly.

In addition, their concerns were that the
amalgamation would lead to an inevitable rate
increase; that property values in the area
would decrease dramatically; that there would
be a loss of the semirural concept of that part

of my electorate; that when they purchased
property they wished to live in the Moreton
Shire, not Ipswich; and that there would be
less representation at the local government
level. I indicated to the Local Government
Commissioner at that time that people were
concerned that their local government
representation would be reduced from one per
2,500 electors to one per 6,500.

These issues were raised in November
1994, before any of the draft proposals were
finally decided. On 3 November 1994, the
Karana Downs & District Progress Association,
a significant association in that area, went to
see the Local Government Commissioner and
put forward a significant number of proposals.
Later, on 23 March 1995, in the 10 minutes
that were allowed to me during the debate on
the disallowance motion, I detailed in this
House some of the deficiencies in respect to
my electorate which appeared in the Local
Government Commissioner's report. I do not
intend to traverse those issues again today.
However, I will say that since the
amalgamation proceeded and since the
combined new Ipswich City Council has been
formed, my constituents have really faced the
reality of a forced amalgamation. The member
for Chatsworth indicated that the Ipswich City
Council—a Labor-dominated city council——

Mr Livingstone: That's not true. That's
rubbish. What about your mates up there?

Dr WATSON:  It is true, and the member
knows that it is true. That Labor-dominated city
council has acted very foolishly.

Mr Livingstone interjected. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Laming):
Order! I remind honourable members that they
must not interject from other than their correct
seats.

Dr WATSON: Since the amalgamation,
my constituents have faced massive rate
increases, decreased land valuations, no
increase in services, disinterest—or even
worse—from the Ipswich City Council in
relation to their legitimate concerns, and
arrogance and total disregard by the Labor-
dominated Ipswich City Council. Obviously, my
constituents want out.

On 3 April 1996, I tabled in this place a
petition of 2,406 constituents—85 per cent of
the constituents who live in the Karana Downs,
Mount Crosby, Kholo and Lake Manchester
areas. They were petitioning for a movement
from the Ipswich City Council to the Brisbane
City Council. The signatures on that petition
were collected by the Karana Downs & District
Progress Association. When I presented that
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petition to this place, I also received a letter
from the president of the Karana Downs &
District Progress Association. I believe that it is
appropriate to read into Hansard some
aspects of that letter, because it summarises
how people feel about the amalgamation
process in my electorate.

Mr Donovan, the president of that
association, stated—

"Residents of our area were appalled
at the decision made by the Parliament of
Queensland to rubber stamp the report of
Local Government Commissioner, Mr
Greg Hoffman, recommending that the
area of the former Moreton Shire Council,
on the northern side of the Brisbane River
be placed within the confines of the new
Ipswich City Council when the local
authority areas of Moreton and Ipswich
were amalgamated approximately twelve
months ago.

The recommendation made by Mr
Hoffman to locate Karana Downs, Mt
Crosby & Lake Manchester within the new
Ipswich City Council obviously did not take
into account the results of submissions
and surveys presented during the
amalgamation process."

That is the point that I made during that
debate in March 1995. The letter summarises
some of the information contained in Mr
Hoffman's draft report and some of the
consultations that the association received,
most of which it had actually transmitted to the
Minister and Mr Hoffman before the final
decisions were made.

With respect to the draft proposals, Mr
Donovan stated that the association had
concerns about—

"The methods considered
appropriate for data gathering,
consultation, assessment and reporting
include seeking community input on
matters for assessment.

If Mt Crosby/Karana Downs is
transferred to Brisbane City Council, this
area may be serviced by an adjacent
Brisbane City Council depot.

Karana Downs & Mt Crosby were
included in the Western Sub region of
Brisbane Metropolitan Area when
communities of interest were identified by
the SEQ planning process.

50% more people from our area work
in Brisbane than Ipswich.

61% of children travel to Brisbane for
Secondary and Higher Education."

The Karana Downs & District Progress
Association also had possession of 103 written
responses to community consultation. The
major points from these submissions were—

"Area North of Brisbane River has no
community of interest with Moreton or
Ipswich, but strong economic, educational
& recreational links with Brisbane; the
Brisbane River is a physical &
psychological boundary particularly in
flood. The river is used for electoral
boundaries."

In fact, it is the electoral boundary between my
electorate and that of the honourable member
who was interjecting earlier—although not from
his correct seat. The second issue outlined in
the submissions was—

"Residents oppose any option to
include Mt Crosby/Karana Downs in
Ipswich City and would prefer to be part of
Brisbane City."

The third issue was—

"There is a stronger community of
interest with Brisbane City & suburbs. The
sub-option to transfer Mt Crosby and
Karana Downs to Brisbane City to have
support of at least 98% of Mt
Crosby/Karana Downs residents.

Results of a survey by the OLGC at a
public meeting at Mt Crosby School on 23
July 1994 were:

As a community of interest residents feel
more a part of:- Moreton 80%, Brisbane
20%, Ipswich 0."

Members of the Karana Downs & District
Progress Association also carried out their own
surveys. In the first survey undertaken, 434
people were surveyed. The results of that
survey were as follows—

"In favour of amalgamation 14,
against amalgamation 420.

In favour of a sub-option that Karana
Downs/Mt Crosby become part of
Brisbane in the event of amalgamation
proceeding 370."

This was one of the major suggestions made
by me and others to the Minister and the
Local Government Commissioner, but they
were ignored. The results of that survey were
also—

"Against the sub-option being
investigated 58.

In favour of a referendum on
amalgamation 418, against referendum
16."
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The number of people who actually preferred
the Ipswich City Council to either the Moreton
Shire Council or the Brisbane City Council was
only two. Those who preferred the Ipswich City
Council to the Moreton Shire Council
numbered six, and those who preferred the
Ipswich City Council to the Brisbane City
Council numbered 10.

So the evidence that was collected by the
Karana Downs & District Progress Association
and transmitted to the Local Government
Commissioner was overwhelmingly against the
option that was chosen. Not only that; during
the meeting held on 28 October 1994 with the
Local Government Commissioner, I made that
point to the Local Government Commissioner
and his staff, and I thought I had a firm
commitment from them that, if they decided
that that part of my electorate that existed in
Moreton Shire was to be amalgamated, they
would go out and ask the people directly
whether or not they wanted to be
amalgamated with the Ipswich City Council or
the Brisbane City Council. Everything that I
have heard, both from the Local Government
Commissioner and from my constituents,
indicates that that was totally ignored. I agree
with what the member for Chatsworth said
earlier. Part of the problem for him was the
fact that insufficient rational thought was given
to the actual boundaries. He cited the
example of the Gold Coast and what could
have happened down there. The same thing
should have occurred in my electorate.

The residents conducted another survey,
this time of 426 people. The results of that
survey showed: those in favour of
amalgamation, zero; those who preferred
Brisbane City Council to Ipswich City Council,
406; those who preferred Ipswich City Council
to Brisbane City Council, only 20. One will note
that throughout the process of amalgamation
all the evidence in relation to Karana Downs,
Mount Crosby, Lake Manchester and Kholo
that was collected by my constituents and
presented to the Minister and the Local
Government Commissioner was dead against
amalgamation in that area. The surveys show
that some people did like the option. I
understand that. Even today, some people
would not want to change. However, the
overwhelming majority of people wanted either
to stay as Moreton, which deamalgamation
permits, or, if they are to amalgamate, to
amalgamate with the Brisbane City Council.

The Bill before the House allows for those
issues to be reconsidered. I think it is
appropriate for the Government and the
Minister to be going through that process.
There was overwhelming rejection in my

electorate of the proposals being put forward
by the previous Government. The legitimate
concerns of those residents were not given
sufficient weight. There was no attempt to
consult them directly. The only consultation
that took place was a survey of the whole area
to be amalgamated. I repeat: inadequate
weighting was given to my constituents'
concerns. As I mentioned in my speech on 23
March last year, that survey was statistically
invalid. 

I support the Bill. I think the Minister is
doing the right thing. I understand the
complications of the process and the
complications of the Bill. We are in this mess
because the previous Government put us
there, and it is up to this Government to get us
out of it.

Mr ROBERTSON (Sunnybank)
(12.32 p.m.): I rise in support of my colleague
the member for Chatsworth and shadow
Minister for Local Government and Planning.
In doing so, I raise some concerns that I have
with respect to not just the Bill but in particular
the petitioning process. As I work through the
clauses, my speech will highlight how deficient
is the legislation in ensuring that the petitions
offer a true reflection of the wishes of at least
10 per cent of the electors in the relevant local
authorities. 

I refer to the approved forms of petition,
which appear in the Queensland Government
Gazette dated 20 March 1996. Later, I will
refer to some concerns that I have that this
regulation was published in the Queensland
Government Gazette prior to the passage of
this Bill before the House. It is not
inconceivable that the Bill before the House
may have not proceeded to assent, in which
case the regulations that have been out now
for some six weeks would have been invalid or
at least worthless, because the legislation that
supports those petitions would not have
proceeded through this House. 

As we know, the petition that is provided
for in the Queensland Government Gazette
must state the elector's surname, given
names, address at which the elector is
enrolled and signature. The Director-General
of the Department of Local Government and
Planning must then verify that the electors
who signed the petition were entitled to do so,
that is, an entry on a petition page was made
by an affected elector. In my view, there is a
range of problems with respect to that
provision. The guidelines contained within that
petition are too loose and, in my view, enable
substantial electoral fraud to occur and go
undetected. 
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I ask the House to consider proposed new
subsections 137N(7) and 137O(2) and (3).
Proposed new subsection 137N(7) states—

"Despite subsection (6), an entry may
be counted in deciding whether the
necessary number of affected electors
has signed the petition if, in all the
circumstances, it is clear from a
comparison of the entry and information
gained from the relevant electoral roll that
the entry is that of an affected elector."

Proposed new subsection 137O(2) states—

"The Minister must refer the petition
pages received for an affected area to the
chief executive for checking." 

Proposed new subsection 137O(3) states—

"The chief executive must ensure
that the petition pages are checked and
must tell the Minister whether the pages
form a petition that is a qualifying petition
for the area."

The question is, of course: exactly how does
the chief executive satisfy himself or herself
that the entry on the petition page is that
made by an affected elector? Given that the
information contained on the back of the
petition page provides: "A petition page must
be signed by the affected elector personally,
or by someone else for the elector at the
elector's direction and in the elector's
presence", is it not possible for elector's
names to be entered on the petition page by
someone other than the elector personally? It
is not a giant leap of logic to appreciate that
the potential for electoral fraud in the entry of
names on the petition pages is immense. As
the distribution of petitions is not under
supervision of independent persons, such as
departmental officers, there are no controls in
place to ensure that the electors' names and
signatures that appear on the petitions were
completed by the actual electors or by other
persons in their presence. In other words, Mr
Deputy Speaker, there is nothing to stop me,
for example, filling out your name on that
petition and signing in your name, or even my
name, because no checks are in place to
ensure that the signature on that petition page
is, in fact, your signature. Even if I am claiming
that I have your permission to sign for you, no
checks and balances are in place to determine
that that is, in fact, the case. 

I contend that this is a glaring deficiency
in the legislation and opens the door for what
can only be described as substantial electoral
fraud, because the chief executive is only
required to check the names on the petition
against the electoral roll; he or she is not

required to check that the signatures or the
entries on the petitions were, in fact, made by
the electors themselves.

Mrs McCauley  interjected. 

Mr ROBERTSON: That is quite true.
The other point is that, on an almost daily
basis, many petitions come into this House
and there is nothing to stop this kind of fraud
occurring. 

Mr Mackenroth: Mickey Mouse signed
most of them.

Mr ROBERTSON: That is right, but
unlike the petitions that are lodged in this
House, in this case a petition is triggering a
particular action—something actually results
from this petition.

Mrs McCauley: The provisions of the
Criminal Code do apply to this.

Mr ROBERTSON: I was going to ask
the Minister that question.

Mrs McCauley: If you can prove that
signature——

Mr ROBERTSON: I appreciate that.
However, my point is I would have thought
that, rather than allowing petitions to be sent
out without any controls in place, it would have
made more sense to have departmental
officers stationed in shopping centres or major
centres and allow those petitions to be signed.

Mr FitzGerald: From Cairns to
Coolangatta and out at Ipswich?

Mr ROBERTSON: I say to the Leader
of Government Business that that is not
exactly a laughable proposition. There are "x"
number of major——

Mr FitzGerald: They have to go from
house to house to make sure they get the
right ones.

Mr ROBERTSON: I am happy to enter
into a debate with the member so long as his
contribution makes sense. I am suggesting
that in most of those local authority areas
there are major centres to which people go on
a regular basis, such as shopping centres.
Small stalls in those shopping centres to which
many people go on a regular basis could well
serve that purpose and petitions could reach
that 10 per cent of the affected population
without the potential for the fraud about which
I am speaking. There is nothing to stop people
entering the names of neighbours, friends or,
if access is available to the electoral roll, any
other person on these petitions. How could
that be detected through the processes
outlined in this Bill? Of course, the answer is
that there is nothing to stop that type of fraud.
Therefore, although the petitions will be tabled
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in this House—and I think that is eminently
sensible—we could never be satisfied that the
petitions are a true reflection of the wishes of
at least 10 per cent of the affected electors. 

That inability to address this glaring
deficiency is further highlighted by the
pre-emptive publication on 20 March 1996 of
the petition pages and the accompanying
information in the Queensland Government
Gazette—some six weeks prior to this Bill
being scrutinised by the House. In fact—and
the Minister has alluded to this point—the Bill
is further deficient in not containing any
provision relating to offences which may be
detected in falsely entering another person's
name on the petition pages. I appreciate what
the Minister was saying, However, perhaps the
Minister could clarify this matter later and say
whether any penalties can be applied in cases
in which fraud and deception have been
detected. At the very least, the Minister has a
responsibility to warn the people who may be
considering that form of action that penalties
could be imposed upon them. 

I join with my colleague the member for
Chatsworth in supporting his proposed
amendment. Another glaring deficiency in this
legislation is that, should a referendum be
required, the explanatory statements that are
to be sent to the electors need not be tabled
in this House. I believe that, during the course
of this debate, the Minister has a responsibility
to inform this House of the independent
persons who will draft those explanatory
statements. I appreciate that in a section
towards the end of the Bill it states that the
names of those people will be published in the
Queensland Government Gazette. However, I
think that, given the time that has passed
since the publication of the Queensland
Government Gazette that contained the
petitions, the Minister should be in a position
to advise this House during this debate who
those persons will be. 

A matter that is of further concern to me
about those explanatory statements is that
reference was made in neither the Minister's
second-reading speech nor the Bill that those
statements will be printed in any language
other than English. That omission has the
potential to effectively disenfranchise a
significant number of electors from
non-English speaking backgrounds. I ask the
Minister to consider the number of electors
from non-English speaking backgrounds in the
affected cities and shires. As a general
indication, I refer to the 1992 statistical profiles
of Queensland State electorates published by
the Electoral Commission of Queensland. In
the State electorates contained wholly or in

part in the local authorities that are the subject
of the Bill, the following percentages of
electors speak languages other than English
at home—they are not the people who were
born in non-English speaking countries; they
are people who actually speak languages
other than English at home—so it gives us a
true reflection of the nature of the problem in
some of these areas.

For example, in the electorate of Surfers
Paradise which, of course, is situated in the
City of the Gold Coast, the 1992 figures show
that 15.37 per cent of the population speak
languages other than English at home. That is
quite a significant portion. In Cairns, it is 11.5
per cent; Merrimac, 12.17 per cent; and
Bundamba, 11.23 per cent. I notice from
looking at the speakers' list that we will hear
contributions from the members for Mulgrave
and Barron River. I hope that, after hearing
the percentages of people who live in those
electorates who are from non-English
speaking backgrounds, those members will
support what I am saying. In Mulgrave, 8.15
per cent of electors speak languages other
than English at home; in Barron River, it is
8.12 per cent; and in Warwick—and I know
that Mr Springborg will make a contribution—it
is 5.65 per cent of electors.

Mr Springborg: It will be a good one,
too.

Mr ROBERTSON:  I am sure.

Mr FitzGerald: Has it ever been done in
a Federal referendum?

Mr ROBERTSON:  I do not know.

Mr FitzGerald: On a ballot paper?

Mr ROBERTSON: That matters little. If
the member wants to refer to State or Federal
elections——

Mr FitzGerald: Federal referendum or
State referendum?

Mr ROBERTSON: No, the member
mentioned State elections. When people
receive their ballot papers in a State election,
they do not require an explanatory statement.
If the member looked at the publication that
was released by the Electoral Commission of
Queensland prior to the last State election, he
would notice that there are explanatory
statements in languages other than English in
that document. Yet this Bill makes no
provision for that—and the Minister has not
said anything; it could well be her intention to
do this but I point it out—and it could
potentially disfranchise a significant number of
electors if those statements are published only
in English. 
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I will further outline the percentages of
people who speak languages other than
English at home. In the Broadwater electorate,
the percentage is 7.35 per cent; in Southport,
it is 7.11 per cent; and in Nerang, it is 6.58 per
cent. Those are all large percentages of
people who speak languages other than
English at home. 

One could break down those percentages
further in an effort to find out in what types of
languages the explanatory statements are
needed to be published. For example, in the
electorate of Mulgrave, of the percentage that
I outlined, 12.7 per cent of people come from
countries in Asia, 16.8 per cent from southern
Europe and 13.3 per cent are from other
European States and the USSR. In Barron
River, 9.3 per cent are from countries in Asia,
4.7 per cent from southern Europe and 18.6
per cent are from other European States and
the USSR. In Warwick, 7 per cent are from
countries in Asia, 24 per cent from southern
Europe and 14.2 per cent are from other
European countries and the USSR. 

So if the Government is going to properly
enfranchise those voters in those electorates
to enable them to make an informed decision,
the figures indicate that it must publish the
explanatory statements in languages other
than English. Those percentages indicate a
glaring need to publish the explanatory notes
in a range of languages so that those electors
are not disfranchised and are able to make
informed decisions should referendums be
held in those areas. I ask the Minister to
address this matter in her reply. I hope that I
can count on the support of particularly the
members for Mulgrave, Barron River and
Warwick in ensuring that voters in their
electorates are not disfranchised should these
referendums be held.

Mrs WILSON (Mulgrave) (12.48 p.m.): I
support the Local Government Amendment
Bill. I have certainly listened to what the
previous speaker, the member for Sunnybank,
said about the problems faced by families who
do not speak English as their first language. I
speak highly of the work that is done by the
migrant resource centre in Cairns in
addressing the problems faced by people in
that area who do not speak English as their
first language. I would also say that, in many
of those families, usually one person in the
family can speak English. However, I am
certainly happy to take the member's
comments on board and I will talk to the
Minister about it. As I say, usually at least one
member of those families speaks English, but
I will address that matter with the migrant
resource centre as well.

The Cairns City and Mulgrave Shire
Councils were forcibly amalgamated by the
former Labor Government, rightly or wrongly,
and reasons put forward for that included
financial savings to ratepayers and the
streamlining of better-managed super city
councils. When I was a Mulgrave Shire
councillor, my constituents were very
concerned that the rural aspect of the
Mulgrave Shire would disappear into the super
city of Cairns. At the moment that has not
happened, but certainly it was a concern
voiced by the people of the Mulgrave Shire.

Initially, five options were put forward in
the Cairns/Mulgrave amalgamation debate
and the community was called upon for
comment. Community comments and
concerns, however, seemed to fall on deaf
ears. It appeared that an agenda was already
set. Even the strong pressures of CAFA, the
Community Against Forced Amalgamation,
chaired by the then Chairman of the Mulgrave
Shire Council, were not heeded. However, at
Gordonvale, for instance, a number of people
had a very loud debate on the issue; all spoke
against amalgamation, none for, which was
very pertinent. Gordonvale is a quiet
canefarming town, but the people's ire was
raised and they were very angry about what
was going on. However, at no stage was a
referendum offered to the people so that they
could express their democratic right to speak
to the Government of the day on whether
amalgamation of the then Mulgrave Shire
Council and Cairns City Council was actually
what they, the people, wanted. Had that
happened, today the whole issue of
amalgamation would be dead and buried.
People are tired of elections and they are tired
of going to the polls, but they do want their
say.

Community meetings were held at the
eleventh hour, and those who were able to
attend—and I say "who were able to attend"
because the timing of the meetings was
poor—voiced their grave concerns. One of
those concerns was that, should the Cairns
and Mulgrave councils become amalgamated,
against the wishes of the people and without a
referendum, would that see the
commencement of a number of other
amalgamations throughout Queensland? At a
luncheon held at the Chamber of Commerce
and a meeting held at the Cairns City Council,
the point was made that the actual community
consultation process happened at the lower
end of the time-line and not at the top when
people could have voiced their concerns. Mr
Hoffman assured the people that he would
consider that point. However, that never
seemed to happen. 
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The town of Babinda is situated in the
southern part of the former Mulgrave Shire
Council. The residents of Babinda in particular
expressed grave concerns against the
possibility of further boundary changes, as
they saw themselves becoming a political
football in this exercise—a political football
played between the new super city of Cairns,
given an amalgamation, and the Johnson
Shire council; or a political football to be
played between the remaining Mulgrave Shire
and the Johnson Shire Council. 

History shows that the amalgamation was
forced on the people of the Cairns City and
Mulgrave Shire Councils, against the wishes of
many people because they were not given the
opportunity to speak or vote democratically for
or against an amalgamation. Yet the former
Labor Government had stated that the
people's wishes would be heard. As I have
stated, had a referendum been granted the
situation that we are debating today would not
be occurring. 

Be that as it may, amalgamation of the
Cairns City Council and Mulgrave Shire Council
is now a fact. Rightly or wrongly,
amalgamation has occurred and the residents
have come to terms with the super city.
Council staff are gradually overcoming the
transition from two councils to a super city. So
far the transition of the two councils to the
super city of Cairns has been relatively
smooth. It has been costly and stressful for all
those involved, particularly staff, but it has
been smooth and without much incident
because of the dedication and commitment of
the staff of both the former Cairns City Council
and the Mulgrave Shire Council in a period of
great uncertainty. Currently, the cost savings
to council initially envisaged have not been
forthcoming, but this has been largely due to
staff payouts and other initial set-up and
transitional costs. 

The Local Government Amendment Bill
1996 seeks to amend the Local Government
Act 1993, to provide for a possible
deamalgamation of local government areas
and possible elections in 1997 for reinstated
and nominated councils. To deamalgamate
the northern super city of Cairns will be a costly
venture for ratepayers, and I do not believe
that citizens residing in the area necessarily
want that. But of course, I cannot speak for
the people, nor would I pre-empt their
decisions.

The other very real issue at stake for
constituents is that of three-year terms of
office for councillors. At the time of
amalgamation, a five-year term of office for

councillors was imposed on the Cairns people,
albeit as a once-only imposition. Some people
in the area still wish to exercise their
democratic right to vote on this issue in order
to express their views. A petition for
referendums is currently being circulated in
relation to the issue, and rightly so. People
need the security of exercising their
democratic right to speak. No-one is forced to
sign petitions; but, by signing, people exercise
their rights.

The Borbidge/Sheldon coalition
Government is now providing an avenue for
the Queenslanders affected by amalgamation
to exercise their democratic rights with regard
to possible deamalgamation and possible
elections in 1997 for reinstated and nominated
councils and other amalgamated councils.
Should the petitions circulating in Cairns trigger
a referendum, those amalgamated super
councils which have performed well with the
constituents have nothing to fear. In the
determination of either of these issues, let the
will of the people be determined by the people
for the people—a factor that was missing in
this whole debacle. 

The polling process in Cairns will involve
holding two referendums simultaneously, one
on the question of deamalgamation and the
other on an early election. I would ask all
people involved to think clearly about the
ramifications of both of these issues for the
area, and to be informed fully on the issues
before voting. Councillors, staff and
constituents deserve better than what was
handed out to them by the previous Labor
Government. I support the Minister in
amending the legislation.
 Sitting suspended from 1 to 2.30 p.m.

Mr BARTON (Waterford) (2.30 p.m.): It
is my intention to support the amendment
circulated by the member for Chatsworth. I
have a particular interest in this matter
because almost half of my electorate of
Waterford is within the new City of the Gold
Coast and, as such, what happens to the new
amalgamated super City of the Gold Coast is
of vital interest to many of my constituents. It
is my view that this legislation and the actions
effected by its passing today will not be in their
interests. 

The deamalgamation of Gold Coast City
and the return to the old boundaries of the
Gold Coast City and Albert Shire will simply put
back things the way they were and will mean
that the ratepayers in the city area and in that
area of my electorate that was part of the old
Albert Shire will have to wear the cost of those
changes. Neither I nor most of the people who
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have spoken to me in recent months can see
any tangible benefit in going back to the old
boundaries. Their view—and my very strong
view—is that deamalgamation will simply take
them back to the past and to a way of doing
business under the old Albert Shire Council
that they did not believe was in their best
interests. Even though they may not
necessarily believe it is now in their best
interests to be part of the super City of the
Gold Coast, they do not wish to go back.

The townships and suburbs affected in
my electorate cover a fairly significant area
and are a very old and traditional part of
Queensland. I refer to the town of Beenleigh,
the suburbs of Eagleby, Holmview, Edens
Landing, the traditional little township of
Waterford, after which my electorate is named,
and Logan Reserve. Those places have no
genuine community of interest with the Gold
Coast City proper. When I say the "Gold Coast
City proper", I mean the beach strip that starts
at about Southport—and these days it would
probably start at Sanctuary Cove—down to the
New South Wales border. Although
traditionally farming areas, they are now
mainly dormitory suburbs of Brisbane. There is
also some light industry and cane growing in
my electorate. Neither now nor at the time of
amalgamation did they believe they had a
genuine community of interest with the Gold
Coast. That concerned them at the time of
amalgamation. Although that amalgamation
has taken place, a deamalgamation is
certainly of concern to constituents and most
of the business community in my electorate. 

The residents of that part of Queensland
and that half of my electorate also do not
perceive that they have a community of
interest with Logan City, even though that is
perhaps changing as the nature of those
towns and suburbs change. With the growth in
housing, more and more of those areas are
becoming dormitory suburbs of Brisbane City
or the greater metropolitan area. To many, the
Logan River is the psychological barrier. In
their eyes, Logan was always different, even
though Logan City's history is not all that long.
I attended a celebration on one of the
birthdays of Logan City. I think Logan City has
existed as a city for in the order of 15 years.
Logan City was also taken out of the old Albert
Shire as its interests grew closer and closer
towards Brisbane because of the growth of
low-cost housing. Thus Logan City became a
dormitory suburb of the City of Brisbane. 

