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TUESDAY, 28 OCTOBER 1997
          

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

ASSENT TO BILLS

Assent to the following Bills reported by
Mr Speaker—

Treasury Legislation Amendment Bill;

Guide Dogs Amendment Bill; 

Fire and Rescue Authority Amendment Bill; 

Succession Amendment Bill;

Trust Accounts Amendment Bill; 

Prisoners International Transfer
(Queensland) Bill;

Workplace Health and Safety Amendment
Bill.

PRIVILEGE

Courier-Mail Report on Public Service
Positions

Mr BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—Leader
of the Opposition) (9.33 a.m.): The headline
on page 2 of the Courier-Mail yesterday, 27
October 1997, states "Top PS jobs face purge
under Labor". This is not true. I issued a
statement to the Courier-Mail emphasising that
there would be no Public Service bloodbath
when Labor returns to Government next year.
That statement was the genesis of the story.
The headline on my release emphasised that
there would be no bloodbath. 

The people likely to not have their
contracts renewed when Labor returns to office
next year are the inefficient directors-general,
the Dad's Army of incompetents holding back
the State. My statement said that the
contracts of almost all of the directors-general
are due to expire in June next year. There will
be no need for a purge; their contracts will
expire. The story correctly said that I did not
have a hit list of departmental heads who
would not be retained by a Labor
administration. As I said in the statement, my
aim is to avoid disruption. There will be no
wholesale spilling of Public Service positions
when we are re-elected next year.

I table Labor's New Direction statement
for the Public Service, the media statement
given to the Courier-Mail and a copy of a letter
I have written to the editor of the newspaper,
which I hope he will use to clarify the position. 

VACANCY IN SENATE OF COMMONWEALTH
OF AUSTRALIA

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I have to report that
His Excellency the Governor has been
informed by the President of the Senate of the
resignation of Senator Cheryl Kernot as
follows—

"15 October 1997

His Excellency Major General Peter
Arnison, AO
Governor of Queensland
Government House 
BRISBANE QLD 4000

Your Excellency 
Pursuant to the provisions of section 21 of
the Commonwealth of Australia
Constitution, I notify Your Excellency that
a vacancy has happened in the
representation of the state of Queensland
through the resignation of Senator Cheryl
Kernot on 15 October 1997. 
Yours sincerely

Margaret Reid"

In due course I will advise honourable
members in pursuance of the provisions of
Standing Order 331—Casual Vacancy in
Senate—of the date and time for the House to
meet for the purpose of electing a senator.

PRIVILEGE

Matter Raised by Member for Fitzroy
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I wish to advise the

House that I have referred a matter of privilege
raised by the member for Fitzroy to the
Members' Ethics and Parliamentary Privileges
Committee.

OFFICE OF SPEAKER

Statement of Recurrent Expenditure
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable

members, I lay upon the table of the House
the statement of recurrent expenditure for the
Office of Speaker for the period 1 July 1996 to
30 June 1997.

PARLIAMENTARY ANNEXE, SAMPLE
OFFICES

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable
members would be aware of the refurbishment
program currently under way in the
Parliamentary Annexe. I am happy to advise
that as of today we have two sample offices
open on Level 9 for members to inspect.
Members will notice that the design provides
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them with a degree of flexibility while utilising
similar component pieces. I urge all members
to take the time to view the offices and provide
me with their comments by the end of this
week. Members will have a choice of either
configuration, which must be conveyed to me
prior to the close of business on Monday, 3
November. Failure to do so will see me
choosing a layout. 

Work will be commencing on Monday, 12
November, in order to meet a very tight
construction schedule and generally impact on
members as little as possible. Regrettably,
there will be some disruption to members over
the construction period. Unfortunately, that is
unavoidable. During the construction phase,
one floor at a time will be refurbished with
members being relocated to temporary
accommodation on Level 5 to what was the
Speaker's flat. During that period, members will
not be afforded the same privacy as is
presently enjoyed; however, I am sure
members will agree that that short-term
inconvenience is a small price to pay for the
long-term benefit. It is anticipated that it will
take approximately six weeks to complete
each floor, starting at Level 9, with proposed
completion for the full project due by the end
of June. I ask members for their tolerance and
cooperation over this time, which will assist in
expediting the project.

PETITIONS

The Clerk announced the receipt of the
following petitions— 

Inner City Rail Loop Service

From Mr Beattie (352 petitioners)
requesting the House to agree in principle to
fund the inner city rail loop service connecting
the central business district of the city to the
Valley, Bowen Hills, RNA Showgrounds and
RBH and via Normanby Terrace to the CBD by
the year 2000 and instruct Queensland Rail
accordingly.

Nursing Home Care

From Mr De Lacy (94 petitioners)
requesting the House to act to ensure that
nursing home care is freely available to all who
need it and further deplores Budget cutbacks
on services to the frail aged and elderly.

Speed Limit, Gayndah Road
From Mr Dollin (73 petitioners) requesting

the House to have the speed limit on Gayndah

Road reduced from 80 km/h to 60 km/h
between Nagel Street and the Bruce Highway
access.

Treatment Program for Heroin Addicts
From Mrs Gamin (38 petitioners)

requesting the House to ensure that the State
and Federal Governments of Australia
immediately send appropriately qualified
people to Israel to look at the program to help
heroin addicts, as recommended by Dr Andre
Waismann, to evaluate and learn about the
program and, if it is as good as it seems, then
to quickly set up trials in all States of Australia.

Aged Care, Mackay
From Mr Mulherin (2,462 petitioners)

requesting the House to support funding for
the establishment of a 20-bed aged care
unit/slow stream rehabilitation unit at Mackay
Base Hospital in accordance with the Aged
Care Plan—Mackay Region.

Juvenile Offenders
From Miss Simpson (950 petitioners)

requesting the House to review the sentencing
act for juvenile offenders so that they may be
named and receive the same sentences as
that of adult offenders in relation to serious
crimes and acts of violence against the
person.

Cystic Fibrosis Unit
From Mr Turner (20 petitioners)

requesting the House to urgently address the
need within the adult cystic fibrosis community
of Queensland by calling on the Minister for
Health to establish a cystic fibrosis unit in the
Brisbane metropolitan area.

Petitions received.

PAPERS TABLED DURING RECESS
The Clerk announced that the following

papers were tabled during the recess—
13 October 1997—
Princess Alexandra Hospital Research and
Development Foundation—Annual Report
1996-97
Murray-Darling Basin Commission—Annual
Report 1996-97
Surveyors Board of Queensland—Annual
Report 1996-97
14 October 1997—

Queensland Tertiary Education Foundation—
Annual Report 1996-97
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Tertiary Entrance Procedures Authority—
Annual Report 1996-97
15 October 1997—

Queensland Investment Corporation—Annual
Report 1996-97 and Statement of Corporate
Intent 1996-97
Queensland Machine Gaming Commission—
Annual Report 1996-97

Queensland Rural Adjustment Authority—
Annual Report 1996-97
22 October 1997—

Report of the Criminal Justice Commission
entitled Police and Drugs: A Report of an
Investigation of Cases Involving Queensland
Police Officers

Criminal Justice Commission—Annual Report
1996-97
Grain Research Foundation—Annual Report
1996-97

24 October 1997—
Queensland Law Society—Annual Report
1996-97.

STATUTORY INSTRUMENTS
In accordance with the schedule

circulated by the Clerk to members in the
Chamber, the following documents were
tabled—

Acts Interpretation Act 1954—

Administrative Arrangements Order (No. 1)
1997

Casino Control Act 1982—

Gaming Laws Amendment Regulation
(No. 1) 1997, No. 332

Chiropractors and Osteopaths Act 1979—
Chiropractors and Osteopaths
Amendment By-law (No. 2) 1997, No. 345

Constitution Act 1867—
Administrative Arrangements Order (No. 1)
1997

Consumer Credit (Queensland) Act 1994—

Consumer Credit Amendment Regulation
(No. 1) 1997, No. 344

Education (Overseas Students) Act 1996—

Education (Overseas Students) Regulation
1997, No. 350

Environmental Protection Act 1994—

Environmental Protection (Noise) Policy
1997, No. 342 and Explanatory Notes and
Regulatory Impact Statement for No. 342

Proclamation—certain provisions of the
Act commence 1 December 1997, No. 343

Forestry Act 1959—

Forestry Amendment Regulation (No. 4)
1997, No. 347

Government Owned Corporations Act 1993—
Government Owned Corporations
(Queensland Rail) Amendment Regulation
(No. 1) 1997, No. 339

Health Services Act 1991—

Health Services Amendment Regulation
(No. 4) 1997, No. 337  

Keno Act 1996—

Gaming Laws Amendment Regulation
(No. 1) 1997, No. 332

Juvenile Justice Act 1992—

Juvenile Justice Amendment Regulation
(No. 3) 1997, No. 340

Land Act 1994—

Land Amendment Regulation (No. 2) 1997,
No. 356

Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
mentioned in the Schedule commence 1
November 1997, No. 355 

Land Tax Act 1915—

Land Tax Amendment Regulation (No. 1)
1997, No. 333

Local Government Act 1993—

Local Government Amendment Regulation
(No. 3) 1997, No. 354

Local Government Finance Amendment
Standard (No. 2) 1997, No. 360

Local Government Legislation Amendment Act
1997—

Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
that are not in force commence 24
October 1997, No. 358

Medical Act 1939—

Medical Board of Queensland Amendment
By-law (No. 1) 1997, No. 341 

Mineral Resources Act 1989—

Mineral Resources Amendment Regulation
(No. 5) 1997, No. 346

Mineral Resources Amendment Regulation
(No. 6) 1997, No. 351

Occupational Therapists Act 1979—

Occupational Therapists Amendment By-
law (No. 1) 1997, No. 335

Officials in Parliament Act 1896—

Administrative Arrangements Order (No. 1)
1997

Pay-roll Tax Act 1971—

Pay-roll Tax Amendment Regulation
(No. 2) 1997, No. 334

Plant Protection Act 1989—

Plant Protection (Mango Leafhopper)
Notice 1997, No. 331

Plant Protection (Mango Leafhopper)
Quarantine Notice 1997, No. 330
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Plant Protection (Mango Leafhopper)
Quarantine Regulation 1997, No. 353
Plant Protection (Mango Leafhopper
Introduction Prohibition) Notice 1997,
No. 338
Plant Protection (Prescription of Pests)
Amendment Regulation (No. 1) 1997,
No. 352

Primary Producers' Organisation and Marketing
Act 1926—

Primary Producers' Organisation and
Marketing (Commercial Fishers General
Levy) Notice 1997, No. 349

Psychologists Act 1977—
Psychologists Amendment By-law (No. 1)
1997, No. 336

Superannuation (State Public Sector) Act
1990—

Superannuation (State Public Sector)
Amendment Notice (No. 4) 1997, No. 359

Transport Operations (Marine Safety) Act
1994—

Transport Operations (Marine Safety)
Amendment Regulation (No. 2) 1997,
No. 348

Transport Operations (Passenger Transport)
Act 1994—

Transport Operations (Passenger
Transport) Amendment Regulation (No. 2)
1997, No. 357.

RESPONSE TO PARLIAMENTARY
COMMITTEE REPORT

The Clerk laid upon the table of the
House the following response to a
parliamentary committee report—

Response from the Minister for Natural
Resources (Mr Hobbs) to a report of the Public
Works Committee entitled The provision of
infrastructure in Cape York.

PAPERS
The following papers were laid on the

table—
(a) Minister for Environment (Mr

Littleproud)—
Report on the administration of the
Environmental Protection Act 1994 for the
year 1 July 1996 to 30 June 1997
Report on the administration of the Nature
Conservation Act 1992 for the year 1 July
1996 to 30 June 1997

(b) Minister for Health (Mr Horan)—
Annual Reports for 1996-97—

Royal Brisbane Hospital Research
Foundation
Council of the Institute of Medical
Research

Annual Report of the Queensland Medical
Research Trust for the year ending 30
June 1997

(c) Minister for Public Works and Housing
(Dr Watson)—

Annual Reports for 1996-97—
Board of Architects of Queensland

Queensland Building Tribunal.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Dascom
Hon. R. E. BORBIDGE (Surfers

Paradise—Premier) (9.41 a.m.), by leave: I
wish to inform the House that since our last
sitting we have seen further major expansion
of the base of the Queensland economy that
will reinforce the confidence Queenslanders
have in where their State is going: the future
this Government is building both for the current
generation of workers and particularly for the
generations of job seekers to come.

These have been very exciting
developments. We have most recently scored
a major coup in convincing information
technology leader Dascom to relocate its
regional Asia/Pacific headquarters operations
from Silicon Valley in California to the Gold
Coast. This is a major coup for us which will
solidly consolidate other recent decisions by
information technology leaders to develop
businesses in Queensland. The most notable
of those, to which Dascom is now added,
include Silicon Graphics, which moved to
Queensland last year, and the decision by
Boeing to relocate to Brisbane. These are the
fruits of a vigorous effort by the Government to
add another tier to the Queensland economy.

The immense significance of these
companies coming to our State is that these
are all high-tech industry leaders right at the
cutting edge of information-age technology.
Together they will generate a whole new range
of job opportunities for young Queenslanders
and generate a tremendous expansion of
activity in our tertiary institutions. I am hopeful
and confident that the move of these
companies to our State will also act as a
siphon for others in this arena. This is a
movement which will gather steam and
generate in the end, I believe, extraordinary
benefits in both investment and jobs. The
Queensland Science and Technology Council
now has a very firm base to work from in
helping to generate that expansion.

The Dascom deal was secured during my
recent visit to Hong Kong and will mean about
250 and up to 300 high-tech jobs on the Gold
Coast by the year 2000. To get the regional
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headquarters and associated jobs we had to
beat bids by Victoria, New South Wales and
Singapore. It was particularly pleasing to be
able to beat Singapore, and I do not think that
we would have been able to achieve that but
for the fact that we had the active cooperation
in chasing this project for Queensland of the
Gold Coast City Council, the Mayor, Councillor
Baildon, and the Federal Government, in
particular Industry Minister John Moore, and I
gratefully acknowledge their efforts.

The move of corporate headquarters to
Queensland under this Government now
accounts for some 3,000 new jobs. The
stalling of this process which occurred under
the previous Government is clearly over and all
the effort that has gone into regaining some
momentum from the breakdown throughout
the Labor years, I am happy to report, is now
gaining tremendous pace. 

There have been other developments of
late in the more traditional areas of strength in
our economy, which also slowed to a crawl
under Labor. The north west minerals province
is now maturing at a great rate because this
Government has helped get it moving. Today
WMC will be signing contracts for $500m worth
of construction work at its Duchess Hill
phosphate project in the province. 

An Opposition member interjected.

Mr BORBIDGE: For the benefit of the
honourable member across the Chamber, I
point out that Hugh Morgan sat in my room
and we signed the commitment by this
Government to facilitate that project when his
Government had done absolutely nothing.

These contracts represent very major
elements of the $700m project that was
confirmed late last year when the Government
was in a position to ensure a gas supply from
the south west of the State and WMC was
able to negotiate terms. These contracts will
mean some 830 of the total of 1,900
construction jobs that will be generated by this
single project will be in place by early next
year. 

Last week, I officially opened the $350m
Ernest Henry copper and gold mine near
Cloncurry—another of the key north west
projects. Ernest Henry is but one of six major
projects now in operation or development in
the province. The day after opening Ernest
Henry I visited the Century site north west of
Mount Isa to celebrate with Pasminco, the new
owners of that project, the fact that it is now,
with certainty, a goer at long last. Again, we
broke the deadlock that had occurred under
Labor.

On top of WMC's fertiliser project, on top
of Ernest Henry and on top of the $1.3 billion
Century project, we also have Placer Pacific's
$220m Osborne copper and gold mine, BHP's
$470m Cannington silver project and Mount
Isa Mines' major deepening of its copper ore
body at Mount Isa—all now on the go or under
development. Nobody really knows just how
massive the ultimate contribution of the north
west minerals province will be to Queensland
and to the nation, because we are dealing with
one of the last great prospective regions on
the planet. 

By the time we take into account the jobs
generated by the major infrastructure and
energy projects that have been under way and
the flow-on industrial activity from Mount Isa to
Townsville, we have conservatively some
5,000 jobs. We are also talking, conservatively,
of total investment of some $6 billion. We are
talking about benefits to the State and
Commonwealth Treasuries in excess of $1
billion over the life of known projects and we
are looking at a positive impact on the nation's
balance of payments that could be well in
excess of $15 billion over the life of the various
projects, depending on commodity prices. 

We have had an excellent month for
Queensland, in quite extensively expanding
the now quite rapid growth in the base of the
economy of this State, and that really went
into another and much higher gear with the
election of the coalition last year. We intend to
ensure the momentum is maintained and that
Queensland continues on the path back to the
sort of growth rates that generally were its due
before the six tired years of Labor
commencing in 1989.

Back then we were back with the pack.
Growth in the Queensland economy is now
some 4.6%, heading for 5% on current
projections: even at the more conservative
figure, likely to be about double the national
rate. The best the honourable members
opposite could manage was back with the
pack. This Government is totally determined to
facilitate these major economic development
projects, unlike the six long years of lethargy
that Queenslanders were subjected to by the
honourable members opposite.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Police Resources

Hon. T. R. COOPER (Crows Nest—
Minister for Police and Corrective Services and
Minister for Racing) (9.48 a.m.), by leave: The
coalition Government will have put 282 new
police on the beat in the six months to
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December. The influx of new police follows the
160 extra officers provided during 1996-97 as
the first stage of the coalition's three-year,
$76m staffing plan to boost sworn strength by
800 and civilian positions by 400. Thirty-two
rejoiner officers recently graduated from the
Oxley campus of the Queensland Police
Academy. The rejoiners were posted all over
the State. Another 142 police will hit the
streets in December after inductions at Oxley
and the Townsville campus. Those
graduations follow the induction of 108 new
police from Oxley in August. Another 168
recruits—the biggest intake since 1991—went
into training at Oxley earlier this month. 

All of this is good news for cities and
towns right across Queensland. In December,
Cairns will get 10 new police, Innisfail five,
Mareeba five, Mount Isa five, Townsville 10,
Mackay six, Bundaberg five, Redcliffe five,
Ipswich 15, Toowoomba 10, the Gold Coast
10, Logan 10, Metro North 23 and Metro
South 23. Members opposite have every right
to feel ashamed of themselves as far as these
numbers are concerned. They were part of a
Government that betrayed the people of
Queensland by reducing police numbers by 79
between 1993 and 1995. By the following
year, they had managed to provide only 29
extra officers for the whole of the State,
despite spending—or misspending—$1.5
billion over three years.

The coalition record is in stark contrast to
that appalling performance. Since the coalition
came to Government in February last year, we
have boosted actual strengths in the Far North
region by 35, Northern by 33, Central by 30,
North Coast by 47, South Eastern by 51,
Metropolitan South by 46 and Metro North by
35. The Southern region will be dramatically
boosted in December when 25 first-year
constables are posted to the region.

The recent "retread" graduation from the
Oxley campus highlighted the positive image
of the QPS held in other jurisdictions. People
are queuing up to join the QPS, both raw
recruits and officers with experience from other
State and Territory services and from
overseas. The October graduation brought to
the QPS valuable experience in a range of
specialist areas. Officers came to us from
South Australia, the Australian Federal Police,
New South Wales, Tasmania, Victoria, New
Zealand and other countries. They had up to
26 years' experience in other jurisdictions, yet
were willing to take an initial demotion in rank
to come here and join the QPS, so it obviously
has plenty going for it. Queensland's stated
aim of boasting the most efficient, effective
and accountable Police Service in Australasia

is a major attraction to career police officers
and recruits alike.

The 168 recruits who began training at
Oxley earlier this month bring to almost 350
the number of new police currently being
trained at the Oxley and Townsville campuses.
The QPS will recruit about 600 new police
each year until the year 2005. About 120 of
those will be experienced officers, but the vast
majority will be enthusiastic young
Queenslanders who are lining up to join the
service. The QPS also is boosting the number
of women and people from ATSI and non-
English-speaking backgrounds to better reflect
the community. The people of Queensland
deserve the best Police Service and we are
utterly determined that they get it.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Hervey Bay Hospital

Hon. M. J. HORAN (Toowoomba
South—Minister for Health) (9.52 a.m.), by
leave: The coalition State Government opened
the new Hervey Bay Hospital earlier this year,
ensuring that the hospital was fully funded for
130 beds. I am advised that currently the
hospital has 43 patients and we expect that
number to increase with the opening of new
services. Additionally, the State Government
has undertaken an extensive recruitment for
specialists, doctors and nurses and this
program has been successful, despite a
nationwide shortage of, particularly, nurses
with critical care experience. On 24 September
1997, the hospital opened an additional 20
medical beds, representing one full medical
ward.

Clinics for general paediatrics, paediatric
diabetes, orthopaedics, ophthalmology,
vascular and renal medicine are now being
provided at the Hervey Bay Hospital, together
with day surgery and renal dialysis services.
The first general paediatric ambulatory clinic
commenced at Hervey Bay Hospital on 11
August 1997, with Dr Jasper Van der
Westhuzen conducting two sessions per week
and one session per week being conducted by
a principal house officer. The paediatric
diabetes clinic commenced on 19 August
1997 and it is conducted regularly. 

The first orthopaedic clinic commenced on
11 August 1997, while the second clinic
started on 11 September 1997. Orthopaedic
specialist, Dr Naidoo, will conduct two sessions
per week, a principal house officer orthopaedic
clinic commenced on 3 October 1997 and a
senior medical officer orthopaedic clinic started
on 22 October 1997. An ophthalmology clinic
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has commenced weekly and is conducted by
Dr Louw. 

Dr Cook commenced a vascular access
clinic from 2 September 1997, in conjunction
with a renal clinic that is held once a month.
Additionally, Dr Fazil commenced in-patient
renal clinics on 3 September 1997 and the
ambulatory renal clinic commenced on 17
September 1997. Endoscopy commenced on
1 September 1997. Specialist in-patient
medical rounds have increased to a daily
service from 6 October 1997.

Today I am pleased to announce that a
four-bed coronary care service, complete with
level 1 high-dependency services, will open
within a week. This will enable the first coronary
care patients, up to this level of care, to be
treated at the Hervey Bay Hospital. An
additional physician with specific training in
cardiology has also been appointed and will
commence in the near future.

Also, by the end of December 1997,
surgical services at the Hervey Bay Hospital will
be enhanced to level 3-4 following the
appointment of a second anaesthetist to the
Fraser Coast District Health Service. This will
enable greater operating theatre utilisation at
the Hervey Bay Hospital, with the continuation
of the present workload of endoscopies, dental
and orthopaedic patients as day patients. The
district has had a promising response to its
ongoing recruitment program across the
eastern seaboard for registered midwives and,
with the appointment of a second obstetrician
from the first week of December, it is
anticipated that the 24-hour cover obstetric
service at the Hervey Bay Hospital will
commence immediately, subject to sufficient
nursing numbers.

Additionally, 24-hour anaesthetic cover will
commence at the hospital from late
December, with the appointment of Dr
McCauley. I am also advised that a visiting
anaesthetist will commence sessions at both
the Hervey Bay and Maryborough Hospitals
from November. This specialist was a former
deputy director at Melbourne's Royal Women's
Hospital. An additional visiting anaesthetist will
also commence sessions at Hervey Bay from
January 1998.

A second paediatrician is to commence
services in January 1998. This will then enable
in-patient paediatric services to be provided at
both Hervey Bay and Maryborough Hospitals.
The State Government has established
medical superintendent positions for both the
Hervey Bay and Maryborough Hospitals. Dr
Hanelt, previously the Maryborough Hospital
medical superintendent, has been appointed

as the new Hervey Bay Hospital medical
superintendent. The position for medical
superintendent at the Maryborough Hospital is
being recruited. On 8 October 1997 the
pathology laboratory commenced operations
at Hervey Bay Hospital, which provides for
routine weekday laboratory testing other than
microbiology services.

Recruiting doctors for the Hervey Bay
Hospital has been successful, with 33 doctors
already appointed. Those doctors will all be in
place by 1 January 1998. The 33 doctors
appointed include 10 junior medical officers,
nine principal house officers, two senior
medical officers, 10 specialists, one visiting
medical officer and one medical
superintendent. This compares with two
doctors provided at the old Hervey Bay
Hospital by the previous Labor State
Government, just two years ago. Currently,
65.5 full-time equivalent nurses have been
appointed, specifically in the areas of
medicine, low-risk paediatrics, accident and
emergency and renal care.

The coalition State Government has
taken up the task of recruiting first-class
medical and nursing staff for the Fraser Coast
District Health Service. Our results to date have
been outstanding and, despite political rhetoric
and scaremongering from the Labor
Opposition, this Government has put in place
a safe and professional plan to bring medical
services on line at the Hervey Bay Hospital. I
am about safe, secure, professional hospital
services, not pushing services for cheap
political point scoring, which only puts lives at
risk. Also, we have had to carefully consider
that Maryborough Base Hospital has retained
its services and will not be downgraded, as
was the plan of the previous State Labor
Government. 

I also take this opportunity to sincerely
thank the staff of the Fraser Coast District
Health Service, who have a strong
commitment to both Fraser Coast hospitals at
Hervey Bay and Maryborough and to providing
the very best in health care, facilities, staff and
services. Their efforts in the recruitment for and
establishment of these hospitals and their
untiring efforts deserve every commendation.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Queensland Government Export Services;
South East Asia Currency Devaluations

Hon. D. J. SLACK (Burnett—Minister for
Economic Development and Trade and
Minister Assisting the Premier) (9.57 a.m.), by
leave: Over recent months economies to our
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north have come under pressure from currency
devaluations and a decline in stock-market
value. As 60% of all Queensland exports go to
Asia, the Queensland Government is
monitoring events through its extensive
network of trade and investment offices with a
view to responsibly informing and assisting the
State's export sector. While it is too early to
accurately gauge the full impact of these
events, a downturn in economic activity
throughout the region is likely to continue. 

While the situation poses some risks, it
also provides opportunities for prudent
Queensland exporters. I encourage exporters
to seek to diversify their market exposure. To
this end, the Queensland Government is
providing responsible business leadership
through the establishment of much-needed
export infrastructure in Queensland and
globally. 

To achieve this, since coming to office the
coalition Government has substantially
increased the budgets and performance of its
overseas trade and investment offices through
its initiative in establishing my Department of
Economic Development and Trade. Exporters
now have the necessary Government support
to diversify across a range of important world
markets. Exporters seeking to access markets
outside of South East Asia should consider
contacting our offices in Los Angeles, Tokyo,
Taipei, Hong Kong and London.

The Government has demonstrated
leadership in reopening Queensland's Trade
and Investment Office in Los Angeles and in
developing a sister-State agreement with the
State of Texas. I am also pleased to
announce that our London office will be given
a broader focus to target markets in Europe.
Queensland's team in London will be
supplemented by associate advisers in France,
Scandinavia, the Netherlands and in Germany.
Queensland's interests will be further
progressed through the engagement of
business and industry allies throughout
Europe. These include some of the world's
most reputable banks, European Government
organisations and agencies, Australian
embassies and trade commissions, and
European chambers of commerce and
industry.

This innovative extension of Queensland's
overseas trade and investment network
complements our Brisbane-based secretariats
specialising in Japan, Korea, China and Papua
New Guinea/Oceania. Never before has there
been such a need for our exporters to receive
intelligence and support in doing business in
South East Asia. I encourage exporters to

seek the advice of our trade experts in the
Brisbane-based secretariats dealing with South
East Asia and Indonesia, as well as
Government representatives in our offices in
Jakarta and in Semarang in Central Java.

I am pleased to announce that next week
I will personally contribute to further diversifying
the Queensland trade performance by leading
the first delegation of Queensland education
and training providers to Japan. It will be the
largest education delegation to leave
Queensland. I will also represent Queensland
in South Korea, where I will sign a valuable
sister-State agreement with the province of
Kyonggi. Concurrently, senior Government
trade officers will be leading a delegation of
Queensland's dynamic information technology
and telecommunications sector to the United
States. The Queensland Government is
providing the necessary practical support and
trade leadership for our business community to
confidently take Queensland to the world.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Projects Queensland 

Hon. B. W. DAVIDSON (Noosa—Minister
for Tourism, Small Business and Industry)
(10.02 a.m.), by leave: Members of this House
will be pleased to learn that this Government is
fulfilling its promise to develop the Queensland
economy through the attraction of major
projects to this State. Today it is my great
pleasure to inform Parliament of the release of
a comprehensive handbook profiling more
than 130 significant projects either planned or
under way in Queensland. The total value of
these projects is estimated to be in the region
of $25 billion.

Yesterday's Business Queensland
editorial rightly described these projects as
"sufficient to kick-start the entire Australian
economy, not just Queensland". Business
Queensland also acknowledged that the
coalition Government can claim credit for a
number of these major projects. It said, "A
dozen developments make their debut on the
list, indicating some significant confidence."
Members opposite will, predicably, loudly claim
credit for many of the projects listed in this
publication. But I can fairly say that while some
of these projects may have been mooted
under the failed Goss Labor Government, it will
be under the Borbidge/Sheldon Government
that they will move from the "under study"
column into the "committed" column.

The 17th edition of the Projects
Queensland publication has been produced by
my department to provide an authoritative, up-
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to-date report on the State's major
manufacturing, minerals processing, mining,
infrastructure, tourism and trade services
projects. The publication details information on
some of the most important and exciting
development activities in the State. These are
projects which contribute to Queensland's
above average economic performance and
which open up opportunities for competitive
suppliers of goods and services.

The details typically provided in the
handbook include project location and
description, estimated project cost, the name
of the developer, the timetable for the project,
the project's current status and the names of
the principal consultants. This kind of detail
makes the handbook a most valuable source
of business intelligence for potential investors,
suppliers and customers.

It is anticipated that Projects Queensland
will be widely used by local and international
companies. For this reason some 7,500 copies
of the publication have been produced and will
be distributed throughout Australia and
through Queensland Government overseas
offices. Information from the handbook will
also be placed on my department's Internet
site so that it can be accessed globally.

This Government is determined to
develop the Queensland economy through the
attraction of new industry and the creation of
new jobs. Earlier this year the Queensland
Investment Incentive Scheme was introduced
for this very purpose. In fact, with the
introduction of this initiative, funding for
investment incentives almost doubled, with
$12m now allocated for the scheme each
year. The 1997-98 edition of Projects
Queensland represents further evidence of this
Government's commitment to major project
development, and I now have much pleasure
in tabling this document.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Draft Waste Management Legislation

Hon. B. G. LITTLEPROUD (Western
Downs—Minister for Environment)
(10.05 a.m.), by leave: Cabinet recently
approved the release for public comment and
discussion of a draft environmental protection
policy on waste management and associated
regulation and regulatory impact statement.
The aim of this subordinate legislation under
the Environmental Protection Act is to
establish a framework for the minimisation and
management of waste; to promote efficiency
in use of resources, including waste as a
resource; to reduce the quantity and toxicity of

domestic, commercial and industrial wastes; to
reduce the impacts of waste on health and the
environment; and to encourage an ethic of
best practice environmental management and
continuous improvement in managing waste.

The community will benefit from
increasing the standard of waste treatment
and disposal facilities, leading to reduced risks
to health and a reduction in the long-term
costs of waste management. Compliance may
impose costs on industry, State and local
Governments and the community in the short
term. However, through opportunities for future
cost savings identified via the waste planning
mechanisms and cleaner production
techniques, the net effect will be a positive
impact in the medium term.

The increasing amount of waste
generated in Queensland has been causing
concern in the industry and local government
sectors as well as the community generally for
some time. With this policy we aim to
effectively minimise or avoid adverse impacts
from waste on the environment while still
allowing for economic development. Through
the introduction of an integrated environmental
management program for waste, we will
continue our commitment to protect the
environment while allowing ecologically
sustainable development.

The overall objective of the package is to
manage waste that is generated, transported,
stored, treated or disposed of, and to minimise
its effect on the environment, amenity and
public health and safety. The waste package
covers a wide variety of issues, for example—

the use of cleaner production techniques
and industry waste management
agreements; 

the development of waste management
strategies and plans by local
governments;
State Purchasing Policy encouragement
of the use of recycled and recyclable
material;
State Government tenders to include
reporting on the waste likely to be
generated and mechanisms to minimise
that waste;

a waste tracking system to monitor the
movement of waste;

littering in public and private places and
from vehicles, and control of advertising
and promotional material; and
provision for on-the-spot fines.

An extensive consultation process had
already been undertaken, including the
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involvement of about 450 stakeholders in
workshops across the State as well as regular
meetings of a widely representative
consultative panel and a local government
working group. About 1,600 copies of the
package are being mailed to key stakeholders
this week. The package of documents will be
available on the Internet, by calling on a
hotline, by mail, at departmental offices or
through the Local Government Association of
Queensland's net. 

Public workshops with key stakeholders
attending will be held in Cairns, Rockhampton,
Townsville, Gladstone, Mackay, Maryborough,
Brisbane, Toowoomba and Mount Isa.
Comments, suggestions and submissions
should be made by 19 December 1997. I lay
upon the table of the House a copy of the
public consultation documents for this waste
management legislation.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Port Hinchinbrook Resort Site

Hon. D. E. McCAULEY (Callide—Minister
for Local Government and Planning)
(10.08 a.m.), by leave: On 23 June 1997
Buckley Vann Planning Consultants, on behalf
of Cardwell Properties Pty Ltd, formally applied
to have an environmental impact statement—
EIS—waived on approximately 12 hectares
adjacent to the existing Port Hinchinbrook
resort site. The request was made on the basis
that there were existing current studies
relevant to environmental issues.

Under section 8.2(4) of the Local
Government (Planning and Environment) Act,
the State Government granted a conditional
waiver on 2 October 1997. This section of the
Act is exactly the same section used by the
former Labor Government in December 1994
to grant an EIS waiver for the dredge spoil
ponds on the existing Port Hinchinbrook resort
site. In other words, shallow claims by the
Opposition Leader that the EIS waiver has
been a misuse of power are just that—shallow
claims. 

The decision by this Government to grant
the EIS waiver was strictly conditional on
amendments to the deed of agreement being
to the satisfaction of the Department of
Environment and covers a range of
requirements, including: effluent, solid waste
and stormwater disposal; dredging and
treatment of spoils; management of acid
sulphate soils; insect management; site
population; and foreshore stabilisation.

In determining the conditional EIS waiver,
all relevant State agencies were consulted as

well as the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority and the Australian and World
Heritage Group of Environment Australia
(Commonwealth). None of these agencies
required an EIS for the proposed
development. And I stress again: that includes
the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
and the Australian and World Heritage Group
of Environment Australia. Full consultation was
undertaken by my department before any
decision was made. 

The waiver was also granted on the
condition that a detailed plan of development
form part of any rezoning or development
application to the Cardwell Shire Council.
Among other things, this plan is to show the
location and extent of buildings, facilities and
land uses; a maximum site density of 300
persons; and waterfront industry uses on the
land being restricted to minor ancillary
operations associated with the marina. An
additional condition has also been imposed on
any approval by the Cardwell Shire Council
requiring the preparation of an environment
management plan, or EMP.

It is important to note that neither the
State Government nor the Cardwell Shire
Council have approved any development on
the site. The applicant will still be required to
send a formal application to the Cardwell Shire
Council, triggering the need to publicly display
the proposal and providing an opportunity for
community comment and appeal. Given the
strict environmental criteria, I had no hesitation
in granting the conditional waiver for an EIS as
all the relevant environmental studies had
already been undertaken and were up to date.
As I have said publicly, it would be ludicrous for
this State to get a reputation for asking
investors to double up on paperwork and
studies which have already been completed.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Tree-clearing Guidelines

Hon. H. W. T. HOBBS (Warrego—Minister
for Natural Resources) (10.11 a.m), by leave: It
is with very great pleasure that I inform the
Parliament that the final stage in developing
vegetation management guidelines for
leasehold lands in Queensland has been
completed. On Thursday, the Governor in
Council approved the broadscale tree-clearing
policy and 1 November 1997 was proclaimed
as the day on which the provisions of chapter
5, part 6, Tree Management, of the Land Act
1994 are to commence. This part of the Act
provides the statutory basis for managing tree
clearing over leasehold lands in Queensland.
In September, I approved 34 sets of local tree-
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clearing guidelines. As a service to our clients,
these guidelines and the broadscale tree-
clearing policy are now available free of charge
at all district and regional offices of my
department and on the Internet.

I would like to emphasise that the
development of sustainable vegetation
management guidelines and the protection of
biodiversity are difficult and complex issues.
Community participation and commitment
were essential ingredients in the successful
outcome achieved and I wish to acknowledge
the involvement of both industry and other
community groups in the process. The
cooperative and consultative approach taken
combined the best elements of "bottom up
planning" with institutional planning. This
required serious commitment to the process by
Government, land-holders and community
groups. The persistence and patience of all
those involved in the three-year process has
paid off with this very satisfactory outcome.
This time was essential in ensuring that land-
holders and other community groups were
empowered to participate in a truly
collaborative partnership with Government.
Some 38 groups of land-holders and other
community interests were involved in
developing the guidelines.