I feel that there is a community of interest,
because roughly half of my electorate is in the
current Gold Coast City—the old Albert Shire—
and roughly half of my electorate is in Logan

City. They are very close and they interlink.
Rod Golledge, the Mayor of Logan City,
frequently jokes in public about Beenleigh and
those areas around it as being "Logan South".
This was not one of the options put forward at
the time by Local Government Commissioner
Hoffman, although perhaps in retrospect it
would have been better if it had been one of
the options canvassed with all of the citizens
of that region. 

In my view—and this view is expressed
very frequently by my constituents—if there
were to be a deamalgamation of the current
Gold Coast super city, there would need to be
a complete relook at those boundaries. My
constituents did not like the old boundaries
and neither were they enamoured with the
new super city. If there has to be a change,
they do not want a change simply back to the
past to something that they neither liked nor
believed was appropriate at that time. Not only
do they believe that they do not have a
community of interest with the Gold Coast City
proper and the beach suburbs; they also really
do not believe that they have a community of
interest with the southern part of the old Albert
Shire. 

The southern part of the old shire
comprises much of the area that most people
consider to be part of the Gold Coast. They
are part of Gold Coast City now but they never
were, because the Gold Coast City was a very
thin strip along the beaches. Most of the areas
that entail canal estates and places such as
Carrara, where the sporting complexes are,
were always in the old Albert Shire. I cite the
township of Nerang. They are a long way away
from Beenleigh and the regions around it. 

The member for Albert is in the Chamber.
I am sure that he has a very close interest in
this issue and that he would agree with me
when I say that the people of Beenleigh and
the areas around it believe that they have a
community of interest with not just Mount
Warren Park and Windaroo, which really are
part of the greater township of Beenleigh, but
also areas such as Yatala, Woongoolba,
Ormeau, Coomera and the various other new
suburbs that have grown up there as well as
the old townships, such as Pimpama, which
have been in that area for over a century.
There is a real sense of community interest
between all of them. They are the areas that
work together. The region is surrounded by the
sugar industry. 

At that time, those people felt that, if
there was going to be a change in the
boundaries at the time of Commissioner
Hoffman's report, it would have been far better
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for an area from about the Coomera River up
to the Logan River to be amalgamated. If they
were to have rationalised the boundaries of
the old Gold Coast City and old Albert Shire
and still left it as two local authorities, even if
they did not create a third local authority but
created a new Gold Coast City from an area
such as the Coomera River down—and I
personally felt it might have even been more
appropriate from Nerang down—and if there
was a new set of Gold Coast City boundaries
from the Coomera River down and a new
Albert Shire Council, even if they retained the
old name from the Coomera River north, that
would have been one of the logical ways to
go. 

That was one of the options put forward
by the Local Government Commissioner, Greg
Hoffman, in his draft report. I think it was
option 2, but my memory may be wrong.
When that proposal was put forward, I
understand there were some concerns about
whether it would be economically viable. That
was a concern that I did not share, because a
lot of smaller cities and shires around this
State that at this point in time at least have
not been looked at for amalgamation or
rationalisation are much smaller than the
100,000-odd people who would have
comprised a revamped Shire of Albert or
revamped Albert Shire Council.

None of my constituents who became
caught up in the amalgamation process
believed in their wildest dreams that the Local
Government Commissioner would recommend
the complete amalgamation of Gold Coast
City and the Albert Shire. Although there was
a fair bit of toing-and-froing over the options,
most people expressed a view in favour of the
rationalisation of the boundaries of the two
shires, and some other people with very
parochial attitudes were in favour of an all-new
shire in the north of that area based on
Beenleigh. Most people did not seriously
believe that at the end of the day the Albert
Shire would be amalgamated with the City of
the Gold Coast.

To my constituents at the Beenleigh end
of the new local government area,
deamalgamation does mean that they go
back to how they were before. Previously,
there was a view that Beenleigh and the
surrounding areas were treated as the
Cinderella region of the old Albert Shire. To a
degree, concern exists that Beenleigh is still
being treated as the Cinderella region of the
new City of the Gold Coast. Those people live
right up the end of the new boundary,
between the Logan River and the Albert River.
There is a view that they do not have their

concerns taken seriously, although there has
been some progress on a range of matters
over the two years since amalgamation took
place. Those people are concerned that if
deamalgamation occurs they will once again
be treated as the Cinderella region of the old
Albert Shire, and the significant resources and
other needs of this huge growth region will not
be provided. 

I must applaud some of the steps that
have been taken by the new Gold Coast City
Council. It has concentrated heavily on its
sewerage policy. The waste water policy, the
use of wetlands and the creation of artificial
wetlands are initiatives that should be
applauded. Local roads have seen significant
improvement. Community facilities have been
upgraded during the short period since
amalgamation. However, there are still some
concerns. One issue on which the new Gold
Coast City Council could have been a little
more sensitive in terms of the feelings of
constituents was the two rounds of significant
salary increases. That caused a great deal of
concern. I believe that that is one of the main
reasons cited by the group in favour of
deamalgamation. In any rationalisation of staff
or wages, there will always be a degree of
disquiet. The underlying feeling is that that
issue was not handled as appropriately as it
could have been. 

Some people have negative feelings
about the new Gold Coast City Council that
are not necessarily based on whether the new
arrangement is the most efficient way to
operate the relevant boundaries but based on
a few issues that could have been handled in
a slightly more sensitive manner. So
amalgamation has been a curate's egg—there
have been some good features and there
have been some bad features. 

We must have a good look at who is
putting forward the proposals for the
deamalgamation of Gold Coast City Council.
My observation is that it is a ginger group of
disappointed councillors—some former
councillors and some current councillors—who
regrettably are led by a former Mayor of the
Gold Coast and who are seeking a return to
the past. Some of those people have stated
that they do not want Beenleigh and that end
of the Gold Coast in their city anyway because
they do not want to have to provide resources
to that area. That does not go over too well
with me and my constituents. Those people
simply want to regain the influence that they
had in the past. They are not in control of the
new council. They were used to being in
control of the old council. In the case of one
former councillor, who I understand is doing a
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bit of work around my area at the moment on
a petition, there is disappointment that he
narrowly missed out on election last time
around. I understand his disappointment, but I
do not think that is any reason to try to tip the
whole issue on its head and return to the past. 

I believe that in his earlier contribution to
this legislation the member for Sunnybank was
quite correct when he expressed concerns
about how signatures for petitions are
collected. It is simply not good enough to have
names and signatures on a piece of paper if
there is no effective way of ensuring that the
people who have purported to sign a petition
were entitled to do so. I have been advised,
as recently as lunch time today—and this is
certainly the subject of articles in one of the
local newspapers in my area today—that there
are allegations of irregularities in how the
petitions are being circulated around my
electorate right now. Apparently, minors are
being approached. It has been suggested that
school children, particularly high school
children, are being approached in shopping
centres. 

Mr FitzGerald: Are they on the roll?

Mr BARTON: My advice is that they are
not. The point is that we cannot be confident
about the collection methods being adopted. 

Mr Springborg interjected. 

Mr BARTON: I take that interjection.
There are some 18-year-old high school
students who may be on the roll. They are
adults. I must admit that my son was still at
high school when he was 18. There have
been allegations of intimidation and
suggestions that people are going to nursing
homes and collecting signatures from people
who, while they are still on the roll, do not fully
understand the issue that is being put to
them. So concern is being expressed in my
electorate by individuals and by the local
newspapers today. As a Parliament, we have
to be concerned about whether the process of
presenting petitions is the most appropriate
way to go. 

I suggest that the legislation in its current
form is the second-best way of handling this
issue. The Opposition believes—and this will
be the subject of the amendment to be
moved by my colleague the member for
Chatsworth—that if a referendum is to be held,
apart from our concerns about petitions, it
must be of 50 per cent plus one of enrolled
voters. Many people may not vote in this
referendum. It will not be the same as a
general election, where people are much more
aware that there is a ballot taking place. This
issue will affect everybody in the community. It

will cost ratepayers additional funds, because
they will have to foot the bill for the
referendum and the changes in turning back
the clock to the former administration. 

It is my suggestion and my strong view
that we cannot turn back the clock and that we
should not try to turn back the clock. In the
case of the Gold Coast, Local Government
Commissioner Hoffman's report anticipated
that in the future, after the current significant
growth has levelled out, there should be a
reconsideration of whether the boundaries that
he proposed were the best option. I certainly
support such a reconsideration, but not in the
manner proposed by this legislation. In the
case of Gold Coast City, this legislation will
create more problems than it resolves.

Ms WARWICK (Barron River)
(2.47 p.m.): I rise to support the Local
Government Amendment Bill 1996. In 1994,
certain local councils throughout Queensland,
including the councils in my area of Cairns,
were forced to amalgamate. The people had
no say and no rights. They were not
consulted. Some were happy; others were not.
Prior to the 15 July election last year, coalition
members and candidates in forcibly
amalgamated areas were constantly
approached by people unhappy with the
process which had taken place. The coalition
gave an undertaking to those people that
when it came to Government it would offer
them the opportunity to decide whether they
stayed with the amalgamated councils or
whether those councils were deamalgamated.
I take this opportunity to thank the Minister for
her consideration in visiting Cairns and talking
with deputations of people in the Cairns
area—both people for and against
deamalgamation. 

This Bill is evidence of our genuine desire
to take seriously the concerns of the people in
the affected areas. We made a commitment
in which we said that where a forced
amalgamation has occurred the coalition will
legislate for a referendum to be held on
deamalgamation where 10 per cent of electors
in such a local government area petition the
Minister for Local Government. This Bill will
enable the Government to reverse the
regulation which abolished or altered certain
local government areas to create the
amalgamated areas. This will occur in time for
any fresh elections to be held when all
councils face their triennial elections next year. 

From community consultation and
dialogue in my area of Cairns, it appears that
the people are not interested in
deamalgamation. That is not to say that they
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are happy with having amalgamation forced
upon them. However, amalgamation has
taken place and it appears to be working well,
so the community is prepared to accept the
situation.

At this point, I would like to congratulate
the staff of both the former Cairns City Council
and the Mulgrave Shire Council. I believe that
those people were instrumental in achieving a
smooth transition from one to the other.
However, there is growing community
unhappiness with the fact that the new Cairns
City Council has a five-year term. Many people
would like to see that reduced to a three-year
term, and the coalition has responded to that
concern.

As an alternative to deamalgamation, the
Bill will provide the electors of Cairns, Gold
Coast and Ipswich with the opportunity to say
whether they want their existing councils to go
back to the polls next year rather than having
the elections deferred until the year 2000. We
as a Government are facilitating the
democratic right of the people to make a
choice. In giving the electors of the affected
areas a choice, we have made it quite clear to
them that all reasonable costs associated with
the deamalgamation process will have to be
met by the local government concerned.
Estimates of the likely costs will form part of
the material that will be sent to all electors in
an area where a referendum on
deamalgamation is to occur.

The process under the Bill for achieving
total deamalgamation can be broken up into
five key stages: the lodgment and verification
of petitions calling for a referendum on the
question of deamalgamation; the conduct of a
referendum; consideration by Parliament of
the results of a referendum; implementation of
a proposal to deamalgamate; and holding
fresh elections in 1997 for any reinstated
councils. Stage 1 is already under way.

The Bill recognises seven approved forms
of petition specifically designed for potential
use by affected electors in each of the
relevant areas. These petitions call for a
referendum on the question of reinstating the
local government areas which existed prior to
amalgamation. To provide affected electors
with sufficient time to sign the petition, the
forms were approved by the Director-General
of the Department of Local Government and
Planning on 20 March 1996 and publicised in
an Extraordinary Gazette of the same date. By
commencing the process as early as possible,
if deamalgamation is to occur it can be
implemented in time for the 1997 triennial
elections. These provisions are also designed

to enable the referendum process to occur as
quickly as possible in order to minimise
uncertainty in the community.

In the case of the Cairns, Gold Coast and
Ipswich areas, the approved petition form
includes a statement that, if a
deamalgamation referendum proceeds, an
additional question will then be put to electors
about whether elections for these councils
should be held in 1997 at the same time as
the elections for all other councils. The electors
who are entitled to sign the petition are those
enrolled under the Electoral Act as at 27
March 1996 in the amalgamated area or in
parts of the areas which were transferred to an
adjoining area. To be a valid petition, it must
be lodged with the Minister by 10 May in the
approved form and comply with the
requirements set out on the back of the form.
The Director-General of the Department of
Local Government and Planning must then
verify that the electors who signed the petition
were entitled to do so.

Stage 2 of the process deals with the
holding of a referendum. Where a petition is
signed by 10 per cent or more of affected
electors, arrangements for holding a
referendum on the question of
deamalgamation are automatically triggered.
This referendum should be held before 28 July
1996 on the question of deamalgamating the
area which is the subject of the petition and
the question of bringing forward the elections
to 1997 for the existing councils if the petition
relates to Cairns, the Gold Coast or Ipswich.

A copy of each petition is to be tabled in
Parliament together with a copy of the director-
general's advice and the Gazette notice
indicating whether or not the petition qualifies
for triggering a referendum. In the case of
Cairns, the Gold Coast and Ipswich, two
referendums would need to be held if a
qualifying petition is achieved, that is, the
conduct of a referendum on the
deamalgamation question and a second
referendum on the question of an early
election. In the case of the cities of Cairns,
Gold Coast and Ipswich, if a referendum or a
deamalgamation is to be held, the referendum
or early election is to be held at the same
time. To ensure the integrity of the referendum
process, the Bill also provides for the
appointment by the Minister of independent
returning officers and assistant returning
officers.

Stage 3 deals with consideration by the
Parliament. This means that this Bill provides
that the returning officers must advise the
Minister of the results of a referendum. Along
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with information about the numbers of votes
cast, this return will also advise the Minister
whether a referendum has been passed. The
question of deamalgamation is taken to have
been approved if it has been supported by the
majority of the affected electors in each of the
pre-existing local government areas who are
enrolled to vote.

Stage 4 refers to the implementation of a
deamalgamation proposal. This stage deals
with the situation whereby Parliament
endorses the implementation of a
deamalgamation proposal. The Bill provides
that if Parliament has requested it, a
regulation may be made to abolish the
existing amalgamated local government area,
create new local government areas and make
any necessary adjustments to external
boundaries with adjoining local government
areas in order to restore the external
boundaries applying prior to amalgamation.

The final stage relates to holding a
general election following a decision to
deamalgamate. The Bill provides that the
fresh election of any reinstated local
government will be held at the same time as
the next triennial elections of local
government. At this stage, the elections are to
be held on Saturday, 30 May 1997. However,
as this date falls on the Easter weekend,
consideration is being given to another
election date in March.

The Bill also provides that the Minister
may direct that all the costs associated with
the deamalgamation process for a particular
local government area are to be met by the
relevant local government. As I said earlier in
my speech, the people in the Cairns area
appear to be against deamalgamation. I refer
to a flier sent out to Cairns electors from the
Concerned Citizens for Democracy, which
states—

"Concerned Citizens for Democracy
do not support de-amalgamation."

This view is further supported by a letter to
the editor in yesterday's Cairns Post. That
letter was written by a Mr Ross Parisi, who is
the driving force behind Concerned Citizens for
Democracy. In part, Mr Parisi said—

"Unlike the Gold Coast, de-
amalgamation is not an issue in Cairns.
You cannot unscramble the egg.
Therefore my group opposes de-
amalgamation."

He went on to say—

"The people of Cairns via the petition
have an opportunity to have a choice. I

urge everyone to think carefully and then
sign the petition."

That is what this Bill is about. It is about
choice. Amalgamation was forced on the
electors of Queensland by a Labor
Government which did not listen to, or consult
with, the people. By contrast, the coalition
Government, which does listen to the people,
is now honouring a commitment. We are
going back to the people and giving them that
choice. We are letting them exercise their
democratic right to make a decision. I support
the Bill.

Mrs CUNNINGHAM (Gladstone)
(2.58 p.m.): The amalgamation issue has
been an emotive one for local authorities and
community members alike. When forced
amalgamations proceeded, people were
justifiably angry. The previous Local
Government Minister, the member for
Chatsworth, has indicated his solution to that
anger, and that is: if you are going to do it, just
do it—no consultation; just take their
democratic rights away. However, in spite of
that attitude, members are today discussing
this legislation.

The amalgamations were forced, and
local authorities—recognising their irreversible
position—proceeded, in most cases wanting
the best for their community, and began to
restructure their organisations, to address staff
concerns and fears, and to address the sense
of betrayal felt by their staff and the
community. In some instances, amalgamation
was ordered of local authorities that were very
competitive—city local authorities which
believed that they would automatically have
preference in the job allocation area and
believed that they were better experienced
and better able to lead the joint local authority.
That was not the reality, however. It is history
now that three super-councils have been
formed, as well as a number of smaller
amalgamated councils. However, community
opposition has continued.

Running parallel to the Labor
Government's rejection of the democratic
process, that is, its rejection of the inclusion of
a referendum in the decision-making process,
the Local Government shadow Minister at the
time, Mrs Di McCauley, spoke to me about her
proposal to address the community concerns
regarding forced amalgamation. This
discussion took place in my office during 1992.
Mrs McCauley suggested that, when the
coalition was returned to power, the
communities be given an opportunity to
express their concerns on the issue, although
somewhat belatedly, via referendums for
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possible deamalgamation. That proposal was
developed and, I believe, became part of the
publicised coalition policy. 

A lot has been said about turning back
the clock, and that this legislation will turn back
the clock. It is my honest belief that the clock
was turned back when residents were denied
the democratic right to vote on whether their
local authority would disappear or whether
they would be able to retain their identity. I
commend the Minister for honouring that
commitment. In many cases, over the years,
community frustration has not lessened. Now,
with the introduction of a process to allow
residents control over their local government's
future, many have expressed sincere
gratitude. 

However, some dissatisfaction has
surfaced at the voting requirements for the
referendum's success. Again, I commend the
Minister for retaining the poll of 10 per cent of
the population as a trigger for referendum. I
believe the LGAQ suggests a figure of 20 per
cent, but for years the public perception was
that a poll could be called with 10 per cent of
the population, and that has been retained. It
has been commented here today that
petitions can be abused. This petition is being
run as each petition has been run in the past.
That is fair; it is understood by the community;
it is predictable. The petition triggers the
referendum; it does not decide the issue. 

Mr Hamill: Does this apply to all local
government boundary changes?

Mrs CUNNINGHAM: It applies to the
local government amalgamations that were
forced without referendums. 

Concern was repeatedly and loudly
expressed that, in the legislation, the
proposed 50 per cent plus one of voters on
the roll rather than voters of the day was
effectively ensuring the referendum's failure. I
have a file of letters from people, particularly in
the south-east corner, concerned that the
referendum was doomed to failure before it
starts. Where in the past has 50 per cent of
voters on the roll been used as the decider for
an issue? Never, that I can find out. How can
that be defended? That has been created, as
has been reported, to ensure a clear majority
want deamalgamation, but in the community's
mind it effectively ensures defeat. The
member for Chatswood has said that Labor
members——

Mr Mackenroth:  Chatsworth.

Mrs CUNNINGHAM: Chatsworth, I
apologise. The member for Chatsworth has
said that Labor members would support

retention of the 50 per cent of the voters on
the roll as the referendum success level rather
than a simple majority. I am not surprised by
that stand, because the support for a 50 per
cent plus one of voters on the roll merely
reflects the past lack of concern for the right of
residents to be part of the genuine democratic
process. 

Much energy has been spent presenting
concerns to the Minister for Local
Government, the Premier and most of the
elected members. Concerns include costs
being borne by local government, that the
local authorities should be required to go the
1997 election without a referendum, the
disregard for the established democratic
process, the public perception that the
success of the referendum had been
muddied—if you like—because of the success
rate required, the lack of time to collect
signatures for the poll, and that a non-vote
would be counted as a "no" vote. I am sure
that some people will still be unhappy. Some
people requested an early election without a
referendum, but I have to say that, irrespective
of the issue, the community now has an
opportunity through referendum to confirm the
community voice. We all will be clear what
each of the communities involved in this
referendum want. 

Similarly, forced amalgamations were
unwanted, expensive and painful.
Deamalgamation will have a significant cost.
Given that people were denied their rights,
they now have a chance to express their
views. It is long overdue. To ensure that
deamalgamation does not occur at the
expense of the majority, the proposal is that a
majority in each pre-existing local authority
area must be achieved, and therefore an
overall majority will be shown. Given the
implications of the decision, a clear and
decisive majority must be shown. 

There have been comments in the Alert
Digest about the need for the independent
person's summary to be challengeable in law.
I believe that the Minister has taken on board
the queries raised by the Scrutiny of
Legislation Committee. A matter was raised
earlier by the member for Sunnybank about
the non-English speaking voters. I am sure
that the Minister will consider the practicalities
of that suggestion. 

This Bill returns the rights to the people. It
gives back an opportunity to the community to
have some say in their local government, a
right that should never have been removed.
Local government is the sphere of
Government defended most ferociously by
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residents as their most accessible sphere of
Government. It is a tragedy that the rights of
the community were taken away when they
were. It is a tragedy that we are in this position
now; it could have been avoided so easily. I
welcome the return of the rights espoused in
this document, and I commend the Minister
for tackling such a difficult issue.

Mr SPRINGBORG (Warwick)
(3.06 p.m.): In common with a number of
other members in this Parliament, I have been
touched by the effect of forced local
government amalgamations over the past few
years. I believe that the former Minister, the
honourable member for Chatsworth, would be
only too aware of that fact. 

Mr Mackenroth: Were you out there
trying to get people to sign petitions?

Mr SPRINGBORG:  The petitions——

Mr Mackenroth: Have you made them
available to people in your electorate?

Mr SPRINGBORG: For the benefit of
the honourable member for Chatsworth, I
point out that the only petition that I have
actually touched is a demonstration petition
that was given to me by the department. I
have not in any way participated in the
distribution of those petition forms. However,
having said that, I think that there is one thing
that we need to make clear, that is, we are
butting out of actually advocating a point view
on this particular issue. We have said that we
will facilitate a process that will allow the
people of Queensland in those shires that
were forcibly amalgamated to decide whether
that is the best form of local government for
them. For that, I compliment the Honourable
the Minister for Local Government and
Planning who, I believe, has handled this very
difficult issue very well. It was not going to be
an easy issue for the Government and it
certainly was not going to be an easy issue for
the Minister. 

Obviously, we were going to be dealing
with a lot of dynamics that had changed since
the amalgamation process was put in place by
the former Government. In implementing our
election promise to allow this process to take
place, some pressures were going to be
brought to bear. Quite rightly, we kept our
promise. We have implemented our election
promise and we are allowing the people of
Queensland, particularly those people in those
amalgamated areas, the opportunity to decide
whether the form of local government that was
forced upon them by the previous
Government is the one that they desire to
keep. In bringing this legislation before the

Parliament, we have had to consider the best
way of doing that. That has not been easy. 

The honourable member for Chatsworth
made a comment before about this being a
complex piece of legislation, and I can only
share those comments. This legislation has
required a lot of detailed drafting, because it is
dealing with affected areas, amalgamated
areas and the possibility of reducing the period
for election in the Cities of Gold Coast, Ipswich
and Cairns from the year 2000 to the year
1997. Obviously, that has created some
problems.

It was interesting to listen to the shadow
spokesman, the member for Chatsworth,
when he outlined the Opposition's point of
view. One could see the twinkle in his eye; he
was wishing that he was in the Jeff Kennett
mould. He is not in the Jeff Kennett mould. If
he were, we might not be debating this Bill
today. The amalgamation process in my
electorate——

Mr Bredhauer  interjected.
Mr SPRINGBORG: I say to the

member for Cook that there are two ways to
do this: to do the same as Jeff Kennett did in
Victoria, or consult genuinely with the
community. The former Government did
neither. Certainly in the case of Warwick, the
process was not clean cut. The former
Government went to the area and said, "This
is our proposal." We had EARC, PEARC and
then the Local Government Commissioner
look at the process. That went on for four
years, and it created a great deal of discontent
in the community. It turned people against
people and community against community. I
suggest to the Opposition spokesman that the
process that his Government undertook was
completely wrong. It certainly was not done in
the way in which the member desired, such as
the way in which Jeff Kennett undertook the
process in Victoria. 

In his speech, the honourable member for
Chatsworth referred to the dissenting report of
the coalition PEARC members. The member
stated that they did not recommend a
referendum. There was a very good reason for
that, and that is that the coalition was
opposed to forced amalgamations. No doubt
Mr FitzGerald, one of the former members of
that committee which exists no more, will refer
to that in his contribution.

Mr Mackenroth:  He's not on the list.

Mr SPRINGBORG:  He certainly is now.
I turn to a couple of other matters to rebut

the issues raised by the member for
Chatsworth. He talked about the Bill having no
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justiciability. Although, on the face of it, people
might have cause for concern, there are a
number of good reasons for that. No doubt
the Honourable the Minister will outline that
matter in her reply.

I ask the shadow spokesman to cast his
mind back to a couple of years ago when we
debated the amalgamation issue in this
Parliament on a number of occasions. I am
sure that he can remember those debates.
The coalition sat on the Opposition side and
the shadow spokesman sat on the
Government side. He talked about the
benefits that were going to flow as a result of
amalgamation. The coalition talked about
some of the disadvantages that were going to
result from amalgamation.

Mr Hamill: Have you got the Minister's
blood on your hands?

Mr SPRINGBORG: The member is
holding out his hands; he looks as though he
is taking on the role of Treasurer already. I
have to tell him that he is going to be sitting
on the Opposition side for a while yet. T h e
coalition talked about the disadvantages of
amalgamation and, of course, the shadow
spokesman tried to highlight the advantages.
We debated the various reports there were
presented to this place by the Local
Government Commissioner. In those reports,
the commissioner made all sorts of promises
about what amalgamation was going to deliver
to those areas that were going to be
amalgamated. He said that there was going to
be a saving in administration costs. He said
that there was going to be a saving from a
reduction in the amount of plant and
equipment needed. I know in the case of the
Shire of Warwick, he said that there was going
to be a saving in councillors' fees.
Amalgamation may be working well in some
ways—and I applaud the council for its
efforts—but potential savings from a reduction
in councillors' fees certainly have not
eventuated. I think that we are facing a 40 per
cent increase in councillors' fees. That
increase is probably understandable because
the mayor has to administer a larger shire and
the councillors have taken on a greater
workload. 

We need to have an honest debate.
Problems arise when an independent person
such as the Local Government Commissioner
has to consider all of the points of view that
are put to him by people opposing
deamalgamation and people supporting
deamalgamation. Of course, people will be
able to contest decisions and say, "We do not
agree with this and we do not agree with that."

A lot of those points of view are very
subjective. One could imagine people taking
the Local Government Commissioner to court
in relation to a number of points that he
raised. However, that did not eventuate. We
need to prevent a constant judicial process
because, at the end of the day, it will not
achieve very much.

Mr Mackenroth  interjected.
Mr SPRINGBORG: As the former

Minister is aware, we debated many issues
arising from matters put before this Parliament
as a result of the Local Government
Commissioner's report. At the end of the day,
it did not achieve anything because the former
Government had its point of view and the
coalition had its point of view. We do not know
what will happen until five years down the track
when we can see the dynamics of the new
council and whether it is going to work. 

The honourable member for Sunnybank
referred to the difficulties faced by non-English
speaking people. He mentioned that a
number of people in my electorate do not
speak English, and that is certainly the case. I
do not have the figures in front of me, but I
believe that the majority of those people would
be living in the Stanthorpe Shire, which has a
very large Italian population. Undoubtedly, the
difficulties faced by non-English speaking
people is a problem. However, it is probably a
small problem, and certainly no greater than it
has been in relation to any other issue that
has arisen in the past when a Government or
a group has tried to put a particular case to
those people. I know that, in my electorate,
many of the non-English speaking people
have children or grandchildren who are fluent
in English and who are able to explain to them
what the matter is all about. Although I take
note of the point made by the member for
Sunnybank, I do not believe that it is a major
issue and I do not believe that it should inhibit
the passage of this Bill through the
Parliament. 

I would like to talk about the amendment
proposed by the Minister for Local
Government. This amendment is probably
essential. It has an in-built safeguard in that it
states that a majority of people must vote in
each of the those former local government
areas. So in the case of my electorate, a
majority of people would have to vote in the
former Allora Shire, the former Glengallan
Shire the former Rosenthal Shire and certainly
the former City of Warwick. That is an in-built
safeguard. I believe that, at the end of the
day, those people who do vote will represent
the view of the majority. Not only that, I believe
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that the community has an expectation that if
we have a referendum, then we should work
on something which means that the result is
decided by a simple majority of those people
who actually vote.

Mr Hamill: Did you believe that
yesterday morning?

Mr SPRINGBORG: I have always held
the view that that was a very important thing.
However, let me say to the honourable
member for Ipswich that our role in
Government is to listen to those people who
put a point of view to us. The member should
bear in mind that the Local Government
Association of Queensland represents all local
governments. It believes that a referendum
should be decided by a majority of the people
on the roll. So I think that the Government was
right and proper in adopting its
recommendations in that regard. However,
with a view to the dynamics that have
developed in the community, I see no problem
with the amendment that the Government is
proposing today. 

I turn now to the amalgamated Warwick
Shire. I make the point in this Parliament
again that I opposed the amalgamation when
it happened in 1994. I always said that we
probably would not realise the benefits of that
amalgamation until a number of years down
track when the new administration building is
built and the new council plan is put in place.
However, I have always maintained that one
of the biggest potential problems is that
people in the more isolated areas, away from
Warwick centre, would miss out on services as
a result of their geographical location. I have
always had concerns about potential increases
in costs of administration. I think that to some
extent those fears have been realised.
Nevertheless, I commend the council for
attempting to make this work. I think that it has
been successful in many ways, but I still have
some concerns. 

Another major reason why I opposed the
amalgamation was that it was totally
undemocratic. At that stage, the Government
pretended to consult, but it did not really do
so. It always knew what was going to happen
further down the track. People felt as though
they were just going through the motions. The
more they opposed the proposal in Rosenthal,
Allora and Glengallan, the more it seemed to
be inevitable. We are now providing the
community as a whole with an opportunity to
pass judgment on the former Government's
decision. I do not have any problem with that.
At the end of the day, if the majority of people
believe that the amalgamation has worked,

they are not going to vote at a referendum for
the shire to be deamalgamated. We are
simply giving the people the opportunity to
make a judgment. So what are people afraid
of?

Another in-built safeguard—and to an
extent we have been criticised because some
people have said the percentage is not high
enough—is that if 10 per cent of voters on the
roll do sign a petition, then we will have a
referendum. That is a safeguard, because it is
not easy to get 10 per cent of voters to sign a
petition.

Mr Schwarten:  Of course it is. 

Mr SPRINGBORG: No. I think that at
the end of the day the honourable member for
Rockhampton would be very surprised by the
figures. 

Mr Schwarten: When we were in
Opposition before, we brought 370,000
signatures into this place.

Mr SPRINGBORG: If 10 per cent of
voters are prepared to sign a petition, then we
will accept that there is a significant problem.
Obviously, the tabling of a petition by 370,000
people, which is about one-eighth of the
population of the Queensland, would indicate
that there is a concern in the community. We
are saying that if 10 per cent of voters are
prepared to sign a petition that will trigger a
referendum. Therefore, we obviously do not
have a problem with that. 

Opposition speakers have also referred to
a possibility of fraud. I do not think that that will
be a big problem. Whenever anything is done
there is an opportunity for fraud, but there are
some punitive measures to prevent it. I believe
that most of the people who will sign the
petition will be fair dinkum. I am not aware of
any people in my area who are forcing people
to sign petitions or who are doctoring
signatures. At the end of the day, any people
acting fraudulently will be very much in the
minority of those who sign the petition.

I turn to the situation in the former Allora,
Glengallan, Rosenthal and Warwick councils.
By and large, in my area the issue of
amalgamation has settled down. That is not to
say that there are not some pockets of
resistance and concern in the areas of
Glengallan and Rosenthal. The area voicing
the most concern is Allora, which was an
identifiable area and which was included in the
proposal to amalgamate right at the very end
of the process. In Glengallan and Rosenthal,
people are concerned that they do not have
the same autonomy; they are concerned that
the level of service provided to them has
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dropped. Indeed, many of those people are
still smarting over the way the amalgamation
was carried out.

In my electorate, there are three schools
of thought. One group comprises the people
who supported the amalgamation from the
outset and who believe that that was the way
it should have happened. There are those
who opposed the amalgamation from the
outset but who now believe that we have
advanced so far down the track that it would
be very difficult to turn back. I would say that
this group is quite substantial. Its members are
saying, "We are still concerned, we are
reticent, and some of our fears have been
realised, but we have to make this particular
process work." The third group are those who
are still strenuously opposed to amalgamation,
and I will not try to put a figure on the
membership of that group because it is very
difficult to guess. 

Non-resident ratepayers are concerned
about the impact and effect of amalgamation.
They say, "We cannot vote. We have been
disenfranchised." I have told these people that
we have in this State a thing called universal
suffrage which is not based on property
franchise. I can understand their concerns—
they are spending a lot of money on rates,
and yet they do not have a say about which
path the amalgamation process may take. 

There are a number of other reforms
which the Government is introducing which are
going to help maximise the vote if a
referendum should take place. For example,
the referendum will be by postal vote, and I
certainly applaud the Minister for this initiative.
In Inglewood Shire, where I am a resident, we
have postal voting and we have a very high
voter response. The ballot paper goes to a
person's home, and all the voter has to do is
fill it in and get somebody to sign the
declaration. They then simply post it back to
the returning officer. That is certainly a great
innovation and I believe it will overcome many
of the concerns of the LGAQ and the
Opposition. It will ensure that we maximise the
vote. In State and Federal elections, a turnout
of about 85 per cent is fairly average, and to
get a turnout of 90 per cent or higher is not
easy. That indicates that a body of people in
the community really do not care much about
voting and probably do not want to vote.
However, with postal voting we stand a very
good chance of maximising the vote and
ensuring that 80 per cent to 90 per cent of
eligible people do vote. 

An Opposition member  interjected. 

Mr SPRINGBORG: We do not want to
go into the issue of rorting votes, because the
Opposition wrote the book. The Government
will introduce detachable declarations. In the
past, there has always been a concern that
the declaration is on the envelope, which is
open, and there is an opportunity to read the
declaration and then to look at the vote as it is
put in the box. The Government proposal will
introduce a detachable declaration, so that the
votes will be able to be processed in the week
leading up to polling day. That gives security
of mind to those people worried about privacy,
and their right to a secret ballot. It allows the
people counting the votes the opportunity to
do some preparatory work prior to counting. I
very much commend the Minister on that
initiative.

The legislation will expire on 1 July 1996.
By introducing it, we have acted on one of our
very important election promises, that is, to
give to the people of Queensland affected by
forced amalgamations the opportunity to have
their say and pass judgment. It may very well
be that come 10 May there will not be any
referendums, but, that being said, the
opportunity is still there for people to pass
judgment. That is the role of Parliament, and I
believe the Minister ought to be commended
for facilitating that process.

Mr SCHWARTEN (Rockhampton)
(3.26 p.m.): At the outset, I recognise the
presence in the gallery of my mother, Mrs
Bonnie Schwarten, my brother, Peter, my
sister Christine, and her husband, Morrie. 

The last two speeches that I have heard
are the greatest load of claptrap I have ever
heard in my life when it comes to local
authority issues. If one looks at the history of
this State, shires came into existence because
people sat in this room and looked at a set of
lines drawn on a map and said, "The
Rockhampton City Council boundary will be
there, the Livingstone Shire boundary will be
there", and so it went on. For the previous
speaker to suggest that we are somehow
going down a new track by changing those
boundary lines in this Parliament—to which we
were elected by the people of Queensland to
do their bidding—is the most righteous and
specious claptrap I have ever heard. 

Mr Stoneman:  Mum's here; be careful.
Mr SCHWARTEN: I am pleased that

my mother is here to see a buffoon like the
honourable member in action. The child who
spoke before me has not been on this earth
long enough to see amalgamations work.
Amalgamations have been going on since
time immemorial. As one shire is developed, it
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often spills into another. For example,
Rockhampton used to be two boroughs. 

Mr Davidson interjected. 

Mr SCHWARTEN: In fact, my great
grandfather was an aldermen one of those
boroughs, and he certainly was not a rabbit.
That amalgamation was approved by this
place in about 1904, so amalgamations are
not a new concept. One would think that all
hell will break lose because of amalgamations. 

The fact is that in Queensland we have
still not got it right. Mount Morgan, for
example, has more shire councillors than staff.
If one looks at some of the surrounding
shires—Fitzroy, the Rockhampton City Council
or even the Gladstone area—will anybody take
them? The answer is no, not with all the
attendant problems such as poor water supply
and so on. Therefore, the people in Mount
Morgan go begging unless we in this place
have the decency and the courage to make
those decisions, which is what we were elected
for. We were elected to this place to make
laws about those things. Let us finish, here
and now, the nonsense that somehow we
were being undemocratic. If members
opposite want to talk about a lack of
democracy, what happened here yesterday
when the weak-kneed, lily-livered mob
opposite folded at the knees simply because
the member for Gladstone threatened that
she would vote against them—— 

Mr Cooper  interjected.
Mr SCHWARTEN: I am surprised that

the honourable member for Crows Nest
folded; he is a pretty tough man. But even
Cooper folded and said, "No. The member for
Gladstone has said we must do this." What a
lot of rot is the 50 per cent rule that the
member for Gladstone wants to die on the
vine over! The member for Warwick said that
he has always supported the notion of half the
voters. When this issue went before the party
room of members opposite, they all had a
chance to vote on it and support it. Did the
honourable member raise the issue then? No,
of course he did not.

Mr Veivers: How do you know?
Mr SCHWARTEN: I asked the

honourable member a question and he would
not answer it. No, he did not raise it. So it was
not of any concern then, but yesterday it did
become a concern, because the anti-Labor
Independent member for Gladstone held the
Government to ransom. The member for
Gladstone lectures us about democracy!
Eighty-eight to one would have been the
result. The member needs to have a look in

her own backyard. The member for Gladstone
has now given ratepayers in all these places a
tidy little bill to pick up. Let us talk about
democracy. Ten per cent of the people in any
of these shires will tell the other 90 per cent
that they will have to pay for a referendum.
That is democracy! That is not my idea of
democracy.

Mr Veivers: You must have been a
terrible little child. Your poor mother!

Mr SCHWARTEN: The honourable
member should leave my mother out of this. If
the honourable member thinks that I am
tough, he should see my mother. As big as he
is, the honourable member for Southport is
not too big for my mother to put him over her
knee and give him a good smacking. That is
probably what he needs.

An honourable member: He would
probably enjoy it.

Mr SCHWARTEN: He might, too. I wish
to refer also to the Local Government
Association of Queensland and the
suggestion that it was not consulted. That is a
load of tripe. As the shadow Minister pointed
out this morning in the debate, there was
widespread consultation on this issue. We did
not adopt the Kennett approach. The Local
Government Association of Queensland was
consulted on the issue and some of its
members did not like the notion of
amalgamation. Tom Pyne was a very
outspoken critic of the former Government's
plans. However, at the end of the day he wore
the amalgamation. 

For example, my in-laws live in one of the
amalgamated areas. They were concerned
that their services would go, because that was
the tory line that people such as Mr Veivers
were sprouting to those people—for example,
"Services will be cut." My father-in-law was one
of them. He is a member of the National Party.

Mr Mackenroth:  An old tory.

Mr SCHWARTEN: Yes, he is an old
tory. He is not a bad old bloke, but he is an old
tory just the same.

An honourable member: Is he a
concerned citizen?

Mr SCHWARTEN: No, he is not a
concerned citizen. He was a bit concerned
about this issue, but he is quite happy with it
now. In terms of practicalities, it has made no
difference to him. My in-laws live in Miriwinni,
and their services have not been
affected—not at all.

Mrs Wilson interjected. 
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Mr SCHWARTEN: I am pleased that
the member for Mulgrave endorses that view.
They have not suffered as a result of
amalgamation. I dare say that my father-in-law
would be one of those people who would
simply not want to vote on it. He would
probably ignore the 10 per cent of people who
say that he should cast a vote and on the day
would not even vote. That leads me to
another issue. Why do we need 50 per cent of
those who voted, rather than the other way
around?

Mr Veivers: You've got to give up
smoking.

Mr SCHWARTEN: I have given up
smoking. From opinion polls and any of those
sorts of straw votes that are taken, we see that
those who feel strongly about an issue will
dominate it. People listening to talkback radio,
for example, would be convinced that 95 per
cent of Queenslanders are racists, given some
of the things that I have heard over talkback
radio recently. It is the people who have strong
views—the zealots—who will try to drive the
issue. I suspect that in any of the referendums
that are held throughout Queensland those
people who are ambivalent about the whole
business will not vote. In other words, it will
transpire that the decision will be made by a
minority. For example, 30 per cent of people in
a given shire could vote to deamalgamate and
incur all of the associated costs. If a minority of
people turn out to vote on the day—for
example, the zealots whom I mentioned—that
is a possible outcome. Let us end this
nonsense and claptrap of self-justification on
the grounds of democracy. What the
Government is proposing today is anything
other than democratic. 

The other point that I wish to raise is:
where do we go from here? It is all very well to
say, "You can have a referendum as to
whether you amalgamate." However, as I
mentioned in relation to Mount Morgan, there
are literally scores of unviable shires in this
State. They evolved in the horse and cart
days. For example, a place such as
Aramac——

Mrs McCauley: What would you do with
Mount Morgan?

Mr SCHWARTEN: I would amalgamate
it with one of the other shires.

Mr FitzGerald: Which one?

Mr SCHWARTEN: It does not matter
which one; neither wants it. Perhaps we might
put it into Gladstone since the honourable
member is so interested in this issue.

Mr Hamill: It used to be part of the Port
Curtis electorate.

Mr SCHWARTEN: Yes, it was in the
Port Curtis electorate. We might put it into the
Gladstone electorate. It seems that the
member for Gladstone is pretty good at
spending other people's money.

An Opposition member:  Calliope.

Mr SCHWARTEN: Calliope; it does not
affect either of her shires or city councils, so
perhaps that is the place in which to put it. The
fact remains that we are doing those electors
in Mount Morgan and places such as Aramac
a grave disservice by turning our backs on a
process of amalgamation. I do not believe that
any member of this House would agree with
what is happening at Mount Morgan. How can
that place go anywhere, given the amount of
services it can provide with its current rate
base? How many people are in Mount
Morgan?

Mr Pearce:  Three thousand.

Mr SCHWARTEN: It has 3,000-odd
people. And it is a shire! What would the
average wages be?

Mr Pearce: There's 30 per cent
unemployed.

Mr SCHWARTEN: How in the name of
fortune will that place ever make progress?
The only way that that place will ever go
ahead is if the rest of the taxpayers of
Queensland provide services for it. That is
democratic, is it not? There are already calls
for water and so on.

Mr Foley: There is a fascinating little
historical museum that would attract tourists by
the bus load. My grandfather and great
grandfather worked down the mines. 

Mr SCHWARTEN: That is right. I am
reminded of the historical ties that the member
for Yeronga has with Mount Morgan.

Mr McGrady: That is why he is so pro-
mining.

Mr Foley: Cultural tourism.

Mr SCHWARTEN:  One of the richest oil
companies in the world was founded in Mount
Morgan. As a result of the gold found there,
BP was set up. What a legacy that place has
left us with. It really is criminal that more has
not been done. What should be done? I
would not like to be the Local Government
Minister who makes that decision. 

Today, the Government is creating a rod
for its back. The deamalgamation issue is
being driven by a number of outspoken
zealots. I am reminded of the old saying: the
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constant stoning has worn away the drip. The
zealots have been pelting stones and they
finally wore down the Government. The
Government has now made a rod for its back
with this ridiculous promise. It did not think it
was going to win the last election. Now it has
reached the stage of saying, "We'll have a
referendum and we will make it as hard as we
possibly can to deamalgamate, because we
don't want all of that added trouble."

Enter the member for Gladstone, who has
knocked the chocks from under the
Government, and look where it is now. This
move by the Government is bad politics and
bad government. Those are the two basic
mistakes that the Government is making
today. It is not in the overall interests of the
people of this State to try to put the
toothpaste back into the tube. The toothpaste
is out of the tube now. Deamalgamation will
be an absolute mess, and Government
members know it. If the Government goes
down this path, it will live to rue the day. 

I turn now to the amendment proposed
by the honourable member for Chatsworth. In
his very simple amendment, he is calling for
this Parliament to vet the statement that will
be sent to affected electors. I cannot for the
life of me see what is wrong with the 89
members of this place scrutinising what will go
out to those electors in order to ensure that
what is being purveyed to them is completely
aboveboard. Justice must not only be done
but it must also be seen to be done. In my
view, the Government should accept this
amendment. If it intends to go through with
this ridiculous registration, it must at least bring
the explanatory statement back before this
place so that the——

Mr Veivers: Why?

Mr SCHWARTEN: So that those shires
or any other organisations are not left open to
the smear of their leading the donkey with the
carrot.

Mr Veivers: We're the Government;
you're the Opposition.

Mr SCHWARTEN: Yes, and aren't
members opposite making a botch of it!
Haven't they created an awful shambles! The
member should not get me started on what
the coalition has done in Government. This is
just another one of the coalition's hastily
cobbled together pieces of legislation to try to
live up to a promise that it made to the people
of Queensland before the last election, which
the coalition did not expect to win. I will bet
that at times coalition members lay awake at
night wishing that they had not made half the
promises that they did—firstly, they do not

know how to pay for them and, secondly, they
do not know how to deliver them!

Mr Veivers: Actually, I'm paying for the
promises you made.

Mr SCHWARTEN: I hope that the
Minister does, because I need that fire station
in Rocky. I want that money!

Mr Veivers: I've got news for you—and
it's all bad!

Mr SCHWARTEN: Is it? I rather thought
that that would be the case. 

In conclusion—I reject totally what the
member for Gladstone said. I would have
thought that her strong views on this matter
would have meant that she would have
spoken for more than eight minutes. She has
plenty of staff who can undertake research
and she has plenty of time to look at her
books and so on, yet an eight-minute speech
was all we got. In my opinion that is not a
reasonable effort by somebody who has
changed the will of the Government on this
matter. Let us forget the nonsense that is
being spread that this is the more democratic
way to go. It is not the more democratic way to
go. This move is not in the interests of the
people of Queensland. As I said before, the
Government will rue the day it took this
decision.

Mr FITZGERALD (Lockyer—Leader of
Government Business) (3.43 p.m.): As one of
the members whose electorate is affected by
this legislation, I would like to make a
contribution to this debate. The City of Ipswich
amalgamation took in the old Moreton Shire
and that part of that shire south of the City of
Ipswich which is in the electorate of Lockyer. I
am very much aware of the concerns of those
constituents, particularly rural dwellers. Rural
people were never happy with being
amalgamated with Ipswich City. At times they
had some gripes with the old Moreton Shire. It
was a diverse shire which included the Karana
Downs area to the north, ran out around
Marburg and Rosewood, down to Harrisville
and Peak Crossing, and out through
Willowbank, Grandchester and all those areas.
Rural people always felt as if they were
struggling for representation, but they were not
terribly unhappy about it. Because of the
amalgamation with Ipswich City, they now feel
completely disenfranchised. The Ipswich
council is very much city-oriented, and that is
natural because most of the people in the
region are urban residents.

The amalgamation of various local
authorities has been a total mess. We should
go back in history to discover what caused this
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process to be initiated. Many people are
unhappy with the way in which the process
occurred. It has been mentioned that EARC
made recommendations and that the
parliamentary committee considered those
recommendations. Having been a member of
that committee, I can say that it certainly was
an interesting experience. However, we should
go back one step before that. Why did EARC
look at the amalgamation question? It was not
in EARC's charter. It took that step because
the former Deputy Premier, Tom Burns,
moved a motion in this House requesting
EARC to look at the internal boundaries and
then the external boundaries of local
authorities. That motion was moved after a
Labor Party caucus meeting. The genesis of
the motion was a belief among Labor
members that local authorities produced
National Party-type members of Parliament or
that there was poor representation for some
sections of local authority areas. 

Mr Campbell:  Yes, that's right.

Mr FITZGERALD: The member for
Bundaberg confirms my statement. I have it
on good authority that the member for
Bundaberg was the chief mover behind that
motion. I note that the member is nodding his
head. There was some discrepancy in the
representation on local authorities, and I have
no doubt that some boundaries needed to be
straightened up. I believe that it was the Labor
Party's attempt to get at local authorities that
caused this problem.

EARC examined the need for
amalgamations. It had a raft of local
authorities to look at, from Aboriginal councils
in the Cape York region right down the coast
as far as Coolangatta. EARC called for
submissions on the amalgamation question.
One can imagine the number of submissions
that were lodged. After an extensive
examination, EARC made a report and
recommended some amalgamations. The
process was then handed over to the
parliamentary committee, of which I happened
to be a member. The member for Yeronga,
who was the chair of the committee, the
former member for Barron River, the former
member for Springwood, the member for
Everton, the member for Burdekin, the
member for Merrimac and I were the members
of the original committee. I believe that the
member for Indooroopilly was a member of
the committee for a time, but he moved on to
lead the Liberal Party. Some of those people
are no longer members of this place, but I do
not believe that this issue was the cause of
their demise. 

Mr Foley: They'll be back.
Mr FITZGERALD: I suppose they will

try, but I do not believe that they will be
successful. 

As a member of the parliamentary
committee, I was absolutely appalled at the
recommendations by EARC. Of course, EARC
gave reasons for its recommendations, but
when I asked the relevant officers whether
they took into consideration the savings or any
other benefits that would flow to the areas
concerned, the comment was that it was too
hard to establish those factors. Apparently
EARC did not look at the economic value or
otherwise in amalgamating these shires. I was
absolutely appalled to hear that. When one
talks to ratepayers, one discovers that roads
and rates are two of the most important things
in their lives. Representation, roads and rates
are the things that they care about. If
someone starts talking about amalgamating
local authorities but does not talk about the
effect that that will have on rates or the
benefits that will be derived in terms of cost
reductions, people become very upset.

I recognise the presence in the Chamber
today of the member for Gladstone. The first
time I met the member for Gladstone was
when she was the Mayor of the Calliope Shire.
I believe that lady impressed all members
present with her ability to represent in a very
dignified way the people at a public meeting at
the Calliope hall. She was able to present the
arguments as to why Calliope Shire should not
be amalgamated with Gladstone.

Mr Foley: She got a pretty good
hearing, too.

Mr FITZGERALD: She got an excellent
hearing. I believe that the chairperson of the
day did an excellent job and kept the rest of
the members under control. That was a great
demonstration of a crowd of people who were
totally backing their mayor and pleading with
the parliamentary committee not to take any
notice of what the EARC had recommended.
It was very impressive. It was a dignified
request. The people there were so much in
that woman's hands. One could not fail to be
impressed by the way in which all those
people spoke as one. 

I assure all members that that same
feeling was evident in a number of places
throughout Queensland. People just did not
want to be amalgamated. They were given no
good reason for being amalgamated.
Therefore, they were opposed to it. If, on the
other hand, it had been explained to them
that their rates were going to drop by 10 per
cent, 20 per cent or 30 per cent, or they were
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going to get better representation, or better
roads, or it was going to be a more efficient
system, some of them probably still would not
have wanted change because, for parochial
interests, they wanted to stay as they were.
However, some of them may have been
persuaded to be in favour of amalgamation.
Therein lies the problem. If we go out and ask
people what they want but we do not give
them what they want, we will end up with a
problem on our hands.

Of course, members would be aware that
there were forced amalgamations in some
areas but not in others. On the basis of the
yardstick that was used, I will never
understand how the former Government did
not amalgamate Thuringowa and Townsville.
As the member for Rockhampton and, I think,
the member for Chatsworth so ably put it, the
Government makes the decisions and suffers
the consequences, and so it should. If that is
the criteria that a Government is going to use,
then no matter who recommends it that
Government makes the decisions and wears
the consequences. That is not a great
parliamentary democracy theme on which to
run. But if that is the criteria that members
opposite want to use, then they had better
stick to it, because they will have to live by that
criteria.

Following those forced amalgamations,
there was an election. During that election
campaign, the coalition said that it would give
those people an opportunity to
deamalgamate. This legislation is the
consequence of that election promise. There
is no other way of putting it. This is the
consequence of that election promise, and
those people will be given that opportunity.

Most of the members who have spoken
during this debate have not said whether or
not they are totally in favour of the
deamalgamation of the areas that they
represent. I am going to join that crew, and I
will be up front about it so that members
cannot accuse me of trying to slide out of it.
People will have to make up their minds
knowing full well that deamalgamation is going
to be very, very expensive.

Mr Foley: When did you change your
mind on a referendum?

Mr FITZGERALD: Maybe I have not
changed my mind on a referendum.

Mr Hamill: You were supporting the
Minister yesterday.

Mr FITZGERALD: I just said that I may
well have not changed my mind on that. I do
have a philosophical belief that Governments

have to govern. However, this was an election
promise made by a party of which I am a
member, and this legislation is honouring that
election promise. I cannot back away from
that. That is exactly where I stand.