It must be recognised that meeting the
needs and aspirations of all interest groups
was, at times, a difficult task. However, an
understanding and appreciation of differing
values of all stakeholders was attained. On
most issues, reasonable and fair compromises
were eventually reached, although some
issues remain which are yet to be fully
resolved. My department is planning to
undertake a review over coming months to
address these outstanding issues, and new
information on biodiversity mapping is currently
being completed by the Department of
Environment. This new information may impact
on the recommended clearing rates and the
conservation status of regional ecosystems
and may necessitate finetuning of some local
guidelines.

As a result of the enormous effort by
everyone involved and the continuing review of
the guidelines, I believe that Queensland now
has the most scientifically based approach to
vegetation management on leasehold land of
all Australian States.

SCRUTINY OF LEGISLATION COMMITTEE

Reports

Mr ELLIOTT (Cunningham) (10.13 a.m.): I
lay upon the table of the House the Scrutiny of
Legislation Committee's annual report for the

financial year 1996-97 and Alert Digest No. 11
of 1997. I commend these reports to the
House and move that they be printed.

Ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

Report
Mr STEPHAN (Gympie) (10.14 a.m.): I lay

on the table of the House Public Works
Committee report No. 43, which is on the
construction of a joint Department of
Emergency Services head office facility at
Kedron Park. The committee supports the
project. It believes that it will provide genuine
short and long-term savings for the
Department of Emergency Services. The
project is a good example of using existing
infrastructure rather than constructing new
infrastructure. The committee was impressed
by the management of the project and
congratulates the Department of Emergency
Services on establishing an effective project
team to manage the project in house.

I thank my committee colleagues for their
assistance with the inquiry. I thank those who
made submissions and appeared before the
committee. I also thank the secretariat staff for
their assistance. I commend the report to the
House.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMITTEE
Report

Hon. V. P. LESTER (Keppel) (10.15 a.m.):
I lay upon the table of the House the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee's
annual report for 1996-97. Under the Criminal
Justice Act the principal functions of the
committee are to monitor and review the
discharge of the functions of the Criminal
Justice Commission and to report to
Parliament. The committee's annual report
outlines how it has discharged those functions
during the year. As chairman of the
committee, I wish also to acknowledge the
dedication and the very valuable contribution
made by the members of the committee and
the very excellent efforts of the committee's
research staff throughout the year. I commend
the committee's annual report to the House
and I move that it be printed.

Ordered to be printed.

NOTICES OF MOTION
Police

Mr BARTON (Waterford) (10.16 a.m.): I
give notice that I shall move—
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"That this Parliament notes with
concern that the Coalition Government,
and in particular the Minister for Police,
has failed to provide adequate resources,
staffing levels, training and policy direction
to the Queensland Police Service to allow
it to—
• address policing and crime issues in

a pro-active, professional, corruption-
free and courteous manner;

• provide a swift, effective response to
all calls for assistance from the
public;

• provide effective community policing,
in conjunction with the communities
in which they operate, through
community consultative committees
which allow police to be aware of,
and address and resolve, those
policing and crime issues of concern
to the community; and

• enhance respect and public support
for police officers within the
community."

East Brisbane State School
Ms BLIGH (South Brisbane) (10.16 a.m.):

I give notice that I shall move—
"That this Parliament recognises the

right of students of East Brisbane State
School to be educated in an environment
which facilitates and encourages their
physical, social, cultural and emotional
development.
The Parliament—

• calls on the Minister for Education to
guarantee that no approvals are
given for the Brisbane Cricket Ground
Trust to resume more East Brisbane
State School land for Trust
development until an independent
mediator is appointed and a mutually
agreeable outcome achieved for all
parties; and

• calls on the Treasurer to ensure the
Brisbane Cricket Ground Trust
considers all possible redevelopment
options, including—

(1) the relocation of the 800 seat
function room;

(2) the redevelopment of other parts
of the cricket ground, including
the old police station site and
the Brisbane City Council park,
to deliver greater seating
capacity without such a major
impact on the school;

(3) an appropriate package for the
redevelopment of the school's
facilities, including classrooms,
the library and playing space, to
compensate for the imposition of
the redevelopment on the
school community; and

(4) a focus on the safety issues of
children, both during and after
construction."

PRIVATE MEMBERS' STATEMENTS

Labor's New Directions Statements
Mr BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—Leader

of the Opposition) (10.18 a.m.): I table six
more of our New Directions statements
released since Parliament sat last which set
out the direction in which we will go on major
policy areas when we are in Government. The
six new positive policies cover regional
development and rural communities, the
environment—brown issues, the
environment—green issues, Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander affairs, vocational
education and training, and minerals and
energy.

This now brings to 18 the number of New
Directions statements that we have released. I
challenge the Premier today to fight the next
State election on positive issues and on
positive policies—the sort of policies that
Queensland needs to take us into the next
century—and not to get involved in the usual
dirty tricks which we have had from the
National and Liberal Parties both in their
advertising and in their campaigns.

On the one hand there are our positive
policies and on the other hand there is the
failure of this Government. Let us look at some
of its broken promises. Let us look at some of
its backflips. Let us look at the performance of
this Government. Let us take Wik. Here is a
Borbidge backflip. What did he say? The
Premier said that the Government would only
settle for a one-point plan—full extinguishment
of native title. What happened? He got rolled
by John Howard, because it was an
unreasonable position right from the
beginning. The Premier said that there would
be a referendum on re-establishing the Upper
House. I ask the Attorney: where is the
referendum? There is none!

Then, of course, there was the Treasurer's
promise of no new taxes. What happened?
We had seven new or increased taxes,
including an oil and tyre levy and a national
parks pass. Talk about backflips and broken
promises! Where are the Attorney's FOI laws?
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He promised to come in here and reform the
FOI laws and what happened? He got rolled in
Cabinet! What about hospital privatisation?

Mr BEANLAND: I rise to a point of order. I
find those comments untrue and offensive and
I ask for them to be withdrawn. They are again
more Labor lies.

Mr BEATTIE: What about hospital
privatisation? The Government ended up
saying that no privatisation would occur at
Noosa and Robina.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Honourable
Attorney-General has found the remark
offensive and has asked you to withdraw.

Mr BEATTIE: This Parliament has found
the Attorney offensive, but I withdraw out of
respect for you, Mr Speaker.

Coalition Government Achievements

Hon. V. P. LESTER (Keppel) (10.20 a.m.):
I congratulate the Borbidge/Sheldon
Government on its absolutely outstanding
achievements. Let no-one say anything
different. When we took over Government we
inherited a really big mess from Labor.
Workers' compensation had blown out by over
$400m. The health system was in an absolute
shambles. Car registration had also blown out.

What has this Government done in
response? We have appointed more police
officers; we have the Ernest Henry mine going;
we have Century Zinc going; and we have,
hopefully, worked and made Wik work as best
we can. Let us not fool around with the
question of the guns debate. This Government
stood up and was counted. We did not give in
to a referendum. As a result, we have the best
deal. Some members opposite are carrying
on, but they were wimps when the gun debate
was occurring. Now they are trying to blame
the Government. This Government has done
the right thing.

We have South Bank going. We have a
proposed new stadium. These are things that
mean a lot to people. We have the new
Boeing administration centre coming to
Brisbane. We have stood up and we are being
counted. We are making Queensland work.
We have moved into new high-technology
areas. This Government has gone from
strength to strength. We have quite clearly
shown that we have the get-up-and-go. We
can make decisions and we can make them
work. 

The Opposition speaks about the
Government backflipping. The Opposition is
backflipping all the time—and it is in

Opposition! I make it very clear that this
Government is going to continue to do well.

Domestic Violence

Ms BLIGH (South Brisbane) (10.22 a.m.):
There were 12 domestic homicides in
Queensland last year and the numbers appear
set to climb higher than 15 this year. This is a
shocking reminder that our best efforts to
combat this crime are not working and that
concerted Government attention is needed to
fight domestic violence.

Sadly, this Minister has paid the issue
scant regard since he arrived in the job. On
taking office, the Minister for Families had
advice from the Domestic Violence Council
recommending no fewer than 13 urgent
amendments to the Domestic Violence Act. To
date, the Minister has issued a series of press
releases saying that he intends to amend the
Act, but what has he actually done? Nothing! 

The Domestic Violence Council comprises
experts from the police, the judiciary, and
workers in the field. The council's term expired
in November 1996. So unprepared was the
Minister that he asked members to stay for
another six months. They agreed, but imagine
their surprise in June this year when he asked
them to stay for another six months
because—guess what—he had done nothing!
This time, appalled by his lack of attention,
they refused to stay. In August the Minister
eventually called nominations for a new
council. He has had the nominations for six
weeks, and guess what has happened?
Nothing! The council has not met for five
months.

A Future Directions report outlining a
forward agenda for domestic violence
prevention has been in the Minister's office
since May this year. What has he done?
Nothing! A Government getting on with the
job? I do not think so! There have been no
budget increases for domestic violence
services. There have been no legislative
amendments. There is no council to provide
advice. There is no forward agenda. The
women of Queensland say, "Thanks for
nothing, Mr Lingard."

Townsville 

Mr TANTI (Mundingburra) (10.24 a.m.):
Up in Townsville the Labor Party is now known
as the catch-all party; that is, it is reacting to
public opinion to gain support. This has been
very noticeable in our twin cities. Firstly, our
Premier set up a branch of the Premier's
Department, and what a great success that
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has been. I thank the Premier for his vision.
The Leader of the Opposition, the honourable
Peter Beattie, bagged it; then he backflipped
and now he will retain it if elected. Secondly,
the Minister for Police and Corrective Services,
the Honourable Russell Cooper, set up the
Police Academy campus. I thank the Minister
for that outstanding decision. The Leader of
the Opposition bagged it, but then he
backflipped and will retain it if elected. Thirdly,
the Minister for Health, the Honourable Mike
Horan, made a huge decision to move the
Townsville General Hospital to a greenfield site
at Douglas. Last week, when that decision was
announced, the Minister received standing
ovations when he visited the Townsville
General Hospital and the Kirwan Hospital. I
congratulate the Minister. When this decision
was first suggested, the Leader of the
Opposition bagged it; then he backflipped and
is now pleased with the move. The people of
Queensland cannot trust the Leader of the
Opposition.

Mr BEATTIE: I rise to a point of order.
Those comments are offensive and untrue. I
simply wanted to make certain that the people
of Townsville do not get second rate
treatment. I have never said what was alleged
by the member. He is misleading the House,
and dishonestly so. I find his comments
offensive. I ask that they be withdrawn.

Mr TANTI: I withdraw. The people of
Queensland cannot trust the Leader of the
Opposition. Labor has lost all credibility. I ask:
is the member for Cairns, the Honourable
Keith De Lacy, leaving because he sees no
future with the Labor Party under the current
Leader of the Opposition? In Townsville the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition said that we
may not receive funding for the balance of the
Woolcock Street roadworks. However, in the
Townsville Bulletin of Saturday, 18 October,
the invitations to tender appeared.

 Time expired.

Minister for Justice and Attorney-General 

Hon. M. J. FOLEY (Yeronga)
(10.26 a.m.): Today is the 69th day on which
Queensland has had to endure an Attorney-
General who lacks the confidence of the
Parliament. Having this lame duck Attorney-
General is weakening the integrity of the legal
system. He is failing to provide resources to
the District Courts. In his report, Judge
Shanahan observed that resources were
needed for both the Crown and Legal Aid to
enable proper briefing of counsel before trials.
Judge Shanahan said—

"Until resources are provided to the
Queensland Director of Public
Prosecutions and Legal Aid Office ... it is
unlikely the unsatisfactory situation will
improve."

Similarly, this is the Attorney-General who
failed to provide adequate resources to the
Criminal Justice Commission to conduct the
Carter inquiry. The Minister had to look
sheepish while Treasurer Sheldon intervened
to get some resources.

Instead of waging combat against
corruption, this Attorney-General is determined
to exhibit the fervour of revolutionary France
amongst school parents. He is determined to
be the Robespierre of the tuckshop to ensure
that school parents are required to be subject
to the closest scrutiny. Even the siege of
Peking during the Boxer Rebellion lasted only
55 days. Perhaps the Minister wants to
emulate Baden-Powell at the siege of
Mafeking and last 217 days.

The people of Queensland should not
have to endure an Attorney-General who has
caused a commission of inquiry to miscarry
through political bias and who lacks the
confidence of the Parliament. It is an affront to
this Parliament.

Juvenile Offenders

Miss SIMPSON (Maroochydore)
(10.28 a.m.): I wish to table the balance of a
petition from Mrs Lesley Bliss. The petition,
which was tabled this morning, contained more
than 950 signatures. I wish to table the
balance of 5,800 signatures which are in a
different format. I wish to speak to this petition.

I support the principle of the petition,
particularly with regard to juveniles who have
committed horrible crimes. Unfortunately, we
have seen some examples of these crimes
recently. Certain crimes are being committed
by people who deserve to lose the privilege of
anonymity. Community values must outweigh
the rights of those few individuals who are
committing these terrible crimes. There are
members opposite who want to keep the right
to anonymity for some of those people.
However, I think the strong view of many
Queenslanders is that, whilst these crimes may
still be rare, they are the types of crimes that
justify the taking away of the mask of
anonymity. These offenders do not deserve to
hide their identity from the public once they are
convicted. A number of other concerns are
also raised in this petition, which I will now
table.
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I note that the Government has moved to
toughen the penalties for juveniles, particularly
with regard to a maximum of life imprisonment
for juvenile offenders who commit murder, as
opposed to the previous law which provided for
a maximum of 14 years' imprisonment.
Unfortunately, it is not retrospective to some of
the cases of which we are aware. However, it is
recognised that there are things that deserve
the full weight of the law and on which the
Government has moved. A review of the
Juvenile Justice Act is being undertaken to
take into account further measures that must
also be addressed. This Government is
committed to that. That is what the people of
Queensland wish to see, and that is what this
petition is about.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Ministerial Reports to Cabinet

 Mr BEATTIE (10.30 a.m.): I refer the
Premier to the 15 October Cabinet
memorandum to all Ministers from Cabinet
Secretary Tom Hassed which says—

"You will recall that, at the meeting of
Cabinet on 14th October 1997, it was
suggested that all Ministers have
prepared a report on financial and
operational difficulties being encountered
on each portfolio which had resulted from
policies of the previous Government, and
to present such reports to Cabinet."

I table the memo and ask: who in Cabinet
suggested that such reports be prepared? Is
this an example of how the Premier has
honoured his promise not to politicise the
Public Service? Have his Ministers not got
more important things to do, like creating jobs,
instead of playing politics and scratching
around looking for someone else to blame for
his Government's own incompetence? Is this
not just another example of his Government's
wrong priorities and failure to get on with the
job?

Mr BORBIDGE: On the day of that
Cabinet meeting I was with Santos at Bellara
in south-west Queensland creating jobs as a
result of this Government's commitment to do
what Labor could not do for six long years, that
is, pump gas from the south west of
Queensland up to the north west minerals
province. But of course, just as the Leader of
the Opposition does not disclose any
discussions that may have taken place in
Cabinet during his time in office, it would be
inappropriate for me to do so.

Exports to Asia 

Mr BEATTIE: I refer the Minister for
Primary Industries, Fisheries and Forestry to
the financial crisis engulfing the nations of Asia
who are amongst our biggest primary sector
trading partners and represent 48% of
Queensland's export growth over the past
three years, and I ask: what impact is the crisis
having on exports of Queensland livestock,
agricultural, horticultural and seafood products
to Asia? What is the Government's revised
forecast of the impact of Asia's economic
downturn on Queensland's growth for the
1997-98 financial year? What action is the
Minister taking to minimise the impact?

Mr PERRETT: Obviously the financial
turmoil that is taking place in Asia and other
parts of the world has people in the primary
industries sector very concerned. The live
cattle trade, which is a growth industry, has
been very much affected by the turmoil. In
fact, when I was promoting the export of live
cattle late in July in both the Philippines and
Indonesia, it was evident then that they were
very nervous. I am told that, in the live cattle
trade alone, exports out of Queensland and,
indeed, out of Australia have dropped by
about 50%. This has probably come at the
best time for the live cattle export trade, which
tends to reach its peak around April and May.
As we are coming out of the drier season and
entering the summer months, the numbers of
cattle which are exported are certainly much
depleted from what they usually are later in the
year.

Of course, the crisis goes much further
than that. It is also affecting the shipping
industry. Many of those boats have been built
especially for the trade and have no other
application. This means that there will be a
lack of beef available to the Asian people to
whom we will be looking in the future as some
of our better customers for meat.

There is also a lot of turmoil in other
industries, particularly in the fruit and vegetable
industry, which is another growth industry. It is
now the second-largest primary industry in this
State in terms of dollar income for the State.
We are concerned about that industry. We
have been promoting it very much into South
East Asia. We have been encouraging
growers and exporters to get into quality
assurance so that they can put their stamp of
approval on not only quality but also supply.
The seafood industry is another industry in
which tremendous opportunities have been
opening up, as well as some of the smaller
and developing industries, such as the wine
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industry, for instance. So there is a lot of
potential there.

Mr Elder: What are you doing?

Mr PERRETT: I am getting to that. We
are watching the industry very closely.
Obviously, we have to wait for the turmoil in
world financial markets to settle down a little so
that the position becomes clearer. The
Queensland Department of Primary Industries,
Fisheries and Forestry, unlike the previous
Government, has become more oriented
towards promoting our primary industries in
Asia. For instance, we set up a rural industries
development group within the department.
That was something which the former
Government never did. That particular group is
working very closely with exporters from this
country and with potential importers. We have
done things that members opposite never
even thought of doing. Just because the
financial markets of the world have dived into
all sorts of turmoil, members opposite are
going to try to make some blame stick on us.
This Government has done a lot more——

Mr Beattie: Are you going to visit Asia?

Mr PERRETT: As I said, I am waiting for
the situation to settle down so that the position
becomes clearer, to establish whether it is just
a minor hiccup or whether it is going to be
more lasting. However, Australian primary
producers——

Mr Palaszczuk: You don't know what
you're doing.

Mr PERRETT: That would be the
understatement of the year from the
Opposition spokesman, the member for Inala.
He has opened his mouth. All that primary
industry out there in Inala—there we go!

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

Mr Palaszczuk interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Inala!

Mr Santoro:  How big is his backyard?

Mr PERRETT: The member for Clayfield is
interested to know how big the member's
ranch is at Inala. I ask him: how is that new
four-wheel drive going?

The primary industries of this country have
been suffering for a long time from a very
strong Australian dollar, which has devalued
the value of our exports on the world scene.
The primary industries of this country have
suffered greatly. We are concerned about this
financial crisis, because Australia is the food
bowl for Asia. Queensland is the food bowl for

Asia. We have a lot of advantages. We can
provide food, particularly fruit and vegetables,
at different times of the year because we are a
country in the southern hemisphere.

Mr Elder: What are you doing?

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Minister is
answering the question.

Mr PERRETT: I will work very closely with
the Government to ensure that we look after
the primary industries and the primary
producers of this State, as we do very well.

Fuel Tax

Mr SPRINGBORG: I refer the Premier to
his Government's success in avoiding the
impact of a fuel tax in Queensland as a result
of the recent High Court decision, and I ask:
what is the Government's attitude to any
further attempts to impose a fuel tax in
Queensland?

Mr BORBIDGE: Unlike the Labor Party,
the Government's position in regard to
ensuring that Queenslanders were insulated
from a fuel tax as a result of the High Court
decision has been crystal clear from day one.
It is interesting to go right through this
particular exercise. Initially, when we were
trying to bring together some arrangements
and a legislative response with the Federal
Government to this problem, the Leader of the
Opposition was saying that he would support
the legislation. That was followed one day later
by the shadow Treasurer, who said that they
would not support the legislation.

Mr HAMILL: I rise to a point of order. The
Premier deliberately seeks to misrepresent my
position in relation to this matter. I ask him to
withdraw those statements. I find them not
only incorrect but also offensive. I have said
repeatedly that we would not support a sham;
unconstitutional legislation is a sham. 

Mr BORBIDGE: That was backflip No. 3
on the issue. We had the Leader of the
Opposition saying, "Yes". We had the shadow
Treasurer saying, "No". Now the shadow
Treasurer is saying that he did not really mean
it. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member has asked the Premier to withdraw a
comment that he has found offensive.

Mr BORBIDGE: The Opposition has so
many positions.

Mr HAMILL:  I rise to a point of order. 

Mr BORBIDGE: If he finds it offensive, I
will withdraw what he said a couple of weeks
back.
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Mr HAMILL: I rise to a point of order. I am
not asking the Premier to withdraw what I said;
I am asking him to withdraw what he said.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! There is no point of
order. The Honourable the Premier has
withdrawn.

Mr BORBIDGE: This is a serious situation.
I think we should call in the member for
Yeronga.

Mr HAMILL: I rise to a point of order. I
have asked him to withdraw the words that he
has said this morning when he misrepresented
my position. I found it offensive. He has not
done so yet.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member has asked the Premier to withdraw.

Mr BORBIDGE: If the honourable
member finds it offensive, I withdraw. 

Is it not interesting? As we have gone
along each and every day trying to ensure that
fuel prices in Queensland do not rise, we have
had the Labor Party sabotaging and
undermining our efforts. After the comments
by the Leader of the Opposition and the
shadow Treasurer, the very day that the
Treasurer was meeting with the petrol retailers
to write out a joint press release that
agreement had been reached, the Leader of
the Opposition said that discussions had
broken down. The Labor Party has been
desperate for political purposes to try to
torpedo the rescue package that has been
negotiated by the Queensland Government
with the Commonwealth Government, the oil
companies and the fuel retailers. 

I have mentioned in this place before the
comments of the Leader of the Opposition on
13 July 1993, when he advocated a fuel tax.
He said that a fuel tax of 1c or 2c a litre would
be a good idea.

Mr BEATTIE: Those comments are
untrue. I ask for them to be withdrawn. Our
position on petrol has been to force the
Government to protect Queensland motorists.
Without us, the Government would never have
done that.

Mr BORBIDGE: If the honourable
member takes objection, I will withdraw. I will
quote again what he said as recorded in
Hansard of 13 July 1993. I cannot withdraw
what he said.

Mr FitzGerald: He'll move to expunge it.

Mr BORBIDGE: Does he want to move a
motion to expunge it? If he moves it, I will
second it. 

The Leader of the Opposition said—

"... but I do think that there will be a time,
somewhere along the road, when we will
need to look at widening the tax base and
maybe issues such as the petrol tax need
to be put on the agenda and discussed,
looking at it from the position of equity.

For example, whether we want to
accept this or not, we do have a low-tax
base not only in Queensland but
generally in Australia. If something like a
petrol tax is looked at, for example, not
only is it fair and equitable but it means
that those people who come to
Queensland on holidays would pay a
small percentage of a petrol tax towards
State coffers ..."

I thought that the Leader of the Opposition,
having backflipped on this issue, after having
been caught out, might have learned his
lesson. However, the Leader of the Opposition
visited Toowoomba where he campaigned for
the Labor Party. I quote from the Toowoomba
Chronicle of Thursday, 16 October—

 "Mr Beattie said on Tuesday that he
would inherit an '$80 million problem' from
the Coalition if he won government
following the deal made this week
between Queensland and the
Commonwealth over fuel tax."

That is factually incorrect, because the
interjurisdictional tax agreement provides that
no State or Territory will be disadvantaged as a
result of the safety net arrangements, and that
those arrangements are to be reviewed six
months after enactment. Not only has he been
wrong on that but the article goes on to to
say—

"He said he could not guarantee that
a petrol price increase would be part of his
means to rectify that 'problem'.  

'I can't tell you that now. But by the
(next) election I will tell you'." 

What is the policy of the Leader of the
Opposition? It looks as though it is a petrol tax
or higher fuel prices.

Mr BEATTIE: I rise to a point of order.
The Premier is misleading the House. That
article was not accurate. It was corrected the
next day. Had the Premier taken the trouble of
reading it correctly and not coming in here and
doing one of his usual distortions, it would not
have happened. The Premier should come in
here and tell the truth.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
Leader of the Opposition has made his point. I
cannot rule on the veracity of a newspaper
article.
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Mr BORBIDGE: A new land speed record
for backflips: that is what we have had from
the Leader of the Opposition and the shadow
Treasurer today. The Toowoomba Chronicle is
a highly reputable newspaper. I have every
confidence in its article of 16 October, which
quotes the Leader of the Opposition as
saying—

" 'I can't tell you that now. But by the
(next) election I will tell you'." 

The article stated—
"He said he could not guarantee that

a petrol price increase would be part of ...
that 'problem'." 

Time and time again we have the Leader of
the Opposition saying whatever suits him at a
particular time. Later this morning, the
Treasurer will be introducing the legislation into
this Parliament that has been agreed to by the
Commonwealth, the oil companies and the
service station operators. That will be the
moment of truth for the Leader of the
Opposition. Who is going to get their way? Will
it be the Leader of the Opposition who says
that he will support such legislation, or the
shadow Treasurer who says he will not? Later
in the week it will be interesting to see the
battle of the titans opposite. 

I notice also in the Toowoomba Chronicle
that the Leader of the Opposition said—

"But by the (next) election I will tell
you." 

Since we last left this place, we have had
another early election alert. It is now early
election alert No. 55. This one was on the ABC
news, 9 a.m., 27 October. An election,
according to Mr Beattie, is more likely to be
held in late February or after the Budget in
June. The 6 December early election is off. It is
now going to be a February election. I hate to
disappoint the Leader of the Opposition, but
he accepted, as I understand it, nomination to
the Constitutional Convention. Mr Speaker,
guess when the Constitutional Convention is: it
is February! If the Leader of the Opposition is
right and we are to have a February election,
which is early election alert No. 55, presumably
we will be doing that from Canberra as we
discuss the weighty constitutional issues of the
day. Another day, another parliamentary
sitting, another press release, another media
conference, another backflip from the Leader
of the Opposition and his colleagues opposite!

Termination of School Enrolment of Daping
Ding 

Mr BREDHAUER: I refer the Education
Minister to the article in today's Courier-Mail

about Chinese student Daping Ding, who had
school enrolment terminated for non-
attendance and unexplained absences from
school. I table a letter from the Minister's
department giving the reasons for terminating
his enrolment. I ask: is it true that this student
was, in fact, absent from school on only one
occasion, despite the reasons given in the
letter? Does the Minister's department insist
that overseas students are accommodated in
home stays despite reported complaints from
students about the type of food, that they
have been prohibited from cooking their own
meals, that one student paid $120 per week
for accommodation and was then charged $10
extra for toilet paper and soap, and that
students have even been racially abused in
home stays? How can he allow that treatment
to go unchecked at a time when our $3 billion
overseas education industry is under threat
from Asia's financial crises and from the
damage caused to Australia's reputation in
Asia by Pauline Hanson?

Mr QUINN: I am not aware of the details
raised by the honourable member. I will take
the details that he has provided and supply
him with a written answer later in the day.

Public Service Hit List

Mr CARROLL: I refer the Premier to a
report in yesterday's newspaper headed "...PS
jobs face purge under Labor", and I ask: is the
Premier aware of what may constitute Labor's
hit list and the impact of Labor's Public Service
policy on security of tenure in the Public
Service?

Mr BORBIDGE: If the Courier-Mail was
wrong yesterday, so must be New Directions,
Labor's policy for the Public Service in this
State. Let us have a look at the real agenda of
the Labor Party. For some time now, we have
had a disgraceful smear campaign against this
Government on the basis of some alleged hit
list sanctioned by me in regard to the alleged
removal of public servants. 

Let us get this on the record, and let us
get this right. When the previous Labor
Government came to office in 1989, if it
wanted to part ways with directors-general, it
did not honour contracts; it put them into a
Gulag, it humiliated them into resignation, and
it treated them absolutely disgracefully. When
this Government came to office, all contractual
obligations were honoured to the full extent of
the law. 

I can understand the sensitivity of the
Leader of the Opposition to the story that
appeared in the Courier-Mail, which stated—
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"Labor will purge Queensland's top
public service jobs if Peter Beattie
becomes premier at the next election. 

... 

Mr Beattie said"—

and is he now going to say that did he not say
this—

" 'We may keep a small number of
existing directors-general, depending on
their performance.'

He refused to give numbers but in
transition-to-government discussions, Mr
Beattie has told colleagues that only 'two
or three' directors-general will be offered
work."

Mr Beattie: True.

Mr BORBIDGE: True. Right, that is two
out of two. The Leader of the Opposition is
doing well. So far there have been no backflips
on this question. The article goes on to state—

"Department heads employed by the
Borbidge administration are contracted to
the end of June next year. This tenure
was set to coincide with the expected
election date so that the incoming
government would not have to pay out
contracts as the Coalition did."

That is assuming Labor won. The article states
further—

"The June 30 terms also were
demanded by Mr Beattie. 

But if Mr Beattie wins government,
directors-general will again be offered five-
year contracts."

 Let us have a look at New Directions,
which states—

"Impartiality will be returned to the
public service from the position of Deputy
Director-General down."

So in the policy statement from the
Leader of the Opposition, which is the
statement of intent should he be Premier, all
directors-general and deputy directors-general
are up for the knife; they are on his hit list. He
tries to get around by this cute suggestion——

Mr BEATTIE:  I rise to a point of order. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Is the Leader of the
Opposition rising on a point of order?

Mr BEATTIE: Yes, I am rising on a point
of order. What the Premier says is offensive. I
ask that it be withdrawn. It is untrue. The
Premier has not even read the statement
properly. The position is very clear, idiot. 

Mr BORBIDGE: It is very clear; it is a hit
list.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr BEATTIE:  It says basically from deputy
directors-general down. We stay out. It is very
clear. The directors-general are it. Why does
the Premier not read it properly?

Mr BORBIDGE: It is Labor's hit list. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! We are not
debating the issue.

Mr BEATTIE: It would be nice if the
Premier told the truth one day.

Mr BORBIDGE: I will give the Leader of
the Opposition the chance to tell the truth now.
I will go through the chief executive officers
and the Leader of the Opposition can tell us
who is going and who is staying. Is John
Carroll staying or going? Is Frank Peach
coming or going? John Hocken? Tom
Tolhurst? The Reverend Allan Male? Dr Rob
Stable? Kevin Martin? Kevin Yearbury? Dick
Wharton? Dr Bob Day? Tom Fenwick? Peter
Ellis? Roly Nieper? Kevin Davies? Steve
Chapman? Col Thatcher? Bruce Wilson? Fred
Albietz, the Ombudsman? Kevin Wolff? Barrie
Rollason, the Auditor-General? Peter Rule
from the Corrective Services Commission?
Perhaps the Police Commissioner, Jim
O'Sullivan? Maybe Dr McTaggart from
Treasury?

Mr MACKENROTH: I rise to a point of
order. We will not have to terminate their
contracts. Most of them will be in nursing
homes.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! They will have to
sell their homes to get into them.

Mr BORBIDGE: It sounds as if the
member for Chatsworth is about as optimistic
of Labor's prospects at the next election as is
the member for Cairns. 

Very simply, the Leader of the Opposition
has been caught out. He has released a policy
document which says that in all probability
deputy directors-general and directors-general
will be going. His words are—

"Impartiality will be returned to the
public service from the position of Deputy
Director-General down."

That means political appointments at the ranks
of director-general and deputy director-general
across the Public Service not for the term of
the Government, as he demanded from the
coalition and which it rightfully delivered, but for
five long years. 

I am reminded of an article in the Sunday
Mail of 20 October 1996, which states—

"In what effectively signals an
Opposition hit-list, Mr Beattie has told the
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public service magazine Sector Wide he
would expect any political appointments
to resign immediately upon a change of
government. 

He confirmed that most Borbidge
Government appointees could expect to
be without a job if Labor won." 

Those were words of the Leader of the
Opposition. The article states further—

"Ironically, Mr Beattie attempted to
drum up a political storm earlier this year
when the incoming Borbidge Government
sacked several Labor public appointees.
Mr Beattie said yesterday that Labor
appointees had been given their jobs on
merit and denied most had been
appointed for political reasons." 

What the Leader of the Opposition told
Sector Wide equals a hit list. His New
Directions statement equals a hit list. What the
Leader of the Opposition told the Courier-Mail
equals a hit list. We have a situation in which
every director-general and every deputy
director-general is on that list. Once again, I
place on record that today I gave the Leader
of the Opposition the opportunity to say which
directors-general will be going under his
Government. 

Mr Beattie: They'll find out soon.

Mr BORBIDGE: They will find out soon,
will they? They are on Labor's hit list. The
reality is that when given the opportunity today
in this place, the Leader of the Opposition
failed to give an assurance that any existing
director-general or the Police Commissioner is
safe under an incoming Labor Government. I
gave that opportunity to the Leader of the
Opposition; he failed to respond to it.

Meningococcal Meningitis

Mr ELDER: I refer the Health Minister to
complaints by the distraught mother of a three-
year-old Rockhampton girl who died from
meningococcal meningitis in the Mackay Base
Hospital in August, who says she is disgusted
by the Minister's comments absolving the
hospital of any blame even before any inquest
has been held, and I ask: given that the
Minister's comments have broken every
acceptable protocol in relation to the death of
the patient, why is he pre-empting the findings
of an inquest into the girl's death? Is the
Minister prepared to apologise to the girl's
mother for the distress that he has caused the
family?

Mr HORAN: I thank the honourable
member for his question. It is interesting to

note the depths to which the member will sink
in asking questions when a family is in grief
after a tragedy 

The Queensland health system deals with
many, many serious and tragic cases. Nothing
can be more tragic than for a mother to lose a
child, particularly through meningococcal
meningitis, which can be so sudden. The
details of that particular matter are being dealt
with through the coronial inquiry. I will not
comment any further other than to say that, in
this case, as in any other case where there are
sad and tragic deaths through the hospital
system or the health system, we totally and
absolutely sympathise with the family. In every
case we make sure that every possible avenue
is followed up to see whether or not any better
service could have been provided to the
particular people who were treated in the
public system and, in this case, in the private
system. The mother of this child has our full
and total support.

Government Advertising 
Mr GRICE: I refer the Premier to the

frequent public claims by the Leader of the
Opposition that the State Government is
spending some $6m in advertising across the
various departments, and I ask: how does this
compare with the spending of the former
Labor Government?

Mr BORBIDGE: It has been interesting to
observe the Labor Party's criticism of the State
Government's advertising campaign.

Mr Elder: Nice fetching photo. 

Mr BORBIDGE: Hang loose, goose! I will
come to the honourable member. The Leader
of the Opposition and those who accompany
him have waged an ongoing campaign in
respect of the costs of Government advertising
used to promote a range of initiatives of this
Government, including road safety programs,
the guns buy-back campaign that, of course,
has been a very substantial cost to the State,
the new Criminal Code and a whole range of
initiatives for which the Government feels
advertising is justified. However, I became a
little concerned when the Leader of the
Opposition started to pretend that Government
advertising had never happened under the
Labor Party. 

Mr Elder: Not like this.

Mr BORBIDGE: I am coming to the
honourable member. I asked my department
to check how much had been spent on
Government advertising in the period that we
had been in office and compare that with the
two previous years that Labor had been in
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office. The Leader of the Opposition has been
working off a figure of some $6m and the
figures provided to me show that the Leader of
the Opposition is almost right. 

In the 1996 calendar year, some $5.9m
was spent on advertising across Government
departments. However, it is interesting that
that was nearly $1m per year less than the
previous Labor Government spent in the last
two years that it was in office. We spent $6m;
the Labor Party spent $7m. However, it gets
better than that. I thought we had better see
who the big spenders were in Labor's
advertising binge in which it spent $1m more in
each consecutive year than the coalition
Government has spent. Surprise, surprise! The
big advertisers were the former Minister for
Health and the former Minister for Transport,
the Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. The people who
criticise this Government——

Opposition members interjected. 

Mr BORBIDGE: Mr Elder was there longer
and Mr Hayward was there. The big spenders
were the Departments of Transport and
Health. 

Let us look more closely at the details. In
the 1994 calendar year, the Labor
administration spent $6,965,610 and in 1995 it
spent $7,212,843 on what is termed
"campaign advertising by Government
departments". Labor members criticise us for
spending $5.9m, when the previous Labor
Government managed to rack up $7.2m and
the biggest spenders were the departments
presided over by the Leader of the Opposition
and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. Let
us look at the cost. Transport led the charge.
The Department of Transport spent $2.4m in
1994 and $2.6m in 1995. Not to be outdone,
the Department of Health chipped in with
spending of $1.3m in 1994 and just over $1m
in 1995. The Leader of the Opposition and his
deputy were in it up to their eyeballs. This
demonstrates once again the blatant hypocrisy
of the Leader of the Opposition and the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition. It is not okay
for the coalition to spend $5.9m on
Government advertising, which includes the
guns buy-back program, but in an election
year it is quite okay for the previous Labor
Government to spend $7.2m. The hypocrisy
speaks for itself! The big advertisers and the
big rorters in Government advertising sit
opposite. In the recent history of this State, the
Labor Party stands condemned. The Labor
Party is the big spender in Government
advertising. 