I have received a lot of criticism from
people in my electorate because of my
statements about referendums and
amalgamations. These issues become very
parochial. Members must admit that if we ever
tried to amalgamate Sydney and Brisbane, or
Ayr and Home Hill in north Queensland—there
will always be natural differences and people
will always want to be different. I will use my
electorate as an example. If we suggested
that the adjoining Laidley Shire and Gatton
Shire should be amalgamated, I can
guarantee that the people of Laidley would be
totally opposed to that, and they would have a
right to be opposed to it. I know that they are
parochial, and I hope they do not mind my
saying that they are parochial. People in
Gatton are probably just as parochial. One
generally finds that the slightly smaller town is
more parochial, because they envisage a
threat from a larger town. That is normal.

Mr Foley: In the same way as the
Brisbane Biennial feels about the Brisbane
Festival. We are opposed to forced
amalgamation.

Mr FITZGERALD: The member for
Yeronga cannot get me to talk about the arts
at this time.

I admit that there are lots of problems
associated with deamalgamation. However, I
want to say something to those people who
were critical of me because I was not in favour
of a referendum. What I said was that I was
totally opposed to the forced amalgamation. I
voted against it, whereas the member for
Yeronga voted in favour of it. I was totally
opposed to forced amalgamation.

Mr Mackenroth: Finish what you said:
"but if it happens, you shouldn't have a
referendum." That's what you said.

Mr FITZGERALD: I was rather critical
that the savings that were touted by the
commissioner have yet to be seen, particularly
when those councillors gave themselves
reasonable salary rises. I know that one
councillor was able to hold two public jobs at
one stage. Some councillors kept a number of
jobs. I do not want to name those councillors
in this place. I know that one of them has
resigned from one of those jobs.

Many of the people in my electorate and
those in the Ipswich area are not really happy
about going back into a newly reformed
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Moreton Shire. There is no doubt that the rural
people in that area would be much happier to
be in Boonah. Some people are asking me,
"How on earth can we get over to Laidley?"
Drawing the boundaries would be a major
problem. There is a natural range between
Laidley and Grandchester, and I believe that
that is a natural boundary.

In relation to the southern end of the
Ipswich area—I presented to this Parliament a
petition containing 400 signatures from people
who wanted to go south of the Purga school
road and, I think, Carmichael Road. However,
that petition did not indicate how far west that
boundary should be located, so a boundary
has to be determined by someone. That is
one of the problems with referendums on
forming a new city or shire. The member for
Waterford raised this issue before. Exactly
where do you draw the boundaries? How do
you put all these multiple questions to people
to make up their minds? I am not saying that
people cannot make up their minds, but it is
very difficult to put a number of questions to
people at the one time.

Mr Hamill: That is why you were right
before when you said that Governments have
to govern.

Mr FITZGERALD: I do believe that
Governments have to govern, and suffer the
consequences of their decisions. I do not
believe that Logan City would ever have been
created if a referendum had been held at that
time. I recognise the difficulties. I might have a
view that is different from that of some of my
colleagues. This is a democracy, and I am
allowed to do that.

I had the benefit of looking at what has
happened in New Zealand and Victoria. In
New Zealand, they went through the process
of altering all the boundaries. When I visited
Victoria, not all the amalgamations had been
completed. There was obviously a need for
some boundary changes in Victoria, but some
of those changes were unable to be
implemented because of local parochial
pressures.

If people want to live in smaller shires and
communities, I have no argument with that. If
a shire is very small and efficient and running
well, why on earth would we amalgamate it? I
refer to the Perry Shire—a very small shire.

Mr Mackenroth: They never want to be
mentioned.

Mr FITZGERALD: They do not want to
be mentioned. Because it is such a small
shire, it is a wonder that the former
Government did not say that the Perry Shire

had to be amalgamated. Why on earth would
the people of the Perry Shire not be satisfied,
if they are happy with the way the councillors
and the mayor are running the shire and they
are happy with the standard of roads and the
level of rates that they are paying?

Mr Mackenroth: Then they write to the
Local Government Minister and say, "We're
such a small shire. We've no ratepayers. We
need extra money." 

Mr FITZGERALD: I am sure that the
former Minister for Local Government would
have given them some solutions to their
problems that would have been in the best
interests of that area. 

I return to the beginning of the problem.
This problem was created because the
previous Government wanted to examine shire
boundaries. It started that in 1990, and I
believe that the whole process was messed
up. It was a complete disaster and alarmed a
lot of people. Once shires are amalgamated, it
is extremely difficult to deamalgamate them. I
believe that the voters who vote on the
referendum question will have to consider very
seriously the cost of that process to their local
authorities and whether they will receive any
benefits. I believe that it is a very onerous
responsibility, and I ask them all to consider
very seriously before they sign a petition or, if
they sign a petition and the petition has the
required number of signatures on it and the
matter is taken to a referendum, that they
weigh the matter in their minds, discuss the
issues fully and then vote for the long-term
good of their part of Queensland.

Hon. D. J. HAMILL (Ipswich)
(4.01 p.m.): I am pleased to be following the
member for Lockyer and his comments in
relation to this issue. I believe a number of
remarks that he made to be most pertinent. I
could not agree more with his comment that
Governments are elected to govern, and there
are matters about which there will be no local
community consensus and so a decision
needs to be made by Government and
adhered to. No better example of that can be
seen than the issue of local government. 

I heard the comments made by the
member for Gladstone and some other
speakers who seem to think that local
authority boundaries were chiselled into the
tablets and handed down from on high.
Nothing could be further from the truth. Over
the years, a series of reforms in local
government have occurred in Queensland,
and I dare say that that will continue. Local
authorities come and go and boundaries are
altered, and altered for very good reason.
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Owing to demographic changes, a new
community may be established and the locus
of authority may move away from an already
established centre. It may be that economic
circumstances cause a local authority to be
dissolved and a new authority to be
established. It may be that urban growth may
result in the need for the purposes of good,
sound planning of services and the need to
adjust boundaries of pre-existing local
authorities to reflect the reality of the present
and to enable sound decisions to be made for
the future. Quite frankly, in my own
electorate of Ipswich, that has been exactly
the pattern that has occurred over the past
100 years. Shires have come and gone and
names that were once on the map are no
longer there. 

Mr FitzGerald: Normanby. 

Mr HAMILL: Normanby Shire is a very
good example. The old Normanby Shire
covered areas of Churchill. If one travels into
Churchill today, one sees the legacy of the
Normanby Shire: tidy little streets that are ill
provided for in terms of local services, because
the old Normanby Shire simply did not have
the resources to provide a viable range of local
government services. Of course, the Churchill
area had an urban spill from the Ipswich of
years past. The same can be said in relation
to areas in my electorate. In the Flinders View
area is a street called Edward Street, which
used to be a laughing stock, because the
bitumen was better on one side of the street
than it was on the other side and—surprise,
surprise—that was a boundary street between
two local authorities. Yet, for all intents and
purposes, the people who lived south of
Edward Street were with one and the same
community as those who happened to live
north of Edward Street. Their kids went to the
same school. They used the same library
services. It may have been the case that
some kids would build a new home just south
of Edward Street, leaving the family home that
happened to be north of Edward Street. 

Mr Livingstone: No sewerage.

Mr HAMILL: There were differences in
the level of services that were able to be
provided in those sorts of areas. That is why,
in his report in relation to Ipswich and the then
Moreton Shire, the Local Government
Commissioner made the recommendations he
did. I have spoken on this matter in the House
in the past, and I commented on the
frustration that I had experienced in my then
capacity as Minister for Transport to try to help
resolve an issue between the Ipswich and
Moreton councils in the Goodna/Redbank

Plains area. In that circumstance, the Moreton
Shire was trying to undertake some strategic
planning with respect to the road network in
the area. However, the then Ipswich City
Council would have none of it. It seemed to
think that access to fast developing areas,
such as Redbank Plains, through the Ipswich
City Council area, should be denied. That was
absolute nonsense. The only people who lose
out of that way of thinking are the people who
live in those communities. The genesis of
amalgamation was a desire to undertake a
rational and sensible reform of a number of
local authority boundaries to reflect not the
needs of the 1930s, 1940s or indeed the
1960s, but to bring about a situation in which
the local authorities of the 1990s can put in
place the services and infrastructure to enable
communities to develop into the future.

An extensive consultative process was
associated with the reforms. That occurred not
only at Ipswich but also at Pioneer in Mackay,
in the Cairns area between the Cairns City
Council and the then Mulgrave Shire, and in
the Douglas Shire. 

An honourable member:  Mareeba.

Mr HAMILL: And Mareeba. It also
occurred in the Bundaberg area in relation to
Woongarra Shire and Gooburrum, which
amalgamated to create the new Burnett Shire.
In each and every one of those cases there
was a significant amount of community
concern, and the people who seemed to be
most concerned in each case actually
happened to be the sitting councillors. I can
only suspect what the motivations may have
been of those sitting councillors who were so
vehement in their opposition to local authority
boundary changes and amalgamation. 

I think the House might be very
interested, indeed the member for Lockyer
might be interested——

Mr Mackenroth: Neubecker was
opposed to it, he is telling us.

Mr HAMILL:  Yes, as I said, the member
for Lockyer might be very interested to learn a
little about how the attitudes of councillors can
mature over time in relation to these very
important issues. 

Mr FitzGerald: Ask Mr Nugent.

Mr HAMILL: I will come to Mr Nugent in
a moment. I think Mr Neubecker is a very
good person to dwell upon at this point. As
honourable members might recall,
amalgamation was quite an emotive issue in
the Bundaberg area. It is a shame that the
member for Gladstone has left the Chamber,
because this is an area that I believe she
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would have found close to home and dear to
her heart. In the case of the amalgamations
that took place in the Bundaberg area and the
newly-created Burnett Shire, the new local
authority has tried to get on with the job and
deliver services in that area. I have here a
piece of correspondence in relation to the very
matter that we are debating here this
afternoon that I would like to share with the
House. The correspondent states—

"I write to express my personal and
my Council's complete disgust and
opposition with moves to place
democracy subservient to a political
party's need to retain power as expressed
in reports shown in today's Courier-Mail
Newspaper (Wednesday, 1 May, 1996—
Page 3)."

The correspondent goes on to state—
"While there can be much debate of

the attitude of myself and many of my
Councillors prior to the March 1994
amalgamation date, there is no future in
living in the past . . ." 

It is a shame that some Government
members, those people who want to turn back
the clock at every available opportunity, do not
subscribe to the same view. The letter states
further—

". . . and more importantly committing our
local Burnett Shire Community to another
wrong in 1996 cannot successfully be
linked to the wrongs in 1994 and the
preceding years to make it right." 

The letter goes on—

"I repeat my concerns and disgust
with the reported 11th hour changes and
it is my sincere hope that all the Members
of the Queensland Parliament have the
ability in their conscience to put
democracy and a sense of fair play before
any fears of losing political power. Yours
faithfully, Councillor M. W. Neubecker." 

The author of that letter is Mayor of the
Burnett Shire. I table that letter for the
information of the House, and hopefully for the
edification of the Premier and other members
sitting opposite. 

I believe that the sentiment expressed in
that letter is echoed throughout the State by
people who are prepared to get on with it and
look to the future rather than try to turn back
the clock. However, a number of vocal groups
scattered around the State want to turn back
the clock. Invariably, those groups seem to be
dominated by people who had previously
been members of councils that no longer exist
or, indeed, people who used to be members

of councils and who did not survive the
expression of public opinion which occurred
following the adjustment and change to those
local government boundaries. 

I refer briefly to a very voluble group of
people who operate in the Ipswich City area.
They call themselves the Watchdogs. I have
looked through the list of people who have
appeared from time to time as spokespeople
on behalf of the Watchdogs and it shows an
interesting variety of people who have
interesting backgrounds. In fact, one of them
is Jan Fletcher, who is a ministerial adviser to
the Minister for Health. Ms Fletcher was
associated with the Moreton Shire Council.
She has re-emerged, obviously in her spare
time when she is not attending to the needs of
the Minister for Health, on the Watchdogs
committee. 

An Opposition member  interjected.

Mr HAMILL: I do not know whether
these people are members of a local branch,
but they certainly equate to those
dispassionate souls who played such a role in
the Mundingburra by-election. The list also
includes Mr Graham Hutchinson, who was
formerly a Division 3 alderman of the Ipswich
City Council. He is the chairperson of the
Watchdogs. Other names on the list are Ron
Baker and John Ranizowski, who was formerly
a Division 2 alderman of the Ipswich City
Council. He stood against Bob Gibbs at the
last State election.

Mr Livingstone: And the faxes used to
come from Russell Cooper's office with his
name on them.

Mr HAMILL: I did not know that, but I
am shocked that that could have occurred. An
old mate of mine—a constituent of mine—Ray
Tanner, is on the list. Ray is a decent bloke.
He has made no secret of his association with
the Liberal Party over a great many years. Ray
just happened to be the former Division 6
alderman. Certainly, he represented the
Raceview area on the Ipswich City Council.
Also on the list is Paul Vaughan who, I think,
has been associated with the National Party
over the years.

Mr Livingstone: He stood against me,
as a matter of fact, as an Independent but
directed his preferences to the National Party.

Mr HAMILL: Is that right? I think the
National Party likes to have those
Independents available at times. That is the
flavour of the Ipswich Watchdogs. Incidentally,
many of those people fall into the category of
former or would-be councillors who did not
accept that the local community had the right
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to express the view that it did not want them
on the council at the last election. It disturbs
me that, contrary to commonsense, contrary
to even the sentiment expressed by a number
of speakers from the Government, this
Government is falling over backwards to meet
the demands of groups such as the
Watchdogs—groups that could not accept the
people's verdict when it was expressed at the
local authority elections, people who believed
that they had a better reason to be members
of the council than the councillors who were
chosen by the local community. It is very sad
that we are stooping to do favours for those
people and that we are ignoring the advice of
the Local Government Association in relation
to this issue, which speaks for and on behalf
of all local authorities throughout the State. 

I think it is quite ludicrous that we have
before us legislation that is to be applied
specifically to a group of local authority
amalgamations that have occurred over the
last couple of years. It is a Bill that is drafted to
deal with that group only. There has been no
indication from the Minister that if the
circumstances are such that she might wish to
make adjustments to local authorities in the
future, a courtesy similar to that which has
been extended to a group of malcontents
throughout the State will be accorded to
anyone who disagrees with her future actions
or the actions of other Ministers.

Mr Mackenroth: Will she amalgamate
Maroochy, for instance?

Mr HAMILL: The Minister can
amalgamate Maroochy and Caloundra, but
that amalgamation is not covered by this
legislation. For example, the member for
Mooloolah may well oppose that
amalgamation, but he will be shut out
because this legislation is applicable only to
amalgamations that have occurred over the
last couple of years. It is interesting to note
that the consideration that was given to these
groups of malcontents was not given by
previous National Party administrations when
local authorities such as the Logan Shire,
Logan City and Hervey Bay were created. I
believe that, at that time, the Government had
a sufficient understanding to realise that it was
time to make a decision, stand by that
decision and get on with life, and not pander
to those groups of people who are stuck in a
rut and who cannot accept that the community
and time has passed them by and that the
world for which they hanker is a world that has
gone and will never return. 

In conclusion, I make some comments
regarding the impact on the local community.

Frankly, the Ipswich community—and I
suspect the same could be said for Burnett,
Mackay, Cairns and the Gold Coast—would
prefer to see many other things done with the
ratepayers' dollars than pandering to the
political aspirations of handfuls of people who
have had their chance to contest local
authority positions. As a ratepayer in Ipswich, I
would much prefer to see my dollar spent on
the parks of the city, kerbing and channelling
and local roads rather than, to take a leaf out
of the book of the member for Lockyer, those
other R words—rates referendums——

Mr FitzGerald: And representation.

Mr HAMILL: And representation. I say
that our representatives have been elected
and they have a term to run. They then stand
to be judged upon their performance. The
ratepayers' dollar should be going towards
roads and other local amenities. It should not
be going towards special-case, special-deal
referendums which are extraordinarily
expensive and the bill for which goes to the
ratepayers in the community. 

The member for Rockhampton made a
very good point, that is, if 10 per cent of
malcontents can lobby to get a petition
signed, they will enforce their desire to have
that referendum voted upon. They will force
their will on the other 90 per cent of the
community.

Mr Mackenroth: You should make that
50 per cent instead of 10 per cent.

Mr HAMILL: The 50 per cent rule may
well be fairer—good for one, good for all.
However, that is the situation. The dollars
should not be going simply to massage the
egos of some people who have been rejected
by the local community for positions on the
local council. I believe that many ratepayers
will object very strongly indeed to being forced
to go through this process at a great cost to
their community and with the result that many
services will have to be forgone.

In the case of Ipswich, a number of
commentators have estimated that it could
cost up to $14m to try to unscramble—— 

Mr FitzGerald: Where do they get that
figure? The Gold Coast is about $5m, I
believe.

Mr HAMILL: I am stating what has been
claimed locally. I know for a fact that a number
of initiatives have been put in place to try to
bring the infrastructure, plant and personnel of
the pre-existing local authorities together. To
try to tear that apart again means a loss of the
unity and planning which were the very issues
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that it was hoped amalgamation would
achieve.

Certainly people in the Ipswich
area—particularly, for example, those in the
Carole Park area—would receive a very inferior
level of service should they be thrown back
into some re-established Moreton shire. As the
member for Lockyer said, people in the
Harrisville area would much prefer to go to
another rural shire. They are not going to be
satisfied by a reconstituted Moreton Shire.
This legislation is faulty and it is ill-conceived. If
election promises are going to be
broken—and the Government has already
broken plenty of promises, and will break a lot
more in relation to tax—the Government
should have had the gumption to break this
one.

Hon. M. J. FOLEY (Yeronga)
(4.21 p.m.): This Bill is the last gasp of the
reactionaries trying to stop local government
reform. This Bill stands in the way of a process
started six years ago in the Parliament and
which has been the subject of more
consultation, debate, discussion, input and
research than any other reform process that
has occurred. However, we see a political
coalition which is hostage to vested interest
groups. This Bill is an acid test of whether or
not the Parliament can reform the creatures of
statute; namely, local government.

In 1990, the Parliament set in train a
reference to an independent statutory
commission. That was followed by a
systematic review of an all-party parliamentary
committee. That was followed, in turn, by the
activities of the Local Government
Commissioner. At every turn there has been
opportunity after opportunity for people's
voices to be heard. Yet, even now we hear the
extraordinary claim by the allegedly
Independent member for Gladstone that, as a
result of this Bill, people will be given a chance
to express their views and that that is long
overdue. What an extraordinary statement
after the provision of so many opportunities for
people to express their views, after so many
opportunities for these matters to be the
subject of scrutiny and analysis. 

Mr Slack  interjected. 
Mr FOLEY: The honourable member

should be ashamed of this Bill, because, as
he would well know, when this process started
we saw a dreadful waste of taxpayers' money
in his area. Bundaberg had three local
authorities with three lots of bureaucracies in
the one city block. Woongarra, Gooburrum
and Bundaberg were located together, and
were all proudly defending the vital and

independent role which they had to play. What
a joke! What a scandal! The taxpayers of this
State have had to endure that wastage of
public money, and the constituents of Burnett,
Mr Slack's electorate, have had to endure an
appalling lack of town and regional planning
because of the failure of courage on the part
of politicians like himself and the Minister to
engage in decent reform. This is made all the
worse by advice from their own members. At
least in their minority report Mr Stoneman and
Mr FitzGerald had the guts to abandon the
concept of referendums.

The honourable member for Burdekin
may twist and turn, but he cannot walk away
from his own words. Let me refresh his
memory. Perhaps the glitter of the office of
Parliamentary Secretary has caused him to
forget the humble days when he worked with
me on the parliamentary committee. In the
report of the Parliamentary Committee for
Electoral and Administrative Review, titled
"External Boundaries of Local
Authorities"—the committee of which the
honourable member for Burdekin was a
member—it is stated—

"The question of referendums at the
local level is not only complex, but in the
end, probably of questionable value. We
consider referendums have been
proposed by affected local authorities and
some communities as a defensive
mechanism in the face of what they
believe to be forced and detrimental
changes." 

Now the honourable member is faced with the
inconsistency of his position. At least in those
days Mr Stoneman and Mr FitzGerald had the
courage to face the facts.

The issue in this Bill is referendums—that
is what it is all about. The issue is whether or
not the Parliament has the bottle to make laws
and to stand by them, or whether it will
abandon its role and throw it back to a
referendum process which honourable
members well know is calculated to sabotage
the reform process. Government members
need only look at the facts. They need only go
to New Zealand to see the enormous difficulty
that faced the process of local government
reform in that country. They needed only to
come with us to Geelong to see the way in
which the reform process was choked by the
petty self-interest of a group of local councils
determined to hang on to their respective
bailiwick and to hell with the reform process. In
Queensland, they needed only to go to
Mackay to see the two local government
authorities of Mackay and Pioneer, like some
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antipodean version of Buda and Pest,
standing on opposite sides of the river in their
extraordinary, wasteful glory. 

It is not as if we can afford to waste
planning resources. As a Parliament, we
should be concerned about the future of our
environment. The member for Burnett once
held out some concern for the environment,
and he of all people should be standing up for
some sensible planning and environment
legislation, which is exactly what the process of
local authority reform was all about. In the
latter days of the twentieth century, how can
one effectively plan for local authority areas
which were drawn up during the days of the
gold rushes. The 1927-28 royal commission
recommended change and that
recommendation was the subject of heated
opposition from vested interest groups. 

Members of the Government should be
ashamed of themselves; this legislation is a
complete surrender to the forces of reaction. It
is an abandonment of the role of Government,
and it is an abandonment of the role of the
Parliament. The local authorities did not
descend from heaven, but were ultimately
created by statutes of the Parliament. It is
extraordinary that through this Bill members
opposite wish to undo the hours and hours of
good and patient work spent in listening to
people, talking to them and gathering
evidence.

Mr FitzGerald: You took no notice of
them.

Mr FOLEY:  Only a few minutes ago, the
honourable member for Lockyer freely
conceded that, for example, at that famous
hearing in the Calliope Shire the then
Chairperson of Calliope Shire, the current
member for Gladstone, got a very fair hearing.

Mr FitzGerald: What happened at
Warwick?

Mr FOLEY: Let us deal with one issue
at a time. We will talk about Warwick in a
moment. 

As a result of that hearing, in that
particular case the parliamentary committee
did not recommend amalgamation at that
stage and recommended that it be considered
further. In answer to the first question—before
the honourable member opposite changes his
ground—the honourable member who acted
on behalf of those people was listened to and
the decision was changed. Please let me not
hear this drivel that no-one was listened to. It
is patently false, and the honourable member
should squirm in embarrassment for relying
upon such absurd arguments. 

Let us turn to Warwick. We visited
Warwick on a couple of occasions—Rosenthal,
Glengallan and so on—and those people were
given the opportunity to express their views.
Are we simply to abandon the cause of a
rational system of water supply, town planning
and provision of basic services to members of
our community because we run scared from
the angry voices and the vested interests?
That is what the Minister is doing. That is what
is happening. What we are seeing is the flight
of reason in the face of every petty vested
interest group that has raised its voice over so
many years. 

What is at issue is whether or not local
government is capable of being reformed.
After so much effort and thought, if the reform
process is ultimately to be defeated, if we are
to turn the clock back, I pose the question:
what future Government will ever seek to
reform local government? As circumstances
change, why should it be that local
government boundaries are frozen in history
unable to be changed by a rational process?
Why must it be that the process of reform has
to be sabotaged in this way? Let me remind
honourable members of the report of the
parliamentary committee, which travelled the
length and breadth of the State several times.

Mr FitzGerald: Was it unanimous? Be
fair.

Mr FOLEY: The honourable member
has been caught on the hinge of a hypocrisy,
and the constant interjection simply shows
what a squeaky hinge it is. He at least had the
decency to acknowledge that his personal
view had not changed and that he will simply
be dragged along by the forces of party
discipline in voting as he does. I salute him for
his candour if not for his courage in the face of
the political machine. I want to point out to the
Parliament what was said by the honourable
member. I quote from page 9 of the minority
report, which states—

"In the end, Governments are
elected to govern and should do so. In
the event that decisions are perceived to
be incorrect or unacceptable, the
Westminster System provides for the
removal of those making decisions by way
of regular general elections."

That is what the honourable member said. It is
what the honourable members of this House
should apply their minds to. It is not as if these
things occur in a vacuum of history. They
occur at a time when the environment in
Queensland is subject to greater challenges
than it has ever been subject to. It occurs at a
time when the population pressures are
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exerting their influence in a way more
profound than they ever have in the history of
this State. It occurs at a time when the need
for reform in local government has never been
greater. And so this turning back of the clock,
this abandonment of some political leadership,
this flight from the proper role of the
Parliament and Government is not just morally
reprehensible, it is very damaging to the fabric
of Government in this State at a time when it
confronts major issues of environmental
planning and the delivery of services across an
increasingly complex range of areas. 

One turns back to the 1927-28 royal
commission, which was constituted by one
parliamentarian and two public servants who
travelled across this State by locomotive. They
conducted hearings and recommended
extensive reform. That exercise failed. Many of
the areas which were the subject of their
recommendations were also the subject of the
recommendations by EARC, the parliamentary
committee and the Local Government
Commissioner. If the consultative process—
the participatory process—fails, then those
who would advocate reform are simply left with
the dictatorial approach, the approach taken
by Jeff Kennett: the approach of sweeping
aside the niceties of consultation and simply
imposing change from above. I do not regard
that as a desirable or useful way to proceed at
a time when the demands upon human life
and social need are greater than ever.
However, the abandonment by this
Government of its responsibility drives would-
be reformers to that direction. This is the path
to a Jeff Kennett-style dictatorship of local
government.

At the end of the day we simply cannot,
as a responsible Government, freeze in time
the boundaries that were set up in the days of
the gold rushes and hope that the issues will
go away because it causes problems amongst
the more vocal of our constituency. At the end
of the day all of us, as members of
Parliament, have a duty to history to face up
to the challenges of our day, to put in place
proper mechanisms to address them and
then, at the end of the process, to have the
political will to implement them and not to run
scared from the challenges that face us in
modern times. 

This is the most comprehensive retreat
from the reform process of local government
that this House has seen in modern times. It is
a disgraceful exercise. It shows the triumph of
vested interest groups over the parliamentary
process and it should be roundly condemned
by all members.

Mr BREDHAUER (Cook) (4.38 p.m.): At
the outset of my contribution to this debate, I
should declare an interest in the Bill before the
House, given that my wife is a councillor in
Division 7 of the Cairns City Council. She does
have an interest, and I know——

Mr FitzGerald: You are not living off her
earnings at all?

Mr BREDHAUER: No, I am just
declaring that I have an interest. I did not say
that I have a vested interest, I said that I had
an interest.

Mr Stoneman  interjected. 

Mr BREDHAUER: In spite of the fact
that that might offend the member for
Burdekin, I thought I would come out up front
and say it. I sat in this House for six and a half
years watching Government members then on
this side of the Chamber squirming in
desperation to return to the Government
benches. After their loss in the State election
in July of last year and their win at the by-
election ordered for Mundingburra, they have
finally got into Government.

Mr Tanti: The seat wasn't declared at
the time.

Mr BREDHAUER: The seat was
declared. Mundingburra was declared and a
new election was ordered. By dint of the by-
election in the seat of Mundingburra,
members opposite have finally achieved their
aim of forming Government. Yet when it
comes to their first critical test of leadership,
members opposite want to abrogate their
responsibilities and rush off and hold a
referendum to have a group of people decide
an issue which they should have the courage
and determination to resolve on the floor of
this Parliament.

I know that members opposite throw up
the furphy about honouring an election
promise. I have listened very carefully to the
comments by the Minister on radio and in the
media in Cairns, where she has visited on a
number of occasions to debate this issue, and
I know the extent to which her heart and soul
are really not in the amendment Bill before the
House today. I know that she desperately
hopes that, first of all, there will not be 10 per
cent of the people in Cairns or in the other
shires who sign the petition. She desperately
hopes that, if 10 per cent of the people do
sign the petition, the referendum is defeated.
She desperately hopes that she is not forced
into deamalgamation of any of the councils,
because she knows what an absolute
shambles that would be. 
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I think it is a great shame that we will see
members of the Government break countless
election promises over whatever the term of
this Parliament is. They have already gotten
off to a good start. They have broken a
significant number of election promises
already, but they seem for some strange
reason——

Dr Watson:  Name them.

Mr BREDHAUER: What about the half
highway to the Gold Coast? What about the
fact that this morning the Treasurer refused to
rule out new taxes or increases in taxes and
charges? What about the Institute of
Indigenous Performing Arts? Given all of this
Government's broken election promises in
nine weeks, I am quite confident that there will
be many more. For some reason, the
Government seems to think that it has to
honour this commitment. I believe that that is
basically because a couple of vested interest
groups—and the member for Gladstone
represents one of them—have applied
pressure to the Government to go ahead with
the ill-conceived step of amending the Local
Government Act to allow for these petitions
and referendums. 

I have listened to the contributions to this
debate by the members for Mulgrave and
Barron River. I note their support for this
process. I will be making it widely known
throughout Cairns that the members for
Mulgrave and Barron River both stood in this
Chamber and supported this amendment Bill.
I can assure them that the majority of their
constituents do not support the Bill before the
House. They do not support a petition. They
do not support a referendum. They do not
support the deamalgamation of the councils. I
believe it will be a very interesting exercise for
those two members to be called to account for
why they stood in this Parliament and went
against the wishes of their constituents by
supporting the amendment Bill before the
House. 

I want to make a couple of points about
both of those members. Both of them carefully
steered clear of the issue of deamalgamation
because they know what an unmitigated
disaster deamalgamation would be in Cairns,
and they know what a good job the Cairns City
Council has done over the 15 or 16 months
since amalgamation occurred in March last
year. So they carefully steered clear of the
issue of deamalgamation, but both of them
then went on to try to crawl to the groups
which are out there pushing a petition in their
constituencies—they tried to assuage them a
little bit—by saying that they believe people

should have the right to vote on whether an
election for the Cairns City Council is held in
March next year. 

The interesting point was that both of
those members in their contributions to this
debate said that they could not see why the
Cairns City Council should not be like all other
councils and have a three-year term. They
then argued that the election should be held
in March next year. If there is an election in
March next year, that council will not have had
a three-year term; it will have had only a two-
year term. 

Mrs Wilson interjected. 

Mr BREDHAUER: The member should
go back and read her speech. She may
mutter away and claim that I am wrong, but
she should go back and read her speech
because she said that the term of that council
should be reduced to three years. If that is to
occur, let us have the election in March 1998,
because that would mean that the council has
had a three-year term and it would at least
give it a reasonable chance to bed down
some of the issues that are part of the process
of amalgamation.

We gave the super councils in Ipswich, on
the Gold Coast and in Cairns five-year terms
because we knew that in going through the
process of amalgamation they would spend
practically the first 12 months just bedding
down their staff. That has turned out to be the
case. It has taken almost 12 months for those
councils to get their staff arrangements in
place. We have a rates summit planned in
Cairns so that we can look at achieving some
consistency in the rating process. We will be
halfway through that process if the honourable
members for Mulgrave and Barron River have
their way and the petition triggers a
referendum and the referendum results in a
new election in March next year. I believe it is
a scandal that those two members have stood
up in this Parliament and supported that. 

Basically, those who are behind the
petition in Cairns are people who lost at the
local authority election held in March last year.
The people who are the driving force behind
the petition in Cairns—particularly Ross
Parisi—lost at the last election, and they are
bad losers. Those people should cop it on the
chin and say, "All right, the people have
decided." We did not decide whether Ross
Parisi won or lost; the people decided not to
elect him. He should cop it on the chin and
allow the council to get on with its business. 

I want to talk about the platitudes that
came from the members for Mulgrave and
Barron River about the staff of the Cairns City
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Council. They stated that the amalgamation
process had gone so smoothly because the
staff of the Cairns City Council had done such
a good job. If the member for Mulgrave
believes that they have done such a good job,
why is she tearing the heart and soul out of
those staff members right at this moment?
The Minister for Local Government and
Planning, the member for Mulgrave and the
member for Barron River have told those staff
members that they have to wait for the next
month or so to find out whether the petition is
successful; they then have to wait to find out
whether a referendum is to be held; they then
have to wait to find out whether
deamalgamation is going to occur; they then
have to wait to find out if they are going to
have an election in March next year.

The upshot of all that is that for the next
12 months at least those staff members will be
sitting there not knowing whether they are
coming or going. They will not know with any
certainty whether their positions within those
councils are secure. The honourable member
has thrown those people on the scrap heap of
uncertainty by getting up in this House and
supporting this ill-conceived amendment to the
Local Government Act, which has been
brought about merely to satisfy a few vested
interest groups. 

On the subject of vested interest groups—
let us consider the proposed amendment,
which provides that the referendum should be
decided not by a majority of people who are
enrolled to vote but by a majority of the people
who actually vote. I support the original
position of the Minister, and I support the
Local Government Association, which said that
the majority of enrolled voters should decide
the outcome of the referendum. I take that
position because every ratepayer and every
person who is on the roll in Cairns will be
affected by the outcome of any referendum.
The wishes of the majority of those people
should prevail—not the wishes of the 10 per
cent of people who are going to sign the
petition and make us spend half a million
dollars to hold a referendum, which is the
estimated cost as outlined by KPMG in a
report on the cost of running a referendum.
What sort of democracy do we have when 10
per cent of the people decide whether we
should hold a referendum or not? The Cairns
City Council and its ratepayers will have to
meet that half-million dollar bill. In addition,
there will be the cost of fresh elections. I
support the original position of the Minister. I
do not support the amendment that will come
before the House at the Committee stage.

The people of far-north Queensland have
been made to suffer again, as they have
many times since this lot opposite came to
Government. First of all, it snubbed them by
not giving them any Ministers, other than the
member for Tablelands, the Minister for Mines
and Energy, from electorates north of
Bundaberg. What a snub that was to the
people of far-north Queensland and north
Queensland. Then it laid out the paltry
Parliamentary Secretary's position and said,
"Here, suck on that. That is the next best thing
that we could do for you." That sop was given
to the people of far-north Queensland. Now
we have Lex Bell driving up from the Gold
Coast and putting the weights on the Premier
and others in the National Party, the member
for Gladstone and other Government
members. They are just caving in. Yesterday,
in the party room they rolled the Minister for
Local Government and Planning. Now there is
this ridiculous amendment. What sort of
democracy is that? It is an insult to the people
of far-north Queensland, who have had their
futures dictated to them—not by Government
members, but by a councillor from the Gold
Coast, Lex Bell, and the member for
Gladstone, Liz Cunningham. I would be
interested to see how the member for
Mulgrave and the member for Barron River are
able to explain that away to the people of
far-north Queensland.

In the unlikely event that we get to the
process of deamalgamation, do members
know how much that is going to cost the
people of Cairns? According to a report by
KPMG commissioned by the Cairns City
Council into the cost of deamalgamation, the
estimate is somewhere between $9.75m and
$10.232m. This Government will cost the
people of Cairns $10m in the event of a
referendum that finds in favour of
deamalgamation. Yet this Government wants
Opposition members to accept the
amendment and this bit of legislation, so that
10 per cent of the people in the Cairns City
Council area can initiate a process that could
end up costing us nearly $11m by the time it
all finishes.

Mr Ardill: They won't pay for it. Everyone
will have to pay it.

Mr BREDHAUER: That is right. The
ratepayers of Cairns will pay it. The
Government backed off. It made the promise.
It said, "We will promise you that you can have
your referendum and your deamalgamation,
but we as the Government refuse to pay for it.
You, the ratepayers, are going to have to pay
for it." So it backed away from any financial
responsibility for this and said that the poor old
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punters up there—the poor coots in Cairns—
are going to have to pick up the bill. That is a
scandal. Let us have a look at what that mob
who are running it call themselves—the
Concerned Citizens for Democracy for Cairns. I
table that.

Mr Mackenroth: Have you seen their
driver's licences?

Mr BREDHAUER: No, but I will ask the
Minister for Police and Corrective Services
whether he might have the driver's licence of
Ross Parisi, whom I presume he has never
met.

Those concerned citizens are trying to
whip up this campaign. One of the main things
that concerns me about the nature of the
campaign is the way it has turned nasty. It has
become very personal and, in my view, very
unprofessional against the Mayor of Cairns,
Tom Pyne. Tom Pyne is a life member of the
Labor Party. He has never hidden that fact. He
has never run for council on a Labor Party
ticket.

Mr Pearce: He's never run as an
independent, either.

Mr BREDHAUER: He has never run on
a Labor Party ticket. He opposed
amalgamation. He is now the Mayor of Cairns,
and he has got on with the job. Tom Pyne has
given 36 years of service to the people of
far-north Queensland, the former Mulgrave
Shire, the current Cairns City Council and, I
might add, the people of Queensland. I am
proud of the service that Tom Pyne has
provided.

I do not know who is responsible for a
scandal sheet that emerged at the same time
as the campaign to force through this petition
and the referendum. Last week, it was placed
under car windscreens at shopping centres
around Cairns. This document alleges that
Tom Pyne was involved in a shonky deal
which resulted in his profiting to the tune of
$84,000 from a deal with the former
Government to sell his house in Edmonton.
That is an absolute scandal, because it is
absolutely untrue. It is one of the worst cases
of smear tactics that I have ever seen. I do not
know who is responsible for this document, but
it is more than passing strange that this sort of
smear and scandal has emerged when this
type of discussion is going on and when
people such as Ross Parisi are dumping on
Tom Pyne in the media on a daily basis for
allegedly coercing shopping centre managers
and all that sort of thing.

Tom Pyne bought a half share in a
house, which he owned with his son and

daughter-in-law, for $91,000. He subsequently
sold it to the Department of Housing for
$170,000. They bought that house because
Tom Pyne's son is a quadriplegic, and the
house had been specially modified. The
house was needed by the Department of
Housing for people with disabilities. Tom Pyne
bought half the house for $91,000 and sold it
for $175,000. This document is alleging that
he made a profit of $84,000. The point is that
if he bought half the house for $91,000, then
one would assume that the house was worth
$182,000. So when he sold it for $175,000,
he made a loss. But that is not what this
scandal sheet suggests. It suggests that Tom
Pyne acted improperly. It would have been
nice if the member for Mulgrave, for example,
who is Tom Pyne's local member, had stood in
this House today and defended him. This sort
of thing is totally unacceptable. Tom Pyne is a
man of honour and integrity. I know that many
members on the other side of the House know
that Tom Pyne is a man of honour and
integrity, even though they do not like the fact
that he is a life member of the Labor Party.
Everybody on this side of the House knows
that. It is scandalous that this document has
used Tom Pyne's quadriplegic son and his
son's wife in an attempt to besmirch him. It is
an outrage.

What we are doing here is absolutely
ridiculous. The concept of putting before the
people of Cairns and other places where
shires have been amalgamated a petition and
then a referendum is absolutely ridiculous.
There is a part of me that is deeply tempted to
hope that the amalgamation referendum gets
up, because I would just love to see the
shambles that would land in the laps of
Government members if they had to go about
the process of deamalgamating all those
councils. It would be an absolute shambles
from start to finish.

Mr Fouras: It would serve them right.

Mr BREDHAUER: There is a part of me
that thinks that it would serve them right. The
member for Ashgrove is correct. I believe in
my heart that it is wrong, that there will not be
a deamalgamation in Cairns. The Cairns City
Council has done a good job since the
amalgamation. The people of Cairns believe it
has done a good job since the amalgamation.
I am concerned about this petition, because I
know how easy it is to get people to sign
petitions. One could get people to sign a
petition that said up was down if one stuck it in
front of their noses when they were busy and
asked them to sign it. I know that, on some
occasions, some Opposition members and
Government members have used petitions to
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further causes and particular political
arguments. However, I oppose this Bill. It is
ill-conceived. The whole concept smacks of an
abrogation of this Government's
responsibilities as a Government—albeit a
minority Government—and I believe that we
should get on with the job of governing and
the reform of local government in Queensland.

Mr CAMPBELL (Bundaberg)
(4.58 p.m.): I believe that, in the amendment
to the Local Government Act, there are two
aspects of considering boundaries and the
process that is set up. The first is the process
and the second is the outcome. In many
cases, we are talking about the outcome from
a process which is flawed today, just as it was
in the past. But two wrongs do not make a
right. By going through this flawed process, we
will end up with outcomes that are not going to
be appropriate.

Unfortunately, people in some of those
areas are not even going to be asked what
their desired outcome would be. This is going
to happen in Bundaberg. To talk about
deamalgamation and, once again, changing
the boundary of the city is not only hypocritical,
it is bad in terms of the question that is being
asked. Nobody really wants to go back to what
was there before. They may want to go to
different types of local authorities in that area
but, in reality, it would be a disaster to go back
to what we had before the amalgamation. We
have to consider the process and the
outcomes. The problem is that we are not
doing anything about it. We have a flawed
process and a lack of commonsense. That is
my primary concern. Tonight the House is
showing a lack of commonsense through this
Local Government Amendment Bill. It is
something that we should have considered
before the legislation was introduced. It is okay
to make a commitment in the heat of the
election; that is political. However, it was not
commonsense.

One of the problems that politicians have
faced over the years and we are facing again
now is that we have given away the decisions
of politics. In some cases, we have given away
to outside bodies the right to make decisions
that should have been made in the Parliament
by politicians, who take into account all the
ramifications of politics. Quite often outside
bodies, such as the CJC and EARC, do not
understand that such decisions are political. 

This legislation is flawed; it is wrong and, I
am sorry to say, it is a step backwards. In
many areas the outcome will not be the best
outcome; it will not even be second best. It will
be a return to a system that did not work well

in the past, and we are not even going to
improve the system to help it to work better in
the future. That is my concern. 

In the caucus room many years ago, I
raised the issue of local government internal
boundaries and democracy. For example, in
Kingaroy the voting power of people in some
rural divisions was 27 times greater than those
in the town of Kingaroy itself. I thought that
was wrong. At that time, we were removing the
gerrymander in State Parliament, and I
believed that in local authorities we should
have been removing the gerrymandered
internal boundaries. 

If honourable members want to hold
referendums, why not have a referendum and
ask the affected people whether they want the
Gold Coast motorway? Governments have to
make decisions and one of those decisions
relates to local government boundaries. Earlier
in the debate, a member referred to freezing
the boundaries in time. That is the problem;
that is the way the process is flawed and that
is what should be being changed. The
boundaries of cities in America are not set in
concrete. In that country, if land in a rural
county is subdivided into residential blocks,
that land automatically becomes part of the
city. That process is commonsense. The cities
provide those services that cities provide best
and the shires provide those services that they
provide best. We have not allowed for a
dynamic process of determining changes to
the boundaries of local authorities. If we had a
dynamic process, the explosion of major
change would not be required when cities fill
out so far that their boundaries need to be
changed. The system must be changed. 

Previously, the City of Bundaberg was
only 27 square kilometres in area, and it is
now only 75 square kilometres. That city was
viewed statistically as a city of only 30,000
people, whereas effectively its population is
40,000-odd people. If the area of Bundaberg
City was a similar size to Maryborough, the city
area would have 70,000 people living in it. The
true size of Bundaberg was not being
identified.

Another aspect of this issue relates to
people who say, "We want to go back and be
able to have better representation and have
small shires." Everybody would like to have
small shires. Everybody would like to be a
councillor. I do not mind that, but those people
should not ask me, my electors and the
people in the cities to pay for those small
shires.

Mr Elliott: Do you believe in
subsidisation of transport systems in cities?
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Mr CAMPBELL: One should consider
the subsidies paid through the Local
Government Commission. It is not the same;
there is always a cross-subsidisation. I
understand that there will always be some
subsidisation, whether it is for public transport
or other services. However, I do not believe
that city residents should have to pick up the
tab because some people want to have a
small, cosy shire that somebody else can pay
for. That is a matter to be considered. The
amalgamation process was one of reform and
rationalisation to provide better use of facilities
and services. 

In Bundaberg there was ridiculous,
narrow-minded, ignorant and petty opposition
to amalgamation instead of logical argument,
yet that city has two water systems and two
sewerage systems going down opposite sides
of the one street. The representatives in the
local councils could not even decide how to
operate a dump to dispose of rubbish. Each
council had to have its own dump; they would
not work together. 

Mr Schwarten: Do you reckon that you
would change that with a referendum?

Mr CAMPBELL: No, a referendum
would not change that. As a result of the
referendum the people might all want a dump
in their own backyards. 

Those are the two points I raise. Firstly,
the process is flawed and after today it will
remained flawed. I believe the process should
be changed to a dynamic system of changing
boundaries. Secondly, we should be worried
about outcomes, and the referendum
question does not help to make better shires
and achieve better local government in
Queensland. In fact, I am disappointed that
we in this Parliament are being seen as
irrelevant in what we are doing, because we
are not showing commonsense. In this debate
tonight, no commonsense is being shown by
the House.

Mr STONEMAN (Burdekin) (5.08 p.m.):
I had not intended to enter into this debate,
but after the grand performance, the
Falstaffian impersonation of Rumpole given by
the member for Yeronga as he made some
outrageous statements, I thought I should
correct the record. 

We need to consider the commencement
of the whole saga of amalgamation and recall
that there was no public outcry for radically
enforced reform within local government in this
State. There had been no concern
demonstrated by the community. No
ratepayers were rising up and crying out that
they were being done wrong. Governments

were not being approached. Amalgamation
was just a part of the grand plan of the Labor
Party to take over the control of planning and
to put in place a series of semi-regional
governments. 

Mr Fouras  interjected. 

Mr STONEMAN: If that has not
happened now, the honourable member
should tell me what the case is. 

There was agreement that a need for
review existed, because local government in
this State had not been reviewed since 1927. I
think that there was a broad consensus that it
was time for some sort of review to take place,
but not, as the member for Bundaberg said,
the flawed process that has created so much
concern, anger and dissension within the
community. I agree entirely with the member
for Bundaberg, who said that it was a flawed
process. 

That flawed process gave rise to the
dissenting report that was referred to by the
member for Yeronga, and which has been
misquoted across this State on numerous
occasions. The comments within that
dissenting report have been taken right out of
context, have been misused, abused and
used as a tool of justification by people such
as the member for Yeronga. I remind this
House that the report to Parliament was a
report on the process and advisability of the
agenda proposed by the Government of the
day; it was not about specific boundaries and
councils.

The dissenting report of the Minister for
Education, Mr Quinn, the Leader of
Government Business, Mr FitzGerald, and me
stated that, as has been enunciated by Mr
Campbell, the process of forced
amalgamations initiated by the Goss
Government was flawed. The proposal within
our dissenting report for a referendum to stop
the flawed process of forced amalgamations is
quite different from the use of the mechanism
to unwind ill-conceived and unpopular
so-called reforms. 

As Mr Foley stated, the coalition members
of PEARC said that at that stage they believed
that it was a reaction—a desperate, rearguard
attempt—to try to stop that flawed forced
process. In that context, those members of
the committee said that it was not reasonable.
They believed that the whole process was
flawed; not just components of it. Yet people
such as, unfortunately, the Mayor of Ipswich,
Councillor John Nugent, tried to perpetuate
this myth of justification of his position by
misquoting the dissenting members of the
committee. Commissioner Hoffman did it
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throughout the countryside. Mr Foley has
consistently peddled that train of thought. 

As I said, all the members of the
committee agreed that there should be a
review process within local government.
However, those people who quoted comments
in the dissenting report ignored the fact that
the report to Parliament was about whether or
not forced amalgamations should proceed.
That is what the committee was on about,
nothing else—not about the processes. Along
with Mr Foley and others, the members of the
committee had been to New Zealand and
examined the process in that country. One of
the things that was missing was the fact that
at no stage did the then Government propose
that there should be any cost-benefit analysis
in those forced amalgamations. 

As I say, the dissenting report has been
misquoted by those various luminaries to
which I have referred. It has been a selective
process of forced amalgamations throughout
the State and people have not been happy.
Mr Foley conveniently ignored the fact that,
when the committee met at Thuringowa, which
was one of the areas that was proposed to be
amalgamated with Townsville, 4,000 people
indicated that they did not want anything to do
with that program and only two supported
amalgamation. It was quite amazing! Of
course, the big factor that militated against
any proposals relating to the merging of
Townsville and Thuringowa was the fact that
everyone knew the dogs were barking and
that, if amalgamation took place, Tony
Mooney would not have been successful in
the next election; Les Tyrell would have done
him like a duck dinner. That was the only
factor that stopped that amalgamation
proceeding. 

Mr Foley: That was a decision of the
Local Government Commissioner.

Mr STONEMAN: Mr Foley is back. It is
lovely to see him in the Chamber. We need to
recognise that people such as the member for
Yeronga are very noisy and very erudite but
they have no understanding of the process of
local government. They have no feel for
government at the local level. They have their
agenda, and that agenda is theirs alone. That
is all that the Mr Foleys of this world are
interested in; they are not interested in the
rights of the community and the ratepayers
and their concerns about this flawed process.
Despite the circumstances that occurred in
relation to the proposed amalgamation of
Townsville and Thuringowa, where there was
total opposition to the proposal, they rode right

over the top of the people like a steamroller,
without any concern whatsoever. 

Finally, I say to this day—and I have
never, ever stepped away from it—that one of
the problems was that the Goss Government
appointed a bureaucrat—albeit a well-meaning
one—to oversight the amalgamation. The key
to the process throughout Australia and New
Zealand and the advice that we received in
the United Kingdom was that the commission
must be chaired by someone who had
representative experience. That did not
happen. Instead, the Goss Government
appointed a bureaucrat—as I say, a well-
meaning bureaucrat, and in saying that in no
way do I cast reflections on Mr Hoffman's
capacities—who had never been a
representative at the local government level.
He was a paid servant of local government,
yet he had to give a representative voice. He
could not do it. The committee was
advised—and if Mr Foley were honest, he
would admit it—that it was never, ever
considered a viable option to have a person
without elected representative experience on
those bodies. 

I reiterate that it is with considerable
dismay and a great deal of concern that I
continue to hear people such as the
honourable member for Yeronga, the Mayor
of Ipswich, Mr Hoffman and others trying to
misquote and misinterpret the context of the
comments contained within the dissenting
report. They continue to peddle that line when
what the authors of that report said was that
the whole process was flawed. In his speech,
the member for Bundaberg was honest
enough to admit that the authors of the
dissenting report said that the process was
flawed so the question of referendums in that
context was irrelevant. 

I support the Government's determination
to give people the opportunity to unwind a
flawed process if that is their will. They do not
have to take that option. In fact, they
might—and probably in a number of cases
they will—say "No" and they will wear a
situation that has been forced upon them
because, in the long term, it may be the lesser
of two evils. The fact of the matter is that
people should have the opportunity to express
their concerns and to put in train a process
that allows the return of the status quo, if that
is what they wish. In those terms, I support the
Minister and I support the Government on this
Bill. The Opposition can carry on all it likes. It
can put up all sorts of Rumpolean
performances, but the fact of the matter is that
the people who should have the say in local



1 May 1996 858 Legislative Assembly

government are the ratepayers within the
communities affected.

Hon. D. E. McCAULEY (Callide—
Minister for Local Government and Planning)
(5.17 p.m.), in reply: I thank all members for
their comments. I agreed with most of the
things that the Opposition spokesman had to
say on this matter because he probably better
than anyone else understands the politics of
this situation, the emotions that are generated
by this issue and the sorts of people the
Government has to deal with. He probably
even knows the gentleman who, last week,
told me that I made Mr Mackenroth look like a
gentleman. I knew that that was not true.

Mr Mackenroth: That wouldn't take
much to do.

Mrs McCAULEY: Does the member
think that? However, I did understand that the
Opposition spokesman voted against
amalgamations when the decision went to
Cabinet. At that time, I understand that he
was one of a few Ministers who had concerns
of their own. So it is rather ironic that he is in
the situation that he is in now. 

I will not refer to all of the contributions of
the speakers to this debate. However, the
member for Moggill raised some concerns
about Karana Downs. That is an issue that I
have considered. I have said that I will
consider it once the deamalgamation process
is behind us. In regard to that Karana Downs
issue, I will deal with the rational and
reasonable people from his electorate
because I believe that they have a valid case. 

The member for Sunnybank raised
concerns about petitions and how can we be
sure that signatures, names and addresses
are valid. Of course, one can raise the same
concerns about people who vote. Anyone
could go around a large electorate such as
mine and vote several times in the one name
and it would be very difficult to track down the
identify of that person. All of those issues are
open to fraud. We can only hope that the
provisions of the Criminal Code, which apply to
this activity and the petitioning process, will
suffice. Perhaps I should remind people that
the penalty for forgery is imprisonment for
three years, and for the offence of making
documents without authority they are liable to
imprisonment for several years. So if people
decided to go through the electoral roll, as was
suggested, and write down names and
addresses and then sign on behalf of those
people, that could lead them into a great deal
of trouble.

I thought that the member for Sunnybank
was very politically correct when he raised the

matter of non-English speaking people. There
is no provision in the Local Government Act or
the State Electoral Act regarding the provision
of material in languages other than English.
Each returning officer, however, has the
discretion to produce and circulate material in
languages other than English if it is considered
appropriate, and my department will liaise with
those returning officers if they feel that that
sort of thing is necessary.