I say quite openly that obviously the guns
buy-back program was a campaign that we
would have preferred not to have had to have,
but it was part of our responsibility to
implement it and we accepted that. Labor has
been caught out in the worst possible way. It is
okay for Labor to spend $7.2m in the run-up to
an election, but it is not okay for this
Government to spend $5.9m. The simple fact
is that, in terms of Government advertising, in
the last two years that Labor was in office it
spent $1m per year more than the coalition
Government that it now condemns.

Latrobe Regional Hospital

Mrs EDMOND: I refer the Treasurer to
comments that she made during the
Estimates Committee A hearing on 10 June
when she identified the Latrobe regional
hospital as a shining example of how
economic benefits can be achieved through
private sector involvement in the development
of the planned Noosa and Robina hospitals.
She stated—

"Latrobe Regional Hospital is a
private sector built, owned and operated
project in Victoria. It serves as a useful
benchmark for how to achieve real
efficiencies for the private sector delivery
of public health services." 

I ask: were the efficiency benchmarks that the
Treasurer identified at Latrobe regional
hospital in land clearing or post-hole digging,
since construction work at that hospital is only
just under way—indeed, there is no
hospital—on land so fog prone that it was
rejected by the Kennett Government as being
too unhealthy for use as a prison site?

Mr Schwarten interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: I warn the honourable
member for Rockhampton under Standing
Order 123A.

Mrs Edmond interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: I also warn the honourable

member for Mount Coot-tha under Standing
Order 123A for persistent interjecting.

Mrs SHELDON: Obviously, the shadow
Minister for Health is very jealous that our
current Health Minister, Mr Horan, is totally
rebuilding the hospital system in this State.
The coalition Government is totally rebuilding
the State's three major hospitals, the Royal
Brisbane Hospital, the Prince Charles Hospital
and the Princess Alexandra Hospital, after the
failed former Health Minister, the current
Leader of the Opposition, decided that that
was not a priority. In fact, he left a black hole
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of $75m in the Health budget. Even so, he
could not fund any infrastructure to build up
our hospital system.

The Robina and Noosa hospitals are well
on target. Private enterprise is building those
hospitals, so the Government can spend extra
tax dollars on providing new hospitals and
extending existing hospitals such as the
Sunshine Coast hospital, which serves an area
that, because of the influx of people to the
region, is bursting at the seams. Never before
has Health been given the priority that the
coalition Government has given it, both in
terms of infrastructure spending and in
increases in recurrent spending. I draw the
attention of the House to the Surgery on Time
program, which has reduced waiting lists
considerably. Recently the Government
provided an extra $15m to reduce waiting lists
even further, so that Categories 1 and 2 have
very short waiting lists indeed. In all, that is a
great triumph for the coalition—a triumph that
the failed Health Minister, the current Leader
of the Opposition, was unable to achieve.

Leader of Opposition, Deficit Budget Policy

Mr RADKE: I refer the Deputy Premier
and Treasurer to comments by the Leader of
the Opposition, Mr Beattie, that he would
consider framing a deficit budget and I refer to
his somewhat bizarre quote in the Australian
Financial Review that he has "never accepted
black and white, that there are always shades
of grey". I also refer to the Leader of the
Opposition's comments that he would dump
Labor's previously stated public debt policy,
and I ask: could the Treasurer inform the
House of the Leader of the Opposition's
statements that are backflips on his previous
comments and those of others on the
Opposition benches?

Mrs SHELDON: I thank the honourable
member for his question. I know he is
interested in the fact that the coalition is
running this State's economy very well. I do
not have time to go through the current list of
backflips by the Leader of the Opposition; that
would take at least a couple of hours.
However, we should look at the comments that
the Leader of the Opposition has made about
running this State into debt.

Interestingly, the former Treasurer, the
member for Cairns, decided to jump ship only
one week after the statement by the Leader of
the Opposition that he had decided to blow a
large hole in the "fiscal trilogy", which was a
strategy that underpinned the former
Treasurer's Budgets. Obviously, the

honourable member has left the Chamber in
total disgust, given the position that the
Leader of the Opposition is now taking. How
quickly the Leader of the Opposition has
disregarded the warning of the member for
Cairns that "debt is debt is debt". I remind the
House that the key plank of Labor's trilogy was
"no borrowing for social capital assets which
could not generate income to service the
debt".

Mr Hamill: Is that your policy?

Mrs SHELDON: That is the former
Treasurer's policy. Obviously, although the
member was in the former Government, he
has no idea what its financial policy was. 

The latest Beattie backflip—and there
have been a large number of them—the
dumping of the tenet of not borrowing for
social capital assets which could not generate
income to service the debt, has been the final
nail in the coffin of the so-called Labor trilogy
of financial management. On the low-tax
question, we have only to refer to comments
by the member for Brisbane Central in this
place in 1993 in support of a fuel tax in this
State—something that has been well
documented—and also his recent failure to
rule out a fuel tax when interviewed a few days
ago in Toowoomba. Even the commitment by
the former Treasurer, Mr De Lacy, to the tenet
of low taxes has obviously diminished.

Mr Beattie: Don't read it out—put some
heart into it.

Mrs SHELDON: I want to be absolutely
accurate in quoting the Leader of the
Opposition and the former Treasurer. In the
House, Mr De Lacy said—

"Let me say this: Governments that
increase taxes to fund increased
expenditure are the honest and
honourable Governments." 

Mr Elder: You're not trying to trick us
again today, are you?

Mrs SHELDON: Mr Speaker, I would like
to be able to answer this question.

An Opposition member interjected. 

Mrs SHELDON: The honourable member
should look at the member's figures; they are
not too good. The quote continues—

"They are saying to the community
that certain additional spending is
desirable, but the flip side is increased
taxes."

Mr Elder interjected. 

Mrs SHELDON: The member is a
disgrace to the House.
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The second leg of the trilogy—the full
funding leg—fell off with the workers'
compensation debacle. I remind members of
the House about the $400m shortfall left for us
by the member for Yeronga. We now have the
latest trilogy backflip, that is, the statement by
the Leader of the Opposition about how he is
going to borrow for infrastructure for this State.

An Opposition member: Oh, dear.
Mrs SHELDON: I am sure that the

member does not wish to hear the words of his
former Treasurer, the member for Cairns, who
has been scathing of any plan to start
borrowing for social infrastructure. He said that
the Government—

"... could get away with it for a few years,
but in the end the dog runs out of chain
and the Government will hit the wall, as
Governments in other States have found
out ... in Victoria for instance."

He also said—

"This is what is called the Victorian
disease ... spend today, pay tomorrow,
make the kids pay. But eventually the day
will come."

The day obviously has come too soon for the
former Treasurer, Mr De Lacy, because he has
decided to jump Mr Beattie's sinking ship. He
knows that a Government led by the current
Leader of the Opposition would devastate the
finances of the State.

However, I think a couple of other things
need to be brought into play. We need to
quote the current shadow Treasurer, the
honourable member for Ipswich, whose
comments seem to run contrary to his leader's
all the time. That is a bit of a problem over
there, is it not? When we brought down the
Budget, the member claimed without
foundation that I was running the Government
on bankcard. He even claimed that I was
responsible for the terrible crime of—wait for
it—borrowing for social infrastructure. I wish to
quote the member's comments from Hansard.
In relation to borrowing for social infrastructure,
which is what the Leader of the Opposition just
said that he would do, the member for Ipswich
stated—

"It is bad politics. It is bad economics.
If the Government continues to go down
this irresponsible fiscal path, that is a
formula for ultimate insolvency on the part
of our State."

That is exactly what the Leader of the
Opposition said that his fiscal policy was. 

Mr HAMILL: I rise to a point of order. I
wish to confirm that quotation, because this

Government has been borrowing for its
recurrent Budget.

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

Mrs SHELDON: Earlier, we heard the
member backflipping on his comments in the
House; now he is saying that what is printed in
Hansard is incorrect.

It is quite obvious that, when it comes to
the management of the finances of this State,
the current Leader of the Opposition and the
current shadow Treasurer have absolutely no
idea whatsoever. Honourable members should
remember that this was the man who blew a
$75m hole in the Health budget in six months.
That is not a bad average for anyone. Now he
is saying that he will borrow for social
infrastructure—a policy which the former
Treasurer said will lead us down the road to
financial destruction. The facts speak for
themselves. The Opposition has absolutely no
financial credibility whatsoever.

Connolly/Ryan Inquiry
Mr BARTON:  I ask the Minister for Police

and Corrective Services: what steps has he
taken to investigate claims made to his office
that following the termination of the
Connolly/Ryan inquiry Queensland authorities
under his control have stopped paying for a
protected inquiry witness to continue in a
witness protection program in another State
and have abandoned him to a living hell where
he has real fears for his safety?

Mr COOPER: If there is any further detail
that I would need in order to answer that
question accurately, I would like to have that
information. As the member should know, the
witness protection program is a matter for the
Criminal Justice Commission. It decides who
gets witness protection and it would give
reasons for whether or not people qualify for it.
The member should know that. Perhaps he
should direct his question elsewhere.

Mr BARTON: I rise to a point of order. The
Minister is aware that this person has been
making contact with his and the Attorney's
offices, and authorities under his control have
made those arrangements to hide this witness. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Laming):
Order! The member for Waterford will resume
his seat. There is no point of order.

Mr COOPER: There has been nothing
wrong with whatever has been done in relation
to this matter—nothing at all. It is a matter for
the Criminal Justice Commission, as are all
witness protection matters. That is where that
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issue is. The member is obviously not
prepared to name the person.

An Opposition member interjected. 

Mr COOPER: The member has not done
so. He is obviously not prepared to name the
person.

Mr BARTON: I rise to a point of order. The
Minister's staff are aware of the name of the
person who has been contacting the Minister's
and the Attorney-General's offices. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! There is
no point of order. I remind honourable
members not to rise on spurious points of
order.

 Mr COOPER: The member is obviously
speaking in riddles. He knows very well that
this person is entitled to have some sort of
protection, but the fact is that he is not
prepared to name the person here. He
obviously agrees with that. If the member
opposite thinks that I am going to do anything
that will be detrimental in that regard, he has
another thing coming. As far as I am
concerned, it is dangerous for him to start
raising matters such as that in this place.

Townsville, New Hospital Site

Mr TANTI: I ask the Minister for Health:
can he inform the House of further details of
the coalition's announcement to build a
$170m greenfield site hospital in Townsville
and of how the Government's position
contrasts with that of the Labor Opposition?

Mr HORAN: I thank the honourable
member for Mundingburra for his question. Of
course he is intensely interested in all of the
best things that are occurring in Townsville
under the coalition Government. Once again,
the coalition Government is delivering and
once again we are getting on with the job.
Earlier this year when a master plan was under
way to look at what to do for the
redevelopment of the Townsville Hospital,
there was a very strong push by the staff and
those involved in the master plan to look at the
option of a greenfield site. Quite frankly, the
old site would have been very costly to
redevelop and, at the end of the day, we
would not have ended up with anything that
would have been worth while considering all
the money that would have had to have been
spent.

The previous Labor Government left
$70m in the budget for the Townsville Hospital.
We had already increased that to $117m for
the redevelopment, but we know that,
because of the existing problems with the

site—the topography of the site, the intensity
of the area, the underground services and the
demolition that would have had to occur—
redevelopment was highly impractical. We had
considerable consultation throughout the year
with politicians from both sides of the political
fence, with local government and with various
community organisations. This has resulted in
Cabinet making the most worthwhile and
practical decision for Townsville—that we will
build a $170m brand new hospital on a 75
acre site at the front of the James Cook
University.

This site is in the demographic heart of
the city, so it well services all of the people
from both Thuringowa and from Townsville.
The building of the new hospital will mean that,
for the first time, north Queensland will have a
hospital equivalent to those in the capital cities
of Australia. This will be a hospital with leading
edge technology. This will be a hospital that
can take services to level 6 standard so that at
long last the people of the north can get the
sorts of services that they deserve. Not only will
the people and the patients of the north have
a first-class facility, but also the staff of our
northern hospitals will have a first-class facility,
too. This new development for Townsville
means great things for those who require
hospital care in the north. It means great
things for the staff. It means great things for
the 30% of the patients at the Townsville
Hospital who come from outside of the
Townsville and Thuringowa area. It means a
bringing together of the services of Kirwan and
Townsville so that they can share in the first-
class anaesthetics, pharmacology and other
services that are so important to both those
particular hospitals.

Last week while in Townsville, I addressed
mass gatherings of staff at both hospitals, and
the response and the support was absolutely
overwhelming, proving that this Government
can get on with the job and get the job done.
We anticipate that 1,800 new jobs will be
created through this particular construction
and, as I said last week, that work started as of
the day that we made the announcements.
Architects, project directors and engineers are
mostly in place already and work is
commencing on the initial plans. We expect
earthworks to commence at the new site in the
new year.

Also, in conjunction with this
announcement, we have been able to
announce that, through the Budget next year,
we will be placing a new mother and child
centre similar to Riverton in Brisbane at the
Kirwan Hospital to enhance the sorts of
services we provide to young families in the
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north. Kirwan will be used for slow stream
rehabilitation to give the people of the north in
Townsville that sort of rehabilitation for people
with head or spinal injuries, people suffering
from strokes and people who have suffered
major traffic trauma. In addition, we will be
maintaining the mental health services at
Kirwan as well as looking at non-Government
organisations being involved in the provision of
accommodation and care for rural people
wanting to access health services in that
particular area.

At the old site at North Ward we have put
in place an interdepartmental committee under
the leadership of the Premier's Department so
that the best option for the old site can be
developed over the next four years prior to the
new hospital being opened. Some of those
suggestions have included accommodation for
the medical students whom we hope to have
in the north Queensland medical school,
particularly in the three years of their teaching
before they go on to clinical teaching. Other
suggested uses have been a GP clinic,
specialist rooms, sports injury rehabilitation
services and other services that can act as a
catalyst.

The support from the people of the north
has been absolutely overwhelming, but what
was the position of the Labor Party? Mr
Beattie went up there on the gravy train and
announced that he would not do that, but that
he would rebuild at the old site. One minute
after stepping off the train, he sniffed the wind,
got back on the train and went back with his
tail between his legs. He had a think about it
back in Brisbane and came up with the big
statement, "I might send Wendy up for a day."
Imagine the joy in Townsville—Wendy for a
day! Once again we are getting on with the
job. We did not send Wendy up for a day.

Mr T. B. SULLIVAN interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I heard that

comment. I ask the honourable member for
Chermside to withdraw that remark. It is
unparliamentary.

Mr T. B. Sullivan: I withdraw.

Mr HORAN: Once again, the coalition is
getting on with the job. We are building a
$170m, brand-new hospital for the people of
the north. This will mean new facilities for
Kirwan and the formation of a committee to
consider possible uses for the North Ward site
so that that can be an absolute catalyst for
services and the rejuvenation of that particular
area. We are getting on with the job and
making the hard decisions, unlike that which
the Opposition did when in Government on the
issue of Cairns. It wimped out on Cairns; it

would not make the decision. We made the
hard decisions. We can do it and the
Opposition cannot.

Charters Towers Mine Rehabilitation

Mr McGRADY: I refer the Minister for
Mines and Energy to the Charters Towers Gold
Mine's plan of operation which requires that
company to rehabilitate any disturbed land on
its lease and I refer also to the subsidence on
a school reserve in that city and the
Government's announcement that it will
provide $200,000 for rehabilitation, including
$70,000 for the work at the school reserve,
and I ask: why have Queensland taxpayers
been slugged with the cost of mine
rehabilitation work in Charters Towers when the
company clearly has the responsibility under its
old plan of operation?

Mr GILMORE: I thank the honourable
member for Mount Isa for his question,
although I wonder about the numbers that he
quoted. The member raises the question
about rehabilitation of old mine shafts in
Charters Towers. When this first became
obvious to us—I think it was last year—we
moved immediately to properly identify the
situation and work out what needed to be
done. $200,000 was set aside immediately
and $800,000 was set aside for the rest of the
year. $1m for each of the next two years has
been set aside and is already committed for
the capping of mine shafts in Charters Towers.

I wonder about the accusation of the
honourable member that Charters Towers
Gold, which is running a gold mining operation
in Charters Towers, is in some way responsible
for this subsidence. There is no evidence of
that. Indeed, we know that 100 years ago
when those mine shafts were capped in the
first instance they were capped with anything
that came to hand, including old railway
sleepers, old saplings and bits of timber, and
then the earth was filled in over the top. That
was exactly the case in respect of the mine
shaft that appeared on the school reserve.

Mr McGrady: Your people are not telling
you that.

Mr GILMORE: Indeed, I visited the school
reserve and had a look at the rehabilitation
effort at that particular shaft. As I understand
it, the shaft was about 1,200 feet deep and it
subsided overnight and created a considerable
danger to children and staff of that school. We
acted immediately in terms of isolation of the
subsidence and moved towards rehabilitation
of the subsided area. That work has been
completed. As these things appear around the
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city—and they will inevitably as the old timbers
rot out and these things fall in—we will
continue, as is quite proper as a Government,
to remediate any of these areas that might
subside. There was a case recently in which a
footpath subsided. We immediately tested the
area. We have no idea why it subsided. It has
been remediated but, to the best of our
knowledge, there is no mine site underneath it.

So this Government has acted quite
properly. We have set aside $3m over three
years to remediate mine subsidence in
Charters Towers. The member for Mount Isa
has spent an enormous amount of time with
me and in my office talking about——

Mr FitzGerald: The member for Charters
Towers.

Mr GILMORE: The member for Charters
Towers, I am sorry.

Mr McGRADY: I rise to a point of order. I
have not spent any time with the Minister or in
his office.

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

Mr GILMORE: I must say that I am glad it
was a slip of the tongue because I would not
want the member for Mount Isa in my office.

The member for Charters Towers has
given a great commitment to the safety of the
people, particularly the school children, in that
area. We are acting properly to resolve these
issues as they appear, such as when people
on private land have suddenly discovered that
they have subsidence on their property. There
are sufficient funds and we will continue to look
after the situation in Charters Towers. The
member for Charters Towers will, I am sure,
keep me abreast of all of these things in that
particular area as they arise. 

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

MATTERS OF PUBLIC INTEREST
Hospital Waiting Lists

Mrs EDMOND (Mount Coot-tha)
(11.30 a.m.): Once again I wish to draw to the
attention of this House the long, sorry saga of
Mr Allan R and his attempts to have urgent
treatment at the Princess Alexandra Hospital
so that he can get back to work and again
have a life worth living. Just to recap for
members: Allan collapsed at work and it took
some four months and three hospital
admissions before this previously fit and active
man was diagnosed as needing immediate
neurosurgery to repair and fuse two upper
cervical vertebrae. Since September 1996 he

has been waiting with increasing anxiety and
incredible pain, unable to work and, indeed,
his whole life has deteriorated. He is now a
wreck.

This 43-year-old man is now totally reliant
on friends to assist him. He is unable to leave
the house without great assistance. Trips to
the hospital are by ambulance and are
undertaken in great pain. He is susceptible to
frequent blackouts, each one of which could
cause further injury to his fragile, damaged
spine. His life is a misery. 

The member for Woodridge first raised
this matter when, after being on the waiting list
for five months, Allan and his partner tried to
get an approximate date for surgery so that
they would have some idea of what delay was
involved. But after several mishaps—Allan's
pre-operative MRI scan results were lost, as
were his CT scan and myelogram—Allan's
original operation booking was lost. He and his
partner were desperate. That was back in
March of this year. But according to the
Minister there are no problems and waiting lists
have been solved.

In April of this year Allan was told that he
was on the top of the Category 2 neurosurgery
list; that is, only life-threatening or trauma
cases were ahead of him. But the months
went by without any sign of surgery. His
condition causes constant, intense pain and
continual risk of ending up as a quadriplegic.
What a way to live!

In July, Allan's wife contacted the Minister,
pointing out his repeated media claims that
waiting lists were solved, and questioning why
Allan was still waiting. She asked why, if Allan
was at the top of Category 2, he was still
waiting seven weeks later. Were there no
Category 2 neurosurgery operations in those
seven weeks? That is a fair question.
Neurosurgeons have revealed that the
problem at Princess Alexandra Hospital is
caused by a shortage of staff neurosurgeons
and a lack of theatre time. But the Minister
says there is no problem and he has rejected
Opposition calls for an extra full-time
neurosurgeon and more theatre time.

Let me read to the House from Allan's
wife's letter to the Minister in July. She wrote—

"I think you will understand that the
times Allan has been waiting have not
improved his condition at all—13 months
since his initial collapse, 10 months on the
surgery list, 6 months as Cat 2, 7 weeks
on the top of the list. During this time his
condition has indeed deteriorated with a
couple of severe falls certainly causing
him increased pain, immobility and stress.
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He is totally housebound, unable to drive
or even walk anywhere because of the
blackouts. He has intermittent rest periods
after medication, constant swelling of his
neck now extending through the back of
his skull, vomiting attacks from the
pressure on his throat and severe bouts
of depression."

The Minister says that the Government is
getting on with the job! Allan's wife has
become increasingly concerned that Allan is
feeling useless, unable to be helped and that
life is not worth living. Finally, on 13 October
1997—over a year since he first went on the
waiting list—Allan answered a hospital
appointment notice for pre-op assessment.
Unfortunately, his surgeon had not been
notified and therefore was not present. The
registrar also had no notice, no case notes, no
information and could only give another
appointment in eight weeks' time.

Having one's appointment botched is
something that members here could cope
with, but for this unfortunate man it was a
major traumatic event. Just getting to the
hospital causes pain and upheaval, and then
he is told that it was a wasted effort! To add
insult to injury, literally, he was told that there
were now 16 people ahead of him on the
waiting list for Category 2. Allan and his family
are getting sick and tired of hearing the
baseless propaganda that this Minister
continues to perpetuate. The Minister says
that Category 2 waiting lists have improved.
They are worse! In April of this year Allan was
on top of the Category 2 list; now there are 16
people ahead of him. Allan is going
backwards. The Minister's "getting on with the
job" means going backwards! After waiting a
year, things are worse all round.

Allan's mental and physical health are
worse. He is at rock bottom. Allan's supportive
workplace at the Brisbane City Council has
given up. His job was held for over a year and
staff tried to encourage him to come back, but
they have been forced to give up. Allan has
lost his job. There is still no definite surgery
date. He is just told that there are more
patients ahead of him than ever before. This is
what this Government and this Minister have
delivered.

If members think this is an isolated case,
let me assure them that it is typical of the
chaos across the State. I have many letters
from the Minister's own hospital in Toowoomba
concerning patients who have given up. Some
of those patients have asked to be taken off
the Toowoomba Hospital waiting list. They
have been put on the waiting list at the Prince

Charles Hospital and at other hospitals. The
writers of these letters have said that the care
at the Toowoomba Hospital has so
deteriorated over the last year that they do not
want to be admitted. The correspondents have
said that the nurses in Toowoomba are so run
off their feet that one has to wait for over an
hour to have one's blood pressure taken on
admission with a heart condition. What a way
to go! This is getting back to the basics, all
right! Why do we not just go back to leeches
and the basics of the 18th century!

The same story applies in Rockhampton
where the Minister is trying to take out a
quarter of the capital works budget to prop up
a member in Townsville. Even in Townsville the
waiting lists occur. In Cairns the Minister
proudly announced that there was no waiting
list for ophthalmology. There is not; the
Minister is correct on that score. However, the
reason is that there is no ophthalmology
service in Cairns. The Minister is so proud of
the fact that there is no waiting list, but it is
because there is no service. That is the only
way the Minister is solving the problem of
waiting lists. He is taking away the services.

In Logan, two-year-old James W. has had
eight ear and three tonsil infections in a year.
His mother says he is always ill, he is always
on antibiotics, and he now has a possible
permanent hearing loss and needs speech
therapy. However, he still has to wait at least a
year for grommets. The doctors have told his
mother that it will probably be a lot longer. All
the doctors can tell his mother is that it will be
at least a year. No wonder his mother is
getting desperate.

The same thing applies in Mount Isa. The
member for Mount Isa knows of cases of two
and three-year-old children being told that they
cannot be put on a waiting list. Either there is
no waiting list for ENT in Mount Isa or it is so
long that they are not going to add these
names. Across-the-board hospitals now have
waiting lists to even see the specialist to get on
the waiting list for surgery. This is not an
isolated case.

Mr Nunn: Five hours in Hervey Bay.

Mrs EDMOND: Five hours in Hervey Bay,
but that is if one is there. One has to go on a
waiting list to obtain an appointment to see a
doctor. I draw the attention of the House to
correspondence from the Gold Coast Hospital,
which I table, which clearly illustrates the mess
that the Minister has caused in waiting lists. His
initial efforts saw a doubling of the numbers of
Category 2 patients and waiting times blow out
as never before. Besides the twiddling with the
numbers, we then saw the massive blow-out
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which forced hospitals to put in "gates" so that
they could limit the numbers of patients waiting
for surgery. The patients were made to wait
longer and longer to see the relevant specialist
before they even knew what category they
were. People do not know whether they are
Category 1, 2 or 3 because they cannot get to
see the specialist for nine months. Only on his
fiddled waiting lists does the Minister show
good figures. He is not letting patients see the
doctor. He is not letting them find out what
category they belong to. He is limiting the
number of people going on the surgery lists.
We now have the introduction of the waiting
list to go on the waiting list for surgery.

This letter reveals the latest fiasco. It
states—

"Due to the increased number of
patients accessing the Gold Coast
Hospital Services it has become
necessary to issue out-patient
appointments in order of priority.

... 
Your referral has been categorised

as 3 therefore an appointment cannot be
issued at this time. You have been placed
on a waiting list and if a cancellation
occurs you will be notified by phone or by
mail."

That is coalition service delivery for you! This is
the service that the Minister is delivering. That
is where he is going. This is how he is doing it.
This is where he wants to take the health
system. He wants to take it back to basics,
where a person cannot even get to see a
doctor to find out what category they are in
before they can go onto a waiting list. That is
what the Minister calls coalition service
delivery. However, I tell everybody across
Queensland that it is not something that we
should be standing for. We now have double
the number of waiting lists and double the
number of patients on each and every one of
those waiting lists.

Youth Homelessness

Mrs CUNNINGHAM (Gladstone)
(11.40 a.m.): At the outset, I would like to
thank Catherine Freney for her work on this
speech. As part of her university course,
Catherine was required to prepare a speech.
After providing her with the annual report and
supporting documents, the following is
predominantly Catherine's work, which I
endorse. I wish her well in her studies.

Who could forget former Prime Minister
Bob Hawke's famous promise that by the year
2000 no Australian child would live in poverty?

I am sure that many of us wanted to believe
that simple, hopeful promise. But I think that
the 20,000-odd kids who are homeless in
Australia today, according to the
Commonwealth Department of Family
Services, are an unfortunate indication of his
misjudgment. And that figure is a very
conservative estimate. However, despite the
bleak outlook, I do hope that that target might
be met, because homelessness has a
devastating effect on our youth. Homeless kids
suffer from many problems: greater abuse of
alcohol and drugs; their education is usually
disrupted; their social networks are severed;
and they sometimes become involved in
criminal activities. Homelessness condemns
our young people to a life of poverty, both
physically and emotionally. It ruins their
opportunity to reach their full potential,
whatever that may be.

Youth homelessness is a tragic symptom
of a society which suffers from high
unemployment and strains under the
breakdown of the family unit. However, youth
homelessness is like a dose of the flu,
although much worse. There is no complete
cure, but it is possible to nip it in the bud when
the symptoms first start to develop. If you are
too late and it does flare up, then you can still
recover quickly by taking your vitamins. If youth
homelessness is like the flu, then the
Gladstone region has the best vitamin C
around. Our vitamin C is in the form of an
organisation called the Gladstone and Region
Community Youth Support Services. It tries to
stop the onset, plus treat the symptoms, of
youth homelessness.

Working under the Supported
Accommodation Assistance Program, or
SAAP, guidelines, they attempt to reduce the
risk of youth homelessness. They also provide
many support services for those who are
already homeless. Today I would like to
commend the Youth Support Services in
Gladstone for contributing so much to our
community. I would like to commend them for
their persistence and for their dedication, and I
would like to commend them for their
commitment to our youth. Their good work
should be recognised. They are a great role
model for any would-be youth services in other
communities.

Members might be wondering what is so
special about this particular organisation. What
makes it so worthy of recognition? Most of us
see the problem of youth homelessness as
tragic. But it is one of those problems which
makes us ask ourselves, "What more can we
do to help?" Well, here is a great community
organisation that is not only attacking the
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problem but also achieving some success.
Gladstone's Youth Support Services attacks
the problem on three fronts. On the first front,
it provides relief to the kids who are already
homeless. On the second front, it tries to
soften the community to the problem of youth
homelessness through awareness. And on the
third front—its newest front—it tries to keep the
kids off the street in the first place through
prevention.

A few months ago, I had the honour of
officially opening this newest subsection of the
organisation: the Family Support Service. This
new service is funded by the State
Government's FISP program. It means that
the organisation can assist and guide people
facing the difficult task of parenting today. It
means that it can help families to work through
their troubles. And it means that it can
emphasise the need for early intervention in
preventing family breakdown.

As most members would know, a child
does not become homeless overnight. He or
she generally goes through a number of
stages on the way to becoming a street kid.
These stages are a bit different for each child,
but generally the process starts with the child
running away for short periods and continues
until the child starts to feel like he or she is
separate from the family unit. At this point the
child very sadly begins to accept
homelessness as a way of life. But the Youth
Support Services in Gladstone tries to short-
circuit this process at its earliest stages.

This aspect of the service is funded by the
Federal Government's Youth Homelessness
Pilot Project. A youth who appears to be in
crisis, or at risk of becoming homeless, is
referred to the organisation by parents, friends
or first-to-know agencies, such as schools,
although sometimes the children may actually
seek help themselves—the point being that
early intervention is the key. If the support
service can find out about a youth's problems
early, and if it can help and support that youth
in those early stages, then it is often able to
shepherd that young person back to the care
of his or her own family. However, this is done
only in the appropriate circumstances.

So that is the service's prevention front.
What about its relief front for those who are
already homeless? It provides 24-hour
emergency crisis accommodation so that
young people have an alternative to spending
the night out on the street. Over the past 12
months, 167 youths have used this
emergency facility. To complement this, the
service also provides medium-term
accommodation for one to four months.

However, the organisation tries to help youths
to help themselves. It gives youths the skills
they need to find accommodation of their own
which is affordable, safe and stable. It gives
them skills so that they can live independently
of supported accommodation. It does this
through a housing support worker who helps
these youths with flat hunting, transport,
shifting and liaising with real estate agents.

But the organisation's relief front does not
stop there. Often, young homeless people do
not have the stability and support that they
need to develop to their full potential. I ask
members to imagine that they had no money,
no support, no-one to tell them, "Yes, you're
doing okay", no-one to tell them, "Yes, you've
done a good job of that" or no-one to ask
them, "Why don't you have a go at this?"
When these kids become homeless, they
already have a weakened sense of their own
worth. It becomes very hard for them to break
out of their situation. The organisation's
outreach worker offers them emotional support
and helps them to deal with their problems.
And they often have very complex
problems—worse than other members or I are
ever likely to face.

The Youth Support Services in Gladstone
gives these troubled youths workshops and
advice on budgeting, peer pressure, drugs and
alcohol abuse, self-esteem, employment and
education. It gives them the opportunity to
learn new skills and to be creative. It gives
them "Expression Through Art" workshops and
snapshot photo competitions using disposable
cameras. During a 12-month period, the
outreach worker was able to reach out to a
total of 793 young people—an amazing
achievement. As well as focusing on the kids
and their families, the organisation also attacks
youth homelessness from the awareness front.
It helps the wider community to understand
the problems facing youth. Hence, I commend
its valuable contribution to our community.

A most admirable quality of the Gladstone
and Region Community Youth Support
Services is its ability to do so many worthwhile
things for our community while coping with the
constant frustrations of limited funds. I
recognise that the organisation has to
constantly approach Government funding
authorities and appeal to members of the
community for contributions. I commend it for
its persistence and also for the Government
funding that it has received. The organisation
gives young people support in a safe, caring,
non-judgmental environment. It gives our
unfortunate youth a chance in life—a chance
to enhance their dignity, a chance to increase
their self-esteem and a chance to reach their
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full potential. I commend the organisation's
commitment to our youth. We are aware of the
great work that the organisation is doing, and
we continue to support and encourage it and
similar organisations through recognition and
funding. I cannot overemphasise the great
contribution that the Gladstone and Region
Community Youth Support Services makes to
our community. Its efforts are greatly
appreciated.

Emergency Services 

Hon. D. M. WELLS (Murrumba)
(11.49 a.m.): Thank goodness that it is not the
bushfire season or the cyclone season. After
this week, when the Minister for Emergency
Services jets off to America and the director-
general goes on his fifth official visit to
Thailand, they will leave behind a department
in the greatest chaos it has ever been. I hope
that before the Minister leaves he finds time to
meet with the ambulance officers who are
enraged at understaffing and response time
blow-outs and who will be marching on his
office on Friday. A fire chief and five Fire
Service assistant commissioners lost their jobs
in the recent purge. Only two retained their
positions after the recent name change to the
Fire and Rescue Authority. As we all know, the
Minister came in here with that facade, that
window dressing, that piece of legislation
designed to change the name of the Fire
Service and change the names of the
positions in the Fire Service so that they could
purge those positions and make the officers
apply for their own positions.

Nobody will be surprised that morale in
the services is very low. New appointments
were made in the Fire Service from up to four
grades below that of assistant commissioner.
Departmental proteges, yes-men and cronies
were favoured and precious experience was
sacrificed.

Government members interjected. 

Mr WELLS: The honourable members
opposite who are interjecting should note what
this has done to officers and their families.
Senior officers and their families suffered on
tenterhooks for a year and a half. It is a year
and half down the track since this process was
started. When it was carried out, there were
many defects in the selection process that was
used to choose the executives. Those were
identified by the senior officers association in
the following terms. The same questions were
used throughout the State and some
applicants had up to seven interviews, which
would make them well prepared for at least the
last few interviews. Some seniors received an

interview in one region but not in another. Why
did junior officers receive an interview when
senior officers did not? A second round of
interviews occurred using the same questions
shortly after the date of what was advertised
as the last official interviews for the FPO4
positions. Senior officers with some 20 years of
experience were not given the courtesy of an
interview in the first round. No natural justice
was observed when an applicant and an
interview panel member have had a civil legal
dispute in progress for over 24 months.
Needless to say, that senior officer did not get
a job. Some panels had four members while
others had only three-member strength.
Officers were being appointed to positions they
did not even apply for. Some FPO4 positions
still remain vacant even though there are
senior officers without appointments. 

As a result of the review conducted by
Francis Consulting, the Government has had
to admit the mistakes that it has made. The
report of that review recommends that 11
positions be revoked because of the stuff-ups
in the selection process. I quote from the
official report to the Government, which has
led it to have to cancel 11 appointments that it
made. The independent reviewer states—

"In a number of cases being
reviewed here, there is evidence of the
final outcome being considerably
influenced by the use of first hand
knowledge of panel members which is
unsupported by documentation."

What is that code for? 

Mr Ardill: Is it cronyism?

Mr WELLS: I think that the honourable
member for Archerfield is exactly correct.

Mr Ardill: Is it nepotism?

Mr WELLS: I think that that is probably
true, too. According to the report—

"In one case, the proposed
appointee was chosen entirely on the
basis of first hand knowledge of the
panel. He had not applied for
appointment to that Region and was not
interviewed by that panel. 

... 

In addition, the QFRA
representatives made regular reference to
a moderation meeting attended by all
panels, however there is no
documentation of the matters considered
and their outcomes in terms of
recommended appointments." 

What was going on? We do not know. We will
never know, because they did not bother to
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record what they talked about behind closed
doors in defiance of the selection criteria. The
findings of the reviewer go on and on—

"The Merit Statements provided in
these cases are extremely brief and do
not establish the relative merit of the
applicants in terms of the selection
criteria."

What a damning statement by an
independent reviewer! The findings continue—

"Furthermore, the statements do not
reconcile the extremely different and at
times opposing summary assessments
made by the panel members but instead
use those comments selectively to
support the proposed appointees."

The reviewer concludes—

"... I find that the selection process is
deficient." 