The member for Yeronga has a very
selective memory. He forgets that the whole
process of amalgamation was a political
agenda from day one. The ink was hardly dry,
and Tom Burns' had scarcely taken his hand
off the Bible before he said, "Let's clean out
local government, because it is the birthplace
of the National Party people. It is a breeding
ground for National Party politicians and
members, and let's clean out local
government." That is what Tom Burns said
and that is where this all started, right back at
the end of 1989.

The member for Yeronga said that
intensive consultation had gone on. That is
the problem: the Labor Party does not know
what consultation really is. Its idea of
consultation was to work out what it wanted,
listen to the people and then do exactly what it
had first decided to do. That is why the Labor
Party members are sitting over there, because
they do not know what consultation is all
about. It is a word to them, it is not a proper
process. They do not understand it; they have
missed the boat. 

The member for Cook raised an
interesting point about staff at council offices
and I feel very strongly about that issue. For
that reason, when I visited the super councils I
made a point of talking to representatives of
the staff because they are in the invidious
position of having no power over what is
happening to them and what they are being
put through. I understand their problems and
that is the reason for the tight time frame.
People whinge about the time frame being too
tight, but it is simply to ease the agony of
those people by having the smallest possible
time frame. I know that they are suffering and
I feel very sorry for them. 

I believe that the Cairns City Council has
done a good job. It has not upset the majority
of people in Cairns. I accept that and I say
that it has not done anything foolish. Council
members have not given themselves large
pay rises; they have worked quietly and they
have not rocked the boat. I think they have
done a good job.
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I propose to move an amendment in
Committee to the provisions of the Bill dealing
with the approval of a referendum question.
The amendment relates to approval of both
referendum questions, that is, the referendum
on the question of deamalgamation and, in
the case of the amalgamated areas of Cairns,
Gold Coast or Ipswich, also on the question of
bringing forward the elections. The Bill
currently provides that the question on
deamalgamation is taken to have been
approved if it is supported by the majority of
the affected electors in each of the pre-
existing local government areas who are
enrolled to vote. A referendum in Cairns, Gold
Coast or Ipswich on holding an early election
in 1997 is taken to be approved if it has been
supported by the majority of the affected
electors enrolled on the voters' roll in the newly
amalgamated area. 

The most publicly contentious issue in the
Bill has been the benchmark set for approval
of a deamalgamation. Many people in
community groups have argued that it is too
high, and that it will be very difficult for a
referendum to succeed if it needs to be
approved by the majority of electors enrolled
to vote rather than the majority who actually
vote. The benchmark was initially set at this
level because of the magnitude of the issue
under consideration: the possibility of breaking
up a unit of Government. It was considered
that a very clear mandate was needed to take
such a step. The turnout for local government
elections in Queensland is normally over 80
per cent, but it is unclear whether such a
turnout will be achieved if any referendums are
held. In the sun-belt regions with large
transient populations—for example, the Gold
Coast and Cairns areas—voter turnout can
also be down because people named on the
electoral roll have moved on. Depending upon
the mix of numbers, it is possible for a
referendum to fail even though a high
percentage supported a "Yes" case. Such an
outcome might not lead to a settling down of
feelings in the community and an acceptance
of amalgamation. 

Therefore, I propose to move an
amendment to the Bill to provide that a
referendum question on deamalgamation is
taken to be approved if supported by the
majority of the affected electors in each of the
pre-existing local government areas who cast
a formal vote. Similarly, the proposed
amendment will also provide that a
referendum on the question of holding an
early election is taken to be approved if
supported by the majority of the affected
electors who cast a formal vote in the newly

amalgamated area. However, setting the
benchmark at this level could possibly result in
a small percentage of strongly dissatisfied
electors carrying the "Yes" vote because of a
poor turnout by a disinterested majority. For
example, if there was a 60 per cent turnout of
voters with 3 per cent of them voting
informally, it could mean only approximately
29 per cent of voters on the electoral roll need
vote "Yes" for the referendum question to be
approved. The smaller the turnout, the fewer
the number of electors who are needed to
carry the referendum question. 

In an endeavour to maximise the turnout
at any referendum, the Government has
decided that a full postal ballot system is to be
used. In addition, advertisements will be
placed in newspapers circulating in the
amalgamated areas to remind people of the
process and that they should enrol by 10 May
1996 so that they can vote if a referendum is
held. 

The final counter-balancing item to
lowering the benchmark is the requirement in
the Bill that, if a referendum on
deamalgamation is approved, the Minister
must table a return in the Parliament within
seven sitting days of being notified of the
result. Parliament then has seven sitting days
to consider that result and any other relevant
information. If Parliament does not resolve
that the matter shall proceed, the Governor in
Council cannot make a recommendation to
reinstate the old local governments, so
Parliament will have the final say, which is only
right on such an important issue.

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

AYES, 42—Baumann, Beanland, Borbidge, Connor,
Cooper, Cunningham, Davidson, Elliott, FitzGerald,
Gamin, Gilmore, Goss J. N., Grice, Healy, Hegarty,
Hobbs, Horan, Laming, Lester, Lingard, Littleproud,
McCauley, Malone, Mitchell, Perrett, Quinn, Radke,
Rowell, Santoro, Sheldon, Simpson, Slack, Stephan,
Stoneman, Tanti, Veivers, Warwick, Watson, Wilson,
Woolmer Tellers: Springborg, Carroll

NOES, 42—Ardill, Barton, Beattie, Bird, Bligh,
Braddy, Bredhauer, Briskey, Burns, Campbell,
D'Arcy, De Lacy, Dollin, Edmond, Elder, Foley,
Fouras, Gibbs, Goss W. K., Hamill, Hayward, Hollis,
McElligott, McGrady, Mackenroth, Milliner, Mulherin,
Nunn, Nuttall, Palaszczuk, Pearce, Purcell, Roberts,
Robertson, Rose, Schwarten, Smith, Spence,
Sullivan J. H., Welford, Wells Tellers: Livingstone,
Sullivan T. B.

Pairs: Woodgate, Harper; Gibbs, Johnson

The numbers being equal, Mr Speaker
cast his vote with the ayes.

Resolved in the affirmative.
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Committee

Hon. D. E. McCauley (Callide—Minister for
Local Government and Planning) in charge of
the Bill.

Clauses 1 and 2, as read, agreed to.

Clause 3—

Mrs McCAULEY (5.32 p.m.): I move
the following amendments—

"At page 12, lines 15 and 16—

omit, insert—

'greater in number than the affected
electors who vote to oppose the
question.'.

At page 12, lines 21 and 22—

omit, insert—

'are greater in number than the
affected electors who vote to oppose the
question.'."

Mr MACKENROTH: It surprises me that
the Minister does not justify why overnight she
changed her mind. Over the past two months,
we have all heard the Minister state how she
was going to ensure that the figure would be
50 per cent of people on the roll and, as
recently as two weeks ago, that that was how
the legislation would be introduced into this
Parliament. As I stated earlier, it was well
known in the Parliament yesterday morning
that 88 members in this Parliament would vote
for the clause as it stood in relation to 50 per
cent of people on the roll. There was only one
member opposed to it.

Now that the Minister has moved this
amendment, when it is voted on each and
every one of the members who support the
Minister's amendment will be voting against
the way that they felt yesterday morning. They
will be going back on the way that they voted
either in the joint party meeting or in Cabinet
when they agreed it was the right way to go.
They are going that way because they are
being held to ransom by two forces. One is the
Independent member for Gladstone and the
other is the group from the Gold Coast led by
Lex Bell and the other people who are part of
his campaign.

The Minister said in her reply to the
second-reading debate that it will be possible
for about 29 per cent of the people on the roll
in any one of these areas to effect a
deamalgamation in those areas. That is not
very fair. It is not very smart. Members really
should oppose the amendment moved by the
Minister for Local Government. The facts are
that if she voted the way she wanted to she
would come over here and join us.

Mrs McCAULEY: There is only one
member in this Chamber who has the luxury of
not accounting to the party room. Democracy
is difficult. No-one ever said it was not difficult.
However, this is a process that we have to go
through and it is the price that we pay for
being a member of a party. I am sure all of us
here would agree, except for the one member
who does not need to account to a party
room, that sometimes accounting to the party
room is rather difficult. That is the price we pay
for being members of a political party. I do not
think I need to enlarge on that.

Mr MACKENROTH: I agree completely
with the Minister for Local Government that
there is only one person in this Parliament who
does not have to account to a party room. The
real difference between her party room and
ours is that she is running the Government's;
she does not run ours.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The question
is that the words proposed to be omitted stand
part of the clause. As many as are of that
opinion say "Aye", against say "No".

Mr FitzGerald: Aye.
Mr Mackenroth:  No.
The CHAIRMAN:  Order! The ayes have

it.
Mr FitzGerald: No.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! I will put that

question again.
Mr MACKENROTH: On a point of

privilege—Mr Chairman, you have put it and
you have called it. You might have made a
mistake, but it was a very good mistake. 
 Question—That the words proposed to
be omitted stand part of the clause—put; and
the Committee divided—
AYES, 42—Ardill, Barton, Beattie, Bird, Bligh,
Braddy, Bredhauer, Briskey, Burns, Campbell,
D'Arcy, De Lacy, Dollin, Edmond, Elder, Foley,
Fouras, Goss W. K., Hamill, Hayward, Hollis,
McElligott, McGrady, Mackenroth, Milliner, Mulherin,
Nunn, Nuttall, Palaszczuk, Pearce, Purcell, Roberts,
Robertson, Rose, Schwarten, Smith, Spence,
Sullivan J. H., Welford, Wells Tellers: Livingstone,
Sullivan T. B.
NOES, 42—Baumann, Beanland, Borbidge, Connor,
Cooper, Cunningham, Davidson, Elliott, FitzGerald,
Gamin, Gilmore, Goss J. N., Grice, Healy, Hegarty,
Hobbs, Horan, Lester, Lingard, Littleproud,
McCauley, Malone, Mitchell, Perrett, Quinn, Radke,
Rowell, Santoro, Sheldon, Simpson, Slack, Stephan,
Stoneman, Tanti, Turner, Veivers, Warwick, Watson,
Wilson, Woolmer Tellers: Springborg, Carroll

Pairs: Woodgate, Harper; Gibbs, Johnson

The numbers being equal, the Chairman
cast his vote with the noes.

Resolved in the negative .
Amendment agreed to.
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Mr MACKENROTH: I move the
following amendment—

"At page 36, after line 24—

insert—

' '(1A) However, the returning officer
must not give an affected elector—

(a) an explanatory statement, unless—

(i) the statement has been tabled in the
Legislative Assembly; and

(i) the Legislative Assembly has
resolved that it approves the
statement for distribution to affected
electors; or

(b) a short form electoral arrangements
statement, unless—

(i) the statement, and the electoral
arrangements statement from which
it was prepared, have both been
tabled in the Legislative Assembly;
and

(ii) the Legislative Assembly has
resolved that it approves the short
form electoral arrangements
statement for distribution to affected
electors.'."

The intent of this amendment is that, in
the event that 10 per cent of affected electors
sign a petition, the explanatory statement
which will be prepared will come back to this
Parliament to be debated and approved by
the Parliament before it is sent out to electors.
It is very important that this Parliament
supports this amendment. The legislation
provides that the Government will appoint an
independent person to write both the "Yes"
and the "No" case. So one individual will be
putting the "Yes" and the "No" case. The
legislation goes on to provide that no-one can
question what that person has written. People
cannot challenge such a statement in court or
take any other action. Once the person has
written the statement, it is sent out to electors
before the referendum, and that is the end of
the matter. It is far too dangerous for us to
have one person write this statement and then
allow it to be sent to electors without the
Parliament having the opportunity to debate
its contents.

The people who argued that 50 per cent
of the people who actually vote should decide
the referendum have won their case. Their
argument was that that is democratic. Those
very people may not be happy with the
arguments that the independent person puts
forward. This independent person could very
well come up with an argument biased
towards one side. Those people would then

argue that there should be some mechanism
by which the statement can be changed. That
mechanism should be this Parliament. The
statement should come back to this
Parliament, and the Parliament should have
the right to amend the statement if it believes
it needs to be amended, or it should have the
final say on whether a certain statement is the
one which should be sent to affected electors
if a referendum is to be held. It is not too
much for the Minister to allow this Parliament
to make that decision if we are not going to
allow the statement to be justiciable.

Mrs McCAULEY: I do not support the
member's amendment because——

Mr Fouras: That's very disappointing; it
really is.

Mrs McCAULEY: I am sure that it is,
but there are a number of good and valid
reasons for that, and I would like to canvass
them. 

The independent person who we are
going to appoint will consult with community
groups on the "Yes" and "No" case. There will
not be separate groups driving those cases; it
will be done by the one person. He or she will
go out into the community and talk to
interested parties before putting those cases
together. As the member knows, emotions are
running high on the part of both supporters
and opponents of the referendum question.
There are so many differences of opinion. We
believe that if an explanatory statement could
be legally challenged, then the
deamalgamation process may be significantly
delayed. That is the main reason for my not
agreeing to the member's amendment,
otherwise I would be quite relaxed about it.
We cannot afford to have a delay. I have
explained to the member why we are on a
tight time frame. Those reasons are good and
valid ones. 

The explanatory statement will not be a
document which argues either the "Yes" or the
"No" case. Its sole purpose is to put the matter
into perspective for the elector. It is not
intended to deplete the rights of the individual
but to support an individual's right to obtain
relevant and unbiased information prior to
casting their vote on an issue which has
significant community impact. For that reason,
I do not think it is appropriate for the
Parliament to vet the explanatory statement,
because this could have practical implications
which could affect the timing of any
referendum.

Mr MACKENROTH: The issue of the
statement being questioned is referred to in
an earlier part of clause 3, proposed section
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137ZG(1), where the legislation states that
nobody can question a statement in the
courts. What I have said both during the
second-reading debate and just a moment
ago is that I can understand the Minister's
reason for including that provision in the
legislation, and I would be prepared to support
that particular provision if the Minister was
prepared to allow the statements to come
back to this Parliament so that it can approve
them. The statements could be completed on
a Monday and the Parliament could approve
them on a Tuesday. It is not a case of the
process being held up in any way at all. If the
person who is appointed to prepare the
statements prepares them, they can go back
to the Parliament and be debated on the day
that we return to Parliament. They can be
passed that day, and then they can be sent
out. So the Parliament would not in any way
be delaying that process.

I certainly understand that the process
could be delayed if a council or an individual
decided to take out a writ in the Supreme
Court, for instance. That certainly happened to
some of the actions that I took when I was the
Local Government Minister. That is why the
Opposition would be prepared to accept the
section that says that the statement is not
able to be challenged in the court if the
Parliament were given the right to at least see
the statement before it was sent out and for
the Parliament to have the right to debate that
and approve it. I believe that is a very
reasonable position to adopt.

On principle, the Opposition supports the
right to take it to a court, but we do
understand the Minister's problem. However,
the Minister should at least accept this
amendment, which would allow the statement
to go back to the Parliament. That could be
done immediately so it would not hold up the
process at all. But if people are violently
opposed to sections of a statement, it would
give them the opportunity to inform their
members of Parliament, for them to raise it in
the Parliament and for it to be debated in the
Parliament. I believe that is a reasonable
proposition. I ask the Minister to reconsider her
opposition to this amendment, because I
believe, with time, it would be a very good way
of getting around her problem.

Mrs McCAULEY: I cannot and will not
reconsider. I believe it is important that the
member understands that, under the
Referendums Act 1989, the "Yes" and "No"
statements that are put forward are not vetted
by the Legislative Assembly or the Electoral
Commission. So why is this different? This is
not a "Yes" and "No" statement. It is simply an

explanatory statement. There are practical
necessities of meeting the objectives of the Bill
within the time frames. That is the bottom line
of the whole issue. It is not a "Yes" and "No"
case. It is an explanatory statement that will
not be a document that argues the "Yes" or
"No" case. Its sole purpose is to put the matter
into perspective for the electors. The member
is making far too much of this. I do not believe
it is necessary to take this step.

Mr FOLEY: I rise in support of the
amendment moved by the honourable
member for Chatsworth and draw to the
attention of the Minister and the Committee
the compelling reasons why it is necessary to
have the Parliament involved if the Minister is
intent on relying on the draconian provisions of
proposed section 137ZG. I refer the Minister
and the Committee to that provision, which
states—

"An explanatory statement or a
document appearing to be an explanatory
statement is not justiciable."

It goes on to state that it cannot be
challenged by way of judicial review or a writ in
the Supreme Court. That is, in effect, saying
that the decision of an appointed person is
above the law. There is no mechanism
whereby that decision can be challenged.

If, for example—heaven forbid—that
person were motivated by bad faith or for an
improper purpose, or if that person took into
account an irrelevant consideration, or failed to
take into account a relevant consideration,
then no court in the land could call that into
question. If that person were moved by
fraud—heaven forbid—that provision in
proposed section 137ZG prevents a court from
calling it into question. It is a most
extraordinary ouster clause. By "ouster clause"
I mean a clause which ousts the jurisdiction of
the Supreme Court and places an act above
and beyond the rule of law. So this is a most
unusual step to take.

The justification that the Minister has
advanced is that there is a problem of timing.
But nowhere in this clause is there any limit on
the time frame within which an application
could be made to the court—within 20 days, a
week or a fortnight—after, for example, a
decision which was taken for an improper
purpose in bad faith. There is no time
constraint in there. What is put in there is a
complete denial of access to the courts.

These ouster clauses do occur from time
to time when one is dealing with very
extraordinary circumstances; for example, with
organised crime in casino legislation. There
have been precedents for a fettering of the
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court's right of judicial review. But in this
circumstance, really the only justification that is
advanced is a problem of timing. It is a pretty
extraordinary step to take to remove that
decision from any review. The clause itself
states that that decision, which includes a
failure to make a decision, and includes
conduct related to making the decision—

". . . cannot be challenged, appealed
against, reviewed, quashed, set aside, or
called in question in another way, under
the Judicial Review Act 1991 (whether by
the Supreme Court, another court, a
tribunal or another entity)."

The draftsperson has been pretty
comprehensive in blasting away the avenues
for any citizen or any person to challenge it.

This is not an issue of political merit that
we are discussing. This is an issue of the rule
of law. Frankly, I am surprised that the
Attorney-General is not in the Chamber to
participate in this debate, because it is a very
big step for any Parliament to take. I note that
the Police Minister is here. I am sure that his
study of the doctrine of the separation of
powers would illuminate the discussion within
the Committee. But effectively, what is being
proposed is that the Parliament removes the
power of the court to see whether or not this
action is lawful. That is a very big step to
take—to put that action beyond the rule of
law. The only public policy ground that has
been advanced is one of timing.

The honourable Opposition spokesperson
has made available an alternative remedy of
processing the matter through the Parliament
as at least some safeguard for ensuring that
the matter is lawful. So the amendment really
needs to be considered in the light of that
extraordinary ouster clause, lest the
Parliament be open to the accusation that it is
putting some unelected official beyond the
rule of law.

Progress reported.

PAEDOPHILIA INQUIRY

Hon. J. P. ELDER (Capalaba—Deputy
Leader of the Opposition) (6 p.m.): I move—

"That this House—
(a) endorses the commitment of the

Queensland Government to
cooperate fully with any Federal
Government inquiry or initiative into
paedophilia, and

(b) calls on the Government to go further
and immediately establish an
independent authority to fully

investigate accusations of
paedophilia in this State."

This debate is about more than the
despicable crime of paedophilia. It is about all
violence against young people. Violence
occurs in many forms. Paedophilia, albeit
awful and destroying, is just one of them.

Paedophilia is appalling. It is an abuse of
the trust that children should be able to have
in adults. It robs children of their innocence, it
steals their futures and frequently condemns
them to lives of guilt and shattered
relationships. Worse, it can, in turn, condemn
them to repeat the sins of their assaulters,
continuing the damage from generation to
generation.

Paedophilia is particularly pernicious when
it occurs in State-run facilities and among
wards of the State. These children have
already been cast adrift from the safety of
parental love, and when they are rescued by
the lifeboat that should be offered by the
State we have a duty to make sure they are
safe from sharks, not caged with them. Only
now are the stories of abuse in these facilities
coming to light as children reach maturity and
are able to confront the horror of their
experiences as children. This morning, the
Minister said that only six of the phone callers
to the New South Wales Wood Commission
complained of sexual abuse in Queensland
institutions. "Only six"—how many cases of
child abuse are acceptable to the Minister? Is
10 okay? Is 20 okay? Is 50 okay? I believe
that no case of child abuse or paedophilia is
acceptable, that no case should go
uninvestigated and that no case should go
unpunished.

This morning, the Minister also said that
every case of child sexual abuse had been
brought to the attention of the department—
every case! That statement flies in the face of
everything we know about this abhorrent
practice. The horrible truth is that child victims
seldom complain until they are adults. They
are too frightened or too guilt-ridden. For every
case that comes to light, how many others are
unreported because people are too
embarrassed, too ashamed, too frightened,
too cowered or too insecure to face an
inquisition about such a terrible invasion of
their privacy? 

We need to give child abuse victims an
opportunity to come forward anonymously to
give information about their experiences. The
Government must establish immediately an
independent authority to give those people
this opportunity. We need a totally
independent authority—let us call it a
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children's commission—to accept and
investigate complaints of paedophilia and child
abuse, to research best practice in dealing
with vulnerable children, to monitor and
evaluate progress and provide an
independent advocacy service and voice for
those children.

No matter how caring and careful are the
professionals dealing with children, inevitably
some clever pervert will slip through the
system. I am told that most paedophiles are
very clever at evading detection. Unless
children have a trusted alternative to turn to,
the abuse will continue and yet another child's
life will be devastated. The children's
commission can establish official visitor
programs in our residential homes and other
facilities to give children an opportunity to
make a complaint in safety.

The children's commission must be
independent of the department and the
church and other community organisations
which failed those children in the first place.
Nobody will have confidence that their
complaints will be given a fair hearing unless a
hotline exists that is completely independent.
It would be not only a hotline but also a
comforting line, an understanding line, a
private line.

Horrifying as it may be, paedophilia is only
a very small part of the violence and abuse
experienced by children and young people in
society. Most abuse occurs in families. The
terrible fact is that for countless children the
family is not the loving, protective unit that it
should be. For many children and young
people, the family is a place of violence,
abuse and neglect.

State child abuse statistics paint a grim
picture, but it is only part of the picture. The
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare
compiled information about child abuse
throughout Australia from figures provided by
individual States. It shows that we face a
national calamity of monumental proportions if
remedial action is not taken immediately. In
1990-91, 49,721 cases of child abuse and
neglect were reported, with 46,769 cases
investigated to finalisation. In 45 per cent of
the cases, a substantiated case of child abuse
or neglect was found. Almost 5 children per
1,000 aged between birth and 16 had either
been abused or were assessed as being at
risk of abuse. Fifty per cent of the
substantiated cases were concerned with
physical and emotional abuse, 25 per cent
were concerned with sexual abuse and a
further 25 per cent were cases of neglect. In
almost two-thirds of the substantiated cases, a

parent or guardian was responsible for the
abuse. In 22 per cent of cases those
responsible were not family members or a
close friend. Then there are the cases of
mental cruelty—no bruised skin, no broken
bones, no physical evidence, just a
permanently crushed ego, a broken spirit, a
personality scarred for life. 

These figures are likely to underestimate
the number of victims. The nature of child
abuse is that victims live in fear, shame and
isolation, ensuring that the violence is hidden
and that effective sanctions and enforcements
are not developed. As a result, there is no
clear picture of the true extent of child abuse
because there are no nationally consistent
and comparable data. There are a number of
factors involved, such as the following—

there is no system for national data
collection;
variations in State/Territory legislation
mean that there are variations in the
definitions, reporting arrangements and
data collections;
considerable underreporting occurs
because of the powerlessness of the
young victims;

often victims suffer such feelings of guilt
and self-loathing that they believe they
are to blame for the abuse; and

lack of access to information about where
to seek help often ensures that crimes are
unreported.

The first step in protecting children against
violence is to ensure that it is reported. The
clear, unambiguous message to victims,
perpetrators and the criminal justice system is
that abuse of children is a crime which will not
be tolerated. Where the family and societal
systems that should provide care, nurture and
protection fail children there is a moral,
humanitarian and legal obligation to intervene
on behalf of those children. Effective
prevention of child abuse must develop from
strong levels of support for families, particularly
during times of stress.

Lack of support networks, alcohol and
drug abuse, poverty and unemployment are
not the causes of child abuse and neglect but
they are factors that exacerbate family
tensions and stress which can lead to further
problems. Unless families have adequate
housing, health, education and income, efforts
to prevent child abuse will ultimately fail. Public
policy must have at its centre the wellbeing of
our children. We must value them, protect
them and give their future development the
importance it deserves.
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The success of child protection initiatives
depends crucially on the coordination of
legislation, programs and services in a national
approach. National legislation would give
effect to Australia's international obligations as
a signatory to the United Nations convention
on the rights of the child. It would also
establish a consistent and coherent set of
principles underlying child protection laws
incorporating the best and most innovative
features of State child protection practices and
promoting consistency of legal interpretation. 

As an immediate first step, provisions
enabling the national registration of child
protection orders made under State laws need
to be put in place to extend to children
equivalent levels of protection across State
and Territory borders that exists for those
protected under domestic violence protection
orders. States cannot escape their primary
responsibilities in the area of child protection.
Faced with the need to protect children who
have already been abused, State
Governments have devoted the bulk of their
money to direct child protection services such
as alternative care arrangements, foster care
and crisis intervention.

But preventing the abuse from occurring
in the first place must be the main priority of
Government. That means well-resourced
community services to support and strengthen
families—not just special services for families
identified as being at risk, because child abuse
is not restricted to any one class or
neighbourhood, but greater access to
mainstream services for children and their
families. In the present continuum of services
to protect children there is only limited
assistance for families with many of the
interventions being crisis oriented and some
having a punitive rather than an enabling
effect.

Where the safety of an abused child is
the issue, removal from the family
environment may sometimes be necessary.
However, more positive measures such as
access to mainstream children's services
combined with intensive support for families
may be the more effective response. By
supporting constructive changes in family
functioning, intensive family-based services
can prevent child abuse and neglect. The
protection of our children is too important for
this issue to become a political football. We
must move now as a community to put in
place the necessary measures to prevent
abuse and support families. The first step is
getting an accurate picture of the problem.
The proposed independent authority, a
children's commission, will achieve that. A

hotline is a first and necessary step in
developing an understanding of the
dimensions of the problem society is facing. I
urge all members of the House to support the
motion.

Mr FOURAS (Ashgrove) (6.58 p.m.): I
am pleased to second this motion.
Paedophiles select their victims from among
children who are homeless or detached from,
or deeply unhappy in, their family
environment. Paedophiles often pose as
father figures. A large proportion of the victims
of abuse and neglect are State wards. They
are entitled to our protection. 

I will refer to some evidence that was
given during the homeless children inquiry, of
which I was a member. A young lad, Gavin,
was forced into prostitution when he arrived on
the Gold Coast from Melbourne. The
interviewer asked how he got involved in that.
He answered, "Nowhere to live; no money." In
all major cities there appears to be a highly
profitable prostitution industry which relies on a
constant supply of homeless young people,
both male and female. Another example was
Liza, who was 14. She told the inquiry that she
became involved in prostitution only because
she needed somewhere to stay. She said that
the State department knew what she was
doing, because they were giving her no
assistance and she lived at her place of work.
In that case, the State department knew that
one of its wards was a prostitute and did
nothing about it. That is happening all over
Australia; I am not talking only about
Queensland. Homeless young men and
women are vulnerable to sexual exploitation.
Another example from the homeless children
inquiry relates to Sybil, who was 15. She told
the inquiry—

"Yeah, I did sleep with people for a
roof over my head. Um, not for money."

In 1984, in an interdepartmental report,
the Director of the Department of Children's
Services, Mr Graham Zerk, said unequivocally
that this State could not provide the statutory
rights of the children under its control. The
Burdekin report in 1988 stated that the
process of children coming into care or
attempts to have our children committed to
care provided a clear path to homelessness.
So the State system provides a path to
children becoming homeless. The Burdekin
report also stated—

"The failure of the States . . . both to
provide appropriate nurture and support
to children committed to, and leaving their
care, is a serious indictment on the
willingness and capacity of those
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authorities to properly discharge their legal
and social responsibilities."

The report then referred to 12-year-olds and
15-year-olds who are totally without support.
Neither the State nor the Commonwealth
authorities look after them. The statistics
relating to sexual and physical abuse of
children indicates that the abuse is
predominantly of 13-year-olds and 14-year-
olds, particularly girls. 

Recently, an article in the Sunday Age
reported the findings of an independent
inquiry into children who had come to the
attention of the child protection service and
whether those children had been abused
again after coming to the attention of the
service. The report stated that, unfortunately,
even though those children had been reported
to the child protection service, 57 per cent of
them continued to be physically abused and
35 per cent of them continued to be sexually
abused. So the State is failing those children
in an horrific way. 

I think that it is absolutely disgraceful and
unacceptable that a country as rich as
Australia does not have sufficient resources to
tackle this problem. It is a national scandal.
The best prevention against child exploitation
is to support vulnerable and struggling
parents. Prevention and intervention is the
way to go. We need adolescent and family
therapy and mediation services. We need
family support services. We need to have
options such as those that exist in
Scandinavia, where young people can be
placed with their extended family or with
friends. In Scandinavia, eight out of 10
children who cannot be cared for by their
parents end up in such an environment. In
Australia, only one out of 10 children ends up
in a similar situation. We should be doing
something about that. If we cannot place
children with their extended families or with
friends, we should have properly funded foster
care. Our foster care system is a shambles.
We need boarding and independent living
facilities for those children. We also need to
have programs that are tailored to the needs
of the individual child instead of trying to fit the
child into the system. 

In a speech I made in this place recently,
and I think that it bears repeating, I said that
we need a national strategy to prevent child
abuse, neglect and exploitation. The
Commonwealth Government has signed a
convention on the rights of the child and it has
the right and responsibility to prevent abuse
and exploitation. That convention states—

"The State shall protect children from
all forms of physical and sexual abuse,
neglect or exploitation." 

However, we also need the States to set up
an independent, statutory authority to deliver
child protection services. The task of that
authority would be to ensure that there is child
protection. 

I believe that child protection is too
important to be mixed up with the other
responsibilities of the community service
bodies. It is time that we set up an authority
with a board that is responsible to the Minister,
with young people having a say and with the
authority to get rid of this national
scandal—this disgrace. The States are not
meeting their responsibility to protect children.
I think that it is a national scandal. The
Minister may say, "We are doing our best", but
that is not good enough. The old approach is
not working.

Time expired.

Hon. K. R. LINGARD (Beaudesert—
Minister for Families, Youth and Community
Care) (6.14 p.m.): The Government supports
the motion moved by the Opposition,
especially paragraph (a). However, I move an
amendment to paragraph (b). Quite obviously,
the Government agrees with the Opposition,
that is, it—

". . . endorses the commitment of the
Queensland Government to cooperate
fully with any Federal Government inquiry
or initiative into paedophilia."

However, paragraph (b) states— 

". . . calls on the Government to . . . fully
investigate accusations of paedophilia in
this State." 

I therefore move the following amendment—

"Omit the words 'go further and
immediately establish an independent
authority to'."

The Ministers of the Australian Family
Services Departments have just met and they
have agreed that there should be a national
inquiry into child abuse and also any
paedophilia. As we all realise, in New South
Wales the Wood commission has been
established and requests have been made for
people to phone in about any instances of
child abuse. As I said this morning, the
Courier-Mail did carry articles which stated that
supposedly hundreds and hundreds of phone
calls had come from Queensland. In speaking
to the New South Wales Minister, the Minister
agreed that there were only six phone calls
from Queensland and that many of those
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calls—and these were his words—were from
people who had been abused 20 years to 30
years ago. 

Mr Elder: Those phone calls were on
sexual abuse. You misled the Parliament. I
had to ring him and find out. You misled us
this morning. We'll work on you tomorrow.

Mr LINGARD: I am not quite sure of
that accusation by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition.

Mr Elder: I checked in New South
Wales. I checked with the Minister's office
today. They were calls on sexual abuse only.
There were other calls on child abuse.

Mr LINGARD: Because of that
accusation, I will table the actual document
given to me by the New South Wales Minister
for Family Services. That document states that
there were 254 calls to the Wood commission
and, of those calls, only six came from
Queensland. Of those six, he stated——

Mr Elder  interjected.
Mr LINGARD: I am not even quite sure

what the member's accusations are, and I am
not going to waste my time on them. However,
the Ministers then passed a motion which
states that State and Territory Ministers agree
to develop complementary legislation to
recognise each other's child protection orders
and to include New Zealand in the process of
discussion; that Ministers agree to refer to the
Police Ministers' Council the need to ensure
that timely and accurate information on child
sex and child maltreatment offenders is
available to Community Service Departments
and other relevant agencies so that such
people will not be employed in positions
dealing with or caring for people; that Ministers
agree that protocols be developed at State
and Territory levels to allow for the sharing of
information in relation to people paid or
appointed to care for children. 

I referred to that document because the
Ministers at an Australian level do not believe
that at each State level another independent
authority should be set up. If I receive any
advice of child abuse or paedophilia, I can
refer the matter to the CJC. If I refer the matter
to the CJC, then we can set up a special
inquiry to investigate that matter. 

The Opposition is asking for yet another
authority on top of our CJC to investigate child
abuse and paedophilia. As the speakers who
will follow me, the Minister for Justice and the
Minister for Police, will indicate, there are many
avenues within Queensland where these
cases can be reported. But let me say this to
the House: I do not at present have any

record of any allegation of paedophilia or child
abuse on my books or to me personally or to
any of these departments which have been
set up to receive that sort of accusation. If it is
that I receive one of those accusations, then I
can immediately set up a CJC inquiry.

I ask members of the Opposition why they
are asking for yet another authority that has
not been agreed to at a Federal level. The
Federal Ministers have not agreed to that.
They have agreed to coordinate a national
inquiry, but they have not agreed that in each
State there will be a separate and
independent authority. Therefore, I would say
to the Opposition that it would be silly for
Queensland to set up another authority here.

Ms SPENCE (Mount Gravatt)
(6.19 p.m.): The New South Wales Wood royal
commission has awoken our interest in
paedophilia with incredibly distressing
accounts of sexually, physically and
emotionally abused children—kids who have
been abused by ministers of religion, teachers,
State-appointed caregivers, police officers,
millionaires and so on. What makes these
revelations so emotionally numbing is the
absolute failure of our institutions, whether
they be State Government departments, the
churches, schools or police, to protect our
children. I think the moral panic that is now
going on in Australian society is justified,
because we are being forced to come to terms
with the fact that these very institutions which
are the foundations of our society are the very
institutions which have failed our children. We
have allowed paedophilia to go on in these
institutions for years because our society
cannot deal with the problem of child sexual
abuse. 

The problem has remained hidden
because it so often takes place in the family.
Most paedophilia and child abuse is not being
conducted by millionaire playboys or Foreign
Affairs diplomats; it takes place in the
bedrooms of our suburban homes. In saying
that, I am not in any way seeking to minimise
the cruelty or trauma experienced by the
victims in the high profile cases.

Over the years, feminist efforts to place
child abuse, in all its forms, on the public
agenda have been hampered, not so much
by the horror of those appalled by the abuse
as by the fear of powerful men that parental,
and particularly male, authority in the
traditional family is being challenged. The
main issue, though, is that the demonisation
of paedophilia helps us to forget that
according to a recent estimate, 44 per cent of
known instances of child sexual abuse were
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carried out by the natural father of the child.
We have to come to grips with the way in
which the highly privatised traditional family,
whether natural or reconstituted, seems to act
as a forging ground for abuse. It is much safer
to target anonymous perverts. Everyone can
feel shocked and disgusted, and from there it
is easy to agree that stricter law enforcement
is the only solution, when education and family
support might be of more use.

I am pleased to speak in support of this
motion which calls for the establishment of a
totally independent authority to investigate
complaints of child abuse, research best
practice in dealing with vulnerable children and
provide an advocacy voice for children. The
Minister for Families asks why we are
supporting the call for an independent
statutory authority to look after these particular
problems. He says that the CJC is enough;
that the CJC's role would be to investigate
instances of child sexual abuse. Through this
motion we are proposing what the shadow
Minister has called a children's commission,
which would be set up to investigate not only
complaints about child sexual abuse but also
to provide staff to deal with vulnerable children
and their abusers and to provide an advocacy
voice for those children. The Minister for
Families has missed the whole point of the
motion that we have moved. 

The Minister for Families asks why we
need a separate authority, and why we cannot
rely on the institutions we have already.
Judging from the experience in New South
Wales, it is clear that we cannot trust our
existing institutions. Our police officers, no
doubt like the New South Wales police
officers, are really not dealing with this
problem. Nor can we trust that our churches or
community organisations are up to the task. I
think we would all agree that the social workers
in the Department of Families are overworked
and ill-equipped in terms of the myriad skills
needed to overcome this problem.

While I am on the issue of the
Department of Families, I must say that I was
unimpressed with the attack in the weekend
press of the department's new
director-general, Alan Male, on single mothers.
Perhaps he feels he is justified in taking his
lead from various Ministers, whose sporadic
attacks on single mothers suggest that they
are keen to blame these women for all the
problems of our troubled youth. Is it not ironic
that child abuse is so often carried out by the
natural father in the family home, and those
woman who are courageous enough to get
themselves and their children out of the home
are then attacked by Ministers and their

directors-general for being single mothers.
These days, all the blame for our troubled
youth is placed on the heads of these poor
women who have done the right thing.

Time expired. 

Hon. R. E. BORBIDGE (Surfers
Paradise—Premier) (6.24 p.m.): I second the
amendment moved by the Minister, and I do
so to acquaint the House with the agreed
position of all State and Territory Governments
at the Adelaide Premiers Conference some
two and a half weeks ago. At that Leaders
Forum, the Premier of New South Wales, the
Honourable Bob Carr, briefed all Premiers on
the situation in his State. He sought the
agreement of all State and Territory
jurisdictions in regard to an appropriate
response to matters arising out of that New
South Wales inquiry.
 Mr Fouras: What is the response?

Mr BORBIDGE: I will tell the honourable
member. I think at this stage what the
Opposition is proposing exceeds what was
agreed to at the Adelaide forum. Basically, it
was agreed that this matter—— 

Mr Elder  interjected. 

Mr BORBIDGE: Mr Carr put forward the
proposal that this particular subject be put on
the agenda of and raised at all ministerial
council meetings. For example, if the Police
Ministers Council was to meet, or the Health
Ministers Council, or the Family Services
Ministers Council, updates from the New
South Wales Government would be presented
and moves made towards a coordinated
approach. 

Over and above that, the New South
Wales Premier sought the cooperation of all
jurisdictions if he or his Government, or
agencies of the New South Wales
Government, wished to refer matters to other
States. For example, if evidence was given in
New South Wales that impacted on
Queensland, the appropriate Queensland
authorities would be involved. Over the last
few days, the Premier of New South Wales, Mr
Carr, has written to me inquiring about which
department he should liaise with in regard to
matters arising out of inquiries in New South
Wales, if the need arose. I have advised him
accordingly.

I assure honourable members on both
sides of the House that Bob Carr has the full
support and cooperation of all State and
Territory Governments. 

Mr Fouras: Did he actually own up to
the fact that his State, your State and every
other State is failing to provide protection for
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our children, and that the current system is not
working at all? Did he admit that? We have to
admit that first, and we can only do it through
an independent authority.

 Mr BORBIDGE: What I am saying, for
the benefit of the honourable member for
Ashgrove, is that the Premier of New South
Wales requested all State and Territory
Governments to adopt a common position.
That request received the unanimous support
of all State and Territory leaders at the
Adelaide Premiers Conference. 

Since then, I understand that the Criminal
Justice Commission has indicated that it will be
undertaking certain investigations in respect of
paedophilia. I also understand that some two
and a bit years ago the Queensland Police
Service established an expert unit——

Mr Cooper: The Child Exploitation
Investigation Unit.

Mr BORBIDGE: The Child Exploitation
Investigation Unit is also undertaking certain
inquiries in this regard. I do not rule out that at
some time in the future it may be necessary to
go as far as the Opposition is proposing
tonight and to have an independent authority
quite separate from the CJC. All I am saying is
that, on the information provided to the
Premiers Conference by the Premier of New
South Wales, that has not been sought at this
stage.

Mr Elder: His opinion does not stop you
from going further. We are not mutually
exclusive, are we?

Mr BORBIDGE: No. For the benefit of
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, I am
reporting to the House the agreed positions of
all State and Territory Governments. The
Opposition is asking us to go further and
immediately establish an independent
authority. We have the CJC initiating certain
inquiries, we have the Police Service
undertaking certain inquiries, and I have to say
that at this point the Premier of New South
Wales has not referred any specific cases to
the Queensland Government for investigation. 

Time expired.

Mrs CUNNINGHAM (Gladstone)
(6.30 p.m.): The oft-repeated statement that
children are our most valuable resource is a
genuine belief of every member here tonight. I
could do nothing other than support any plans
to deny the low-lifes who prey on our kids even
a glimmer of opportunity to satisfy their
degraded interests. We say that we live in an
enlightened society, but does an enlightened
society offer our kids to perversion? In some

areas our children are particularly vulnerable,
and they must be protected.

Des Sturgess examined the role of
pornography and sexual crimes against
children. His position is reported as follows—

"His comments are confirmed by
many police officers and other
professionals who deal with sexual abuse
cases. He said 'Children are affected by
it' "—

that is, pornography—

" 'both directly and indirectly. A very direct
effect is seen in the seduction of them . . .
it is much used by paedophiles. It
captures interest and seems to lull the
child into the belief that what is happening
is unexceptional; later it may still any voice
of complaint by engendering a sense of
wrongdoing.' It can be verified from
innumerable case histories that
paedophiles and molesters often use
easily obtainable so-called 'NVE'
pornography from Australian and
overseas suppliers to assist in the
seduction of their child victims.

. . . 

Victorian Crown Prosecutor, Richard
Read, who has prosecuted hundreds of
sexual offendors has offered a real
challenge to those who hold views similar
to Prof. Wilson. In his 1991 paper
'Pornography, Depicted Violence and the
Family' he wrote;

'With the present level of violent crime
and violent sexual crime, the onus of
proving that there is no significant link
between pornography and imitative
criminal behaviour, and depicted violence
and imitative criminal behaviour, lies
squarely with those who assert, contrary
to human experience, that there is no
causal link.' "

So the issue that we are discussing is not just
a singular one; it is a very complex equation
into which a lot of factors feed. At issue is our
attitude not only to paedophilia—and all of us
are reeling in contempt and horror at that
concept—but also our attitude to free access
to pornography.

Tonight, an amendment was moved to go
further and immediately establish an
independent authority. I have some concerns
about the negativing of that amendment for
the simple reason that the CJC, which would
probably be the primary body to which any
complaint or investigation would be referred,
has very much a criminal focus. Although not
in all cases, there often has to be some
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reasonable ground for reference to the CJC.
But I wonder, given the sort of investigation
being proposed, how free people would feel
about approaching the CJC and voicing their
concerns before what is, I believe, a very
judicial-type group.

In addition, the member for Mount
Gravatt said that the authority to investigate
should be given to a new body which she
called a children's commission. I draw the
member's attention to the motion we are
debating, that is, to establish an independent
authority to investigate fully accusations of
paedophilia. If the scope of the CJC's
investigation is broadened to the extent
suggested by the member for Mount Gravatt,
it too would have lost its focus. Family Services
and a lot of other governmental bodies have
been established that can assist, give comfort
to and counsel young children.

Mr Elder: People don't necessarily go
there with child abuse. What this children's
commission will do will be to handle child
abuse as well.

Mrs CUNNINGHAM: Let us establish a
body targeted at investigating paedophilia,
otherwise the specific problem of child abuse
will be lost in the system. The only benefit in
having a separate authority is that it can act
with speed and it can be targeted. If it is going
to be diluted with all of the other things that
the member alluded to, there is no point.
There are already bodies to which these
matters can be referred en bloc.

Mr Elder: I think you'd find that they
would start to be very targeted, but you would
get considerable cases coming through that
related to other child abuse.

Mrs CUNNINGHAM: I take that on
board.

Tony Koch states—

"The main reason for the proliferation
of paedophilia in all its evil forms is that
adults in responsible positions choose to
turn a blind eye rather than get involved
on behalf of children suffering the abuse."

Time expired. 

Hon. D. E. BEANLAND
(Indooroopilly—Attorney-General and Minister
for Justice) (6.34 p.m.): At the outset, similar to
other members, I put on record that I am
personally repulsed by the actions of
paedophiles. Some of the evidence that has
come out of the Wood royal commission to
date is certainly enough to turn one's
stomach—certainly that of any right-minded
person. 

We have heard from a number of
speakers in relation to this issue. The motion
put forward by the Opposition is somewhat
contradictory. Although it endorses the
commitment of the Queensland Government
to cooperate fully with any Federal
Government initiative into paedophilia, it also
calls on the Government to go further and
establish an independent authority. As other
speakers from the Government side have
pointed out, this also contradicts what was
agreed to at the recent Premiers Conference,
at which certain agreements were reached
and arrangements made.

This is an issue which strikes at the hearts
of all of us. People want action taken to
combat this problem. The Opposition had six
and a half years in which to do something, yet
it did not address this issue. A number of
organisations currently exist in the community
to address this problem. I understand why
some people wish to set up a separate body
to address the problem independently.
However, such a separate body may not be
more successful than existing bodies. 

There is no doubt that paedophilia is a
national issue and, as such, it needs to be
tackled firstly on a national level. Organisations
already exist in this State to combat the
problem, some of which the Premier has
mentioned—for example, the police unit. The
Criminal Justice Commission has also
indicated that it will examine the problem.

Mr Fouras: The current processes are
not working. Children are being abused every
day of the week. They're not working. 

Mr BEANLAND: The member for
Ashgrove indicates that the processes are not
working. His Government had six and a half
years in which to refer these matters to the
CJC. Nothing has been done. There is an
opportunity for any one of us, including the
member for Ashgrove, to refer such matters to
the CJC. It has already indicated that it will
investigate paedophilia. I invite anyone with
any information to write directly to the
Chairman of the Criminal Justice Commission,
and I am sure that those matters will be
investigated fully. I understand that every year
members of the public write thousands of
letters to the CJC about a whole range of
issues. 

The CJC can also examine the issue of
prevention, which is one of the key issues in
the whole debate. Clearly, there is no mention
of prevention, only accusations. The motion
does not mention prevention. I have heard
some people speaking about the issue of
prevention, and I agree that we have to do
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some forward thinking and address that issue.
There is no mention of preventing paedophilia
and taking further action in that regard. The
fact is that the organisations are there,
whether or not they have acted in the past.
There are three organisations that can act very
rapidly. If another independent organisation
were set up, it would be very similar to the
CJC, which would probably get its nose out of
joint and run a parallel investigation.
Nevertheless, there is no guarantee that any
new organisation would be quicker than those
that have already been established, because
other issues will arise that will have to be
followed up. 

Importantly, by this motion, Labor Party
members are condemning themselves for their
failure to act in the past and the organisations
that exist to address the problem. If people
have evidence and material on this very
important national issue, it should be brought
forward immediately. The second part of the
motion contradicts the first part, and nothing
will be achieved by knocking back the
amendment that has been moved. In my
view, the independent organisation which has
the responsibility would correctly be the
Criminal Justice Commission. If the Opposition
wishes to go outside of that body, this motion
does not say so. If the Opposition wishes to
do that, it needs to reword the motion,
because it does not say that at all. It needs
also to include the word "prevention" so that in
the future recommendations can be made for
preventive action. Quite rightly, the member
for Gladstone referred to the Sturgess report,
which is a very good and worthwhile report.
Some issues addressed in it could be followed
up in the future. 

Time expired.

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN (Caboolture)
(6.39 p.m.): I rise to support the motion moved
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. Let
me say this in respect of the amendment to
the motion, which I intend to oppose: the
Premier, in seconding the amendment, stated
that what the motion before the Parliament
proposes exceeds what was agreed at the
leaders conference. So what? I more than any
person in this Chamber know what goes on in
relation to national scheme legislation. The
fact is that national scheme legislation adopts
the lowest common denominator. We cannot
confine our kids to the lowest common
denominator. We must provide the protection
that this independent authority would afford
our kids. 

Mr Stephan  interjected. 

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: If the member for
Gympie thinks that it is okay to confine our
kids to the lowest common denominator, we
will send all the paedophiles up to his area
and they can play with his kids. 

Since when do we allow the other States
to kick Queensland around? Since when does
Bob Carr tell Rob Borbidge what to do? What
a ludicrous suggestion! Establishing our own
commission does not mean that we cannot
cooperate with the inquiries under way in other
States. Of course we can cooperate with
them! The Premier told us that Bob Carr asked
everybody to adopt a prominent position.
What could be more prominent than
establishing our own commission? That is a
move that this Parliament must support, and I
plead for members opposite to examine their
consciences when it comes time to vote on
this matter. Members opposite should
consider what people will say about them for
dragging this State down to the lowest
common denominator. Queensland is better
than that, and it deserves a Government that
is prepared to give it better than that. 

I want to highlight a particular case that
has occurred in my electorate in recent times.
As the member for Gladstone said—but she
used different words—our children are our
future, and they are entitled to all of the
normal protections of society and more.
Paedophiles rob children of their innocence,
and long-term studies show that the effects of
child abuse and paedophilia are lasting and
permanent. Yet there was previously a
doctrine or an orthodoxy in the courts that said
that, in the absence of proof that the particular
victim would suffer long-term lasting effects, it
would be wrong for the courts to impose harsh
sentences in child sexual abuse cases. That
approach did not wash well with the former
Government, and our Attorneys-General
appealed against the leniency of sentences
handed down in such cases. I am pleased
that the current Attorney-General, Mr
Beanland, took such action in respect of a
case that occurred recently in my electorate. 

Mr Beanland described as manifestly
inadequate a sentence handed down to a
person who was found guilty of showing
pornography to a four-year-old girl. In this
instance, the court imposed a three-year
probation period and 240 hours of community
service and ordered the offender to pay
compensation to the parents of the child. No
conviction was recorded, which in the
circumstances is significant. I am pleased that
the Attorney-General took the decision to
appeal against that sentence. However, the
circumstances do bear consideration in
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respect of the motion moved by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition that an independent
authority be set up. 

Firstly, the offender was provided with the
opportunity to commit the offence as the
spouse of a family day-care provider and in
that capacity was a backup day-care provider.
My advice is that once the initial allegation was
made, the Day Care Association was just as
shocked as the child's parents to discover that
police checks on potential day-care providers
do not include interstate checks. This is
important, because it is my understanding that
in this instance there is the possibility that the
offender has an interstate history. On 22 April,
at the conference that the Minister for Families
mentioned, the Federal Minister, Mrs Moylan,
indicated to the electronic media that this is a
general problem and not one confined to
Queensland. So, firstly, we have the problem
of people who are being given the care of
children not being subjected to proper checks. 

Secondly, there is the matter of the
offender's employment. This offender is a
self-employed private security provider. In that
capacity, the offender has access to children. I
suspect that any number of parents would try
to educate their children to seek protection
from uniformed security providers—who are
more plentiful these days—when police are
not available. Had the offender been a
member of the police force, he would not have
been able to continue in his occupation, and
the fact that no conviction has been recorded
means that this offender currently continues to
operate as a security provider. I ask whether
the Parliament or the community would
consider that to be appropriate. 

There are some other issues surrounding
this particular case that I will not have time to
go into today. But let me say this: one of the
things that this Government must have a look
at——

Time expired.

Hon. T. R. COOPER (Crows Nest—
Minister for Police and Corrective Services and
Minister for Racing) (6.44 p.m.): I want to place
on record the efforts of the Queensland Police
Service in relation to combating paedophilia. I
find it rather peculiar that we are squabbling
over a motion relating to an activity that every
member finds abhorrent. 

We support the motion of the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition endorsing the
commitment of the Government to cooperate
fully with any Federal inquiry or initiative to
investigate paedophilia. The Queensland
Government will do anything and everything in
its power to ensure that the activities of those

who prey on defenceless children for their sick
gratification are stopped and that they are
given the most severe penalties. I have
already said that we will cooperate fully with
the Wood royal commission in New South
Wales, which as we are aware is uncovering
some truly horrifying stories. The Assistant
commissioner for State Crime Operations
Command, Mr Graham Williams, has already
stated publicly that any information from that
royal commission which is referred to the
Queensland Police Service will be acted upon
immediately and will be investigated
thoroughly. To this point, nothing has been
referred to us from the Wood royal
commission, but we want it on record that any
such information will be investigated fully. 

I want to place on record also that Police
Service investigations into allegations of
paedophilia are undertaken by the Child
Exploitation Investigation Squad, which is part
of the Crime Operations Branch in Brisbane.
This squad consists of three detective
sergeants, six plain clothes senior constables
and an administrative assistant. These people
target paedophiles. The squad does not seek
to attack children but to stop the people who
prey on them. Expert bodies must be
established to stop paedophilia and other
activities of a sexual nature in which children
are the victims. This squad maintains very
close liaisons with the Australian Federal
Police, the National Crime Authority, Australia
Post and Australian Customs as well as the
Queensland Education Department/Criminal
Justice Commission liaison officer to
investigate complaints of a sexual nature
against teachers. The squad also maintains
links with relevant units of interstate and
international police agencies and liaises
closely with other Queensland Police Service
officers Statewide who detect any possible
evidence of illegal activity. 