He quashed the selection process in a large
number of cases. For the information of
honourable members, I will table that damning
report. As the reviewer said, one applicant was
appointed to a position for which he did not
apply. How absolutely outrageous that the
whole process is so slapstick and so slapdash
that that kind of thing can happen. 

Let us return to the senior officer who
applied for his position and found that one of
the people on the panel was a person with
whom he had a legal dispute. His solicitor had
written to the person concerned setting out the
grounds on which a defamation action could
be brought. He complained to the hierarchy.
He was told that that should not concern him
as he was talking about only one of the four
people on the interviewing panel. It did not
matter: only one of the four people was
hopelessly biased! As its turns out, there were
only three people on the panel. Of course, the
senior officer who was applying for the job did
not get it. That is a breach of the principles of
natural justice. The first principle of natural
justice is that no-one should be a judge in their
own cause. No-one should benefit from the
results of their own determinations or be seen
to do so. That is just one instance, but it is
symptomatic of what is happening in the
service generally. 

If the Government's waste of funds on
changing the name of this service and making
employees reapply for their jobs was not
enough, the Government could not even do it
right. More funds will now be wasted on
reselecting employees for those positions. I
understand that the senior officers association
is canvassing the issue of reselecting all 34
positions, because the defects in the process

for the 11 have flow-on effects to all aspirants
to all positions. If 11 are changed, everyone is
affected.

This is not the fault of the Fire Service. It
is not the fault of the fire chief. It is the fault of
the Minister. It was the Minister who generated
this purge by changing the name of the Fire
Service and the titles of the senior officers so
that all the positions would become vacant. It
was the Minister's window-dressing response
to the Staib report that caused this chaos.
Instead of delivering the Staib review's $32m
for the Ambulance Service and $30m for the
Fire Service, the Government wasted money
on establishing statutory authorities so the
Minister would not be directly responsible for
the services. It is now his responsibility to sort
the problems out.

I turn now to the Ambulance Service. $1m
of taxpayers' funds has been allocated to the
restructure of the Ambulance Service even
though there is a shortage of staff and funds.
The Government has betrayed senior officers
of the Ambulance Service who uprooted
themselves and their families to take on a
position only to be sacked without even an
entitlement to a worthwhile retirement
package. The Government has betrayed the
people of Queensland by throwing away the
accumulated experience of its assistant
commissioners. Of the seven assistant
commissioners whom one will find listed in the
Queensland Government Directory, all but one
have been sacked, demoted or shifted out.
Only one is left standing in his position.
Sympathy for the rejected senior ambulance
officers is flooding in. 

I table a letter from the Rosewood Local
Ambulance Committee. The honourable
member for Ipswich West speaks very highly of
this ambulance committee and notes their
views on all relevant subjects. This letter
supports one of the sacked assistant
commissioners, Mr Peter McMurtrie. I will talk
about his district. The Gold Coast has been
suffering extraordinarily with huge staffing
problems. The Staib report said that between
the Gold Coast and Townsville another 100
ambulance officers were needed. Instead of
putting on ambulance officers, the
Government reduced the budget for the
Ambulance Service this year and ambulance
officers were asked to forgo two weeks of their
annual leave because of understaffing and
response time blow-outs in the area. The
union had negotiations with Assistant
Commissioner McMurtrie. They had a
favourable agreement. Then the Government
sacked him. The favourable agreement would
have led to the appointment of new officers,
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but, of course, there was nobody to do that at
that time. 

Let us sheet it home to the Minister. It
would take a degree of ineptitude almost
incredible to have a purge that declared
vacant all the senior positions in the
emergency services of any State at the one
time. But that is what has happened. It would
take a degree of ineptitude sufficient to qualify
one for a role in a Monty Python sketch to do
what has been done, to leave leaderless,
rudderless and aimless the emergency
services of the State. There will be people who
will step into the breach, but it will be because
of the incompetence of the Minister that the
problem exists. 

Time expired.

Film Industry, Far-north Queensland

Ms WARWICK (Barron River) (12 p.m.): I
would like to take this opportunity to inform the
House of the great benefits that are flowing to
the north Queensland economy through the
regional film industry. Over the past four years,
approximately $15m per annum has been
injected into far-north Queensland through film
production. Some of those films include
Paradise Road, which alone injected $15m;
The Island of Dr Moreau, which injected $20m;
and The Thin Red Line, which is currently
being filmed in far-north Queensland and is
the most expensive film ever made in this
country. It has a budget of some $87m. Other
productions that have recently utilised the
region include No Escape, Traps, The Small
Man, Sniper, and The Phantom. Other
productions in that same period included
Ocean Girls, Ocean Girls II and III, which were
TV series, and Home Drama, which was a TV
special.

The Pacific Film and Television
Commission has had success in marketing
Queensland for film production. In the 1995-96
financial year, the State was the largest
producer of film and television in Australia with
production, before any multiplier effects, of
$133m. However, far-north Queensland is not
truly capitalising on its success. The region's
response to these opportunities has been
passive. Films have been shot in the region,
the necessary skills have been brought in and
then the remaining production and post
production has been carried out elsewhere. 

The people in my region are saying that
they are ready to control this element of their
own destiny. We have identified several
initiatives that would be helpful: firstly, a
database of regional film industry resources

and skills, and currently an audit is out for
tender for that; secondly, a coordinated
industry front ready and able to mobilise
industry resources for any opportunity, and
currently an industry body is being
incorporated; thirdly, training and skills
development, and currently they are being
developed in schools, higher institutions and
private centres; fourthly, production, and
beyond the region's existing production
capability various discussions with outside
parties have uncovered serious interest in the
long-term development of this area; and,
fifthly, a role in the marketing of these
resources.

Far-north Queensland has unique
features upon which it can capitalise. For
example, it has the same positive
characteristics as the Gold Coast, which is
where the State's production is centred. That
is, it is English speaking, it is economically and
politically stable, it is safe and it is relatively
inexpensive, particularly through the tax and
payroll incentives that are offered. Cairns and
the rest of far-north Queensland is also an
extremely attractive and varied region for film
locations and an extremely attractive
environment for visitors. 

Several initiatives have been started by
people within the industry in north
Queensland—people who recognise that
major film production can have a huge impact
economically—to mobilise the local community
and the local film industry. They have taken
place in various ways. The film industry is
consolidating. It is incorporating a
representative body that will confront such
opportunities and it will be called the Far North
Film and Television Association. Schools
cannot accommodate the demand for their
film and television courses. Training centres for
film and television are now developing to
address the heavy demand in entry-level
industry tuition and professional development.
Currently, the regional industry is participating
in an initiative of Q-Screen to identify and
facilitate film training opportunities in regional
centres. Finally, a film festival, which will debut
in Cairns in April 1998, is offering exhibition
opportunities, craft awards and industry
workshops for skills development.

It gives me great pleasure to tell
honourable members about this proposed film
festival. It will be called the Cairns Celebration
of Film and it will focus and capitalise on all of
the characteristics of the region that I have
mentioned. It will provide the region with a
vehicle to fully harness the myriad benefits of
major productions visiting this area. The use of
international feature films will be a powerful
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marketing tool. Their progress and activities will
be highlighted by the festival and associated
promotional media. Of course, any awards that
are won will increase that exposure. The
organisers say that celebrities in particular are
critical promotional instruments. They will be
approached in a sensitive yet active manner.
They will be feted, offered hospitality and
interviewed. Producers, directors and even
those with support skills will be targeted for
interviews promoting skills development. The
organisers do not need to re-create Hollywood
fanfare; they hope to offer sensitive
promotional opportunities where the visitors
can experience our hospitality more fully and
identify with the region's unique characteristics.

Besides the normal mechanics of film
festivals, Cairns has the undeniable attraction
of its environment. Celebrities, guest
filmmakers, other special guests, entertainers
and people who have specialised industry skills
for workshops will all be offered a hospitable,
relaxing visit with leisure options. Already
discussions have been held with some
international stars, including Oscar winners,
who have expressed their interest and the
interest of their friends in supporting a Cairns
film festival and regional film industry initiatives.
They are sympathetic to tropical north
Queensland and a community-based
Celebration of Film reflecting the unique
characteristics of the area. Those discussions
have also included studio production
development opportunities.

The event will have associated with it a
series of seminars and workshops promoting
educated industry debate and skills
development. In particular, there will be a
focus on youth, with filmmaking competitions
held through the schools with production
assistance and craft awards offering industry
tuition and broadcasting opportunities. The
enthusiasm of those young people and their
network of family and friends will provide a
crucial vibrancy to the event. 

Many local high school students and
tertiary students in my area have already
participated in film productions. They have
international feature film credits on their
resumes. They have worked alongside and
talked to international stars and already they
have started filming for the Cairns Celebration
of Film. The interest exists in the community
and now is the time to channel it productively
for the benefit of the whole region. When I say
that many of the students in my area have
participated in film productions, have
international feature film credits on their
resumes and have worked alongside and
talked to international stars, I mean that

already they have worked as extras on some
of the films that have been made in north
Queensland. So we have a ready-made base
of young people who have international
experience and we need to give them
somewhere to go from here. The Cairns
Celebration of Film will also have a strong
cultural celebration side complementing the
celebration of screen culture. It will offer
cultural enrichment, enhance the quality of life
and add economically both directly and
indirectly to the region.

The regional film industry offers a critical
opportunity for a growth industry that, together
with the Cairns Celebration of Film, will be a
vital link in the breadth of the economic base
of the region. It will complement other regional
initiatives and contribute critically to the long-
term prosperity of the region. Between them
they address nearly all the issues raised in
various contemporary regional studies. The
Cairns regional economy has been based on a
very narrow tourism market. That needs to be
addressed and the film festival and associated
initiatives can achieve that. The film industry in
particular is highly compatible with regional
directions following the far-north Queensland
regional economic development strategy. The
film festival will be a powerful marketing tool for
this region. It will be developed as an event
with a profile that complements the marketing
of the region as a visitor destination as well as
a continued destination for film locations. That
will allow us a powerful hand in further
controlling our own destiny and our own
prosperity. We have relied upon the Pacific
Film and Television Commission and others for
the economic input that has graced our shores
in tropical north Queensland. Now the time has
come for us to seize the opportunity and forge
a strong future. We can make tropical north
Queensland a more vital element of Australia. 

The Celebration of Film is not an activity
that will generate any direct financial return. It
is a community-based festival and it will be a
signature event for the film industry and for the
Cairns and tropical north Queensland region. It
has the potential to contribute enormously to
the economic strength of the region through
increased visitation directly for the event and
through its promotional and marketing role of
the region's film industry. It has the
characteristics to attract repeat visitation,
weaning the region off one-visit, tour-based
visitation into a broader, healthier economic
and social base.

It is clear that events and event tourism
can greatly benefit the region. However, it is
the festival's complementary role in marketing
and promoting Cairns, the region and the
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regional film industry that will provide the
greatest potential economic benefits. Even the
production of a single major feature film in
Cairns will promote the area, and it has the
potential to offer a major financial injection into
the regional economy. For example, a film
such as The Island of Dr Moreau contributes,
with economic multipliers, some $100m. 

Everyone recognises the attractions of
Cairns as a visitor and filmmaking
destination—its gateway potential, its
Asia/Pacific role, its airline access, its eco-
tourism attractions and the fact that it is the
only tropical destination in the world that is
located within politically and economically
stable, secure and friendly boundaries. It is a
stunning location with excellent infrastructure,
including a diverse skills base and cultural
diversity. I support any initiative that will
strengthen the regional economy of far-north
Queensland. I am convinced that one of the
ways to do that will be by the development of
a regional film industry in far-north
Queensland. I will personally assist and
promote this initiative in whatever way
possible.

Aged Care, Mackay Electorate 
Mr MULHERIN (Mackay) (12.09 p.m.):

Today in the House I presented a petition from
the people of my electorate of Mackay. The
petition stated that residents of the State of
Queensland draw the attention of the House
to their opposition to the proposed closure of
the 20-bed aged care unit at the Mackay Base
Hospital. Furthermore, the petitioners are
extremely concerned at the lack of
consultation with interested parties before the
proposed closure was announced. The
petitioners are concerned that
recommendations from Queensland Health's
aged care plan for the Mackay region have
been totally ignored and that the significance
of appropriate health care planning for elderly
people in Mackay will be disregarded.
Therefore, the petitioners request that the
House supports funding for the establishment
of a 20-bed aged care/slow stream
rehabilitation unit at the Mackay Base Hospital
in accordance with the aged care plan for the
Mackay region.

I advise the House that the Health
Minister, Mr Horan, has created this deplorable
situation all by himself. He had an aged care
plan for the Mackay region to work with and he
had the $26m initiative of the Goss Labor
Government to redevelop the hospital. Still, he
has infuriated the aged care community of
Mackay. Mr Horan did not have enough funds

to carry out the redevelopment of the Mackay
Base Hospital, so what did he do? He axed
the redevelopment of the aged care unit
when, by the year 2011, in Mackay City there
will be a 90% increase in the number of people
who are over the age of 70. For Mr Horan, it all
went downhill from there.

The current aged care facility at the
Mackay Base Hospital is substandard.
According to the 1994 aged care plan for the
Mackay region, it was to be included in the
redevelopment plans that would have seen, in
the long term, the retention of the present 20-
bed aged care unit plus the construction of a
day therapy centre on vacant land within the
fenced area at the eastern end of the unit. Mr
Horan has ignored this report. Under his $26m
plan, there will be no aged care unit at all.
Under his redevelopment plan for the Mackay
Base Hospital, the substandard aged care
facility will be gutted and will become an
administration block. The aged care unit will be
transferred to the Sarina Hospital where an
aged care/slow stream rehabilitation unit will be
developed. 

Whilst I welcome the provision of aged
care facilities at Sarina, I have received many
calls from concerned citizens, most of whom
are elderly, who agree with me that the Health
Minister's plan to close the aged care unit at
the Mackay Base Hospital and move 12 beds
to the Sarina Hospital will not work for the
elderly. Furthermore, another six beds from the
Mackay Base Hospital aged care unit will be
transferred into the medical ward of that
hospital, putting more pressure on staff
involved in the delivery of acute care. Basically,
12 elderly Mackay residents will be removed
from family and friends and shipped to Sarina
for care. The reality of the decision to move
elderly people to Sarina is that community-
based nursing services in Mackay will be
further taxed. More elderly people requiring
care will want to stay in their homes close to
their families but, as the Health Minister well
knows, Home and Community Care is not able
to extend its budget to cover constant home
nursing care.

As I said earlier, I am not opposed to
Sarina having an aged care facility. However, it
is ridiculous to locate a slow stream
rehabilitation unit at Sarina. It would be best
located in the grounds of the Mackay Base
Hospital where it can service the whole of the
Mackay region. The rehabilitation centre that
Mr Horan is developing at Sarina is 40 minutes
from Mackay. That is quite a distance when
one needs to visit a specialist, all of whom
reside in Mackay, or when one is 70 years of
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age and wanting to visit one's 72-year-old
husband every day. 

This is how Mr Horan looks after the
elderly of Mackay! He tells them he is going to
spend $50,000 on the development of an
aged care unit/slow stream rehabilitation
centre at Sarina to cater for people who have
had car accidents and strokes, amputees and
other patients—people who, in the words of Mr
Horan's offsider in this debacle, the member
for Mirani, no longer require intensive or
specialist care but who need to rehabilitate
slowly, in a caring and peaceful environment,
in order to get on with their lives. That sounds
like we are spending money on a health farm.
I would have thought that even in the final
stages of rehabilitation from a stroke, some
intensive or specialist care would be required,
although obviously not at the Sarina Base
Hospital. 

However, let us not panic about being
forgotten out at Sarina just yet. Because of the
$500,000 that is being spent on this medical-
type relaxant, only $80,000 is being spent on
the aged care/slow stream rehabilitation unit.
The rest is being spent on the upgrade of the
emergency department. Methinks that Mr
Horan and the member for Mirani are paying
for the privilege of using the Sarina Base
Hospital as the answer to the funding
problems of the Mackay Base Hospital. The
bottom line is that Mr Horan is desperately
finding——

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Laming):
Order! Honourable members will refer to
Ministers by their Ministry.

Mr MULHERIN: The bottom line is that
the Health Minister is desperately trying to find
ways to convince the people of Mackay that
he understands the significance of appropriate
planning for aged care services now and in the
future.

Let us look at the facts again. The 1994
report commissioned to investigate the future
needs of aged care services in Mackay stated
that by 2011 in Mackay City there will be a
90% increase in the number of people over
the age of 70. The report recommends that
the aged care unit at the Mackay Base
Hospital is needed to provide a focus for aged
care services. How is the Health Minister going
to cater for the increased number of aged
people in the year 2011? The Minister tells us
that he has solved the aged care problem in
Mackay. He announced that the coalition
Government will call tenders for the
construction of a 60-bed to 90-bed private
nursing home in the grounds of the Mackay
Base Hospital. That is a smokescreen to

deflect the opposition of the community to the
closure of the aged care unit. 

Under current Federal Government policy,
to be eligible for operational subsidies nursing
bed homes are allocated on a statistical ratio
of 40 beds per 1,000 people over the age of
70 for high-care nursing, and 55 beds per
1,000 people over the age of 70 for low-care
nursing. According to the Federal Department
of Health and Family Services, Mackay is
overbedded. According to the Federal
Government, the benchmark for nursing home
places in Mackay is 171 beds. At present,
Mackay has 267 nursing home beds in
operation, which represents an excess of 96
places on that considered necessary by the
Commonwealth Government. 

It has been rumoured that one of the
interested parties who might tender wishes to
transfer 60 to 90 beds from another area to
Mackay. The Commonwealth Government will
not allow the transfer of beds from one area of
the State to another over-bedded area like
Mackay. Therefore, this new nursing home will
not attract operational subsidies. The only
people who could move into the Health
Minister's new private nursing home would be
people who could pay the full cost of private
nursing facilities. Very few people indeed can
afford that, or is the Minister allowing a private
concern to build a private village on
Government land at no cost for the land?
There is a big difference between a nursing
home and a retirement village. 

I call on the Health Minister to come clean
on this issue. It is not up to him to approve
nursing home beds; it is up to the Federal
Government. If the Minister has approval from
the Federal Health Minister for this proposal,
he should release the approval he has
received. The Minister should explain whether
these are new beds or whether this
announcement takes beds from other facilities
in Mackay. 

Approval for such a system has not been
granted elsewhere in the State because of
arrangements between the State and Federal
Governments over the statistical formula used
by the Commonwealth. For years the Monto
Hospital has been trying to establish a nursing
home on the grounds of its hospital, but it has
been knocked back because of the Federal
Government's policy. If the Health Minister has
approval for additional beds for Mackay, will he
guarantee that the people of Monto will be
treated in a similar manner? What does this
mean for the operators of the Resthaven
Nursing Home in Mackay, who are currently
licensed for 30 beds with approval for another
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10? Resthaven is currently negotiating with the
State to acquire vacant Crown land adjacent to
its current facility to build a new 40-bed nursing
home to replace the existing facility. Does the
approval of the Health Minister cut across its
application or has he arranged for the Federal
Health Minister to renege on Resthaven's
approval for a further 10 beds? 

When announcing his proposals, the
Health Minister said that 125 people were
waiting for nursing home placements in
Mackay. Whilst I acknowledge that nursing
homes in Mackay are reporting long waiting
lists, the Health Minister's figures do not agree
with those of the Mackay Geriatric Assessment
Service, which indicates that there are not 125
people in the Mackay district waiting for
nursing home beds, but only 40. Where did
the Minister get his numbers from? It all
smacks of a knee-jerk reaction because he is
under pressure, rather than being committed
to aged care. 

During the whole debacle, there has been
limited consultation with the staff of the
Mackay Base Hospital, specialist doctors, allied
health workers, other Government agencies
and the people of Mackay. On Tuesday, 21
October, Queensland Health responded to this
criticism by holding a public meeting by
invitation only, seven weeks after the Health
Minister's initial announcement. An invitation
only meeting is not a public meeting. This
smacks of arrogance and typifies the arrogant
approach of the Minister and his Government
towards the people of Mackay. The 2,462
people who signed my petition—— 

Time expired.

Austudy Assistance, Rural Children 

Mr ELLIOTT (Cunningham) (12.19 p.m.):
Today, in the Matters of Public Interest
debate, I wish to raise the issue of Austudy
assistance for children from rural areas. Many
members in this place who represent rural
electorates along the coast and in western
areas, such as the members for Warwick and
Warrego, other members and I, have the
same problem in respect of this issue.

In my opinion, all children should have
equal access to and opportunities in respect of
education. It goes without saying that that is
the way in which society should operate.
Education should be of a high standard and
impart both sound literacy and numeracy skills.
Many rural children have problems accessing
secondary and tertiary education. To access
education, they have to travel long distances
and live away from home, which breaks up

their families in a way not experienced by
many families in cities. Regardless of whether
people who live in cities send their children to
private or public educational institutions, in
most instances they are able to have their
children at home with them and lead a normal
family life. Travel and other educational
expenses cost rural families a massive amount
of money. 

In respect of children from rural areas who
are up to 16 years of age, there is assistance
under the Isolated Children's Scheme. In my
opinion, that scheme is tremendous. It is
based on geographic isolation and is neither
means nor assets tested. Interestingly,
members on the other side of the House
sometimes try to make out that kids from the
bush should not be assisted to attend private
schools. However, the people who put that
argument can send their children to the best
high schools and not have to pay for it. Why
should children from the bush, regardless of
whether they come from properties or small
country towns, not have access to a similar
standard of education? There is nothing
inequitable about that; it is reasonable and
just. However, in relation to children over 16
years of age, Austudy is both assets and
means tested. In most instances, the AMT, or
the actual means test,  which is a much more
difficult test than the ordinary means test, is
applied. 

I wish to relate some facts concerning
children from rural areas. Their participation
rate in education is two-thirds that of their city
cousins. A study by Dr Glen Postle of the
University of Southern Queensland found that
of six disadvantaged groups studied between
1991 and 1995, rural students were the only
group whose participation rate declined. It
went from 81% to 76%. Surely that spells out
to all of us exactly what has happened in
respect of education in the bush. In 1993,
48% of families failing the assets test were
rural families. That is no accident. 

Mr Palaszczuk: Tell that to John
Anderson. 

Mr ELLIOTT: Fortunately, John Anderson
has got the message loudly and clearly. I
commend him for regularly coming to
Queensland to listen to people in areas of
drought. He was so busy listening to the
people in Canberra that he was not listening to
what those of us who live at the grassroots
level were telling him. He has taken some of
those things on board. I will detail some of the
improvements that have taken place. 

Many rural families self-assess out of
contention; they do not apply for Austudy
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because they believe they will not get it,
anyway. The complexity of the AMT form in
particular has frightened them to the point at
which they feel it is a total waste of time. A
study by the UGA shows that 23 out of 35
families are in that category and do not even
bother to apply for Austudy. That is tragic. Of
all families subjected to the means test, 17%
of the general population fail it; however, 25%
of rural families fail it. Some 93% of rural
families trade as a partnership, trust or private
company. They are subjected to the actual
means test. Once again, that information
comes from a study done by the UGA.

As I said, the means test presents many
problems for rural families. Fortunately, we
have seen an improvement in the situation.
There is now some equity in respect of PAYE
taxpayer families, those who are on properties
and those who are running businesses. Some
equity has been brought into that situation.
However, we still have a problem in that
imputed values may be used instead of actual
figures supplied by the producers. However,
there has been an improvement in that
previous financial figures are now taken into
account, as opposed to just asking people to
assume what they will spend in the following
year. We have also seen an improvement with
respect to PAYE taxpayers.

The Actual Means Test form is complex
and very difficult for many people to fill in
without the assistance of their accountants or
someone else. We might ask, "Okay. That is
all very well. But what are the solutions to this
problem?" The solutions are to treat people in
the bush on the same basis as all other
people in society are treated. For example,
people from the city who own a home in
Clayfield or Kenmore worth $5m can still
access Austudy. People in the bush might
have an asset worth $2m but a debt of $1m or
$900,000. In respect of a family farm situation,
I understand that taking 50% of the net asset
has been a help, but that has still precluded
many people from accessing Austudy who
have a justifiable right to do so. Their children
should be on Austudy, otherwise those
children will not be educated properly. We
should take 100% of the family farm, similar to
the way in which the family home is taken into
account in respect of people who live in cities.
That is the only way in which we will see true
equity in respect of this problem.

Mr Palaszczuk: There is a National Party
Government in power in Canberra. Surely they
can do something.

Mr ELLIOTT: We have been pushing for
this. That is why I am making this speech

today. The member can bet his life that I will
be sending this speech to everyone in a
responsible position. I pay particular tribute to
Bruce Scott, who has done a lot of work on
this issue, as have other Federal
backbenchers in the National Party.

Those people who live 90 minutes' drive
or more than 56 kilometres from a tertiary
institution should be able to access Austudy.
They cannot access education in the same
way in which everyone else in Australian
society takes for granted. I do not think that
those people are being given a fair go. The
people who live in the bush should not have
hurdles placed in front of them. They face
enough problems as it is—drought, fluctuating
incomes, interest rates and so on—on a daily,
weekly and yearly basis. They should not have
further imposts placed upon them; the reverse
should be the case.

If we truly believe in decentralisation,
there should be incentives for people who live
or who are prepared to live a certain distance
from the coast and away from large centres.
Those people should have financial incentives
given to them to live out there. If that is not
done, we can kiss all rural communities
goodbye; they will not be there. If people think
my children will grow up and go about their
business in the same way we have, cop what
we have copped over the past 10 years and
be treated as second-class citizens in respect
of access to education, they have another
think coming.

CHILDREN AND FAMILIES BILL
Hon. K. R. LINGARD (Beaudesert—

Minister for Families, Youth and Community
Care) (12.29 p.m.), by leave, without notice: I
move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act about the protection of
children and the role of families in their
protection, and for other purposes."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. K. R. LINGARD (Beaudesert—
Minister for Families, Youth and Community
Care) (12.30 p.m.): I move—

"That the Bill be now read a second
time."
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The Children and Families Bill 1997 is
long awaited legislation that will replace the
Children's Services Act 1965. This Act currently
provides the mandate for child protection and
family welfare in Queensland. The new
legislation will provide an updated legislative
base, consistent with changing community
values towards child and family welfare, and
with improved service strategies that have
developed as a consequence. While the
legislation deals with very sensitive and
complex areas of the care and protection of
our children, it is written in plain English, clearly
setting out rights and responsibilities for those
involved in its application.

The Children's Services Act 1965—at the
time it was enacted—reflected the need for
State intervention to protect our children.
However, back then the issue of child abuse
and neglect received little public recognition or
attention. Since this time, expertise about
physical, sexual and emotional abuse has
expanded as have strategies and services
used to deal with these issues. Previously, the
department protected children by removing
them from parental care, using the Children's
Services Act 1965 to intervene. Today,
removal of children from the care of their
parents is seen as a last resort when the
child's safety cannot be ensured in any other
way. More importantly, the department
includes the family in decision making about
their children and assesses the needs of the
children within the family, providing necessary
assistance and support.

Much of the department's child protection
work with families is performed without the
need for a legal order. Only a small number of
children where abuse or neglect is
substantiated are removed from home. In
1995-96, less than 7% of substantiated child
protection concerns required formal child
protection orders. One quarter of the children
removed from home for their own protection
were able to return home within 12 months.
This is indicative of the Department's main
response to child abuse as protecting children
by supporting and assisting the family.

Since coming into power, this
Government has been prominent in promoting
the rights and wellbeing of children in
Queensland. In September last year, I
introduced to Parliament legislation to
establish the first Children's Commission in
Australia. The impact of the Children's
Commission, which commenced operations in
December 1996, is already being felt with the
recent release of the Children's
Commissioner's report into paedophilia in
Queensland. The Children and Families Bill will

ensure the right of all our children to protection
from harm, irrespective of whether the risk to
them is from inside or outside their family.

A major review of child protection
legislation and policy in Queensland took place
in 1993 and 1994, with a comprehensive
consultation process undertaken following the
release of an issues paper. Since this coalition
Government came into power, further
extensive consultation has taken place with
Government, non-Government agencies and
community interest groups as well as other
members of the Legislative Assembly.
Comments and recommendations received
during the consultation process have been
taken into consideration in finalising the Bill
which is before honourable members.

The Bill aims to establish a child
protection system based on a partnership
between the community, families and the
State where the premise is that such a
partnership will best provide for the care and
protection of the State's children. While the
court will continue to have overriding authority
for child protection, wherever possible the
child, the family and departmental officers will
all work together to find solutions acceptable to
everyone.

The focus of the Children and Families Bill
1997 is on children being safely cared for and
protected by their families. The Chief
Executive's functions include the provision of
preventive and support services to strengthen
and support families, to reduce child abuse
and neglect and to promote a partnership
between Government, non-Government
agencies and the community. The new
legislation will facilitate an improved
coordination of services assisting in the
protection of children and providing assistance
to families.

This Bill authorises officers from my
department and police officers to investigate
child abuse allegations and to assess the
needs of children and their families. This is not
included in the current Children's Services Act.
These officers will have the authority to enter
premises to speak with a child and view a
home if necessary. This is consistent with the
primary purpose of the Bill to protect children.

The range of orders available in the new
legislation is a major reform. Applications for
temporary assessment orders may be made to
the magistrate. These orders may provide
interim protection for a child prior to a decision
about further action. Short and long-term
orders ensure a range of options are available
for individual cases. In each individual case,
the chief executive has obligations to the
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parents and child. A two yearly review of each
long-term custody order will also occur so that
children will not get "lost within the system".

Families of children subject to a protection
order will have a number of rights under the
Bill. Families will be involved in planning and
decision making about the child's needs, be
provided with written records of meetings, and
be encouraged to maintain contact with their
children as appropriate. Where children are
placed away from their parents, placement
should be with family members where
possible. Parents and children can expect the
alternative care to be of a high standard with
care providers being reviewed every two years. 

The rights of children as individuals to
express their views and have them considered
seriously is today accepted and is reinforced
throughout the Bill. In most families, children,
depending on their age and maturity, are able
to make some decisions seen as important to
them. In the same way, children who are the
subject of protective action or who may be in
care should be given the opportunity to be
involved in decision making about their short
and long-term futures.

Another important initiative in the
legislation is the inclusion of the provisions to
specifically address the need of Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander people to be involved in
decisions concerning their children and
families. A function of the chief executive is to
assist Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
communities to establish their own programs
for preventing or reducing child abuse or
neglect within the communities. Further, he
must consult with recognised Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander agencies about the
administration of the Act in relation to their
children. When intervention occurs in
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander families in
relation to the protection or placement of their
children, the recognised Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander agency or person must be
consulted. The department or the Children's
Court must also have regard for the principle
that an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander child
should be cared for within their own
community. At all times, traditional values,
cultural identity and religious beliefs of the
child's family shall be highly regarded.

In summary, the Children and Families Bill
will provide the basis for the protection of our
children and the support of their families into
the 21st century. This Bill places a strong
emphasis on protecting and caring for children
within their families where possible, recognises
the right of the child to protection, and

balances with this the responsibilities of the
family and of the State. 

The Bill promotes a partnership between
Government, non-Government agencies,
communities and families in taking
responsibility for and providing services for the
benefit and enhancement of children and their
families. The Children and Families Bill also
supports the responsibilities of Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander people for their
communities. 

The Bill has built on the strengths of
existing child protection policies within the
Department of Families, Youth and
Community Care and encompassed initiatives
in research into child protection practice and
new legislation in other jurisdictions. The Bill
provides new, less intrusive intervention
mechanisms to protect children and will ensure
that Queensland remains committed to
advocating for and meeting the needs of its
children and families well into the future.

Debate, on motion of Ms Bligh,
adjourned.

TOBACCO PRODUCTS (PREVENTION OF
SUPPLY TO CHILDREN) BILL

Hon. M. J. HORAN (Toowoomba
South—Minister for Health) (12.40 p.m.): by
leave, without notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to restrict the supply of
tobacco products to children, and for
other purposes."
Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. M. J. HORAN (Toowoomba South—
Minister for Health) (12.40 p.m.): I move—

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

The purpose of this Bill is to reduce the
number of children in Queensland who take up
smoking. Latest research by the University of
Queensland shows that of 270,000
Queensland school students in grades 7 to 12,
over 55,000, or 20%, are smokers. This is of
serious concern for the Government, and for
Queensland. Studies have shown that the
earlier a person takes up smoking, the more
difficult he or she will find it to quit. Also,
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because the health effects of smoking are
cumulative, the longer a person smokes, the
more likely it is that the person will develop
heart disease, cancer, or one of the other
health problems with which smoking is linked. 

A child who starts smoking before he or
she is 14 years old is 15 times more likely to
die of lung cancer than someone who has
never smoked. Of every four children who take
up smoking now, one will die in middle age of
a smoking-related illness and one will die in old
age of a smoking-related illness. The
Commonwealth Department of Health and
Family Services has estimated that smoking
costs the Australian community $12.7 billion
dollars per annum.

The importance of reducing the number
of children who take up smoking is recognised
not only by groups such as the Queensland
Cancer Fund, Australian Medical Association
and National Heart Foundation, but also by
businesses that sell tobacco. This is evident
from the fact that groups representing
businesses that sell tobacco have participated
in the development of this Bill in a positive and
cooperative way. 

In May of this year, the Queensland
Cancer Fund, Australian Medical Association,
Queensland Retail Traders and Shopkeepers'
Association and the Queensland Retail
Tobacco Traders' Association signed points of
agreement in relation to the Bill. The Motor
Trades Association subsequently wrote to me
to advise that the association also supports
the points of agreement. The Bill is consistent
with those points of agreement.

Earlier this month, staff from my office
met with representatives from each of those
groups, as well as the Queensland
Newsagents' Federation, the Queensland
Hoteliers' Association, the Registered and
Licensed Clubs Association of Queensland
and the Retailers' Association of Queensland.
All of those groups are supportive of measures
to curb youth smoking.

The Tobacco Products (Prevention of
Supply to Children) Bill will affect the day-to-
day operations of small and large businesses
across the State. The cooperation given by
these groups has enabled Queensland Health
to develop a practical Bill which clearly sets out
the responsibilities of business in relation to
preventing sales of tobacco to children.
Departmental officers have also consulted
unions and youth groups on the Bill. I want to
thank all the organisations which have given
their time and effort in assisting with the
development of the Bill. 

This Bill is part of a package of measures
aimed at reducing the uptake of smoking by
children. The package will include: a public
awareness campaign; the distribution of
education kits to businesses which sell
tobacco; the establishment of a toll free
telephone number to respond to any queries
businesses or employees might have about
the legislation; and the distribution of free
signage to businesses which sell tobacco.

The Government is also considering
options for a broader campaign targeted at
reducing demand for tobacco among young
people. The public awareness campaign will,
for example, let young people know that they
can expect to be asked for proof of age when
they purchase tobacco. The education kits will
include a guide to the Bill as it relates to over-
the-counter sales and sales from vending
machines. The kits will also include information
for employees of businesses which sell
tobacco. 

The Bill will reduce the number of children
who take up smoking by reducing the
availability of tobacco to children. This will be
achieved by educating and cooperating with
businesses which sell tobacco, and with the
general community, rather than through
heavy-handed enforcement. The education
component of the package to accompany the
Bill will be important in this regard. The
distribution of signage to get the message out
at the point of sale is also a key aspect of the
package. The Bill will replace the Juvenile
Smoking Suppression Act of 1905, which
allows tobacco to be sold to people over the
age of 16. Setting the age at 16 is no longer
acceptable. The Bill will prohibit the supply of
tobacco to people under 18. Moving the age
to 18 will bring Queensland into line with all
other Australian States and Territories.

Under the Bill, it will be an offence for a
tobacco product supplier, primarily retailers, to
personally supply tobacco to a child. People
who operate vending machines are dealt with
separately, and I will turn to those provisions
shortly. As I have said, it will be an offence for
a tobacco product supplier to personally supply
tobacco to a child. It will also be an offence for
a tobacco product supplier to allow his or her
employee to supply tobacco to a child.
However, it is the intention of the Bill that
tobacco product suppliers should not be
unfairly liable for the actions of their employees
where the tobacco product supplier has told
their employees not to sell tobacco to children. 

To ensure this will not happen, the Bill
sets out four prevention measures which
suppliers can take to minimise the chance that
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their employees will sell tobacco to children. If
a tobacco product supplier has taken the four
prevention measures, the supplier will not be
liable for the actions of the employee. This
offers fairness and certainty for retailers. The
four prevention measures are simple
measures that tobacco product suppliers will
easily be able to incorporate into their existing
management and employment practices. 

Firstly, the tobacco product supplier needs
to tell his or her employees that they must not
supply tobacco to a child, even if the child
claims to be purchasing tobacco for an adult.
Secondly, the tobacco product supplier needs
to tell his or her employees that they must ask
for proof of age before supplying tobacco to a
person, unless the person is clearly over the
age of 18. Thirdly, employees need to be told
that if, having received these instructions, they
supply tobacco to a child, they will have
committed an offence. Fourthly, employees
are to acknowledge these instructions in
writing.

The Bill also offers fairness for employees.
An employee of a tobacco product supplier will
only commit an offence if he or she supplies
tobacco to a child after his or her employer has
been through the four prevention measures
with the employee. This means that an
employee will not be liable for selling tobacco
to children unless he or she has first been told
that he or she must not sell tobacco to
children, and that it is an offence to sell
tobacco to children. 

Unions have expressed concerns that
employers will not properly explain employees'
responsibilities under this Bill to employees. To
respond to these concerns, the education
material sent to employers will emphasise the
necessity to properly explain to employees that
they must not sell tobacco to children.
Education and support will also be available for
employees to ensure that they understand the
legislation.

If a tobacco product supplier or an
employee of a tobacco product supplier
supplies tobacco to a child, but honestly and
reasonably believed that the child was an
adult, the supplier or employee will have a
defence under the Bill. However, if the supplier
or employee did not ask the child for proof of
age prior to supplying the tobacco to the child,
that will be evidence that the supplier or
employee's belief that the child was an adult
was not a reasonable belief. The intention of
this provision is to re-enforce that, in
commercial situations, the rule should be
"when in doubt ask for proof of age".

Where a tobacco product supplier
commits two offences within two years, the
court sentencing the supplier for the second
offence can order that the supplier be
prohibited from supplying tobacco for a period
of between two months and one year. The
court will also be able to set conditions on the
sale of tobacco by the tobacco product
supplier. However, where the tobacco product
supplier operates more than one outlet, the
order may only apply to the outlet or outlets
where the offences occurred. 

The Bill also contains provisions relating to
tobacco product vending machines. A
Queensland Health study in 1993 found that
children were successful in 97% of their
attempts to purchase tobacco from vending
machines. A 1992 study in New South Wales
found that children perceive vending machines
as the easiest source of tobacco. As members
might imagine, a vending machine known by
children in the area to be largely unsupervised
would fast become a prime source of tobacco
for children. Under the Bill, it will be an offence
to possess a vending machine in premises
other than premises licensed under the Liquor
Act. 
 Children cannot enter some licensed
premises, and would be accompanied by an
adult in most other licensed premises.
Licensed premises are generally not left
unsupervised while open to the public. In
addition, staff in licensed premises have
existing responsibilities for asking for proof of
age, and ensuring that children are not able to
obtain alcohol. Responsible practices by
licensees will ensure that vending machines in
licensed premises are not a viable source of
tobacco for children.

Currently, over 95% of the vending
machines in Queensland are already in
licensed premises. This Bill will cause some
inconvenience for businesses which use
vending machines on premises other than
licensed premises, and businesses which hire
out vending machines. I have taken steps to
minimise that inconvenience. The provision of
the Bill restricting the location of vending
machines to licensed premises will commence
six months after the other provisions of the Bill.
This is intended to give businesses which use
or hire vending machines time to dispose of
stock and make alternative arrangements.

The Director-General of Queensland
Health wrote to all known vending machine
hiring businesses in Queensland in October to
formally warn them that this Bill will restrict the
location of vending machines to licensed
premises. Given the delayed commencement
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of the relevant provision, vending machine
hiring businesses will have almost 12 months'
warning before the provision becomes
effective.

As well as restricting the location of
vending machines, the Bill will ensure that
people in charge of vending machines in
licensed premises behave responsibly in
relation to the machines. It will be an offence
for a licensee of licensed premises to allow a
child to obtain tobacco from a vending
machine on those licensed premises.
However, the Bill recognises that a licensee
cannot always prevent a child from obtaining
tobacco from a vending machine. Therefore,
the Bill sets out four prevention measures
which licensees can take to minimise the
chance that a child will obtain tobacco from a
vending machine on the licensed premises.

The four prevention measures are simply
commonsense management practices in
relation to vending machines. Firstly, the
licensee needs to locate the machine so that
the employees of the licensee can see the
people using that machine. For example, it
would not be appropriate to place the machine
in a corridor or entry area not usually visible to
staff members. Secondly, staff are to be
instructed that they are to take reasonable
steps to ensure that a child does not obtain a
tobacco product from the machine, even if the
product is for, or is claimed to be for, an adult.
For example, a staff member could tell a child
not to use the machine, and could call for
assistance from a senior staff member if the
child persists. Thirdly, the licensee needs to tell
staff that, unless a person seeking to use the
vending machine is clearly over 18, staff are to
sight proof of age before allowing the person
to use the machine. Fourthly, staff members
are to acknowledge these instructions in
writing. It is not necessary that licensees give
all their employees the necessary instructions.
The instructions only need to be given to
employees who work near the vending
machine and can observe its use in the course
of their employment. There is no liability for
employees under the vending machine
provisions of the Bill because, unlike over-the-
counter situations, no individual employee is
involved in supplying tobacco to a child where
the supply occurs via a vending machine.

As with tobacco product suppliers, courts
will be able to prohibit persistent offenders
from possessing a tobacco product vending
machine for between two months and a year.
The Bill will also require that tobacco product
suppliers place signage about the Bill at the
point of sale, and that similar signs be affixed

to vending machines. Queensland Health will
supply the necessary signage free of charge to
retailers and licensees of licensed premises.

Under the Bill, it will also be an offence for
an adult to supply tobacco to a child where the
supply occurs other than as part of a business
activity or via a vending machine. This is
intended to pick up the situation where, for
example, an older acquaintance of a child
purchases tobacco on behalf of the child.
However, it will not be an offence for an adult
to supply tobacco to a child where the adult is
the child's parent or guardian. The Bill also
prohibits the sale of cigarettes or cut tobacco
below certain minimum quantities. Small
packets of cigarettes are inexpensive, and are
therefore very attractive to children because
they have low levels of disposable income.
These provisions therefore provide an
additional means of reducing the availability of
tobacco to children. The Bill also prohibits the
supply in a commercial situation of food or toys
which resemble tobacco products, or the
packaging of tobacco products. The reason for
this is that studies have shown that children
who use products such as lolly cigarettes are
more likely to experiment with tobacco than
children who have not used such products.

The Bill will mainly be enforced by
environmental health officers from Queensland
Health. Police officers will play a supporting
role where required. Environmental health
officers and police officers will have usual
investigative powers, such as powers of entry
and search. In addition, an environmental
health officer or police officer who sees a
person being supplied with tobacco and who
suspects that the person is a child will be able
to require the person to show proof of age. If
the person does not or cannot supply proof of
age, or the proof of age indicates that the
person is a child, the officer will be able to
demand the person's name and address.
Without this power, an environmental health
officer or police officer might see a young
looking person being supplied with tobacco,
and have no means of establishing that
person's age.

As I mentioned earlier, tobacco retailers
and licensees under the Liquor Act will be sent
a kit containing the signage required to be
displayed under the Bill, and explaining their
responsibilities under the Bill. Queensland
Health will also provide a dedicated phone
number to answer any questions retailers or
licensees may have about the Bill. To give
retailers and licensees time to familiarise
themselves with the Bill and give instructions to
their staff, the Bill will commence in March
1998.
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Parents and schools in Queensland are
doing their best to stop children from taking up
smoking. But outside the home or school,
many children have found that it is easy to get
cigarettes. This is a situation which I am sure
many parents would find very worrying. This Bill
sends a clear message that it is unacceptable
to sell tobacco to children and will make it a lot
harder for children to get tobacco in
Queensland. I am confident that, in the long
term, these measures will help to reduce the
number of children who take up smoking in
Queensland and will, therefore, result in better
health outcomes for Queensland children later
in life. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mrs Edmond,
adjourned.

LAW COURTS AND STATE BUILDINGS
PROTECTIVE SECURITY AMENDMENT BILL

Hon. D. J. H. WATSON (Moggill—Minister
for Public Works and Housing) (12.55 p.m.), by
leave, without notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to amend the Law Courts
and State Buildings Protective Security
Act 1983, and for other purposes."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and
Bill, on motion of Dr Watson, read a first time.

Second Reading

Hon. D. J. H. WATSON (Moggill—Minister
for Public Works and Housing) (12.56 p.m.): I
move—

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

The Law Courts and State Buildings
Protective Security Act 1983 established the
State Government Protective Security Service
to provide security to law courts in Brisbane
and to declared State buildings. In addition to
providing a security presence in Government
buildings, the security service also carries out
mobile patrol services and monitors alarms
installed in a number of buildings owned or
occupied by the State Government and
statutory authorities and, in limited
circumstances, to non-State Government
entities such as hospitals and schools.

Amongst the changes since the
introduction of the Act in 1983 has been the
provision of security to State schools. Since its
introduction in 1989, the School Security

Program has expanded to now include security
monitoring or patrol response to nearly half the
State schools in Queensland. The program
has been successful in substantially reducing
the incidence of arson and damage at State
schools. This program is principally carried out
by the security service. The Act provides for
the appointment of protective security officers
and senior protective security officers. Senior
protective security officers are appointed to
declared buildings and have enforcement
powers, including the authority to search for
and seize firearms and offensive weapons,
and to detain alleged offenders until they can
be surrendered into police custody. They do
not have the power of arrest which is reserved
for police officers. Protective security officers
do not have any enforcement powers. The
security service operates within QPM Property
Management, a business unit of the
Department of Public Works and Housing.
QPM Property Management is a declared
significant business activity under the
Queensland Competition Authority Act 1997.
The only source of revenue of the security
service is the fee charged for services
rendered to users.

The Bill contains a provision that enables
the security service to provide security to all
State buildings, including State schools,
without the need to obtain a specific
declaration for each building under the Act.
The Bill also provides that senior protective
security officers will be able to exercise
enforcement powers in any State building
without specific appointment to that building,
as is presently required. This is intended to
promote greater flexibility in the operations of
the security service and lessen the
administrative burden to Government.

The search and seizure powers of senior
protective security officers will be extended to
apply not only to firearms, explosive
substances and offensive weapons but also to
"noxious or offensive substances or things".
This will enable these powers to be used
where an offender is carrying substances such
as acid or blood. Protective security officers will
be able to assist senior protective security
officers when detaining an offender or suspect.
Currently, only senior protective security
officers may assist each other in this activity.
The power of search has been further refined
to provide appropriate limits on the search
procedure, in recognition of the intrusive
nature of this process. This includes ensuring
that a person must be warned before a
personal search is conducted, and that a
personal search must be conducted by a
person of the same sex.
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The Bill contains provisions to clarify the
role of the security service within the context of
a commercial business unit of Government.
The Bill will enable the security service to
provide security on a commercial basis to
statutory authorities and non-State
Government entities, where this power is
delegated. However, officers of the security
service will not have any enforcement powers
except when operating within a State building.

Other minor amendments to the Act will
enable the security service to be more
responsive to client demand and flexible in its
administration and operations. The Bill
contains an amendment to the Criminal Law
(Rehabilitation of Offenders) Act 1986 to allow
a search for any criminal history of applicants
for positions in the security service. This is a
procedural amendment to enable compliance
with the current provision in the Law Courts
and State Buildings Protective Security Act
1983 prohibiting the appointment as a
member of the security service of a person
who has been convicted of a serious criminal
offence. I commend this Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Schwarten,
adjourned.

Sitting suspended from 1 p.m. to
2.30 p.m.

MISCONDUCT TRIBUNALS BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 7 October (see p. 3602).

Hon. M. J. FOLEY (Yeronga) (2.30 p.m.):
The Opposition will support this Bill. The Bill
transfers tribunals from the jurisdiction of the
Criminal Justice Commission to an
independent status. As such, it reflects the
bipartisan approach taken by the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee of
removing the misconduct tribunals from the
responsibility of the Criminal Justice
Commission. That reflects in turn the
difference between the role of the Criminal
Justice Commission as a body to investigate
alleged misconduct and the role of the tribunal
to determine whether such misconduct has
occurred and to take appropriate action in
response to a finding of such misconduct. As
the Minister referred to in his second-reading
speech, the previous Government had
resolved to adopt a similar course of action.

Consideration was given by the previous
Government to vesting that responsibility with
the District Court. I note that the current
Government has adopted the approach of an
independent tribunal. There are arguments
either way. In his second-reading speech, the

Minister indicated a preference for the tribunal
to be independent of the District Court. I make
no quarrel with that, although I do point out
that it is not uncommon for courts to exercise
certain functions of disciplinary tribunals. For
example, with regard to optometrists and the
medical profession, it is not uncommon for
courts to be constituted as tribunals for the
purpose of striking off any practitioners who
are found to have been in breach of the
appropriate standards of conduct. Accordingly,
I do not accept the reasoning of the Attorney
that "It would be inappropriate for the judiciary
to be determining public sector disciplinary
matters." If that is indeed the Attorney's view, it
is hard to understand why he would not be
engaged in a wholesale removal of the role of
courts in constituting professional disciplinary
tribunals. That being said, it is not an
unreasonable course of action to set up the
tribunal independently.

I note that the Bill makes provision for
avoiding double punishment in the case where
a person engages in conduct that is both in
contempt of a misconduct tribunal and an
offence. The Bill provides that in such a case
the offender may be proceeded against for the
offence, but the offender is not liable to be
punished twice for the same conduct. That
provision is unobjectionable, but it does raise
the broader question as to what occurs where
persons are, for example, acquitted of criminal
offences and disciplinary proceedings are then
brought against them. It is worth keeping in
mind that it is quite important that there be
opportunity for disciplinary proceedings to be
brought in cases even where a person has
been acquitted of a criminal offence. The
reasons for that should be obvious, but
sometimes in the sound and fury of debate
that reasoning can be lost.

The reasons are, firstly, that there is a
different standard of proof involved. The
standard of proof in criminal matters is a proof
beyond reasonable doubt, whereas in
disciplinary matters the standard of proof will
depend upon the circumstances. Clearly,
where the resultant penalty may include the
dismissal of a person from his or her
employment, that matter must be treated
seriously. However, the approach to be
adopted in determining whether or not to
continue to employ a person involves a
fundamentally different question from the
approach to be adopted when one is
considering whether or not a person should be
convicted of a criminal offence. It is important
in the case particularly of a disciplined body,
such as a police service, that there be
provision for disciplinary proceedings. The
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history of this State shows that such
proceedings were inadequate for a very long
time. 

If one goes back to the position of the
Police Complaints Tribunal, one sees an
example of the unsatisfactory nature of the
procedures that were used. Indeed, even prior
to that, there were very unsatisfactory
situations in which proper disciplinary
proceedings were not able to be brought. That
resulted in the flourishing of corruption in the
police force. It also resulted in the flourishing of
the practice of verballing in the police force as
it then was. Verballing is a colloquial name for
perjury.

Mr Lucas interjected. 
Mr FOLEY: Perhaps so. I thank the

honourable member for Lytton for his incisive
observation. 

It should be remembered that the practice
of verballing was found to be pervasive in the
Queensland police force by the commission of
inquiry into the enforcement of criminal law
headed by Justice Lucas in 1977 and 1978.
Accordingly, the form and structure of a
misconduct tribunal are of the greatest
importance for it is absolutely vital to the future
of an efficient and effective Police Service that
there be a misconduct tribunal capable of
ensuring that the Police Service is rid of
officers who would engage in corruption,
misconduct, verballing and so on. 

In this respect, it is salutary to remember
that, but for an accident of history, this
Parliament might well find itself debating a very
different form of Bill. I refer in particular to the
provisions set out at page 9 of the
memorandum of understanding between the
Police Union and the current Police Minister,
Russell Cooper, in his former capacity as
shadow Minister for Police and with the current
Premier, Mr Borbidge, in his then capacity as
the Opposition Leader.

In that document at page 9, paragraph
(d) states that double jeopardy shall no longer
apply: once an officer has been dealt with in
any jurisdiction, no further action shall be taken
against him over the same matter. The
response of Mr Cooper and Mr Borbidge to
that, set out in the memorandum of
understanding, is agreed. That would have
resulted in a fundamental flaw in the
apparatus of discipline in the Police Service.

Contrary to the secrecy that surrounded
the original formation of the memorandum of
understanding, we are fortunate that this
sordid agreement saw the light of day. If that
were not the case, we would have the parlous

situation where police officers, having been
dealt with in a criminal jurisdiction, would be
immune from the operations of the Misconduct
Tribunal. In other words, that would have been
an invitation to a return to the bad old days: it
would have been an invitation to return to the
corruption and the systematic perjury in the
form of verballing that, regrettably,
characterised the Queensland police force.
Queenslanders can feel fortunate that that
sordid agreement was exposed to the light of
day and that the agreement to introduce such
a provision, as set out at paragraph (d) on
page 9, was able to be scotched by the force
of public opinion. 

Similarly, on that same page at paragraph
(b), that agreement provides that simple
offences, misconduct and discipline matters
shall be dealt with by the Queensland Police
Service, and at paragraph (a) that the CJC
shall be responsible for serious criminal
matters only. If that had also come into
operation, we would have seen the apparatus
of discipline in the Police Service and, indeed,
among public officials more broadly, dealt a
body blow. It is easy to forget just how
endangered the proper apparatus of discipline
was in this State because of this sordid secret
agreement. The two paragraphs to which I
referred were explicitly agreed on page 10 of
the document as being agreed on behalf of
the coalition. 

The situation that we now find ourselves
in is that, because of public pressure, the
Government has not been able to go down
the course of action agreed upon by Mr
Cooper and Mr Borbidge. The Government
has been forced to adhere in some respects to
the apparatus of discipline that was
recommended by Mr Fitzgerald, QC, as he
then was. A little later this afternoon we shall
deal with the question of the Government's
attempts to wage a vendetta against the
Criminal Justice Commission and, in particular,
its efforts in the Criminal Justice Legislation
Amendment Bill to weaken the fight against
corruption and to make life easier for would-be
corrupt police officers. 

In so far as the Misconduct Tribunals Bill
maintains the apparatus of discipline
contemplated by Fitzgerald, contrary to the
secret agreement, the Opposition is prepared
to support it. It is important that in any
disciplined body there be a tribunal that acts
fairly and acts in good faith, but is capable of
ensuring that the high standards expected by
the public of police officers and public officials
are indeed maintained. Accordingly, the
Opposition will support the Bill.
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Mr LUCAS (Lytton) (2.45 p.m.): The
purpose of this Bill is to correct the deficiency
in the Criminal Justice Act that allows the
Official Misconduct Division of the Criminal
Justice Commission to also house the
misconduct tribunal. Of course, it is not
appropriate to have both the investigation and
the adjudication arms of official misconduct
housed in the one organisation. That is no
reflection on the Criminal Justice Commission
misconduct tribunals of the past. They have
conducted themselves according to law and in
the best interests of this State. They have
reduced very much the level of official
corruption and the level of police corruption.
That is something that should be of great
comfort to us. It is a very different police
culture that we have in our State now
compared to the culture that we had prior to
the Fitzgerald reform process. 

For those who do not think that that is
important to the little people in the street, I
point out that the little people in the street are
the ones who are most penalised by bribery
and corruption because they are not
connected, they are not in the loop of that
intrigue and, ultimately, they are the ones who
benefit from having a society that is run
according to law and according to appropriate
and ethical standards of conduct. Although
this Bill casts no reflection on the Criminal
Justice Commission in its past handling of
misconduct tribunals, it is very important that
justice be seen to be done. That is why it is
important that this Bill achieves the purpose of
having misconduct tribunals situated outside
the Criminal Justice Commission. 

In respect of the composition of the
tribunal, the Parliamentary Criminal Justice
Committee recommended that there be a full-
time chair and part-time lay members.
However, the Bill provides that all of the
members will be legal practitioners and that all
of them will be part time. I and the other
members of the Opposition support those
provisions of the Bill, which are contrary to the
recommendations contained in the PCJC
report, for a number of reasons. Firstly, we are
dealing with issues that relate to the livelihoods
of those people who appear before the
misconduct tribunal. So it is very, very
important that the tribunal affords those
people the maximum legal protection. A whole
range of legal decisions have canvassed the
various standards of proof that are required by
courts and tribunals. As we all know, in criminal
cases the standard of proof is proof beyond
reasonable doubt. In civil cases, such as those
which are heard in the local Magistrates Court
about a motor vehicle accident, the standard

of proof is on the balance of probabilities. Of
course, there is a range of standards in
between. At the highest level of that range in
between is that which applies to misconduct
tribunals. 

It is very, very important that the full
protection of the law is afforded to people who
appear before those tribunals because of the
very onerous penalties that they can suffer.
The misconduct tribunals cannot imprison
people, but they can deprive people of their
careers and livelihoods. That could have a
substantial economic effect on them and their
families and also on their superannuation
entitlements. Of course, if a person is corrupt
or has done the wrong thing by the people of
this State, it is quite appropriate that that
person should be dealt with in that way.
However, it is important that everybody has
confidence in the system. That is also one of
the reasons why the Opposition agrees with
the Government that it is important that
members of the tribunal possess legal
qualifications to ensure that due process is
accorded to those persons.

In relation to the sessional nature of
tribunal appointments, it is arguable that
appointing part-time members is more efficient
than appointing full-time members who may or
may not have to sit depending on the
workload. A situation may arise in which, even
though a full-time member has been
appointed, another member is needed
because, at a particular time, there might be a
higher workload. At other times, there may be
no workload. It would be different if the tribunal
was a part of the District Court, because the
judges could do something else. However,
given that this will be a specialist tribunal, it is
important that it has the flexibility that
sessional employment on a part-time basis
allows. 

Finally, I believe that often the best
people are appointed to sit on the tribunal if
they are appointed on a part-time basis. To
appoint somebody to the tribunal on a full-time
basis, one would have to pay them a very
large amount of money to attract them away
from what may be a lucrative practice at the
Bar or in the solicitors' branch of the
profession. The problem is that while many
legal practitioners are public spirited and willing
to help the Government and the people of
Queensland by sitting on tribunals such as the
Anti-Discrimination Tribunal or the Misconduct
Tribunal, they are not prepared to make a full-
time commitment to that job. While those
people maintain an interest in the area of
general practice, they are prepared to assist
the State by sitting on a part-time basis. That



28 Oct 1997 Misconduct Tribunals Bill 3875

is an important point, because we need to get
the best people. Often one can become a little
insular if all one does is sit on one particular
tribunal. 

In its report, the Scrutiny of Legislation
Committee raised the issue of signposting. It is
very important that the Attorney takes the
committee's comment on board. The
Misconduct Tribunals Act will be accessed by a
lot of people, and not necessarily legal people.
Therefore, it is very important that the Act is
self-contained. I have complained before
about the Residential Tenancies Act needing
the Acts Interpretation Act to be read with it,
rather than standing alone. It is very important
that the people who pick up the Misconduct
Tribunals Act can read it on its face. The
Attorney should give serious consideration to
altering the Act so that the appropriate
definitions referred to in the Criminal Justice
Act are incorporated in the Misconduct
Tribunals Act. That is not a big thing and I am
not sure why the Attorney has a problem with
it. It seems to me that that would make it more
user friendly. There is nothing worse than
confusion for people who are not familiar with
the law but who are participating in it. 

While this Bill is very commendable,
shortly we will debate a Bill that, in many
respects, is not very commendable. That is
part of the Jekyll-and-Hyde character of the
Attorney-General. He often introduces good,
sensible legislation such as the Misconduct
Tribunals Bill or the Succession Amendment
Bill, but he cannot resist the urge to return to
his dark side and attack the Criminal Justice
Commission or waste $14.5m on the
Connolly/Ryan inquiry. We will discuss that in a
little more detail later today. There are a
number of good initiatives in the Criminal
Justice Legislation Amendment Bill that will be
debated later, but they are wrapped up with
the bad. It does the Attorney-General no credit
to bow to the more base elements in the
Government parties which urge him to get
square and attack the CJC, when he can do
so much good by introducing Bills such as the
Misconduct Tribunals Bill that will actually
benefit the people of Queensland. I urge the
Attorney-General to think of the future and
think of the way that the State wants to
develop. Let us see some more legislation
such as the Misconduct Tribunals Bill and the
Succession Amendment Bill, and less of the
"get the CJC", "get Mr Carter" and "get Frank
Clair" type of legislation that he seems to let
through every now and again.

In conclusion, this is an important Bill. It
has a number of good initiatives and will assist
with cleansing corruption so that people can

be even more confident in their dealings with
public officials. We should never tolerate
corruption and we should prosecute people
who are involved in it to the full extent of the
law. Society should be happy that tribunals are
run in accordance with the rule of law. It is very
important that the House acknowledges that
this is an important Bill and one that should be
supported.

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN (Caboolture)
(2.54 p.m.): Mr Deputy Speaker——

Mr Grice: Rumpole No. 3.

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: There are at least
three Rumpoles on one side of the House and
none on the other side. That is a good
explanation of why so much of the flawed
legislation that my colleague the member for
Lytton has been talking about has been
brought to this Parliament bull-headed by the
Attorney-General. That is not what I was going
to talk about.

Mr Lucas: There are a few beanpoles
over that side.

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: Yes. I inform the
member opposite that I am not referring to this
Bill in that regard, because, surprisingly for the
Minister, this is an excellent Bill. 

Mr Lucas: He was having an off day.
Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: Yes. He probably

forgot to take his medication that morning. 

This is a good Bill and it serves a very
good purpose. I note that in his second-
reading speech the Minister said that it
corrects a fundamental flaw in the Criminal
Justice Act 1989. It is important for us to
remember that even in the most insignificant
piece of legislation, there is always room for
improvement. As has been said by other
speakers, this is a good improvement.
However, it is important that we consider the
particular improvement in the context of the
broader proceedings. 

I will say a little more to the Minister on
the signposting issue that my colleague the
member for Lytton raised. It is not his fault,
because he is relatively new in the Parliament
and I have been pursuing this issue since
1990. In respect of the negative responses
that the Scrutiny of Legislation Committee
receives from the Attorney in relation to
signposting within his own legislation, we need
to consider where that leaves the legislation
standard in this State. Let us take the example
of another senior frontbench member of the
Government, the Deputy Premier and
Treasurer, Mrs Sheldon. Having had the
Scrutiny of Legislation Committee point out
difficulties to her in relation to signposting, she
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is enthusiastically adopting the Scrutiny of
Legislation Committee's position and is making
moves to put definitions in the Act so that the
Act can be read by a lay reader. 

As the member for Lytton said, a person
who is not a member of Parliament or of a
particular profession ought to be able to read a
piece of legislation that affects them in two
ways. They should be able to read it because
it is drafted in language that is understandable
to them, that is, it is drafted in plain English.
They should also be able to read it because
they have all the information that they need.
People should not have to go to the
Government Printer's office and spend another
$30 on an Act, only to come home to find that
they should have got two Acts while they were
there and have to go back again. The
inclusion of all the necessary information in
legislation is important.

Mr Lucas: They can't even get it on the
Internet, because the Attorney won't let them
get it.

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: Absolutely.
Mechanisms are available to enable the
Attorney to include definitions in the Act with
some facility for them to be amended if they
need to be amended in the Act from which
they are taken. Importantly, we really need to
have legislation that is self-contained. The
member for Lytton mentioned the Acts
Interpretation Act. It is understandable that
people may need to have some recourse to
that Act when working out what legislation has
to say, but that should be as far as it goes.
The Act itself and the Acts Interpretation Act
should be enough.

Because of the Attorney's refusal to
accede to those sorts of requests and
because of the enthusiasm with which other
Ministers accept the logic of the position put by
the Scrutiny of Legislation Committee—in
particular that put by the member for Lytton
and me—we are getting two different
standards of legislation in this State. Not only
is it the case that people cannot read some of
the legislation; it is also not consistent. Across
some portfolios, people will be able to pick up
legislation and understand what an Act is
about, yet in others they will not be able to do
so. There is inconsistency in that respect. The
present Government should begin to take a
whole-of-Government approach to this issue. It
would not hurt the Attorney to sit down with his
colleagues and have a discussion about
legislative standards.

Mr Grice: You were remarkably quiet for
six years when you were in power.

Mr Beanland: No, he wasn't.

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: The Attorney-
General said, "No, he wasn't." The member
well knows that when I sat on the other side of
the Chamber as the then Chairman of the
Scrutiny of Legislation Committee I received
everything that the member's colleague the
member for Cunningham is receiving as the
current chairman of that committee, and more.
Nobody can get as angry as a Labor Party
frontbencher when he feels that he has been
slighted. The coalition frontbenchers are
beginners. Generally, I do not think that the
job asked of the Chairman of the Scrutiny of
Legislation Committee is understood by other
members of Parliament. That member has to
apply with pure intellectual honesty certain
legislative standards to the legislation being
brought to the Chamber. 

An honourable member: The poisoned
chalice. 

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: It is the poisoned
chalice; a member cannot get to the front
bench via that route. My good friend Victor
Perton in Victoria is still trying to survive two
terms as chairman of that State's Scrutiny of
Legislation Committee.

Mr Grice: You do agree then that our
legislation is more readable and
understandable than yours?

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: No, I do not. An
example would be the draft Criminal Code
passed by this Parliament but which was
removed by Government members. That
legislation was in plain English, but
Government members have returned to the
other standard. I do not agree that the
legislation of Government members is more
understandable, but it is lovely having a chat
to them about it. Perhaps we could do this
again some time.

I promised that my contribution would not
take long. However, I wish to raise one other
point. I commend the Attorney in relation to
the provisions in Part 4 headed "Division
1—Starting proceedings", where we find that
the commission—I wish to speak about the
commission in particular, because we will be
talking about it later—may start a proceeding
by filing a written charge of official misconduct
with the registrar of the tribunal and by giving
the prescribed person a copy of the charge.
Under the provisions that the Attorney is
hoping to introduce into legislation this
afternoon, the commission will be very lucky if
it can find the prescribed person to whom it
has given several months' notice of an
impending charge in order to get that person
before the tribunal. Perhaps the Attorney's
decision to go with part-time tribunal members
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is a wise one; they will not be having any
customers from the Criminal Justice
Commission.

Mr Lucas interjected. 

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: I suppose the soon
to be former member for Dickson would be a
suitable person for such an appointment. 

This is a good Bill. That fact is reflected in
the Opposition's support for it. It is well drafted.
However, it has a small problem that has wider
implications in terms of the way in which I see
the world. It is worthy of support. I hope that
the Attorney will pretend to agree that this is
simply a good change that has taken a little
longer than it ought to have rather than play
politics over this issue. I believe we will have
plenty of opportunity to play politics later today.

Hon. D. E. BEANLAND (Indooroopilly—
Attorney-General and Minister for Justice)
(3.04 p.m.), in reply: I thank the Opposition for
its support of this piece of legislation. It is worth
while noting that these changes were
proposed back in 1991. However, the former
Government, as was its way, did not have the
fortitude or the strength even to make these
amendments. It went to sleep. We know that.

The member for Yeronga said that he felt
that this could have been handled by the
District Court. Again, that flies in the face of the
PCJC's very clear recommendations in relation
to this matter. Back in 1991, when the current
Leader of the Opposition was the Chairman of
the Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee,
the PCJC recommended that the misconduct
tribunals be set up independently along these
lines. It took six years and the election of this
Government to see that reflected in this piece
of legislation. That certainly does not say much
for the former Labor Government—a
Government of paralysis—which failed to make
decisions even on what I would regard as a
fairly straightforward issue such as this one.
For five years nothing happened in relation to
this legislation, in spite of repeated requests
from the PCJC for action to occur.

If one looks at the PCJC report of 6
February 1995, we see that it went to great
lengths to spell out how it was opposed to the
court concept and supported an independent
tribunal. Page 99 of that report states—

"A decision to place the Tribunals
with the District Court would compromise
these principles. Administrative matters
and disciplinary matters would best be
determined and reviewed by bodies
external to the Courts, if at all possible.

In a situation where one of the major
complaints about the Misconduct

Tribunals is that they are 'overly legalistic',
it appears irreconcilable to place the
Tribunals in the jurisdiction of a court of
law. This action ignores the essential
administrative nature of the Tribunals.
With due respect to members of that
Court, the Committee remains to be
convinced that judges, who on a daily
basis act judicially in deciding legal
matters are able, when confronted with an
administrative action, to act
'administratively'."

It goes on and one could read at great length
comments from that report and others in
relation to this piece of legislation.

The member for Yeronga, who really
wanted it to go to the District Court, was the
odd person out in relation to this matter. That
is completely out of kilter not only with the
PCJC's recommendation but also that of other
Labor members. That recommendation was
made by the PCJC in its all-party bipartisan
committee report. 

The member for Lytton spoke about the
changes. I would agree with his comment that
this was no reflection on the Criminal Justice
Commission. However, it was and is a
reflection on the former Labor Government.
For over five years, that Government did
nothing in relation to that fundamental and
basic amendment supported since 1991 by
the all-party parliamentary committee. I think
the member felt that he had to have a shot at
the Connolly/Ryan inquiry. It did not cost
$14m. As he knows, it cost $7m. It is worth
while looking at the number of hearings in the
financial year to 30 June 1997. There were 66
days of hearings in respect of some five
matters of original jurisdiction, and some 10
appellant jurisdictional matters, totalling 15 in
all. That gives us some idea of the number of
matters coming before the misconduct
tribunals in the past financial year. 

The member for Caboolture spoke at
length about various matters. The member for
Lytton interjected about Acts being available
on the Internet. The former Government spent
several years making bold promises—and it
spent $2.5m in that regard—but it then
dropped the whole process back in about
1994 or early 1995 and did not proceed with it.
We will take up that matter and clean up
Labor's mess, as I am with this piece of
legislation and all of the other matters left
behind by the former Labor Government.

It is quite clear that this is a basic flaw in
relation to the Criminal Justice Commission
legislation. The Government is bringing this Bill
forward in terms generally as set out by the
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parliamentary committee. However, as we all
appreciate, between the recommendations
and what one has to put into a piece of
legislation, a great deal of work needs to take
place to transform a few lines of the
recommendations into legislation. We have
done just that and the Bill meets all of the
criteria to ensure that, in every sense, the
independence of the misconduct tribunals is
preserved whilst, at the same time, the
legislation certainly covers the ambit of those
who have to be approved for appointment by
the all-party PCJC. So the parliamentary all-
party committee has some degree of oversight
of the misconduct tribunals. It is quite clear
that this is a piece of legislation that will
remedy a defect that has been in the Act ever
since its commencement. I commend the Bill
to the House.

Motion agreed to.

Committee

Clauses 1 to 48, and Schedules 1 and 2,
as read, agreed to.

Bill reported, without amendment.

Third Reading

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

CENTRAL QUEENSLAND COAL
ASSOCIATES AGREEMENT AMENDMENT

BILL

Hon. D. J. SLACK (Burnett—Minister for
Economic Development and Trade and
Minister Assisting the Premier) (3.12 p.m.), by
leave, without notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to amend the Central
Queensland Coal Associates Agreement
Act 1968."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. D. J. SLACK (Burnett—Minister for
Economic Development and Trade and
Minister Assisting the Premier) (3.12 p.m.): I
move—

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

This Bill seeks to update and amend
various provisions of the Central Queensland
Coal Associates (CQCA) Agreement Act 1968
and the associated CQCA agreement to bring
them more in line with other current mining
legislation and with the principles of National
Competition Policy. The CQCA Agreement Act
was enacted in 1969 to allow Utah
Development Corporation (Utah) as the then
operator of the CQCA joint venture to establish
an export coking coal mining industry in central
Queensland. 

This Act gave Utah the right to explore a
huge portion of the Bowen Basin, under
authorities to prospect 6C and 67C, and select
a number of premium sites identified by this
exploration for development as special coal
mining leases (SCMLs). This legislation also
gave the joint venture special rights to enable
fast-track development of these sites over and
above that normally permitted by the mining
legislation of the time but also included
restrictions on the mining and sale of coal. 

The CQCA Act and agreement covers
current mining and infrastructure leases at the
major coking coal mines at Goonyella, Peak
Downs, Saraji and Norwich Park, and over the
presently unworked Daunia deposit of central
Queensland. The CQCA joint venture is a
major mining consortium currently headed by
BHP as majority holder and operator, following
its purchase of Utah Development Corporation
in 1984.

The review of the Central Queensland
Coal Associates (CQCA) agreement, which has
resulted in the present Bill, commenced in late
1996. This review initially investigated the
possible removal of certain restrictive clauses
that could have negatively impacted on a
proposal by the CQCA companies to commit
to over $500m worth of capital expenditure on
expansion of their central Queensland coal
mining operations. The review was, however,
subsequently expanded to address all mining-
related aspects of the CQCA Act and
agreement. 