The point that I am trying to make is that
if we establish yet another body, there will be
too many conflicting authorities. We have
already heard that the Department of Families,
Youth and Community Care has a unit, and
the CJC can also be utilised to undertake
special investigations into paedophilia. There
is already a squad in the Police Service which
undertakes this type of investigation. I believe
it would represent massive duplication to
establish yet another authority. I see that as
pointless.

Mr Elder: They don't go to those
organisations because they don't work. 

Mr COOPER: I believe that we must
target those people who prey on children.
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Paedophiles are pretty clever people, as we
know. When I was Police Minister in 1989, we
faced problems similar to those currently being
encountered. I was amazed by the types of
people who were involved in this sort of
activity. The member would probably be aware
that some paedophiles come from some
unbelievable backgrounds. Paedophiles are
very clever, cunning people and they
sometimes have a lot of influence in society. If
we want to stop the activities of these people,
we must establish expert bodies. At present,
many paedophiles get away with their
sickening activities. The Labor Party had six
and a half years to do something about this
problem. What did members opposite do in
their time? If they believed that it was such a
great idea, why did they not set up this
independent authority during their time in
Government? 

We must ensure that the units currently
operating are doing their job and doing it
properly. That is our role as a Government,
and that is the commitment that we have
given. A number of operations which have
been carried out in recent times have led to a
number of arrests. We have never got it totally
right, and no Government ever will. At present,
priority is being given to stopping the vile
activities of paedophiles. We will maintain that
priority. I am sure that both sides of politics
agree that such matters should be given high
priority. If we want to detect such illegal
activities, we must have properly resourced
expert bodies so that we can target those who
seek to prey on our kids. A sufficient number
of bodies currently exists. This Government
intends to continue to pursue this issue. 

Time expired.
Mr T. B. SULLIVAN (Chermside)

(6.49 p.m.): Vulnerable people need
protection and support. We do this in many
ways and in many aspects of our society,
whether it be with the elderly or children. The
protection children need can take many forms,
whether it be protecting them from bullying in
the schoolyard or, in extreme cases, from
incest, rape and paedophilia. Those last-
mentioned activities destroy the trust that
children naturally place in other people. The
beauty of children is that they are innocent,
they are trusting and they naturally give and
receive love without question. The activities of
paedophiles and others who are involved in
severe child abuse through incest and other
activities of a similar kind destroy that basic
trust. There are already many reports outlining
such activities. Whether it be the Burdekin
report of 1988 or the Morris report of 1995, we
are told what many of the background

problems are. Two types of children who are
particularly vulnerable are the homeless and
those in institutions. They face a particular set
of problems and are preyed upon in particular
by paedophiles.

I believe that part of the solution is the
establishment of a statutory authority—an
independent commission—which has the
specific goal of providing an overall protection
for children. Many aspects could be
investigated. It must be linked in with the
provisions of health, housing, education, child
care and family services support. Any family
service officer in the State could relate many
stories of abuse within families where the
parents are not coping and the basic role of
parenting has broken down. Often, the
children from those families are left to their
own devices and are preyed upon by people
who use children as objects of sexual
pleasure. I am disturbed about the scrapping
of the Positive Parent Strategy, for which the
former Labor Government had allocated
$14.5m over five years to help Queensland
families cope with the responsibility of
parenting, with particular regard to child
behaviour and development.

A number of groups work towards the
prevention of child abuse. They work on a
voluntary basis, but they must have
Government support. Over and above that, if
there was a statutory authority—an
independent agency—which had as its
particular goal the supervision and the
oversight of protection for children and was
able to make suggestions to Government
about what was needed, I believe that our
children would be better protected. It is ironic
that there are established standards and
accreditation in a number of sectors of our
society, for example, child care, education and
aged care, yet we do not seem to have an
overseeing body that would help get rid of the
scourge of paedophilia within our society.

I support the move by the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition to endorse the commitment
of the Queensland Government to cooperate
fully with any Federal Government inquiry or
initiative into paedophilia. I believe that the
Government should immediately work to
establish an independent authority to fully
investigate accusations of paedophilia in this
State and to find some practical solutions to
this problem, so that our children will have
greater protection from those who are preying
on them in this disgraceful way.

Question—That the words proposed to
be omitted stand part of the question—put;
and the House divided—



1 May 1996 874 Legislative Assembly

AYES, 43—Ardill, Barton, Beattie, Bird, Bligh,
Braddy, Bredhauer, Briskey, Burns, Campbell,
Cunningham, D’Arcy, De Lacy, Dollin, Edmond, Elder,
Foley, Fouras, Goss W. K., Hamill, Hayward, Hollis,
McElligott, McGrady, Mackenroth, Milliner, Mulherin,
Nunn, Nuttall, Palaszczuk, Pearce, Purcell, Roberts,
Robertson, Rose, Schwarten, Smith, Spence,
Sullivan J. H., Welford, Wells, Tellers: Livingstone,
Sullivan T. B. 
NOES, 41—Baumann, Beanland, Borbidge, Connor,
Cooper, Davidson, Elliott, FitzGerald, Gamin,
Gilmore, Goss J. N., Grice, Healy, Hegarty, Hobbs,
Horan, Laming, Lester, Lingard, Littleproud,
McCauley, Malone, Mitchell, Perrett, Quinn, Radke,
Rowell, Santoro, Sheldon, Simpson, Slack, Stephan,
Stoneman, Tanti, Veivers, Warwick, Watson, Wilson,
Woolmer Tellers: Springborg, Carroll

Pairs: Woodgate, Harper; Gibbs, Johnson

Resolved in the affirmative.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr FITZGERALD (Lockyer—Leader of

Government Business) (7 p.m.): I move—

"That the House do now adjourn."

Concerned Citizens for Mundingburra

 Mr BARTON (Waterford) (7 p.m.):
Tonight I want to speak about the Concerned
Citizens for Mundingburra. It is very important
that, now that the facts are emerging about
this issue, we should examine them. And what
a sorry tale it is. The Minister for Police and
Corrective Services is making statements in
this House acknowledging some of what has
occurred. On 2 April, the Minister refused to
answer questions, claiming that the matter
was sub judice because of the investigations
that were then taking place, which did not
concern the Concerned Citizens for
Mundingburra but certainly should have. The
Minister has now reached the point at which
he is making ministerial statements almost on
a daily basis. Me thinks he protesteth too
much.

What has emerged because of questions
from Opposition members is a range of facts
that need to be put on the record in this
House. The Concerned Citizens for
Mundingburra was a covert National Party
campaign. It was organised by National Party
members, not ordinary citizens of
Mundingburra. In fact, most of those who were
acknowledged in the newspaper and by
themselves were not even citizens of
Mundingburra at all. The campaign was
funded by National Party members—we are
told 27 of them; we do not have all their
names. Now they have acknowledged who
many of the organisers were and the amounts

of funding that were contributed. Importantly,
the funds were laundered through the Alice
River branch of the National Party. There could
be no better indicator of the fact that this was
a covert National Party operation. Of course, it
was fronted by a National Party spokesman,
now the Minister for Police and Corrective
Services. Another fact that has emerged is
that that was done with the knowledge and
approval of the Liberal Party Mundingburra
campaign. 

Another fact known by everybody who
was in Mundingburra during that campaign is
that the TV advertisements were run back to
back, dovetailed with the Police Union
campaign advertisements and organised by
exactly the same advertising agency. Those
advertisements were dovetailed together to
gain the maximum impact. What a funny
coincidence that those covert campaigns were
being run at the same time. The campaign
was authorised by a recent arrival from
Victoria, Mr Robert Purcal Owens, who was
difficult to locate at that time, but has since
come out. 

The answer to the question of why Mr
Owens was the person who authorised the
campaign is: because he was somebody
whom nobody knew. All the others were
known National Party operatives. They needed
a cleanskin. To use Mr Cooper's words, Mr
Owens was the "poor coot" who got conned
by his boss, who was used as the cleanskin,
because none of the others who were putting
the funding into the campaign dared show
their faces. The fact that they used somebody
whom nobody knew ultimately raised the
suspicions that led the Opposition and
everybody else to the National Party. 

What is wrong with what they did? I
suggest that it was hardly truth in advertising,
something about which we heard a lot from
the current Premier during the last election
and on other occasions. That was certainly not
a group of genuine, independent, local,
concerned citizens. Why did the Nationals not
campaign openly. They perpetrated a con on
the Mundingburra electorate. 

Now, having helped the Liberals win, look
at how the Concerned Citizens come out—so
arrogant, strutting out for the press, gloating in
photographs in Saturday's Courier-Mail. They
should have done that during the time that
they were funding and running a covert
campaign. It is not over yet. Some questions
still remain tantalisingly unanswered. Just what
is the link to the Police Union's campaign?
How much did the Liberal Party know? How
much did open and honest Frank Tanti know
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and were those involved in his campaign
aware of what was going on? What was the
actual cost of the campaign? Various cost
estimates have been quoted, from Mr Owens
saying the advertisements cost a few
thousand dollars that he paid himself to
another article in which he claims to have paid
only $50, and to another article in Saturday's
Courier-Mail that says the campaign cost was
$5,006. I suggest that the Townsville Daily
Bulletin got it right in an article on 27 April in
which it said that, given the frequency of the
advertisements on Townsville prime time
television before the election—— 

Time expired.

Taxi Industry

Mr RADKE (Greenslopes) (7.05 p.m.): I
wish to draw to the attention of the House
concerns raised with me regarding the taxi
industry from an owner-driver's perspective. I
refer firstly to the six-monthly motor vehicle
inspection. I have been advised that all taxi
licence-to-hire holders do not receive any
notification that a motor vehicle inspection is
due. Until recently, licence to hire holders were
required to present their motor vehicles for
inspection within the month of annual renewal
of the licence to hire and then six months
later. It was up to the holder to arrange an
appointment. They now have within six
months of the last motor vehicle inspection
date to present the motor vehicle for
inspection. As it is necessary to allow time for
repairs if required, inspection dates are
gradually creeping forward and eventually will
not reflect comparatively with licence to hire
renewal dates which I consider is not what the
Department of Transport should be requiring.

I am advised that a driver with 25 years'
experience was last inspected on 1 February
1996. The inspector advised that the motor
vehicle battery, which is located in a marine
battery box in the boot, was unsafe. This was
confusing as it had been inspected by another
inspector and passed on the previous two
inspections. The owner-driver informed the
inspector of this situation after he had spoken
on this topic for five to seven minutes. Then
the owner-driver was astonished when he did
not receive a reinspection notice for the
necessary adjustments to be carried out. If it
is, in fact, as serious as indicated, the owner-
driver's question is: why has the Department of
Transport not informed individual licence-to-
hire holders of this requirement, as a
considerable number of taxis have their
battery located in the boot? That is due to
batteries boiling under the bonnet because of

poor air circulation with Falcon models EA
onwards. The owner-driver has subsequently
verified with his auto-electrician that these
adjustments were, in fact, required and
arranged for the work to be done. The owner-
driver is also critical of his repairer as he did
not instigate a six-monthly inspection notice of
his own volition.

Secondly, I refer to Department of
Transport professionalism. Many owner-drivers
consider that the Department of Transport has
recently shown a decided lack of
professionalism in decisions made on behalf
of the Queensland taxi industry, at a time
when the taxi industry is expected to operate
professionally at a level well above that at
which the industry is compensated via the
current fare schedule. The current tariff
schedule was introduced on 18 December
1995 under a waning ALP Government.
Because that was the peak demand period of
the year, all taxis in Queensland had to spend
time off the road to convert their meters or
deprive themselves of the tariff increase for a
week or more. The decision meant a lack of
service to the public. The new Department of
Transport windscreen stickers displaying the
tariff were not available for approximately
seven days. Windscreen stickers had not been
available at all for the preceding tariff changes.
These windscreen stickers are important for
customer public relations. Also, when new fare
schedules are implemented in the Christmas
period, much more adverse public reaction
results, creating ill-will between passengers
and drivers.

I am advised that the new tariff schedule
has a normal hour flagfall of $1.85—tariffs 1
and 3—ensuring that all fare totals are in
multiples of 5c, which have not been used in
the taxi industry for 12 to 15 years. This has
caused much conflict with passengers who
hold State Government subsidy dockets who
want to why they should pay the odd 5c.

Thirdly, I refer to the introduction of five-
year taxi service contracts for taxi licence-to-
hire holders and hire drivers. The cancelling of
existing provisions before decisions were
made on the criteria necessary to obtain such
contracts was ridiculous. Sixteen months later,
they are still being issued with provisional
licences for only one year. This is creating a
feeling of insecurity and distrust within the
industry as owner-drivers await these decisions
and presume all is well. 

All of the issues I have raised in this
Adjournment debate have distracted them
from what owner-drivers regard as their primary
purpose in the taxi industry: serving the fare-
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paying public who are their customers, and
earning an income commensurate with their
individual effort. It is my opinion that owner-
drivers are captive customers of the
Department of Transport. These owner-drivers
hope that the department will develop and
publish a clear-cut vision of where and how the
taxi industry should be proceeding. However,
technology and training introduced by the
industry itself is dictating the changes that are
necessary. Also, the costs of those
advancements over the last five years have
not been matched with needed tariff
increases. Suggested innovations such as
pensioner discounts and off-peak shopper
discounts are consequently treated as pie-in-
the sky ideas. Competitive pricing reforms are
hardly applicable——

Time expired.

Mr R. Reimer

Hon. K. W. HAYWARD (Kallangur)
(7.10 p.m.): I rise in this Adjournment debate
to highlight the terrible reality under this
Government for Queensland's sick and
injured. The case that I want to describe to this
Parliament demonstrates an appalling failure
of this uncaring, inept Government to respond
to the desperate pleas of a very sick man. 

In recent years, Mr Rob Reimer, who is 72
years old, has suffered a series of health
problems. His doctor told me that previously
Mr Reimer had undergone quadruple bypass
surgery and had an unsuccessful operation on
some aneurisms. His doctor told me that the
operation that he was to have on some
aneurisms in his stomach was critical to his
wellbeing. 

With great trepidation, Mr Reimer made a
decision to have this very serious operation.
On 12 April this year, he was admitted to the
Royal Brisbane Hospital whereupon he
undertook a series of tests and was prepared
to be ready for his massive operation on
Monday, 15 April. This 72-year-old man was
washed, shaved, dressed, medicated and
wheeled into the operating theatre whereupon
the operation was cancelled and he was then
sent home. Two days later, on Wednesday,
17 April, he was contacted and asked to come
in on Sunday, 21 April for another attempt at
this massive operation. He dutifully presented
himself to the Royal Brisbane Hospital. Once
again, he was washed, shaved, dressed,
medicated and wheeled into the operating
theatre only to have the operation cancelled
again. On the following Monday morning, he
was sent home. Today is 1 May—19 days
since he was first admitted—and Mr Reimer

has not had any word about when his
life-saving surgery will be performed.

Often people ask me about why they
were shifted from a waiting list or sent home
when their operation was postponed. I explain
to them that the system is based on medical
priority, that is, the sickest person is seen first,
and that is how it should be. I believe that
when the process is explained to people, they
accept it. 

I gave this matter a lot of thought before
raising it in this Parliament, but I had to
because in Mr Reimer's case, he is an
absolute medical priority. But if it is possible,
the situation gets worse. Mr Reimer has written
to the Health Minister concerning his
desperate situation and to this day he has not
even received an acknowledgment of his
letter. His son has sought an interview with the
medical superintendent only to be told by the
medical superintendent that he is too busy to
see him. Since then, of course, his son has
now written to the medical superintendent of
the Royal Brisbane Hospital. Mr Reimer's son
has explained to me that, because of his
medical condition, Mr Reimer is not only a very
sick man but also his problems have been
multiplied because of the terrible stress
caused by the constant postponement of this
life-saving operation—an operation that he
was approaching with great trepidation, and
now even more so because the Minister has
not even bothered to acknowledge his letter. 

Earlier this year, in speaking in opposition
to a motion of confidence in this Government,
I made the comment that every Government
is interested in service delivery. My exact
words were, "It is a motherhood statement to
say that a Government is interested in service
delivery." Mr Reimer understands medical
priority. He understands that the sickest
person gets treated first. However, service
delivery is not simply an end product, although
it is important; it is a continuous process. 

A lot of questions arise out of this matter.
Given that there was a sicker patient in the
hospital—it is hard to imagine a patient being
more sick than Mr Reimer, but let us accept
that it was possible—why were neither Mr
Reimer nor his doctor informed of that before
Mr Reimer was put through the trauma of
preparation for his operation? It is like losing
an umbrella—it might happen once, but in this
case it happened twice. What type of service
delivery is that? Why was a simple telephone
call not made? 

This case demonstrates tragically that this
uncaring, inept Government is not interested
in service delivery to a critically sick,
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72-year-old man. In the Address in Reply
debate on 12 September 1995, the Premier
Mr Borbidge, stated—

"Within 59 days of being elected, a
coalition Government would have been
well on the way to implementing its $60m
hospital waiting list plan." 

The Minister went on to say that the attack on
bureaucratic waste will be his Government's
No. 1 priority. This Government has been
around for 73 days—over 10 weeks—and that
is more than enough time in which to
implement its hospital waiting list plan. But
what is the reality? On 6 March, a media
release announced the formation of a
ministerial task force to reduce Queensland's
surgery waiting list time. The reality is that
there has been no action by this Government,
just a ministerial task force, and that is not
good enough.

Yandina Bypass

Miss SIMPSON (Maroochydore)
(7.16 p.m.): The road must go through, but
must it deny a town a decent access when
that road is a bypass? I fear that the abysmal
design of the Yandina bypass, with its woeful
access routes to the business district of the
town, is going to cause great distress. The
design of the accesses, which were conceived,
tendered and started under the Labor Party
Government, is a cheap job that fails the local
people. 

During the consultation process, the
people were promised everything but they
were not told that the Labor Party had
designed a road with an interchange in the
fields and gullies to the town's east that would
not have a link into the town's business heart.
Thanks to the Labor Government, which had
held up the desperately overdue bypass by six
years, Yandina has an uncertain future.
No-one denies that the through-highway traffic
must be removed from the local system. The
previous resumed bypass route, which Labor
threw out and replaced with this great wall
through the flood plain, was also designed to
remove through traffic from local traffic areas. 

The choice of routes is history, but I hope
that the railway overbridge is not. That bridge
has been on the planning books for decades
and was supposed to be part of a new
highway. Now we find that, under Labor, the
engineers who were planning it were pulled off
the job. I understand that the bridge was not
funded, and that is a real disaster left behind
by the shonks in the Labor Party. Without that
bridge, the main highway interchange to the

town's east on the Coolum-Yandina road will
not be linked to the town's heart. That funding
should have been tagged as critical when the
previous Government decided to take that
route, but I suspect that its costs had
ballooned and this was one way in which it
believed it could save money at the
community's expense. 

I will explain the importance of the bridge.
Since the 1880s, Yandina has been divided
by a railway line. The vast bulk of the
population on the town's west is on the
opposite side of the railway line to the new
highway. The only accesses across town are
via two highly flood-prone rail underpasses.
Those rail underpasses are also limited by
height. When the new eastern bypass comes
into operation, town traffic wishing to access
that interchange will have to travel via those
two underpasses and some very winding
roads. In addition, traffic wishing to travel into
the town, particularly from the north—the
northern access will be restricted and
eventually shut down—will be similarly
disadvantaged. Without the North Street rail
bridge, the town remains divided. Furthermore,
the town is also about to have its northern
accesses severely downgraded by the new
highway. That is because the previous
Government's bypass design had no access
ramps on the north side of the township. 

With the eventual upgrade of the highway
between the northern tip of the Yandina
bypass and southern Cooroy, the present at-
grade local access to the highway at Monak
Road, North Arm, will be removed and
southbound highway traffic wishing to enter
Yandina will have to rely upon the Coolum-
Yandina road interchange further to the south.
As I have explained, that interchange, with a
North Street rail overbridge, is woefully
inadequate. In addition, local traffic from
Yandina's north and west, which wishes to
access the new highway via the Coolum-
Yandina road interchange, will obviously opt to
travel past the Yandina Primary School unless
there is a North Street link over the railway line. 

This town will suffer untold financial
hardships because of the road, which was
designed, tendered and the construction of
which started under the previous Government.
But the North Street bridge, which was
supposed to be part of the project and which
was not budgeted for by the Labor Party, is on
hold. I will be appealing to the new Federal
Government to fund what the previous State
Government did not deliver. At public
meetings in the town, it was said that the
highway was supposed to cost around about
$28m, but, of course, under the Labor
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Government it blew out to over $50m. It is a
concern that the way in which the Labor
Government designed, tendered and started
construction of the road was to tell people
certain things, but the local council did not
even know that the former Government had
not funded the rail overbridge. Members of the
Labor Party are a pack of shonks. They do not
care about access for towns which get
bypassed. The town needed the traffic from
the highway rerouted, but it did not deserve to
lose its access because of the actions of those
Labor Party shonks. 

As well, flooding will continue to be an
issue because the bypass was built below the
height of recent flood levels. It is going to be a
danger for people travelling on those routes
and on the access routes to that highway. The
Labor Party did not listen to the people who
were saying that it was subject to flooding. It
will cause upstream flooding and it will be a
danger to the people travelling on that
highway.

Government Criticism of Aborigines
and Torres Strait Islanders 

Hon. M. J. FOLEY (Yeronga)
(7.21 p.m.): The Premier of Queensland, Rob
Borbidge, is inflaming racial divisions within this
State. He has seriously set back the course of
reconciliation between Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal Australians by his provocative
and irresponsible statements on native title.
First, we had the stunt at Normanton where a
confrontation was generated with Murandoo
Yanner in the context of the Century Zinc
mine. Then we had comments from Mr
Borbidge criticising a claim by Aboriginal
people over pastoral leases in south-west
Queensland. During the course of those
comments, Mr Borbidge made reference to
claims over houses and businesses, yet the
Premier would be in receipt of legal advice to
the effect that no person's home or business
is under threat from native title, even if the
courts were to find that native title were not
completely extinguished by a grant of a
pastoral lease.

Mr Borbidge's criticism of Aboriginal
people's use of the legal system was made
shortly after the Premier criticised and
sabotaged the Cape York Land Use
Agreement, which Aboriginal people had
negotiated with pastoralists and
environmentalists. On the one hand, he
criticises Aboriginal people for using the legal
system and, on the other hand, he sabotages
their efforts when they try to thrash the
problems out and reach a negotiated

settlement. That is a very disturbing thing for a
political leader of a State to do. The Premier of
the State should embody respect for the rule
of law, and he should embody the tolerance
and respect between peoples which make a
good and strong community. 

I regret to say that the Deputy Premier
and Minister for The Arts has also delivered an
extraordinary rebuff to Aboriginal people
through her failure to stand up for the
establishment of a national institute of
indigenous performing arts in Queensland. It
was proposed that a national institute of
indigenous performing arts be located at the
powerhouse at New Farm. That proposal was
strongly supported by Labor Governments at
the Federal, State and local levels, but when
the current Federal Government took office it
decided to transfer the centre to Sydney. The
Minister for The Arts has not uttered a word in
the defence of Queensland's indigenous
artists. Indeed, a document in the Opposition's
possession would suggest that the indigenous
arts festival announced by the Labor
Government may be threatened in the
process of Budget cuts.

Yesterday, the Minister for Families,
Youth and Community Care, Mr Lingard,
criticised Aboriginal and Islander Councils in
conjunction with the report of the
Auditor-General, yet we heard no criticism of
the 69 local authorities that were the subject of
a qualified audit. Therefore, in one form or
another, the three most senior Ministers of the
Government are making the process of
reconciliation very difficult indeed.

Any fool can inflame divisions and hatred
within a community—Joh Bjelke-Petersen did it
for years. The greater challenge for political
leadership is to foster a climate of tolerance
and trust in which the citizens of the State can
achieve true reconciliation and in which we can
come to terms with the historical injustices that
have been done and remedy them.
 Time expired.

Aboriginal Outreach Programs, Cairns
and Cherbourg

Mrs WILSON (Mulgrave) (7.26 p.m.):
The Department of Families, Youth and
Community Care has been involved in the
development of innovative and inspirational
youth services tailored to meet the needs of
the Aboriginal community—specifically, the
Aboriginal outreach programs currently
operating in Cairns and Cherbourg. 

The addition of Youth to the department
is an enormous challenge, and I look forward
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to working within that area. I take heart at the
Minister's recent comments regarding the
effectiveness of programs which entail
intensive supervision of and support for
juveniles who are under court orders or at risk
of offending. The Minister has consistently
given support to initiatives that involve the
participation of Aboriginal communities and
are driven by Aboriginal people. 

The Cairns outreach program has seen a
number of participants successfully completing
their orders, including one youth who has
returned to school to complete his education,
one who has undertaken further training, and
a number of youths who have subsequently
not reoffended. To date, the Cairns outreach
scheme has provided services to 30 youths on
community service orders, 10 youths on
conditional bail, 20 youths on immediate
release orders, two youths on fixed release
orders and five youths on probational orders,
with a successful completion rate of over 70
per cent. 

The Cairns program has also catered for
the needs of youth from Cape York
communities by providing youth workers for
Aurukun and Thursday Island to address the
problem of juveniles offending in those areas.
This program goes hand-in-hand with the
Minister's support and development of the
Aboriginal out-station concept, which is a
positive initiative by the Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander communities to address the
problems  of youth lawlessness, substance 

abuse and violence. The Minister recently
approved funding of some $400,000 to
develop services and infrastructure to out-
stations being used, with the strong support of
Aboriginal communities and community
councils, to divert young offenders or
troublemakers away from communities and
into those intensive supervision programs run
by community elders on out-stations. This type
of community-based and devised strategy is in
line with the recommendations of the Royal
Commission into Black Deaths in Custody.
Young people are referred to these out-station
programs by locally-constituted justice
committees which identify problem youths and
seek to divert them from the formal justice or
detention system. 

Both the out-station and outreach
programs seek to teach young people
practical skills, as well as aspects of their
culture, in an effort to rebuild cultural identity.
The outreach program in Cherbourg is trying to
inject innovation into diverting young people at
risk of offending by engaging them in
educational, vocational training, sport and
recreational activities to broaden their horizons
and job opportunities. To this end, plans are
under way to commence cricket matches
between Family Service staff, Cherbourg
counsellors, police and young offenders.

Time expired.

Motion agreed to. 

The House adjourned at 7.30 p.m.