This widening of the review was done to
ensure a balanced treatment of both the
special benefits and restrictions that apply to
the CQCA companies under the agreement in
keeping with the stated aims of National
Competition Policy. This review also provided
an opportunity to rationalise the CQCA
agreement through the removal or
modification of a large number of redundant
and/or expired provisions. The CQCA
agreement also currently contains Henry VIII
provisions that allow the agreement to be
modified through regulation. This Bill will
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remove these provisions in compliance with
recent recommendations by the Scrutiny of
Legislation Committee.

The joint venture has also recently written
to the Premier advising that one of the CQCA
joint venture partners, the AMP Society,
wishes to sell its 8.6% interest in the joint
venture to the remaining companies. Changes
to the CQCA agreement to reflect this change
in interest are required to facilitate this sale
and it is proposed that these be progressed as
part of the current legislative package. To
achieve the objectives I have just outlined, this
Bill now seeks to—

delete clauses relating to the production
and sale of coal considered to be unfairly
restrictive according to National
Competition Policy guidelines from the Act
and agreement;

remove the Henry VIII provisions from the
Act and the agreement so as to prevent
amendment of the agreement by
regulation;

impose a sunset provision to terminate
stamp duty concessions provided in the
agreement from 31 December 2002; 

normalise mining lease rental rates as
from 31 December 1997 to those that
would have normally applied had the
SCMLs been granted under standard
mining legislation;

increase penalties for non-compliance
with lease conditions in line with those
prescribed by the Mineral Resources Act;

remove provisions in the CQCA
agreement that have been made
redundant by legislative changes
elsewhere;

remove expired provisions and clauses;
and

acknowledge changes to the ownership
make-up of the CQCA joint venture.

This Bill will also make some minor
editorial changes and corrections to better
reflect current legislative principles and usage.
Provisions in the CQCA Agreement Act and
the CQCA agreement require that the
agreement of both the Premier acting for the
State and all the CQCA joint venture partners
is obtained before any amendment of the
CQCA agreement can be made. All proposed
changes to the CQCA agreement have thus
been made in close consultation with the joint
venture partners through the majority holder
and operator BHP and the CQCA companies
have indicated their agreement to all the
proposed changes. There are no native title

implications arising from any of the
amendments contained in this Bill. 

Other proposed amendments to the
CQCA agreement with possible native title
implications were identified by this current
review but have been deferred for
consideration in a proposed future Bill following
Commonwealth clarification and amendment
of the Native Title Act. Although this review of
the Central Queensland Coal Associates
(CQCA) Agreement Act 1968 has been
conducted with National Competition Policy
principles in mind, it is not part of the National
Competition Policy (NCP) legislative review
timetable. This exclusion is based on the
grounds that it is an agreement Act
underpinning a commercial arrangement to
provide private sector infrastructure in
Queensland. 

The review of the CQCA Agreement Act
leading to this amendment Bill was triggered
by a request from the CQCA companies and
was not conducted for specific NCP purposes.
There are no negative financial implications for
the State arising from this Bill. Amendments
removing stamp duty exemptions and
normalising rental rates are, in fact, anticipated
to increase State revenue by over $437,000
per annum. The Bill will also simplify the
legislative framework that applies to the CQCA
mining leases, enabling potential savings in
administrative costs. Passage of this Bill will
also help facilitate the commitment of over
$500m in new investment in the central
Queensland coalfields that will have significant
flow-on benefits to the local and State
economy. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Foley,
adjourned.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 7 October (see p. 3604).

Hon. M. J. FOLEY (Yeronga) (3.20 p.m.):
Tomorrow is the anniversary of the resignation
of Ken Carruthers, QC. It is significant that this
Parliament should come back to debate
amendments to the Criminal Justice Act a year
after this dreadful event occurred. It was as a
result of previous amendments to the Criminal
Justice Act, introduced by Attorney-General
Beanland, that the Connolly/Ryan commission
was empowered to seize certain documents of
the Criminal Justice Commission. It was in
connection with the appointment of the
Connolly/Ryan commission and the
amendments to the Criminal Justice Act which
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followed that the destruction of the Carruthers
Inquiry, to the great shame of Queensland
law, was permitted to happen.

Here, a year later, we see the
Government still embarked on its vendetta
against the CJC. This Bill weakens the fight
against corruption. It maintains the
Government's fight against the Criminal Justice
Commission. This Bill is a disgrace. It is an
attack on the progress that has been made in
the years since the Fitzgerald inquiry against
corruption. It sets the clock back in
fundamental ways in the fight against
corruption at the very time that evidence has
emerged here in Queensland, and abundant
evidence has emerged in the Wood royal
commission in New South Wales, that
corruption in the Police Service is nothing
about which we can afford to be complacent.

When will this Government learn that it
should get on with the job of attacking
corruption rather than continuing its mindless
vendetta against the CJC? The Government
has sought to justify this legislation on the
grounds of accountability—this coming from an
Attorney-General who refuses to be
accountable to the Parliament and resign,
notwithstanding the vote of no confidence of
this Parliament in the Attorney-General. This
Attorney-General, who was the subject of a
vote of no confidence precisely because he
was the Minister responsible for the
Connolly/Ryan commission's unlawful and
improper nobbling of the Carruthers inquiry, is
the Minister who comes to this House with yet
another assault on the commission set up to
protect Queenslanders against a return to the
dark days when corruption had this State by
the throat.

It is a day of shame for Queensland that
this legislation should be brought in, and that it
should be brought in in such a way. The
process whereby this legislation has come
before the Parliament is an utter shambles.
This process was not the process envisaged in
the Fitzgerald report. The Fitzgerald report
envisaged a process based upon
bipartisanship, a process based upon the work
of the all-party Parliamentary Criminal Justice
Committee. Instead, what we saw was an
approach based upon a creature of the
Executive, namely a commission of inquiry.

Instead of trusting the Parliament, the
Government set up a commission of inquiry in
the form of Messrs Connolly and Ryan to carry
out their work of inquiry into the Criminal
Justice Commission. That in itself was a
significant and disappointing departure from
the principle of parliamentary review, but it was

by no means the worst feature of the process,
for the Connolly/Ryan commission itself was
brought into existence for an improper purpose
by this Government. It was brought into
existence in order to nobble the Carruthers
inquiry into Police Minister Cooper and Premier
Borbidge. That was why it was brought into
existence, and it is because of this
fundamentally flawed process that we have
before the Parliament such a dog's breakfast
of amendments.

I shall address, firstly, the process
whereby this material has come before the
Parliament and outline the recent history of
that process. Secondly, I shall deal with
specific problems in the content of the
legislation. Thirdly, I foreshadow a course of
action designed to address this in a proper
process and designed to confront the real
issue, namely the reform of this legislation so
as to ensure that the fight against corruption is
its true goal.

Let me deal firstly with the process of the
historical background. The history of corruption
in this State is a long one, but in modern times
we have seen a number of royal commissions
brought into existence in order to combat the
evil of corruption. We saw the National Hotel
royal commission presided over by then
Justice Gibbs of the Queensland Supreme
Court, and later Chief Justice of the High Court
of Australia. That royal commission must be
regarded, with the benefit of hindsight, as a
spectacular failure for it did not identify the
roots of corruption that were beneath the
surface.

In 1977 a commission of inquiry was
established, headed by Supreme Court Judge
the Honourable Mr Justice Lucas, and
involving an eminent criminal barrister, Mr Des
Sturgess, QC, and retired Chief
Superintendent Becker of the police force.
That commission of inquiry looked hard and
long at a number of evils which had flourished
in the police force and identified, among other
things, that the practice of verballing had
become pervasive in the Queensland police
force. Verballing is a polite or colloquial term
for perjury, and it is a matter of deep historical
regret that it was allowed to flourish for so long.

It is important to remember the lessons of
history, because unless we learn those lessons
we will repeat the mistakes. One of the key
recommendations of that Lucas inquiry in
1978 was that there be rotation of police
officers assigned to the Licensing Branch. To
whom was that recommendation made? It was
made to the Honourable Bill Lickiss, a Liberal
Attorney-General. We had a fatal combination.
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We had the then Premier of the day, Bjelke-
Petersen—a corrupt Premier— and a weak
Liberal Attorney-General, and that fatal
combination resulted in that recommendation
not being implemented. Had that been
implemented in 1978—that one, single, simple
recommendation—we could not have seen
"The Joke", over which Jack Herbert presided,
flourish in this State. But it was not acted on.
The Liberals and the Nationals turned a blind
eye to corruption then and, in this Bill, they are
turning a blind eye to corruption now.

The people of Queensland are entitled to
expect better from their Government. They are
entitled to expect that the resources of the
public purse and the resources of the legal
system will be applied with full force against
corruption. It should be a matter of deep
shame to the members of the Liberal and
National Parties that they were in Government
for such a long time during the aftermath of
the Lucas inquiry and failed to stem the
corruption which flourished. But instead of
learning the lesson of history, we see the
Nationals—aided and abetted by a gormless
Liberal Party—willing to repeat those mistakes
and failing to stand up on the issue of
corruption.

By 1987, the situation had become so
bad that Mr Fitzgerald, QC, had to be
appointed in order to deal with corruption
which had reached right into the highest
offices of Government. It is remarkable that
the former Government was able to preside
over a system that had a corrupt Police
Commissioner right at the top. The system of
"The Joke" had been allowed to flourish
precisely because key recommendations were
ignored and action was not taken. In the
aftermath of the Fitzgerald commission of
inquiry, the Labor Government was swept to
power in late 1989 with a mandate to combat
corruption. It provided the resources and the
determination to back the Criminal Justice
Commission and the Electoral and
Administrative Review Commission and to put
in place a series of reforms designed to attack
corruption and to address causes of corruption
in the political system.

The forces against the operation of the
Criminal Justice Commission and its fight
against corruption were never too far from the
surface. To this day we see, in the way in
which this Government came to power, the
problems which haunt the operation of the
criminal law and the fight against corruption. I
refer in particular to the events in the lead-up
to the Mundingburra by-election. I refer also to
the sordid, secret agreement between then
shadow Police Minister, Russell Cooper, then

Leader of the Opposition, Rob Borbidge, and
the Police Union and, in particular, to the
efforts, at page 9 of that secret memorandum
of understanding, to destroy the Criminal
Justice Commission and to set back the path
of reform irrevocably.

Let us remind ourselves that, under that
memorandum of agreement, at page 9 it was
provided that there would not be a role for the
CJC in investigating police misconduct. The
CJC was to be responsible "for serious criminal
matters only". That is the basis of the
agreement. That is the way in which the
coalition came to power. It came to power on
the basis of a secret deal to attack the Criminal
Justice Commission. It now comes before the
Parliament with an attack upon the criminal
justice system—albeit in a different form, but
an attack just the same—an attack which
brings great shame to this Government and an
attack which the Opposition will robustly resist.

That secret memorandum of
understanding was all about turning back the
clock on the reform process. It was an attempt
to go back to the bad old days when the CJC
did not get in the road, when the Government
of the day could do as it wished and turn a
blind eye to these problems, just as the
Government of the day, with a weak Liberal
Attorney-General and a corrupt Premier in
1977 and 1978, turned a blind eye to
corruption and ignored the recommendations
of the Lucas inquiry. As a result of that secret,
sordid memorandum of understanding, we
saw this coalition embark upon its attack
against the Criminal Justice Commission.

Mr Johnson: It was a vendetta against
the coalition. That's what we saw. It was
against Mr Cooper and against Mr Borbidge
and against a lot of other innocent people,
and you know it.

Mr FOLEY: I welcome the interjection
from the Minister for Transport, because that
view is precisely the view which has prompted
this Government to bring in the legislation. It is
this view which the——

Mr Veivers: Don't you know what a jury
is? You've probably been in courts.

Mr FOLEY: I strongly welcome these
interjections, because they demonstrate more
eloquently than I can the depth of paranoia
that has seized the Government.

Mr Johnson: No, the paranoia is over
there. That's where the paranoia is: on your
side.

Mr FOLEY: I again thank the Honourable
Minister for Transport, because his remarkable
candour has added a whole new dimension to
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this debate. It is because there is a belief held
by members of the coalition that there is a
vendetta against them that they behave in the
manner of those engaged in a vendetta,
because that is exactly what this legislation is.
It is a vendetta against the Criminal Justice
Commission. It is an attempt to hit back. It is
an attempt to wound the commission and to
weaken it in its fight against corruption,
because the Government holds this deeply
misconceived view that its legitimacy and
operations are threatened by the existence of
an independent anti-corruption agency. What
the Minister for Transport has said is very
revealing, because——

Mr Johnson interjected. 

Mr FOLEY: It is indeed.
Mr Johnson: You reveal a bit more; we

are listening.

Mr FOLEY: I thank the honourable
member, because if he listens carefully to the
content of this Bill he will be, I am sure, as
shocked as all honest citizens are by the fact
that a Government has gone down this path
precisely because it has adopted a siege
mentality against the CJC. It has lost the plot.
Instead of focusing on the fight against
corruption, the Government has focused on
the fight against the CJC. It is almost as if the
Government has lost sight of the fact that
there is a serious problem with corruption that
was identified in the Wood royal commission
and was revealed in part by the Carter
inquiry—although, in common with all
honourable members, I welcome the fact that
that inquiry did not reveal high levels of
systemic corruption. But this is the real politic
of it: this Government has engaged in a
catfight with the CJC. It wants to get square. It
wants the CJC to pay a very high price for the
CJC's audacity in investigating Premier
Borbidge and Police Minister Cooper. This
legislation is an attempt to do just that. 

In defending its process, the Government
relies upon the pre-election promise of setting
up a royal commission to investigate the CJC.
Let us have a good look at the timing of that
process. Was it simply honouring a pre-
election commitment, or was it motivated by
some other purpose? When one considers the
sequence of events last year, one realises that
they go as follows: on 27 August, Mr
Hampson, QC, counsel assisting the
Carruthers inquiry, expressed the view that
there was "enough evidence" against Mr
Cooper to support a charge; on 31 August, Mr
Connolly's opinion was presented, strongly
refuting any such suggestion and favouring Mr
Cooper. That was the subject of extensive

media publicity. Mr Connolly's view, as
expressed in the judgment of Mr Justice
Thomas earlier this year, was expressed in
such a way that Mr Justice Thomas said that it
might be thought, in the mind of a fair-minded
and informed member of the public, that the
Carruthers inquiry was a waste of time and
money. 

On 2 September, that is, two days later,
Attorney-General Beanland announced that
an inquiry into the CJC would be held. That is
to say, when was the Connolly/Ryan inquiry
announced? It was announced when Mr
Cooper was in the hot seat at the Carruthers
inquiry. That is when the Connolly/Ryan inquiry
was announced. We know that there was no
budgetary provision for it, because the
Attorney-General, Mr Beanland, told us as
much at the parliamentary Budget Estimates
committee hearing. This was not something
that was planned. It was not something that
was budgeted for. The Connolly/Ryan inquiry
was brought into existence for the simple
purpose of nobbling the Carruthers inquiry in
order to get Rob Borbidge and Russell Cooper
off the hook. It was not as if the Government
had not been warned. On 3 September, the
Opposition Leader, Mr Beattie, warned that
Peter Connolly should not be appointed to
head the inquiry, saying—

"I remember well that he has also
been a critic of the CJC, so he is hardly an
impartial person fit to carry out the job ...
anyone examining the CJC must be seen
to be independent and must be
independent."
Mr Johnson: Was Carruthers

independent?

Mr FOLEY: So far as I am aware he was
independent. I am aware of absolutely no
evidence to the contrary. Had there been any
such evidence, no doubt a challenge would
have been made to Mr Carruthers. So far as I
am aware, that was not done. Again I thank
the Minister for Transport, for his interjection
reveals the deep paranoia about Mr Carruthers
and the CJC that characterises the thinking of
Government members and which has
prompted them to take such extraordinary
measures. 

Significantly, in order to provide some
cover of legitimacy for the appointment of the
Connolly/Ryan inquiry, we saw the spectre of
the member for Broadwater on 13 September
last year making his allegations in Parliament
about an officer at the CJC. Four days later,
the Premier, Mr Borbidge, announced that the
inquiry was to be brought forward. We now
know, as a result of Mr Grice's candour, that
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the timing of his statement was one that had
been discussed with senior Government
Ministers. In other words, we had an
orchestrated chain of events, not budgeted
but brought on at the very time that the
Carruthers inquiry was addressing itself to the
fate of Mr Cooper. 

It was on 7 October last year that the
commission of inquiry established by Order in
Council was appointed and Mr Connolly was
appointed the commissioner to chair it. On 15
October the enabling legislation was passed
by the Parliament despite the Opposition's
raising very serious questions and opposing
the Bill. Throughout the course of October, we
saw the Connolly/Ryan inquiry embark upon
the purpose for which the Government had
established it, namely, to nobble the
Carruthers inquiry. Demands were made on 25
October by the Connolly inquiry which Mr
Justice Thomas, in his Supreme Court
judgment, said were "outrageous". A year ago
tomorrow, Mr Carruthers resigned. That is the
process. 

From then we saw the Connolly/Ryan
inquiry embark upon a course of action
unprecedented in the Western World. There
are many ways in which Attorney-General
Beanland has made history. He is the first
Attorney-General in the history of the Western
World, in the history of the Westminster
system, to cling to ministerial office despite
losing the confidence of the Parliament. He is
the first Attorney-General in the history of the
Western World to cause a commission of
inquiry to miscarry through political bias. We
have seen an extraordinary waste of public
money and we have seen an extraordinary
attack upon public confidence in the legal
system, because one simply cannot have a
commission of inquiry or royal commission go
off the rails so badly without damaging public
confidence in the institutions of the law.

This is something that has made ordinary
people the length and breadth of Queensland
scratch their heads and think, "How can it be
that this Government has got so much so
wrong so fast? How can it be that $3.5m on
the Carruthers inquiry had to go down the
gurgler because it was wrongly and improperly
nobbled? How can it be that a further $11m on
top of that had to go down the gurgler from
the Connolly/Ryan inquiry because this
Government got so much so wrong so fast?"
The effect of that waste, the effect of that
mismanagement and the effect of that
unlawful conduct was that we now find
ourselves without the benefit of a proper
process to consider the reforms to criminal
justice legislation. 

So when Mr Justice Thomas struck down
the Connolly/Ryan inquiry as being invalid, as
having miscarried by bias, the Government
found itself in a deeply embarrassing situation.
Instead of doing the right thing and going
along the path of an all-party parliamentary
committee, the Government hurried to cobble
together some amendments to present to this
House. On 16 September, it issued draft
legislation requiring submission by 30
September—a subject of complaint by the
Queensland Law Society, which submitted to
the Attorney-General that the length of time
was unsatisfactory. Then in the legislation that
is brought before the House several new
matters not even canvassed in the draft
legislation are introduced. 

In summary, the process was flawed from
beginning to end. It was flawed because it was
undertaken by a commission of inquiry rather
than an all-party committee. It was flawed
because that commission of inquiry miscarried
through political bias. It was flawed because
the Minister responsible for this miscarriage
then was placed in charge of drafting the
legislation—rather like putting Bluebeard in
charge of maritime safety. It was flawed
because of the indecent haste with which the
consultation was engaged and it was flawed
because notwithstanding even that indecent
haste, the Government eventually introduced
several major departures from what it had put
out in the public marketplace, namely, the
introduction of a role for the parliamentary
commissioner to effectively be the son of
Connolly/Ryan and set up as a commission of
inquiry, but this time not amenable to the
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. 

What did this Government learn from
having been humiliated in the Supreme Court?
Not that it should avoid doing the wrong thing;
it simply learned to put in a clause to oust the
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court when it set
up the son of Connolly/Ryan. That is what this
Government embarked on. 

As a result, those profound failures in the
process—these are not mere blemishes—led
to profound damage to the letter and spirit of
the legislation. Accordingly, I foreshadow that
at a later stage the Opposition will move to put
in place a proper process so that this matter
can be addressed properly. Without a proper
process, the public confidence, which is so
important in the fight against corruption,
cannot be maintained. 

Before moving on to the details of the
content of this repugnant Bill, let me say one
further thing about process: the Bill should be
part of a process of building a community
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consensus to change the culture that gives
rise to corruption. That is why Fitzgerald
recommended that there be a bipartisan
approach. He recommended that because the
old culture of "turn a blind eye and don't dob in
your mates" was the culture that had led to the
problem in the first place. It needed to be
changed. 

To change basic attitudes, one needs
leadership, and one needs bipartisan
leadership. We all know the history of
referendums in this country. It is very hard to
get people to change unless they see their
political leaders in agreement on the change.
For the golden years—the years of the Goss
Labor Government—we saw a determined
effort to get bipartisanship. Notwithstanding all
of the teething problems in working with a
standing royal commission, we saw a
determined effort to do the right thing and to
build bipartisanship in order to have a change
in the spirit of the laws as well as in the letter of
the laws. However, all that has been put at
hazard by this Government. All that has been
grievously damaged by the determination of
this Government to wage its vendetta against
the CJC. 

Let us turn to the details of the content of
this Bill. In three important ways, this Bill will
weaken the fight against corruption. Firstly, it
will impose a requirement on the Criminal
Justice Commission to give reports to
suspected corrupt police before those reports
have gone to the Director of Public
Prosecutions for that office to consider criminal
prosecution. That is not something that the
ordinary citizen enjoys. If the ordinary citizen is
the subject of criminal investigation, he or she
does not expect to be able to look over the
shoulder of the police inspector and read his or
her notebook as the investigation proceeds.
No, the time to be apprised of the case
against the accused is when the suspect
becomes an accused person—when he or she
is charged. Every accused person is entitled to
know the case against him or her and to be
given the opportunity to meet that case at a
fair trial. This provision is lunacy. This provision
requires the CJC to send to the suspect the
report before it even goes to the prosecutor. 

The other day we saw the eminent and
learned jurist Mr Bill Carter, QC, a former
Supreme Court judge, warning of the dangers
arising out of furnishing to suspected corrupt
police officers financial information on the part
of the Police Credit Union. If this provision is
passed, one need not worry about what the
credit union sends them because Frank Clair
will have to send a letter to them in the post

outlining the case against them. What does
that mean? It means that suspects will be
placed at an enormous advantage. They will
have the opportunity to destroy evidence, to
interfere with witnesses and to flee the
jurisdiction. This is a lunatic provision. The
Government attempts to justify it on the
grounds that it enhances natural justice. That
is in curious contrast to the natural justice that
ordinary citizens have come to expect. They
do not have that right. It is not a right that any
other law enforcement agency extends for the
very simple reason that it does not make
sense to tip off suspects before one has
reached the stage of deciding whether or not
to charge them.

Secondly, the Bill will weaken the fight
against corruption by requiring the CJC to be
preoccupied with an ongoing standing royal
commission in the form of the parliamentary
commissioner, who has been made the
reincarnation of the Connolly/Ryan inquiry.
Instead of getting on with the job of combating
corruption, under this legislation the CJC will be
required to engage, yet again, in the
expensive and distracting process embarked
upon in the Connolly/Ryan inquiry. It will set up
the parliamentary commissioner as a
commission of inquiry. The legislation will
enliven the parliamentary commissioner to
trawl through the records of the Connolly/Ryan
inquiry and to refer them to a range of
agencies. The Bill will remove from the Criminal
Justice Commission legal professional
privilege, that is, the opportunity to seek
confidential legal advice about matters,
because that legal professional privilege will be
abolished by the Bill in so far as dealings
between the CJC and the parliamentary
commissioner are concerned. 

This is an act of spite by the Government.
This Government cannot accept the empire's
decision. This Government did not have the
wherewithal to attempt to challenge the
decision of the Supreme Court. Therefore, it
has attempted to legislate over the top of the
Supreme Court. It set up a royal commission in
the form of the Connolly/Ryan inquiry, which it
caused to miscarry through political bias and
which was struck down by the Supreme Court.
Did it learn a lesson? No! It sets it up all over
again, but this time it says, "You may not take
this new body, this son of Connolly/Ryan, to
the Supreme Court. This body will be beyond
the rule of law. This body will be able to go
about the business of continuing the vendetta
against the CJC without being called into
question in a court of law. It will be beyond
judicial review and beyond the reach of the
prerogative writs." 
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This is a curious state of affairs from a
Government that prides itself on law and order.
This Government wants to set up a body
beyond the rule of law. That body will not
enable those who are aggrieved to go before
the Supreme Court and complain. What an
extraordinary state of affairs! This Government
wants to give natural justice to suspected
corrupt police officers. It wants to say to them,
"We will hand over copies of the investigation
briefs to you, but if you want to challenge the
lawfulness of the action of this son of
Connolly/Ryan in a court of law, you cannot."

I do not understand how that action is
consistent with a Government that holds itself
out to be supporting the rule of law. Indeed, to
make an aside, it is of one with this
Government's action again and again,
showing contempt for the rule of law. After all,
this is the same Government, presided over by
Premier Borbidge, that regularly attacks the
integrity of the High Court of Australia, the
highest court in the land. This Government
preaches to juveniles in a series of highly paid
advertisements that they should show respect
for the rule of law and respect for authority, yet
the Attorney-General, the highest law officer of
the Crown, will not respect the authority of the
Parliament.

The third way in which the Bill will weaken
the fight against corruption is by causing the
CJC to be hamstrung in a range of areas, by
requiring that decisions be taken by the
Criminal Justice Commission as a whole and
not by the chairperson. That provision has
been made in various parts of the Bill. The
Government says that it is attempting to give a
greater role to the part-time commissioners.
The Government says that this is about
accountability. 

However, where is the effectiveness?
Where is the provision for some delegation of
that power? Does it mean that every time an
operational matter has to be engaged in, the
CJC has to call a meeting of the full
commission in order to embark upon an
investigation? Does it mean that every time
the CJC wants to appoint staff or change their
salaries and conditions, it has to call a full
meeting of the commission? Does it mean that
reports of the Official Misconduct Division are
to be considered not just by the chairperson,
but by every commissioner? Members should
keep in mind that one of the common
complaints against the Criminal Justice
Commission is the length of time taken to
investigate and report on complaints. Instead
of such matters being delegated, the Bill
provides that they will have to go to a full
meeting of the commission. Therefore, every

complaint that is investigated and reported on
has to be considered by all the commissioners.
Where on earth is the effectiveness and the
efficiency in that? Why is there no provision for
proper delegation of those matters, to enable
the commission to carry out its role and to
delegate in proper circumstances to the chair
of the commission? 

The fight against corruption will be
weakened in three ways: by the unreasonable
giving of information to suspected corrupt
police officers and public officials ahead of
time, by the distracting influence of the son of
Connolly/Ryan in the form of the parliamentary
commissioner and by the failure of the
Government to provide for appropriate
delegation. Many features of this Bill are
objectionable. For example, the Bill provides
for facilities of the Queensland Corrective
Services Commission to be the subject of
investigation, but it turns a blind eye to private
correctional facilities. What an extraordinary
anomaly! What justification in public policy is
there for such a distinction?

The Bill effectively imposes a power of
PCJC veto on legal practitioners conducting
hearings on behalf of the CJC. That means
that either side of the House can effectively
knock off any proposed legal practitioner and
thereby hamstring the work of the CJC. 

The Bill also provides a power to give
guidelines and directions to conduct
investigations. That is a dangerous power. I
concede that the PCJC made a
recommendation along those lines. No doubt
that recommendation proceeded from the
committee's sense of frustration in its dealings
with the CJC. However, a moment's reflection
should have told the Government that this is a
dangerous and inappropriate power to confer
upon the parliamentary committee.

The submission from the Queensland
Law Society made the point that this would
enable politicians to aim the CJC at whatever
target they wished. If it is argued by the
Government that the safeguard is that there
need be bipartisan agreement, it should be
understood clearly by any who hold
themselves out as being independent that that
is cold comfort, for there are many
circumstances in which one can contemplate
that the major parties of the day might be
agreed about a desirability of the CJC turning
over some third party. But that should properly
be the decision of law enforcement officers. To
put the PCJC in the role of giving directions to
conduct specific investigations is quite
inappropriate. Also, it effectively gives an
Executive role to the PCJC in circumstances
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where it itself is not accountable in the normal
ways that the Executive is accountable to the
Parliament, such as through question time and
so on. 

The Bill provides no safeguard on the
Minister's power to require financial information
from the CJC. What if the detail of that
involves details going down to specific
investigations and sensitive operations?
Where is the safeguard in the Bill to provide for
that? This Bill makes provision for the PCJC to
inspect listening device material. One need
only reflect for a moment upon the intimate
nature of conversations that would be held in a
person's house, much of which might be
entirely irrelevant to the CJC investigation, to
conclude that it is dangerous to spread that
material in political circles.

Previously, the Act has provided
safeguards in the form of orders of the
Supreme Court, but this prises open that
Aladdin's cave to enable that material to be
examined by the PCJC. Similarly, the Bill
extends a right to inspect and copy documents
of the CJC not just to the committee but to
individual members of the committee. That
gives rise to serious concerns about the
access of such persons to law enforcement
material for what are essentially collateral
political purposes rather than for the proper
purpose of law enforcement. Similarly, the Bill
fails to require a bipartisan majority for the
authorisation of the parliamentary
commissioner to investigate operational files of
the CJC.

The office of parliamentary commissioner
was originally conceived as a watchdog. The
Opposition does not raise an objection to that
role. The PCJC contemplated a role of the
parliamentary commissioner to assist the PCJC
in its work of making the CJC accountable. But
what we see here is a three-card trick. We see
the Government taking that recommendation
and twisting it into a form which is almost
unrecognisable. The Government has set up
this parliamentary commissioner not just as a
watchdog but as a standing royal commission
designed to maintain the vendetta of the
Connolly/Ryan inquiry. It has set up the
parliamentary commissioner beyond the scope
of the rule of law and in particular beyond the
scope of judicial review and the prerogative
writs. It has set up the parliamentary
commissioner in such a way that the traditional
rights of legal professional privilege are
abolished with regard to the CJC. 

In many aspects, the Bill is flawed in the
detail of its content. If this Bill does proceed
beyond the second-reading stage into the

Committee stage, I foreshadow that the
Opposition will be moving a series of
amendments in order to address those
matters. What we have is a Bill which is
fundamentally flawed in the process whereby it
has come to the Parliament and a Bill which is
spectacularly flawed in a wide range of details
to the point at which it will actually weaken the
fight against corruption in this State. 

What we need is a proper process in
order to ensure that this process of law reform
is put back on the rails. What we need is a
process involving the bipartisan, or all-party,
approach of the parliamentary committee.
What we need is an approach that enables all
citizens to have an effective say and to have
proper public hearings where their views can
be heard and tested, and where the benefit of
that can come to the Parliament. 

It has been a basic flaw of this process
from the outset that the Parliamentary Criminal
Justice Committee has been ousted from the
process, and I foreshadow that the Opposition
will shortly move that that be remedied by
giving the all-party Parliamentary Criminal
Justice Committee the opportunity to do its job
and hold public hearings, listen to public
submissions and be given the opportunity to
report to the House by 17 February 1998.

Mr FitzGerald: They have already
reported on it.

Mr FOLEY: Where has the parliamentary
committee been given the opportunity to
report upon the son of Connolly/Ryan? Where
has the parliamentary committee been given
the opportunity to report on this lunatic
provision about giving suspected corrupt police
officers advance notice of the case against
them? That is just part of the false argument
advanced by the Government that has sought
to cobble together a few recommendations of
the PCJC but to slip in the sinister work that it
has been about.

The fact of the matter is that those areas
which deeply prejudice the fight against
corruption have not been subjected to scrutiny.
Those areas were not even released by the
Attorney-General during that brief fortnight;
they were slipped in at the last minute with the
indecent haste that characterised the
introduction 12 months ago of legislation. It is
very ironic that this debate should coincide with
the anniversary of the nobbling of Ken
Carruthers, QC, because they may seek to
wash from their hands the stain of that
nobbling and they may seek to hold out and
deny ministerial responsibility for what
happened, but the people of Queensland
know what they have done. Accordingly, in
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order to ensure that this matter is dealt with
properly, I move—

"That the question be amended by
omitting the words 'now read a second
time' and inserting the words 'referred to
the Parliamentary Criminal Justice
Committee for public submissions, public
hearings and report to the House by 17
February 1998.' "

Mr LIVINGSTONE (Ipswich West)
(4.19 p.m.): I second the motion moved by the
member for Yeronga.

Hon. D. E. BEANLAND (Indooroopilly—
Attorney-General and Minister for Justice)
(4.19 p.m.). I rise to speak against the motion
moved by the member for Yeronga. It is worth
while noting that in his comments, the member
for Yeronga did not make the point that for
year in, year out—six years, in fact—the former
Labor Government did not acknowledge once
the recommendations of the PCJC. It did not
acknowledge those recommendations or
rectify those many problems not even in
relation to the misconduct tribunals, not to
mention a range of issues raised within the
Criminal Justice Act. Nothing happened for all
that time. Suddenly, because this Government
is prepared to get on with making some
amendments and consulting the public at
large, the member opposite is unhappy. He
want us to be part of the do-nothings. He
would even put the original do-nothings to
shame. The members opposite—the members
of the Labor Party—like to do nothing about a
range of issues, and this is certainly one of
them.

Even now Labor cannot bring itself to
legislate on this particular matter. Even now I
see that the member for Yeronga is
strenuously opposed to the many
recommendations of the parliamentary
committee, not the least of which relates to the
parliamentary commissioner, of course. A
number of points that he raised are in direct
conflict with the committee's
recommendations. If the parliamentary
commissioner is going to be a watchdog, the
parliamentary commissioner will require some
powers to be that watchdog. After all, at the
end of the day, the CJC is an ongoing royal
commission; it has those sorts of powers.
Today the member opposite has shown that,
in spite of the passing of six years, he has still
not done his homework on these matters.

I want to make a couple of important
points. The Government will be moving some
amendments to the legislation because we
have been having ongoing consultations. The
member opposite raised one or two items that

were inserted following the last round of
consultations. They were inserted because of
the input and the results of that consultation.
While the Bill has been on the table, we have
consulted further. The member opposite
particularly takes objection to clause 20, the
insertion of new sections 33 (2A) and 33 (2B). I
foreshadow that, should we continue this
debate, I will be moving that lines 20 to 28 on
page 15 of the Bill be omitted, so that matter
will be resolved. The major concern of the
member opposite will be rectified by that
particular amendment which came about
because of recommendations from civil
libertarian people who want to have something
included in relation to that matter.

The parliamentary committee wrote to me
on two occasions, on 30 September and then
again on 16 October after this Bill was tabled
in the House. It is worth while noting that, in its
letter of 16 October, the PCJC stated that it
totally supports the other issue relating to the
parliamentary commissioner, one which the
member for Yeronga raised. Not only has it
supported that; it has gone one further and
asked for an amendment so that it can
become an appropriate agency. So clause 41
of the Bill, on page 35 at line 30, will be
amended so that the PCJC will become an
"appropriate agency" together with the other
groups included. The PCJC went into great
detail to spell out that it supports what is
happening with the Connolly/Ryan material
and, in fact, that it wants to ensure that,
should recommendations be made by the
parliamentary committee, it is one of the
groups that recommendations can be made
to. Not only is it not opposed to it, it supports it.

There is not much point in the member for
Yeronga now suddenly deciding that, because
it is the flavour of the day, he will now oppose
what I have here in writing from the bipartisan
parliamentary committee which comprises not
only members from this side of the Chamber,
but also members from the other side of the
Chamber. Messrs Nuttall, Hollis and
Robertson—the honourable members for
Sandgate, Redcliffe and for Sunnybank—are
currently on that team for the Opposition. So
there is cross-party support for this matter.

The member for Yeronga keeps referring
to the "son of Connolly/Ryan". That is sexist
language to start with. The parliamentary
commissioner is not the son of Connolly/Ryan
or anything else of Connolly/Ryan. We all
know, though, that the member opposite is
renewing his actor's equity membership, but it
did not work too well today. The old truth has
come out about the member for Yeronga—at
the end of the day, he is a sexist person.
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I also point out that the establishment of
the parliamentary commissioner is at the
request of the parliamentary committee, the
PCJC. A couple of points have been raised.
One of those, in particular, has been suitably
addressed. The Government will be moving a
couple of amendments to make sure that it is
the bipartisan committee which makes certain
directions in relation to instructions to the
parliamentary commissioner. I want to
emphasise again that the PCJC has written in
relation to the Connolly/Ryan matter saying
that it supports that and wants to become an
appropriate agency in relation to matters that
might flow from that area.

It seems to me that for six years the
parliamentary committee asked the
Government to act and for six years it was
totally ignored by the former Goss Labor
Government. This Government is prepared to
get on and make amendments largely in line
with the committee's proposals. Now that the
Government is prepared to do that, the
Opposition does not want the Government to
do so. It does not want any action taken at all
in relation to these matters. There was a great
deal of play in relation to various inquiries,
which I will cover later. When looking at
inquiries, though, we need to look at the
Cooke inquiry.

It is clear to me that, whilst the Labor
Party has said that this Bill should be deferred,
in fact the parliamentary committee has been
through the draft and has made
recommendations. As I have already
indicated, at the request of the parliamentary
committee we will make amendments covering
one of its recommendations relating to the
parliamentary commissioner. We are also
making a couple of other amendments in
relation to the bipartisan committee giving
directions to the parliamentary commissioner.
We are also taking out the first matter which
the member for Yeronga raised; on further
reflection, I am more than happy to omit it.
That matter relates to having to ensure natural
justice in what might end up to be a matter of
official misconduct which is going to be
reported upon to the Director of Public
Prosecutions.

It is quite clear that, if the Bill is going to
be deferred, it will be quite a few months
before it comes back to the House for further
action. I have given a very clear commitment
to the PCJC in a report as to the way in which
the Government was going, and we tabled
that in the House some time ago. When the
previous legislation came in, there was a
ministerial response to the parliamentary
committee, something which the former

Government never got around to doing in six
years. It never bothered about that because it
treated the whole exercise of the parliamentary
committee with contempt.

It is little wonder that the parliamentary
committee is so frustrated in trying to get on
with its job of ensuring accountability and that
a complaints mechanism has been put in
place. It has been asking for a complaints
mechanism—which is what I understand the
parliamentary commissioner's major task will
be—and for a system to be put in place to
have a proper oversight of the enormous
powers which this Parliament has conferred
upon the Criminal Justice Commission via the
Criminal Justice Act. To date, we have heard
no justifiable reason for further delay, except
the usual political point scoring which we hear
from the Labor Party and which was
particularly evident again today. That is
because, again, this Government is getting on
with making decisions about issues which the
Labor Party found all too hard when it was in
Government.

The Opposition was ill prepared and
would prefer to sit down and do nothing. That
was one of the issues that confronted the
Labor Party at the 1995 election. It was a party
that did nothing in six years in Government.
This Government is prepared to get on with
the job. We have received recommendations
from the PCJC. Those are recommendations
from a bipartisan committee. Some other
matters have also been picked up during the
consultation period. I have not received a
request from the parliamentary committee to
defer this legislation. The committee wants to
get on with its task. When the committee does
another review it can see how these
amendments are working. The committee can
come back again in several months' time with
any other recommendations it feels
appropriate. The Government will take it from
there.

An Opposition member interjected. 

Mr BEANLAND: Did I hear the honourable
member for Ashgrove call himself a fraud? He
is the biggest fraud in this place. He is looking
at himself. He sees himself in the mirror every
morning and he knows that he is a fraud. He
sat in this place when in Government and
refused to take any action. He refused to face
up to the former Government on any of these
matters where decisions were needed. He will
go, just as the member for Cairns is going, in
due course—silently into the night.

All we have had this afternoon is political
humbug in an attempt to delay the whole
process so that the parliamentary committee
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cannot pursue its task. The committee needs
to have the proper mechanism for handling
complaints. The Government opposes the
motion moved by the member for Yeronga. 

Interruption.

DISTINGUISHED VISITOR
Ms B. Rosset

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr J. N. Goss):
Order! Before calling the member for
Gladstone I would like to draw to the attention
of the House the presence in the gallery of Ms
Brigitte Rosset, a medical researcher, who is
on a visit from Switzerland.

Honourable members: Hear, hear!

CRIMINAL JUSTICE LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Resumed.
Mrs CUNNINGHAM (Gladstone)

(4.34 p.m.): The role of the Parliamentary
Criminal Justice Committee and its
interrelationship with the CJC cannot be
understated. This matter has previously been
debated during the setting up of the inquiry
into the CJC. The responsibilities that the
PCJC holds should be effective. It should have
the responsibility to monitor the CJC.

The proposed criminal justice legislation is
intended to establish that monitoring role and
to ensure that there is a proper relationship
between this House, through the PCJC, and
the very intrusive powers for which the Criminal
Justice Commission is responsible. I notice
that the wording of the motion seeks to pass
this Bill to the PCJC for public submissions. I
continue to be supportive of the need for all of
us here to be as well informed as possible on
matters before the House, but I bear in mind
that many of the provisions of the Criminal
Justice Legislation Amendment Bill had their
genesis with the PCJC. This genesis came not
from the current committee but from preceding
committees over two or three generations.
Many of the recommendations have been well
thought out by a committee which has been
responsible for the monitoring of the CJC.

I believe there have been two weeks of
public submissions, and I know that there has
been a significant quantity of submissions
which have been concerned about or
supportive of the legislation. I would expect
that the Minister and the members of this
House would take cognisance of the concerns
or commendations contained in those

submissions. Because it is important to clarify
the role and responsibilities of the CJC, the
PCJC and the foreshadowed Crime
Commission, and while I acknowledge the
importance of public submissions, in this
instance I will not be supporting the motion to
defer because I believe that the information
passed on by the PCJC is well informed. It is
the result of a lot of public contact and a lot of
meetings in this area of responsibility. It is
important to give the people of this State
some direction.

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN (Caboolture)
(4.36 p.m.): I rise to urge the member for
Gladstone to reconsider because, quite
frankly, I believe that referring this Bill to the
committee is the appropriate thing to do for a
number of reasons. First of all, although the
Minister says that the genesis of many of the
changes in this Bill was with the PCJC, one
has to acknowledge that these are not the
only changes contained within the Bill.

As everyone knows, I am a strong and
fervent supporter of the committee system in
this place. I believe that members from both
sides of the House exercise their
responsibilities independently, with as little
regard as they could possibly have for their
various political allegiances, when they are
sitting on committees. In other words,
members act as independent members on the
committee.

It seems a little bit rich to hear the
Attorney-General say that these are the
bipartisan recommendations of a committee. I
believe that every committee operates in a
bipartisan fashion. In this instance we should
be aware of the fact that members do not
speak for their political parties during their
committee deliberations. It is wrong for the
Attorney-General to come in here and use
words which would indicate that the Labor
Party should support the decisions of the
various Labor Party members on the
committee. They are the decisions of the
members of the committee and are not driven
by Labor Party philosophy. From my
experience I know that people sitting opposite
also express their personal views and not the
views of their political parties when they are
members of committees.

There is a precedent for a committee to
take public submissions in relation to a Bill,
particularly a contentious Bill, and I think we
have to acknowledge that this is a contentious
Bill. This Bill is not contentious simply because
there is conflict between major players; it is
contentious for a whole heap of reasons, a
number of which were outlined by the member
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for Yeronga when he was addressing the Bill
earlier today.

The Attorney-General says that the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee has
made recommendations for six years. He says
that he is getting on with the job. I would say
to the Attorney-General that another four
months will not hurt in the context of a six-year
wait. It would ensure that we were able to get
these things right. I am not sure of any of the
dealings between the Attorney-General and
the Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee
to which he earlier alluded. That is not
something of which I should be aware.
However, I would certainly like to be aware of
material produced by the Parliamentary
Criminal Justice Committee in a report to this
Parliament in relation to this Bill. That is the
only way that we can ensure that we get things
right.

As I said earlier, there are things in this Bill
which are not the child of the Parliamentary
Criminal Justice Committee. I think it is worth
while for the committee to obtain views from
other interested parties, even if the committee
is irrevocably wedded to the issues that it has
previously brought before the Attorney-
General. He says to this Parliament that he is
going to rush this legislation through because
the committee wants him to get on with the
job. He must remember that the PCJC is not
the only stakeholder. I accept that the PCJC
has a significant interest, but there are other
stakeholders. Nothing that the Attorney-
General said when he rose to oppose this
referral causes me to change my belief about
his attitude towards committees.

The Attorney-General believes that
committees serve two purposes. He believes
their first purpose is to be a whipping boy—if I
may be forgiven for using the word "boy" in
Parliament—when he does not like what a
committee has to say. His second purpose is
to use committees as an excuse. The
Attorney-General is using requests by the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee as
an excuse to bring in sections of this legislation
which are totally repugnant to any clear-
thinking person in this State. They are
repugnant to some people who would like to
appear before the Parliamentary Criminal
Justice Committee to express their views.

The Attorney spoke about consulting with
the public at large. I do not believe that he
consulted with the public at large. The
Explanatory Notes which come with the Bill
state—

"Consultation

Successive Parliamentary Criminal
Justice Committees have engaged in

extensive consultation with the community
in their reviews of the operations of the
commission. The Bill was also recently
made available for a brief period of
consultation."

I am not sure to whom the Bill was made
available for a brief period of consultation, but
let me ask the Attorney——

Mr Woolmer interjected.
Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: A fortnight. By Jove,

that is generous! A fortnight is generous for
the people of Queensland—the several million
people who live in this State—to get access to
a Bill. That is a disgrace. That is not a reason.
The amount of time that Bills lie on the table in
this Parliament is a disgrace.

I come back to the point that I was going
to make to the Attorney. How many other
parliamentary committees come to the
Government with recommendations, based on
whatever consultation, which get turned into
legislation? The answer is: none. Why is it
happening this time? Because it suits the
Attorney! It suits him to bring forward
provisions in this Act that ought not be brought
forward and which will bring down the
reputation of this State and cripple our
independent Crime Commission. This Bill
should be taken off the table to give the
people of this State an opportunity to tell the
Attorney what they really think of him. He is
probably using as his theme song the old
Fleetwood Mac song "Oh Well", which says,
"Don't ask what I think of you 'cos you might
not get the answer that you want to."

Question—That the words proposed to
be omitted stand part of the question—put;
and the House divided—
AYES, 43—Baumann, Beanland, Borbidge, Connor,
Cooper, Cunningham, Davidson, Elliott, FitzGerald,
Gamin, Gilmore, Goss J. N., Harper, Healy, Hegarty,
Hobbs, Horan, Johnson, 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, Campbell, D'Arcy,
De Lacy, Dollin, Edmond, Elder, Foley, Fouras,
Gibbs, Hamill, Hayward, Hollis, Lavarch, Lucas,
McElligott, McGrady, Mackenroth, Milliner, Mulherin,
Nunn, Nuttall, Palaszczuk, Pearce, Purcell, Roberts,
Robertson, Rose, Schwarten, Smith, Spence,
Sullivan J. H., Wells. Tellers: Livingstone,
Sullivan T. B. 

Pair: Grice, Goss W. K.

Resolved in the affirmative.
Debate, on motion of Mr FitzGerald,

adjourned.
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SITTING HOURS; ORDER OF BUSINESS
Sessional Order

Mr FITZGERALD (Lockyer—Leader of
Government Business) (4.47 p.m.), by leave,
without notice: I move—

"That notwithstanding anything
contained in the Standing and Sessional
Orders, for this day's sitting, the House will
continue to meet past 7.30pm.

Private Members' motions will be
debated between 6 and 7pm.

The House will then break for dinner
and resume its sitting at 8.30pm.

Government Business will take
precedence for the remainder of the day's
sitting, except for a 30-minute
adjournment debate."

Motion agreed to.

FUEL SUBSIDY BILL

Hon. J. M. SHELDON (Caloundra—
Deputy Premier, Treasurer and Minister for The
Arts) (4.48 p.m.), by leave, without notice: I
move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act about providing subsidies
for certain fuel purchases and for related
purposes."

Motion agreed to.

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) (4.49 p.m.): I move—

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

On 5 August 1997 the High Court of
Australia found that the New South Wales
tobacco franchise fee was constitutionally
invalid. In light of that decision, similar
business franchise fees in other States and
Territories would also be unconstitutional. Thus
States and Territories needed to act to restore
certainty to their already inadequate own
source revenues and so unanimously
requested the Commonwealth to impose a tax
surcharge on fuel, liquor and tobacco. For fuel,
the Commonwealth increased the excise duty
on fuel products by 8.1c per litre with effect

from 6 August 1997, on the basis that this
amount of surcharge was sufficient to provide
other States and Territories with sufficient
revenue to offset the loss of their fuel business
franchise fees. Revenue flowing to
Queensland from the Commonwealth's excise
surcharge was returned to the industry to avoid
any increase in prices, in line with this
Government's commitment to the Queensland
electorate that Queenslanders will continue to
enjoy the benefits of no fuel tax.

However, it was apparent that there were
those who would seek to take advantage of
Queensland's approach to subsidising fuel
sales by purchasing subsidised fuel in
Queensland, transporting it to the southern
States and reselling at the excise surcharge
inclusive price. This situation was clearly
untenable, as Queensland taxpayers were
subsidising interstate sales and the fuel
industry was being disrupted. Accordingly,
extensive discussions were then held with the
Commonwealth and other State and Territory
Governments, the major fuel companies, fuel
company representatives, distributors
representatives, the Australian Competition
and Consumer Commission and others to find
a solution. As a result, a fuel subsidy scheme
protecting the interests of Queenslanders was
developed and is the subject of the Bill before
the House. The scheme is designed to prevent
price rises as a result of the increase in the
Commonwealth fuel excise and to minimise
the administrative burden on Queensland fuel
consumers and fuel sellers.

The scheme provides for a subsidy for
Queensland fuel consumers and has three
essential components as follows: firstly, a full
subsidy in respect of licensed off-road diesel
consumption; secondly, a full subsidy to
licensed retailers, to enable retail prices for
consumers to be held to previous levels; and
thirdly, a subsidy to licensed bulk end users
limited to a cap based on the previous year's
bulk purchases by bulk end users of fuel
purchased for their own use.

The scheme has been fully endorsed by
fuel industry representatives as a viable means
of implementing an ongoing workable fuel
safety net arrangement in Queensland.
Members of the fuel industry also have
indicated a commitment to support the
implementation and operation of the scheme.
The simplicity of the scheme is typified by the
arrangements that will apply for retail
customers. Queensland motorists do not have
to do anything to claim their subsidy, relieving
them from any administrative burden
associated with the scheme. The retail subsidy
is facilitated by allowing fuel retailers—mainly
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service stations—to buy fuel at a price that
excludes the 8.1c per litre Commonwealth
excise.

Mr McGrady interjected. 

Mrs SHELDON: I will take the interjection,
even though the member is sitting in the
wrong seat. I point out that if he knows that
any consumers are paying more money than
they should, he as a member of
Parliament——

Mr McGrady interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member will
not interject from other than his own seat. 

Mrs SHELDON: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
As the member of Parliament, he should
determine why that price has increased. Either
the petrol station or the fuel company is
reaping a windfall profit at the cost of the
consumer. It is the member's job to ensure
that that does not happen to his constituents. 

Fuel retailers, off-road diesel users and
bulk end users will be required to hold a
licence to buy fuel at the subsidised price. The
licensing process is necessary to ensure that
the benefits of Queensland's no fuel tax policy
are retained by Queensland's fuel consumers.
It must be recognised that it will take some
time to set in place the necessary licensing
arrangements to make the scheme fully
operational. The Government will work closely
with representatives of the fuel industry to
identify persons who require a licence and will
widely publicise the subsidy arrangements. 

Pending the finalisation of the licensing
process, transitional arrangements will be set
in place, with effect from 1 November, to
provide that persons may sell subsidised fuel
to retailers, off-road users and bulk end users
provided certain conditions are satisfied. A
short list of questions will be provided to
manufacturers/importers and distributors which
can be presented to their customers to
establish entitlement to a subsidy prior to
formalisation of the licensing arrangements.

The Queensland fuel subsidy scheme
also has been designed to minimise the
administrative burden on all parties. Unless
both the fuel seller and the distributor agree
otherwise, fuel manufacturers/importers will
invoice the additional 8.1c per litre
Commonwealth excise separately to
distributors on terms of trade that require
payment of the excise on the fifth business
day of the month after the month in which the
fuel was purchased. The State Government
will pay the fuel subsidy to distributors, for all
eligible fuel sales, on the same day that they
are required to pay the

manufacturers/importers for the additional
Commonwealth excise. In this way distributors
are not financially burdened by the scheme.
Also their original terms of trade with
manufacturers can continue undisturbed by
the subsidy scheme.

The scheme also ensures that
manufacturers/importers are not financially
disadvantaged by the timing of their excise
payments to the Commonwealth and the
receipt of subsidies from the State
Government. In fact, the whole arrangement
reflects this Government's intention not to
place any unnecessary burdens on
Queensland businesses. 

The payment of subsidies will be on the
basis of information provided by claimants in
their claim form. Again, this further streamlines
the payment mechanism. Incentives for
participants to abide by the spirit of the
scheme include repayment of subsidies plus
penalty interest for non-compliance, penalties
for providing false and misleading information,
and withdrawal of licenses. Rigorous
compliance audits will be conducted on an
ongoing basis. 

As well as its simplicity, the scheme's
provisions are flexible. An example of its
flexibility is the design of the capping
arrangements for bulk end users. A person
who purchased bulk fuel in Queensland in
1996-97 is entitled to apply to receive a
subsidy cap. The subsidy cap will be based on
the applicant's fuel usage in 1996-97. In a
growing economy like Queensland, fuel
consumption is expected to grow over time. So
that bona fide Queensland bulk end users are
not disadvantaged, the cap will be indexed to
forecast growth in gross state product.
Moreover, because the indexation factor is an
average, bulk end users will be able to apply
for an increase in their cap if they expect their
fuel consumption to exceed their cap. In this
way, genuine Queensland bulk end users in
growing businesses will not be disadvantaged.
The scheme also makes provision for licensing
of new Queensland businesses who purchase
fuel in bulk for their own use.

The subsidy arrangements also allow for
distributors to assign their subsidy payments
direct to manufacturers/importers. Apart from
simplifying the payment of subsidies to
manufacturers/importers, it also ensures that
distributors can secure any extra indebtedness
to manufacturers/importers, arising from the
excise surcharge, without increasing their costs
of business. These examples, and other
provisions of the Bill, clearly demonstrate that
the Government is willing to meaningfully
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consult with industry and address their
concerns in a pragmatic way, without
compromising the intention of the legislation.

The effect of this legislation will be to
provide a mechanism that will mean that
Queensland fuel consumers will not have to
pay increased prices for fuel as a result of the
excise surcharge imposed by the
Commonwealth under the safety net
arrangements.

The Queensland Coalition Government
has faced many challenges since coming to
power. As Treasurer I can say we have faced
many difficult problems which were not of our
making, problems which were brought about
by the previous Labor Government's
incompetence, by changing commercial
conditions, and by High Court decisions. These
include—

Labor's underlying Budget deficit;

the $75m Health budget black hole;

St George's bid to take over Metway;

tobacco franchise fees;

liquor franchise fees; and

the potential of an 8.1c fuel tax.

We have tackled each and every one of these
issues, and solved each and every one of
these difficult problems. I believe this
Queensland coalition Government should be
congratulated for the efficient way it has dealt
with these difficult issues. The Leader of the
Opposition was primed earlier this month to
"campaign up and down the State" if the
Borbidge/Sheldon Government "sold
Queenslanders out". The extent to which the
Government has fulfilled its commitment to
Queenslanders is obvious. The commitment to
ensure that there is no need for fuel prices to
rise in Queensland has been fully met.
Queenslanders have not been "sold out". On
the contrary, they have been fully protected
from the impact of the High Court's decision.
The question must be asked: will the Leader of
the Opposition now go "up and down the
State" extolling the virtues of this Bill? Will he
explain to Queensland families that they have
been spared a $400 increase in their cost of
living by the decisive action of the
Borbidge/Sheldon Government? Will he go to
those regional families that he said would be
"hardest hit" and tell them that there will be no
financial impact on them at all, thanks to the
hard work of this Government? If he really had
the interests of Queenslanders in his heart, he
would. Let us see him supporting this Bill as
being for the benefit of all Queenslanders. I
commend the Bill to this House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Hamill,
adjourned.

ADVANCE BANK INTEGRATION BILL

Hon. J. M. SHELDON (Caloundra—
Deputy Premier, Treasurer and Minister for The
Arts) (5 p.m.), by leave, without notice: I
move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to facilitate the integration of
Advance Bank Australia Limited with St
George Bank Limited."
Motion agreed to.

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) (5.01 p.m.): I move—

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

On 29 January 1997, St George Bank
Limited—SGB—became the owner of all of the
ordinary share capital of Advance Bank
Australia Limited—ABAL. As a result, ABAL is
required by the Reserve Bank to surrender its
banking licence. Therefore, it is necessary to
transfer the undertaking of ABAL to SGB. SGB
has requested assistance from the States and
Territories to pass complementary legislation to
facilitate the merger of SGB and ABAL. 

The State's policy in the past has been to
assist merging banks by enacting transfer
legislation, most recently demonstrated by the
Bank of New Zealand (Transfer of Undertaking)
Act 1997. The transfer will be effected by the
Bank Mergers (Advance Bank) Regulation
1997 (NSW) made pursuant to the Bank
Mergers Act 1996 (NSW). SGB will become
the successor in law of ABAL and ABAL will be
dissolved. For all intents and purposes, SGB
will be a continuation of and the same legal
entity as ABAL. The assets and liabilities of
ABAL, wherever located, will vest in SGB
without the need for further act or notice. 

Although the ownership of the assets and
liabilities of ABAL and SGB is to be
determined under New South Wales
legislation, there are certain aspects of the
process that need to be facilitated by this Bill.
It may be that transferring an asset or liability
requires something additional to be done
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under Queensland law in order to perfect the
title of SGB. For example, a transfer of a
mortgage of land would normally only be
effective upon registration pursuant to the
Land Title Act 1994. This Bill addresses these
issues, but will only commence once the Bank
Mergers (Advance Bank) Regulation 1997
(NSW) is made.

Although perfecting the transfer could be
achieved by other means, this legislation
overcomes the need to identify and transfer
individual assets on an item-by-item basis. In
addition, the legislation achieves continuity in
customer relationships as well as providing
protection for persons dealing with either bank
in respect of transferred assets and liabilities.

The legislation will exempt the transfer
transaction from Queensland stamp duty,
conditional upon payment to the Consolidated
Fund of a lump sum in lieu of such stamp
duty, which will be fixed by the Governor in
Council. The Office of State Revenue currently
is in the process of determining a figure for the
lump sum payment in consultation with SGB.

The Bill will not require a lump sum
payment in lieu of debits tax, registration and
other fees payable under the Land Titles Act,
the Motor Vehicles Securities Act and the Bills
of Sale and Other Instruments Act. These fees
are to be paid by SGB on an "as needs" basis.
SGB has requested that the legislation be
operative by 31 March 1998 in order to enable
a coordinated transfer of undertakings across
all jurisdictions.

I commend the Bill to the House. 
Debate, on motion of Mr Hamill,

adjourned.

PRIMARY INDUSTRIES LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Hon. T. J. PERRETT (Barambah—
Minister for Primary Industries, Fisheries and
Forestry) (5.04 p.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."
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) (5.05 p.m.): I move—

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

This Bill brings before the House a
number of small but significant amendments
to several Acts in my portfolio. The Bill amends
the Dairy Industry Act 1993 to remove the
requirement for non-market milk processors to
be licensed. Currently, all processors of dairy
produce are required to hold a processor's
licence. However, under the regulations only
those processors who manufacture drinking
milk—known as market milk—are able to be
licensed. The Bill corrects this anomaly by
removing the requirement for processors of
dairy products other than market milk to obtain
a licence.

The Bill will repeal the Deer Farming Act
1985. Until recently, certain species of deer
have been a declared pest under the Rural
Lands Protection Act 1985. This pest status
required farming of deer to be regulated and
this was the purpose of the Deer Farming Act.
Deer have now been removed from the lists of
pests, after a recognition that they were no
greater threat to the environment than any
other farmed animal. 

The Bill contains some important
amendments to the Exotic Diseases in
Animals Act 1981. That Act provides the legal
means of combating exotic diseases in
animals. It provides for compensation to
owners for loss or destruction of animals and
property during outbreaks of exotic diseases.
The State pays compensation for animals or
property destroyed for the purpose of
eradicating an exotic disease. Compensation
is also payable if an animal has died of the
disease if the owner has reported the disease
promptly. These arrangements are in accord
with the principle that fair compensation is
offered where property is destroyed for the
public good. Also, adequate compensation is
important if animal owners are to report
possible exotic disease outbreaks at an early
stage. Early reporting is the key to successful
exotic disease responses.

The present Act provides for
compensation to be calculated at market value
at the time of destruction or death. Producer
groups have argued, quite reasonably, that
this is not adequate because a disease
outbreak might depress the market. When
producers restock, the market has recovered.
The existing payment system in effect provides
only part compensation for the cost of
replacement of the stock, leaving producers
significantly disadvantaged. The Bill addresses
this problem by allowing for a second payment
of compensation based upon the market value
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of animals at the time quarantine restrictions
are lifted from a property. 

For 12 major exotic animal diseases, a
national cost-sharing arrangement exists with
the costs of eradication, including
compensation, being shared among the
States with the Commonwealth paying 50% of
the total. As part of this national framework, it
is important that uniform systems are in place,
especially in respect to compensation systems.
The Bill amends the Act to bring national
uniformity in the payment of compensation
arising from exotic disease outbreaks.

The Bill also changes terminology used in
the Act to reflect uniform national terminology.
In particular—

(a) the term "quarantine zone" in the Act
is replaced with the term "infected
premises";

(b) the term "infected zone" is replaced
with the term "restricted area"; and 

(c) the term "control zone" is replaced
with the term "control area". 

These amendments are designed to
ensure that there is not confusion in reporting
exotic disease outbreaks or in the event of an
exotic disease outbreak extending beyond the
limits of one State. I wish to make it clear that
this change in terminology will not have any
effect on the operation or administration of the
Act.

I am pleased to announce that the Bill will
amend the Fisheries Act 1994 in order to
facilitate the introduction of an electronic
vessel monitoring system into the Queensland
commercial fishing fleet. The Queensland
Boating and Fisheries Patrol has enforcement
responsibilities in over 800,000 square
kilometres of tidal water under either
Queensland or Commonwealth jurisdiction.
Fisheries enforcement is therefore expensive
and, in many situations, illegal activity is
unlikely to be detected. Many jurisdictions
have recognised that continued enhancement
of traditional enforcement is not cost effective.
Vessel monitoring systems, or VMS as they
are known, are now utilised in New Zealand,
the United States, Europe and by the
Australian Fisheries Management Authority.

Vessel monitoring systems enable vessel
location to be very accurately monitored.
When combined with other computer
enhancements, the capacity exists to merge
information on vessel location with a range of
additional information crucial to Government
and industry. The use of VMS offers
widespread benefits to Government and
industry including: enhanced surveillance and

enforcement; enhanced catch reporting;
improved maritime safety; enhanced business
and cost savings; greater efficiencies in
seafood marketing; enhanced effectiveness
and flexibility of industry training; and reduced
maintenance costs of machinery and
equipment. The Bill amends the Fisheries Act
1994 to require the use of VMS by a person
as specified under a regulation, management
plan or when required as a condition of an
authority. The Bill will effectively make it
compulsory for commercial operators in
particular areas to install VMS equipment. 

The Bill also amends the Fruit Marketing
Organisation Act 1923 in order to abolish the
Deciduous Group Committee of the
Queensland Fruit and Vegetable Growers
Organisation (QFVG) and remove the position
of director of marketing from the board of the
QFVG. The Deciduous Group Committee is
constituted under section 11 of the Fruit
Marketing Organisation Act 1923 and is based
on the geographical area of the Granite Belt,
that is, the Shires of Inglewood, Stanthorpe
and Warwick, but excluding the former Shire of
Allora. The committee conducts grower
representative activities on behalf of all fruit
and vegetable growers in its area. By contrast,
the industry in the rest of Queensland is
conducted on commodity lines in that the
sectional groups represent specific
commodities for the State. The proposed
amendments have been approved on the
basis of a resolution of the Deciduous Group
Committee. The Bill will standardise the
committee structures of the QFVG so that all
of the sectional groups under the Act are
based on specific commodities for the whole
State. This is designed to ensure more
effective industry representation on a
commodity basis.

Therefore, the Bill abolishes the
Deciduous Group Committee and merges its
activities into the following sectional group
committees: the Other Fruits Group
Committee, the Vegetable Group Committee,
the Tomato Group Committee and the Heavy
Produce Group Committee. The Bill also
removes provisions of the Fruit Marketing
Organisation Act 1923 relating to the ex officio
membership of the QFVG by the director of
marketing. The director of marketing is a
statutory office created under section 6 of the
Primary Producers Organisation and Marketing
Act 1926 to allow a Government
representative to be appointed to the board of
statutory bodies that exercise statutory
marketing or regulatory functions. Currently,
that position is filled by the director-general of
my department. The membership by the
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director of marketing on the QFVG board is
somewhat antiquated as the QFVG no longer
exercises any marketing or regulatory functions
and operates purely as a producer
representative body.

The Bill makes two important
amendments to the Primary Producers
Organisation and Marketing Act 1926 in
relation to the membership of mill suppliers
committees and district canegrowers
executives. The first amendment relates to the
maximum number of members of mill suppliers
committees. Under current provisions of the
Act, the maximum number of members on
each committee is 10. However, the
committee is also to include two elected
members of the relevant district Canegrowers
executive who are ex officio members of the
mill suppliers committee by virtue of office. This
causes some difficulties during the election
processes for these bodies, as the number of
persons to be elected to the mill suppliers
committees cannot be known until it is known
whether the district executive members are to
take up membership on the committee.
Therefore, the Bill provides that the maximum
membership of 10 is to relate only to the
elected members of the mill suppliers
committee.

The second amendment relates to the
election of district executives and mill suppliers
committees in districts with only one mill. The
Bill will allow the Governor in Council to
prescribe that in these single mill areas there
may be joint membership of both the district
executive and the mill suppliers committee.

The Bill makes some further minor
amendments to this Act relating to the
membership of producer representative
bodies. The amendments are transitional in
nature and are designed to remove any
possible doubt as to the membership and
constitution of the Queensland Dairy Farmers
Organisation, the Queensland Pork Producers
Organisation and the Queensland Commercial
Fishermen's Organisation. The amendment
relating to the Queensland Commercial
Fishermen's Organisation provides that the
holders of master fisherman's licences and
Queensland commercial fishing vessel licences
will continue as members of the QCFO,
despite the fact that the names of the licences
have been changed to commercial fisher
licences and commercial fishing boat licences
under the Fisheries Act 1994.

The Bill will extend the operation of the
Tobacco Industry (Restructuring) Act 1996
from 31 December 1997 to 31 December
1998. This extension has been necessitated

by two factors. Firstly, the person appointed as
the administrator of the asset transfer
arrangements between the Tobacco Leaf
Marketing Board and the Queensland
Tobacco Growers Cooperative has
unfortunately suffered some health problems
over the past months, which have naturally
caused some delay in finalising the transfer
arrangement. Secondly, I have recently
announced the Government's commitment to
a tobacco industry assistance package that is
likely to allow some growers to leave the
industry in the near future. In turn, this will
affect the distribution of shares in the
cooperative. The extension will allow the
distribution to take place after the growers
make their election under the assistance
package. 

Finally, the Bill will amend the Wheat
Marketing (Facilitation) Act 1989 in order to
reflect changes to the Commonwealth Wheat
Marketing Act 1989. Amendments to the
Commonwealth Act will transfer the
commercial wheat marketing and financing
functions of the Australian Wheat Board to a
wholly owned holding company and subsidiary
companies. The changed marketing
arrangements of the Australian Wheat Board
need to be reflected in the Queensland Act to
ensure continuation of its intrastate trading
powers in Queensland. Therefore, the Bill will
allow the Australian Wheat Board's holding
and subsidiary companies to exercise the
same powers granted to the Australian Wheat
Board under the Queensland Act.

The amendments in this Bill contribute to
a supportive environment for primary
producers in a number of industries in this
State. They demonstrate the Government's
commitment to the continued development of
the Queensland rural sector and a strong
partnership between Government and
industry. I am pleased to commend the Bill to
the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Palaszczuk,
adjourned.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 

Second Reading
Resumed from p. 3890.

Mrs LAVARCH (Kurwongbah) (5.16 p.m.):
The interesting thing about this Bill is that the
Attorney-General's second-reading speech
lasted all of three minutes. He provided no
argument in favour of the Bill's provisions, nor
did he speak of the Bill's purpose. It is also
interesting that for his second-reading speech
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on the Bill that will next be before the House,
the Powers of Attorney Bill, the Attorney-
General read 36 pages. That is indicative of
the very nature of the Criminal Justice
Legislation Amendment Bill. In an ironic sense,
it was an appropriate introduction for a Bill that
contains little but contempt for this House and
the institution of government in this State. 

Let everyone be clear at the outset: this
Bill is no more and no less than a malicious
political payback for the investigation by the
Criminal Justice Commission of senior
members of this Government. This Bill may
contain some measures that have merit in
isolation, but its purpose is cold, sinister and
calculated revenge. Its catalyst is the
extraordinary repudiation on 5 August 1997 by
the Supreme Court of Queensland of the
Government's commission of inquiry into the
CJC. The judgment of the Honourable Justice
Thomas is a breathtaking repudiation of the
policy of secrecy, bias and corruption. It was
the rejection of the bastardisation of a royal
commission. It was the vindication of the rule
of law and a condemnation that, despite its
desires, the Government's petty political
agenda could not prevail over the institution of
justice. 

It is important to remember and
understand where this process began. It
began with the shocking revelations of
Commissioner Tony Fitzgerald and his report
into the Government and institutions of
Queensland. Let it never be forgotten that the
Fitzgerald report revealed that Queensland
had succumbed to an arrogant and corrupt
National Party regime, that the leadership of
this State in both the Government and the
police force was engaged in illegal activities
and that the extent of that illegality had
extended to the very culture of the public
institutions themselves in this State.

In consequence of the Fitzgerald report,
the leadership of this State joined the ranks of
infamy. Do members remember that Cabinet
Ministers were gaoled, the Police
Commissioner was imprisoned and the
Premier put on trial? At one point almost one
third of the former National Party Cabinet was
either in gaol, on bail or on trial. It became the
responsibility of the Goss Labor Government
to implement fully the Fitzgerald reform
process and restore the principles of
democracy in this State. Although criticisms
may be made of the Goss Government, one
criticism that can never be levelled at it is that it
failed to implement the spirit of the Fitzgerald
report. By implementing those reforms, the
culture of our institutions changed from serving
only the political and party interests of the

Government of the day to serving the wider
community.

The history of the Borbidge/Sheldon
Government is one of an attempt to again
attack the honesty of our institutions. It is a
Government that came to power on the back
of an underhand and shabby deal by its most
senior members—the Premier and the Police
Minister—together with the Police Union. That
was a deal which, if implemented, would have
seen the Police Union obtain a right of veto
over the selection of the next Police
Commissioner—a deal which ceded power to
an unelected, unrepresentative and
undemocratic body in the form of the
executive of the Police Union.

The revelation of the existence of the
infamous memorandum of understanding led
to the commissioning by the CJC of the
Carruthers inquiry. It is the CJC's role to
maintain scrutiny over the operation of the
Queensland political process to guard against
the corruption of our institutions, yet from the
time this matter was referred to the CJC the
Government has been intent on one agenda
only—the destruction of the CJC. Its attacks
have been aimed at diminishing the credibility
of the CJC.

The political strategy was that, by doing
that, any report that flowed from an inquiry into
the deal and any report on the probity of the
Premier and the Police Minister would be
damaged in the eyes of the Queensland
public. It was this type of abuse that was
identified by Commissioner Fitzgerald. It is
clear that the National Party has learnt
nothing. Perhaps it is incapable of changing its
ways when it comes to the exercise of power in
this State. Not being satisfied to publicly
denigrate and attack the CJC and the
Carruthers inquiry, the Government then
established its own commission of inquiry into
the CJC. The clear intent of setting up that
inquiry was, firstly, to derail the Carruthers
inquiry and, secondly, to provide a mechanism
to destroy the CJC. That this course of action
was framed in malice and based on bias was
confirmed by the Supreme Court just over two
months ago.

With this Bill the Government is
attempting to place the CJC in the dock of
public opinion. The Government asserts that
the commission is not accountable, but it is
this Government which should sooner rather
than later be made accountable to the public
of Queensland at the ballot box. It is this
Government which should be tried for its
attacks on the institutions of Government. The
first person upon whom judgment will be
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passed will be the Premier himself—a man
who has paid little attention to the real needs
of Queensland and who has been driven
entirely by his own needs and the needs of the
National Party, a man who sanctioned the
Connolly/Ryan commission of inquiry and who
has denigrated the High Court and any other
institution which does not adhere to the
jaundiced view of the National Party.

The second person who stands accused
in the dock of public opinion is the Attorney-
General, Denver Beanland. It was he who had
ministerial responsibility to establish the
Connolly/Ryan commission and settle the
terms of reference. It was his ministerial
responsibility to monitor the inquiry and ensure
that it stayed within the powers given under
the terms of reference. In the words of the
Attorney-General's counsel in the Supreme
Court hearing, he and the Government knew
that the commission had exceeded its powers
and strayed into the area of the CJC
Carruthers inquiry, clearly outside its terms of
reference. What did he do when he was faced
with this knowledge?

Mr Lucas: He smirked.

Mrs LAVARCH: And he stayed silent. He
flouted the legal process and presided over a
massive waste of public money. That is why
this House has no confidence in the Attorney-
General. In any other Parliament in this
country, the Attorney-General would have
resigned immediately upon losing the
confidence of the House. It is only through the
utter contempt in which he and his colleagues
hold the rule of law that he remains in Cabinet.

The third person directly involved in this
fiasco is the Police Minister, Russell Cooper.
This is the man who negotiated and signed
the memorandum of understanding and who,
when he was the Premier of this State,
revealed a breathtaking ignorance of the
doctrine of the separation of powers. He now
displays a breathtaking arrogance in asserting
that he has done nothing wrong in giving
power to the Police Union. This Minister should
have resigned back when it all started early
last year. His continued presence in the
Borbidge Ministry is testimony to the moral
bankruptcy of this Government.

The fourth player upon whom public
judgment is crying out to be passed is the
Deputy Premier and the Leader of the Liberal
Party, Joan Sheldon. The jury returned a
verdict of no confidence in her quite some time
ago—a verdict based on her fundamental
weakness and that of her party to stand up to
the corrupt and arrogant National Party. She

will be remembered for one thing and one
thing only—her self-interested removal of the
road toll in her electorate at the expense of all
road users in Queensland. She will not be
remembered for one positive statement, one
innovative policy or one measure of progress.
Instead she will be viewed as having held a
portfolio beyond her capabilities. She has
neither the strength nor the decency to take a
stand on the abuse of power by her
colleagues.

It is ironic that, although the players have
changed, the game for the Liberal and
National Parties stays the same. Throughout
the Bjelke-Petersen regime the Liberals played
the role of doormat, content to put up with the
abuses of power and the waft of corruption in
order to stay in office. When the crunch came
it was Don Lane's and Brian Austin's desertion
from the Liberal Party to the National Party
which allowed Bjelke-Petersen to continue to
rule in his own right. Placing personal gain over
political honour became the modus operandi
of the Liberal Party in coalition.

The Liberals have not changed one iota
since the Fitzgerald era. The vehicle which the
Government uses in this Bill to implement its
policy of revenge on the CJC is the creation of
the Office of Parliamentary Criminal Justice
Commissioner. This office is to carry on the job
started by the Connolly/Ryan inquiry. The
commissioner is to be given the most
extraordinary set of powers and immunities. In
short, the action of the commissioner will be
largely free from judicial review. Only this
Government could dream up a solution to an
alleged lack of accountability by the CJC by
creating an office that is infinitely less
accountable than the CJC could ever have
been. The new commissioner will not be
subject to judicial review. The new
commissioner will be unable to be challenged
on the basis of bias or other failure to act in
accordance with natural justice. The new
commissioner will be free from the constraint of
equitable remedies such as injunctions. 

If those features are looked at in
conjunction with the other measures in the Bill,
the Government's ongoing contempt for the
doctrine of the separation of powers is seen
starkly. These measures include the power of
ministerial intervention over individual funding
decisions of the CJC, including in respect of
new investigations. These changes are quite
disturbing in their own right. In effect, the
Government of the day is being given the
option to veto inquiries and investigations by
the CJC by denying specific funds to carry out
such investigations.
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The risk in this is clear. For political
reasons, the Government may not wish an
inquiry to proceed. Worse still, because of
downright corruption, it may wish an inquiry to
be stopped. The trend in recent times has
been for Executive Government to move away
from line-by-line budget control of independent
agencies, particularly the courts. This does not
mean that Governments are not interested in
how taxpayers' money is spent. Of course,
they are, and all agencies must be
accountable for their budgets. But
independence from the Executive is a hollow
concept if it does not entail broad financial
independence within the global amount
awarded to the agency.

Other changes in this Bill are also
problematic. The downgrading of the power of
the CJC Chairman is nothing other than spite.
By placing day-to-day management decisions
in the hands of the commission and not the
chair, the effectiveness of the organisation will
be hampered. At the Federal level, recently
the structure of the Human Rights and Equal
Opportunities Commission was altered to
increase the power of the president and to
move away from the collegiate system
advocated by this Bill.

The CJC will be alone in this respect
among similar bodies interstate. This proposed
change is clearly nothing more than "get
square with Mr Clair". The Fitzgerald reforms
were needed because our institutions of
Government stopped serving the public
interest and started serving the National Party
interest. The bitter irony of this Bill is that it is
asking this House to take a major step in the
same bad old National Party direction. It does
so in the name of accountability by
establishing the most unaccountable and
unanswerable office in the form of a
parliamentary commissioner. We know that it
has little to do with accountability and a lot to
do with political payback. This Bill, along with
the Borbidge/Sheldon Government, deserves
to be defeated.

Hon. V. P. LESTER (Keppel) (5.30 p.m.):
Firstly, I would like to congratulate the Minister
on the legislation amending the Criminal
Justice Act that he has introduced into the
House. For too long key recommendations
made by successive PCJCs designed to make
the CJC more accountable have been largely
ignored by successive Governments. As a
result, successive PCJCs have been very
severely hamstrung in their ability to effectively
make the CJC more accountable, or
accountable. The primary purpose of the Bill is
to increase the accountability of the CJC to the
PCJC which was established as a watchdog

over the CJC. At last the House has an
opportunity to fix many of the deficiencies that
have plagued the efforts of successive PCJCs.
It is all there for everybody to see. If passed,
this amending legislation will allow the
Parliament through the PCJC to be an
effective watchdog of the CJC, and that is
really what it was designed to do.

As I have said on numerous occasions
both in the House and in the media, a properly
funded parliamentary committee which is
provided with the right powers and resources
and which has an ongoing role in monitoring
and reviewing the CJC is the best mechanism
to make the CJC truly accountable. In this way
the Parliament is continuously informed as to
the activities of the CJC and the issues that
may concern the Parliament and the people of
Queensland at any time. This is brought about
by the fact that the committee has submitted
some 10 reports so far during this
Government's term in office, and they are all
very comprehensive reports. The process then
allows Parliament to make informed decisions
as to the effectiveness or otherwise of the CJC
and allows for any finetuning of the legislation
which may be required.

I think all members would agree that the
present accountability arrangements have
required finetuning for a long, long time. As
chairman of this committee, I feel a sense of
satisfaction that so many of the key
recommendations made by the current PCJC
and, indeed, the committee's suggestions for
further finetuning of the legislation are included
in the Bill. At least we have had a role and at
least notice is being taken of us.

The amending legislation largely
represents the culmination of the first phase of
an extensive review of the CJC conducted by
the present PCJC. The result of that extensive
review was detailed to the Parliament in the
committee's report No. 38. The committee
used its intimate knowledge that it gained from
its unique relationship with the CJC and,
indeed, other activities in which it has been
involved, to formulate a very carefully
considered reform package to the
accountability relationship. The committee
believes that the reform package it has
recommended, which is included in the
legislation, strikes a careful balance between
the independence of the CJC and the need for
the CJC to be more accountable to the people
through the Parliament. Tony Fitzgerald, QC,
cautioned that the need for the CJC to be
independent should not be confused with a
desire of such an agency to become
autonomous. That is really what this is all
about. The CJC definitely has some
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autonomy, but it, too, has to be accountable.
That, unfortunately, is where some people are
getting things a little bit mixed up.

The most important reform of the
legislation which the current PCJC
recommends is that the PCJC be given the
power to appoint, by a bipartisan majority, a
parliamentary commissioner. I want to make it
very clear that a parliamentary commissioner
cannot be appointed by Government
members on their own; it has to be a
bipartisan appointment so we as the
committee have the say. The parliamentary
commissioner is to have all the special powers
of a royal commission and is to have
unrestricted access to all of the CJC files and
CJC officers, including sensitive operational
information to which the PCJC has often been
denied access. How on earth can we do our
job properly when we are required to
investigate a matter and the information is not
given to us? Is that fair? It is not.

The parliamentary commissioner will have
all the necessary powers to undertake a range
of activities on the PCJC's behalf and at its
direction will be required to report back to the
PCJC, which will have to report to Parliament.
So we cannot be more accountable there.

These important activities which the
parliamentary commissioner will be able to
conduct on behalf of the PCJC include:
conducting audits of the use by the CJC of its
coercive powers to ensure that it is appropriate
in all circumstances—and that is very
important; investigating complex complaints
made against the CJC and/or its officers; and
independently investigating any allegations of
a leak of confidential information by a CJC
officer.

Other significant reforms in the Bill pick up
the key recommendations made by previous
PCJCs which have remained outstanding for
many years. These recommendations include:
firstly, giving the PCJC the power to issue
binding policies and guidelines which must be
obeyed by the CJC. Without this power, the
CJC can either treat the PCJC guidelines with
contempt or selectively apply them as it sees
fit. The second other important outstanding
recommendation picked up by the Bill is that
the PCJC is to be given the power to direct the
CJC to undertake or pursue an investigation.
We often have very good bipartisan reasons
for directing this and sometimes no notice is
taken of it. Without this power, the problems of
the past where the CJC has refused to
investigate important issues, including leaks of
confidential information, will be repeated. 

I should stress that this power will not
permit the PCJC to direct the CJC to stop or
prevent an investigation, nor will it allow the
PCJC in any way to hinder an investigation by
the CJC. It is important to note that both these
powers were recommended by Mr Tony
Fitzgerald, QC, in his report, but for some
reason—and I cannot tell honourable
members why—they have never been
implemented. The legislation also picks up the
important safeguards recommended by the
current PCJC. For example, all guidelines to be
followed by the CJC will be developed in
consultation with the CJC and they must be
agreed to either unanimously or by the
majority of members from both sides of
politics. All of the guidelines must be tabled in
the Parliament for scrutiny by all of the
community. The PCJC must be accountable,
too.

The third important reform recommended
by the current PCJC which the amending
legislation adopts relates to changes in the
confidentiality provisions of section 27 of the
Act. The current provision allows the CJC to
withhold information from the PCJC which the
PCJC has requested on the basis that the
information is confidential. I just ask: how on
earth can we do our job when the CJC may
choose not to give us important information?
No further reasons need be provided; it does
not even have to give a reason. Of more
fundamental concern is that, under the current
provision, the CJC may withhold information
which it deems is confidential and it is not even
required to inform the PCJC that it has, in fact,
withheld that information. Under the
amendments the CJC will be permitted to
withhold information that is confidential, but
the CJC will be required to provide reasons for
withholding that information. The CJC will also
be required to keep a register of such
information that it has withheld from the PCJC
so that, once the investigation is finalised and
the information is no longer confidential, the
PCJC can conduct an audit to verify the
reason originally provided by the CJC for
withholding the information.

The reforms detailed in this Bill provide for
a strengthened Parliamentary Criminal Justice
Committee and they are long overdue. The
legislation implements long outstanding
recommendations made by successive PCJCs
designed to increase the accountability of the
CJC to its parliamentary watchdog. If passed,
the reforms will give the Parliament and the
people of Queensland greater assurances that
the CJC is indeed truly accountable. This is
really what we have been about. We simply
want a fair deal. That is what this legislation is
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going to provide. We, as the committee, have
a job to do. We have taken that job very
seriously. When we took over the job we
realised that we did not have the powers that
we needed. It was very frustrating. We could
not do our job the way we would have liked to
have done it. If this Bill is passed we will have
fair, decent legislation that will make the CJC
accountable. It will mean that, through the
Parliament, the people of Queensland are
kept informed.

Mr LUCAS (Lytton) (5.42 p.m.): The
Criminal Justice Legislation Amendment Bill is
a critical Bill that shows the Government in its
true colours. It is a Bill that shows how totally
and absolutely distracted this Government is
when it attempts to gut the CJC but ignores
the needs of ordinary Queenslanders who are
crying out for attention. Queenslanders are
crying out for an honest Government that
delivers what the people really want: a safe
urban environment in which criminals are dealt
with by police in adequate numbers; job
security; and decent health care and
education for their kids. People are saying,
"We are sick of your obsession with the CJC.
Get on and govern the State for the benefit of
us all."

It is very instructive to have a look at the
court case that was the precursor to many of
the issues that are being dealt with tonight.
We can look at the history of the
Connolly/Ryan commission and the events
that occurred shortly before it was established.
It should be remembered that Russell Cooper
obtained Justice Connolly's opinion on the
police memorandum of understanding, with
that opinion drawing both factual and legal
conclusions. Mr Cooper retained Peter
Connolly as his counsel and had him look at
those issues on his behalf.

It should be noted that the CJC, on the
other hand, was obviously anxious to ensure
that its inquiry was impartial and it went
interstate to get Judge Carruthers to chair the
inquiry into the memorandum of
understanding. The next thing that occurred
after that inquiry started was a typical bucket
job by the member for Broadwater on Mark Le
Grand, relying in part on evidence from the
disgraced Chris Nicholls. This gave the
Government its excuse to act. This was the
hook for the Government to hang its hat on.

The Government could not wait, and on 7
October 1996 it set up the Connolly/Ryan
inquiry. From the very first instance it was
surrounded by controversy. The Attorney-
General disgracefully buckled under to the
National Party in Cabinet and has now paid

the price. His credibility is now in tatters. The
Attorney-General tried to give the outrageous
and totally insupportable appointment of
Justice Connolly some veneer of credibility by
appointing Justice Ryan with him.

I am making no suggestion of a lack of
ability on the part of Justice Connolly. In fact,
he is a person of great legal ability. But he was
someone who could not be more inappropriate
for the job to which he was appointed by the
Attorney-General. If the Attorney-General
cannot understand that, Justice Thomas
certainly did when he said—

"Political controversy surrounded the
Commission to which the defendants
were appointed both before and after its
creation. In the circumstances which are
about to be described it was particularly
vital that those appointed to conduct this
particular commission of inquiry could be
seen to be impartial, and not assuming
the interests of one side or the other of
politics."

So who was appointed by the Attorney-
General? A former Liberal State member of
Parliament who had acted for one of the key
parties in the Carruthers inquiry over the police
memorandum of understanding! This was a
person who could not resist absolutely
appalling brawling and abuse which, in the
end, brought him down, destroyed the
Minister's career and cost the taxpayer
$14.5m.

Let us look at some of the things that
Justice Connolly uttered during the course of
the Connolly/Ryan commission. At page 21 of
the court case transcript His Honour Justice
Thomas says—

"On 22 January 1997, one of the
part-time commissioners of the CJC,
Professor Homel, attended the premises
of the Connolly/Ryan Commission to give
evidence in private session before the
Commissioners. He was met in the
reception area by Mr Connolly. The men
had not previously met. Outside the room
in which Professor Homel was to give
evidence Mr Connolly said words to the
effect 'Now that our side of politics is back
in power we can do a proper critique of
the Fitzgerald experiment'."

This was a finding by Justice Thomas of the
Queensland Supreme Court. Justice Thomas
also found that the Connolly/Ryan commission
was treating witnesses favourable to the CJC
differently from those who were not. Mark Le
Grand was refused leave to call evidence from
eminent people, such as retired Justice
Stewart—a well-known Australian fighter
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against organised crime and drug trafficking.
As Justice Thomas said—

"In summary, there was some
potentially very relevant and useful
evidence wrongfully excluded which could
have assisted Mr Le Grand on this
important issue. There was also
substantial other evidence which was
within the Commissioners' discretion to
receive, reflecting very adversely upon the
credibility of Mr Nicholls, but the
Commissioners acted within the discretion
open to them in refusing to hear that
evidence."
So Connolly/Ryan went full steam ahead

before the Carruthers inquiry was finished.
Connolly was able to get rid of Judge
Carruthers on 29 October. What was the
response of Mr Connolly? This is what
occurred when he was interviewed by a
journalist—

"Question: Was he being paranoid?

Mr Connolly: I don't know. You would
have to ask him that or you would have to
ask his medical advisers, but I don't know.

Question: How do you describe his
behaviour over the last couple of days?

Mr Connolly: Childish. Very Childish.
He didn't ring me, he got this direction, he
gave us a two-line response. 'I will not
give the undertaking that I am asked for.'

Question: Should he come back and
finish it up?

Mr Connolly: That's entirely up to
him. It has got nothing to do with me. I
don't offer or express opinions on how the
rest of the world should act, unless it
becomes my direct responsibility to do so.
Has he gone? I don't know if he is still in
Brisbane. I don't know either. I would
think, honestly I would think that, let's put
it this way, he seems to have been paid a
lot of money and Queensland doesn't
seem to have very much for it. I think
decency might suggest to him that he
reconsider his situation and see, and not
start crying until he is actually hurt. In
other words, until he gets some direction
from us. What sort of direction it might be
which interferes with the conduct of this,
and after all, by the way, the conduct of it
is over. All he has got to do is write his
report."

That is the sort of stuff that the Government
received from Peter Connolly. Connolly was
able to get rid of Carruthers. It is even more
disgraceful when we consider that Mr Connolly
was attacking Judge Carruthers for the job that

he did and suggesting that he should refund
money. I bet Justice Connolly is not prepared
to refund the scandalous waste of funds that
he received when he presided over his inquiry.
You allowed a biased inquiry to be set up. It
was an inquiry that was flawed from the very
start.

Madam DEPUTY SPEAKER (Miss
Simpson): Order! The member will refer to the
Minister by his title and not by the word "you".

Mr LUCAS: I apologise. The Minister
allowed the setting up of an inquiry that was
biased from the start. Obviously, I am a
politician and I would not like anyone to
accuse me of being unevenhanded in relation
to an assessment of Connolly/Ryan. I will
therefore leave it to the remarks made by
Justice Thomas in his conclusions on the issue
of bias. He said—

"When all the relevant factors are
brought into account I venture to think
that there is overwhelming evidence of
ostensible bias against Mr Connolly with
respect to matters that his Commission
had to consider. The picture would include
all of the following perceptions in the mind
of a fair-minded and informed member of
the public: that shortly before the
Commission was set up, Mr Connolly had
given an opinion to Mr Cooper concerning
the Memorandum of Understanding such
that Mr Connolly's view might be thought
to be that the Carruthers Inquiry (still
running) was a waste of time and money;
his acceptance of the Commission to
investigate the conduct of the CJC in
circumstances where his former client Mr
Cooper was sorely aggrieved by the CJC's
conduct; his publicly insulting Mr
Carruthers; his public reinforcement of his
opinions; his expression of political
alignment while the Commission was
current; his participation in hearing, with a
view to making final recommendations
based thereon, numerous politically driven
and politically sensitive complaints that
the CJC was favouring one side of politics;
his difficulty in effectively fencing himself
off from what was called the 'Inquiry into
the Carruthers Inquiry'; his conduct of
hearings in a matter apparently more
supportive of witnesses adverse to the
CJC than those favourable to it; his
frequent display of rancour, without
apparent cause, against the CJC and
those representing it; his willingness to
participate in determining the validity of
complaints such as the two complaints of
Mr Beanland and at least to some extent
the wide ranging complaints of his former
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client Mr Cooper and other politically
contentious issues; his uneven conduct in
relation to the important issue of alleged
impropriety by Mr Le Grand including a
refusal to receive evidence that would
support Mr Le Grand's defence; and
finally, the consistency of the above
pattern and of the direction in which all
these matters point."

He was condemned on all counts, and it is a
disgraceful condemnation of the Minister that
he presided over this and allowed it to carry
on.

So where does that take us from here? It
is that very inquiry which was found to be
biased that this Government now wishes to
force the parliamentary commissioner to deal
with, not by just giving it to him or her to make
further inquiries but by requiring him or her
merely to look at it to see what those further
inquiries might pass on. It is like teaching
children a course about communism,
capitalism and the mixed economy but having
it written by the North Korean Government with
its side of the story only. Not only did Mr
Justice Thomas condemn the Minister but this
Parliament did, too, when the Minister was
censured by it. But it was water off a duck's
back. The Minister wears such utter
condemnation by a Lower House as a badge
of honour.

It is important now to look at the Bill itself.
The Bill is a Trojan Horse. It rolls up some
important PCJC reforms with the big get-
square. It has a number of important
initiatives, but it has many bad ones. It is
dripping with malice. For example, it crows
about enhancing judicial review of the
CJC—which it does—but at the same time it
sets up a parliamentary commissioner who is
obliged to deal with the Connolly/Ryan bias
and who is given extraordinary immunity from
correction by the courts by way of review for
issues such as want of jurisdiction, bias and
others.

As the shadow Minister very eloquently
said to the House earlier, there is one thing
that the Attorney has learnt from the
Connolly/Ryan and Carruthers debacle and
that is to make sure in this Bill that there is no
court review of the parliamentary
commissioner. That is the terrible thing that he
has learnt. What did the all-party Scrutiny of
Legislation Committee say about this
disgraceful ouster? Time does not permit me
to read it in detail. I will just go over the
headings: the review role of the courts is
limited; access to the courts is made
conditional upon obtaining the permission of

the Supreme Court; the administrative law
principle of procedural fairness may be eroded;
the administrative law principle of ultra vires is
overturned; parliamentary control over the
exercise of administrative power is arguably
abdicated; accountability to Parliament and
the courts is limited; accountability to the
criminal law is limited; and accountability to the
rule of law is restricted. That is a very, very sad
thing to come from an all-party parliamentary
committee.

What about the drafting of the Bill itself?
The Explanatory Notes are a disgrace. It is not
as if that is a criticism of the Government as a
whole, because it is not. As was indicated
earlier in this debate, in the past the Treasurer
has taken up a number of comments by the
Scrutiny of Legislation Committee and has
gone to great efforts to put forward
Explanatory Notes that properly deal with the
issues and properly explain to the Parliament
what it is about—not this sort of cursory
description of proposed section 118R, which
itself is two pages long and states—

"This sets out the functions of the
parliamentary commissioner."

Is that not instructive! We are all the better
informed because of that! There is no excuse
for that. There is no excuse for not properly
informing this Parliament.

Let me move on to the get-squares and
the appeal to mates. The Attorney does not
like Justice Carter. He did the Joh jury inquiry.
So the Attorney has included a provision to
allow the PCJC to veto outside judicial
appointments. That is lowest-denominator
stuff. What will happen is that if someone has
heard that someone might have had a
particular political view in the past—God knows
when—they will be vetoed automatically. But it
is paranoia. O'Regan, Clair, Carter and Le
Grand, as far as I am aware, have never been
political people anyway.

Mr Foley: Remember what they did to
Justice Douglas.

Mr LUCAS: Exactly. They hounded
Justice Douglas because he had the cheek to
vote Labor once. But what runs does the
Minister have on the board? Who are the
people who do have that former political
record? Sir Max Bingham is a former
Tasmanian Liberal Minister. Peter Connolly is a
former member of the Legislative Assembly.
The Minister is keen for the PCJC to have a
veto over people whom the CJC appoints to
inquiries, but he did not bother to consult the
Opposition on Connolly/Ryan. If he had
consulted us on the appointment of Connolly
as that commissioner, he would have saved
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the taxpayers of this State $14.5m. That
$14.5m was blown, whereas it could have
been spent on nurses, police or teachers and
improving the life of ordinary Queenslanders.

Another clause in the Bill that is very, very
concerning is the requirement that the Official
Misconduct Division must give a report to the
wrongdoer before it goes to the appropriate
authority. That clause will be used to tip off
corrupt cops. It should be remembered that,
under the present situation, it is not an
ambush. When someone is charged by the
Director of Public Prosecutions, that person
gets full access to the police brief from the
Director of Public Prosecutions. Frequently,
confidential information about tactics and
operational matters is attached to those sorts
of briefs, and they will be forced to be given to
the other side. There is no need to worry about
ordinary people who are subject to police
investigation. In those cases there will be no
requirement for the police to give them notice
before they are charged; it is only the sort of
people who are going to come before the CJC.

I could understand perhaps some of the
Minister's motivation in relation to this
proposed clause in the Bill if he was more
limited in relation to it. If he said, for example,
that when we have a report of the CJC that is
not going to be passed on to the Director of
Public Prosecutions but perhaps to the
director-general of a department, someone
should be given notice of that report first, I
could understand that. But the Minister goes
the whole hog and presents us with a
situation—either deliberately or
incompetently—in which corrupt cops and
corrupt officials will be tipped off that the game
is up before the charges are laid. It should be
remembered that sometimes when the
Director of Public Prosecutions gets a brief it
takes him many months to assess that
evidence. It is often very weighty. It takes him
many months to assess that evidence and to
decide what charges will be laid. In the
meantime, that individual has had the benefit
of the tip-off, the benefit to destroy evidence,
the benefit to shoot through and the benefit to
get at witnesses.

Other aspects of the Bill indicate a total
misunderstanding of the role of the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee,
which is either deliberate or incompetent. It is
not an Executive or managerial body. We are
dealing with a situation in which the Parliament
will give the Parliamentary Criminal Justice
Committee the powers to direct and
investigate. The Minister does not realise that
he is dealing with top-level organised crime,
whereby providing sensitive information to

parliamentary members of the CJC can lead to
knowing or unknowing tip-offs. Members
should not forget the very sad situation, not
too many years ago in Tasmania, when a
senior businessman was convicted of
attempting to bribe a politician. This is
something that is very unfortunate, but it does
happen occasionally. By doing this, the
Minister has let the genie out of the bottle, so
that this could potentially happen in the future
in Queensland.

It has always been a principle with
parliamentary committees that supervise
watchdogs that they do not take an
operational role; it is hands off to sensitive and
operational information. Surely that is what the
role of the parliamentary commissioner will
be—not the PCJC. It is very foolish to allow
individual PCJC members to inspect copies of
documents. The Bill states that they are not
operational documents. But what happens
after they cease to become operational
documents when the investigation has
concluded? It is a very nasty world where loose
words can result in informants being killed and
future prosecutions jeopardised.

There is power in the PCJC to give
directions to the Criminal Justice Commission.
Again, that is a managerial role that is quite
inappropriate. The parliamentary commissioner
can be subject to a partisan political direction
to get CJC officers. The Minister is not very
interested in a bipartisanship direction when it
comes to that. He has given the Parliamentary
Criminal Justice Committee power to inspect
bugs and transcripts. But again, that is what a
parliamentary commissioner is for. I have no
problem whatsoever with those being
reviewed. That is what the inspector-general
type of parliamentary commissioner is for. The
Minister wants to seek access to budgetary
information. Again, that is not a problem, but
he should not have access to sensitive
operational information.

There is one other issue that I would like
to raise with the Minister. He has made
amendments with respect to the continuity of
the PCJC after elections. That is a good idea. I
have no difficulty with that. But what happens
in a situation where a member of the PCJC
loses his or her seat in an election, so we have
those ongoing positions? That ought to be
considered for urgent amendment. This could
happen to either side of politics.

Mr FitzGerald: It's covered.

Mr LUCAS: I understand that it is
covered, so I will not speak further on that.

The Government has tried to claim that
this is a PCJC-driven Bill, but that is a
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transparent sham. The Opposition supports
the role of a parliamentary commissioner of an
inspector-general type, but not a further super
standing royal commission. The Government
got caught with its hands in the till for $14.5m
blown on Connolly/Ryan. So the Government
has come back here with a get-square that
perverts the good idea of a parliamentary
commissioner by telling him or her what to do.

Debate, on motion of Mr Lucas,
adjourned.

POLICE

Mr BARTON (Waterford) (6 p.m.): I
move—

"That this Parliament notes with
concern that the Coalition Government,
and in particular the Minister for Police,
has failed to provide adequate resources,
staffing levels, training and policy direction
to the Queensland Police Service to allow
it to—

• address policing and crime issues in
a pro-active, professional, corruption-
free and courteous manner;

• provide a swift, effective response to
all calls for assistance from the
public;

• provide effective community policing,
in conjunction with the communities
in which they operate, through
community consultative committees
which allow police to be aware of,
and address and resolve, those
policing and crime issues of concern
to the community; and

• enhance respect and public support
for police officers within the
community."

The values mentioned in the dot points in
the motion are ones with which I am sure all
members in the Parliament can agree readily.
They represent the values and policy initiatives
that an incoming Labor Government will apply
with regard to policing in Queensland. They
are the values that applied during Labor's
terms in office between December 1989 and
February 1996. On return to Government,
Labor will ensure that the Police Service
receives the clear leadership, policy direction
and resources to again make those values a
reality. 

It is a sad fact of life that, although this
coalition Government—and, in particular,
Police Minister Cooper and the Attorney-
General, in whom the House has no

confidence—speaks strongly on police, crime
and law and order issues, its actions fall well
short of what is required, and a long way short
of the promises that it made. This Parliament
should be very concerned about that. That is
what this motion is about. I hope that the vote
on this motion tonight will reflect that view. I
find the position of having to move a motion
such as this very sad. Good, effective policing
is one of the basic needs of a democratic
society, along with the right to a job, provision
of health services and a good education
system. Everybody is entitled to be safe in
their home and in public and to enjoy their own
possessions for which they have worked hard
without fear of their being stolen or damaged. I
think particularly of low-paid working class
families and social security recipients, who do
not get many opportunities to obtain
possessions. The suburbs and towns where
they live suffer the highest crime levels and
currently suffer the greatest police shortages. 

Members of the public are entitled to a
swift response and effective action by their
Police Service when they call for assistance. In
turn, police officers are entitled to dignity in
their work and the confidence and support of
the public. There is a great need for more
effective and visible community policing. There
is a great need for more police beats around
public areas that are known trouble spots,
which too many of our railway stations, public
malls, public parks, shopping centres and town
and suburban streets have become. Members
of the public want their police to be more
visible. They want them out on the beat, rather
than seeing only an occasional police car that
comes from a large police station a long way
from their homes, of which they have no sense
of ownership and with which they have no
genuine community link. 

On coming to office, Minister Cooper
cancelled many Police Beats and shopfronts
that had been committed to by Labor in
Government. Labor in Government will ensure
that they are reinstated. He has closed many
suburban police stations to move to the cluster
or divisional policing system, but he has failed
to commit to the same level of new
replacement police stations that Labor had.
Brisbane's western suburbs are possibly the
worst example. He has temporarily put police
for that division into unsatisfactory facilities in
the former Taringa State School while he
builds his mate the member for Indooroopilly a
new police station in that suburb to which
residents in the area have expressed very
strong opposition. He conveniently forgets
about Labor's commitment for a new Red Hill
police station to support that divisional work. 
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He has also tried to downgrade the
Proserpine Police Station and provide policing
there from the Whitsunday Police Station at
Cannonvale. Currently, both of those stations
are also down three officers. The Mayor of
Proserpine let the cat out of the bag, and this
Police Minister was forced to retreat from that
proposal. He has abandoned Labor's
commitment for a new police station at
Coorparoo in the Greenslopes electorate, a
commitment given by the last Labor Police
Minister, in favour of a review of policing in that
division, which he admits could take up to five
years. He will not even let police expand into a
neighbouring police house that is available as
an interim measure.

The Police Minister is currently developing
a new trick. Although the Minister promised a
new police station at Palm Beach on the
southern Gold Coast and carefully ensured
that everybody believed that that would mean
additional police and enhanced policing, that is
not to be the case. The staff at Burleigh Police
Station are being transferred to Palm Beach.
They have their notices. Burleigh will become
an 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. shopfront only. There will
be no additional police or policing capacity in
that division. The Minister is allowing the same
outcome to be planned for the new Centenary
police station in the Mount Ommaney
electorate. Police from Oxley will staff the new
Centenary police station. Oxley will cease to be
an operational police station. The south-
western suburbs of Brisbane, including Mount
Ommaney, will not receive any more police or
enhanced policing as a result of the opening
of the new police station in the Mount
Ommaney electorate. 

This morning in his ministerial statement,
the Minister again perpetrated the myth that
police numbers fell during the six-year period
of Labor Government. Numbers increased
under Labor by 1,187, or 198 per year. In
addition, over 400 more were released to
operational duties due to the impact of
civilianisation. For the benefit of the Minister, I
repeat: he did not invent civilianisation; it had
been in place under Labor's term of office. We
will ensure that that continues in a very positive
way when we return. In our best year in office,
the 1991-92 year, there was an additional
increase of 376 police officers. The Minister's
performance for 1996-97 of 148 extra police
and his promise of 282 in 1997-98, yet to be
achieved, is a poor performance when
compared with what Labor was capable of
delivering, and delivered, during its six years in
office. His promises are big, but his
performance is small. 

This morning he told us about the
numbers being trained. I have no doubt that
those numbers are correct. Again he
pretended that they were all additional police
officers. Again he conveniently forgot the
separation rate. Many of those police who are
being trained go towards the numbers of
police leaving the service either for retirement,
resignation or, in a few cases, dismissal. Police
Minister Cooper is very vocal about his claimed
increases in police numbers. A careful study of
the summary of police numbers dated 19
September provided by the Minister as a result
of a question on notice shows a very different
picture. Police numbers are down in virtually
every significant town, regional city and
suburban police station compared with the
model that he likes to speak about in this
place so often. 

Almost without exception, they are down
even when allowing for first-year constables. I
repeat that when this Minister was in
Opposition he would say frequently that first-
year constables are not real police. We are
using his standard to put these figures to him.
I believe that first-year constables can do a lot
of work, but they cannot do the full range of
work because they have to work with
supervision; they cannot work alone. Even
allowing for those first-year constables, based
upon the model, in the main the numbers in
each division are down. That includes
Mundingburra and Townsville, which received
the strongest possible promises of all.
Townsville Police Station is down 21, Kirwan is
down 10 and even the small Mundingburra
station is down three. Apparently keeping
promises even in the specific electorate of the
by-election that changed Government is
unimportant to this Minister. The small town of
Ayr, about whose crime problems we have
heard so much in recent years from the
member for Burdekin, is down by two officers.
Many other centres are down. I will leave it to
my colleagues to provide that level of detail. 

There is one other very serious issue on
which the Police Minister has talked very loud
and long in recent weeks, particularly during
his launches of the community policing
programs, that is, community consultation. The
CJC Research Division report of last month
showed that police and community members
on the community consultative committees
were unclear about their role, that community
consultative committees generally lacked
direction, that the committee members had
received little training in their role and that
senior police had little involvement with the
work of the committees. It found that only one
quarter of the police divisions had active
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community consultative committees. It found
that the divisions that had high crime rates
were the least likely to have effective or any
consultative committees in place. Although the
trial CPPs have been supported for their trial
period by Labor, they are not addressing the
broader problem. Many are expressing
concerns about inadequate resourcing,
because the CPPs themselves are being
required to raise the funds to allow them to
operate, with the Government providing
funding only for the coordinating officer. This
Minister and this Government talk loud and
long on police and crime issues, but the reality
is that they are not performing. Time and time
again, we are seeing reports of the lack of
policy direction, of which the CPPs are but one
example.

Hon. J. P. ELDER (Capalaba—Deputy
Leader of the Opposition) (6.10 p.m.): It is my
pleasure to second the motion before the
House. In 1994 in Parliament, the member for
Surfers Paradise stated—

"People and not only the aged and
infirm are barricading their homes and are
afraid to go out. People's lives are being
constrained by fear, fear of attack, fear of
rape, fear of death and the response from
the Government is that it is all negative
imagery. Over the past 12 months, the
public has been hit with a barrage of
headlines, including 'Couple abducted",
'Thugs storm house', 'Trio's terror at
gunpoint', 'Man bashed in $20 theft',
'Gangs of youths casing shops before
crime', 'Crime surge likely', 'City tops death
tally', 'Sex assault risk rises on north
coast'. The list goes on and on. Although
it may be appropriate for this Labor
Government to dismiss those headlines
as sensationalism and a media beat-up,
one need only talk to the victims to gauge
the reign of terror in place in
Queensland."

Has the Borbidge Government stopped
this reign of terror? No! A big, fat N-O! Just the
other day, just down the road from the
Premier's own home, a 72-year-old-man was
run over repeatedly by a car. What for? A
lousy $20! 

Back in 1995 in the coalition's contract
with Queensland, the Premier stated—

"The basics of a Justice system in
which criminals—sane or otherwise—
serve their time—not running around the
streets on day leave committing crimes—
but in secure custody."
That is really great rhetoric, but has the

Borbidge Government delivered? Has the

service become better? No! Another big, fat N-
O! The Borbidge Government has fallen down
on the job of law and order. Confessed killers
such as Ross Farrah are allowed to go to the
movies. He is allowed to go down and buy his
Coke and Fantales. They let him go! That is
what happens under this Government. Then
there is Frank Preston, who escaped from the
John Oxley Centre, and who was committed
for holding a knife to his son's throat during a
siege. By allowing that man to escape and do
that is really getting on with the job! How must
his wife feel about this State's law and order
policy?

The Premier is really good at quoting
headlines. So when he starts to think about his
rhetoric back in those days, I will give him a
couple of headlines for him to mull over. For
example, "Criminally insane 'animal' at large".
Here is a good one for him, "Parents angry
after killer's 'night out' ", or maybe "Violent
patients 'let out to save money' ". They walk
out of Baillie Henderson, wander around and
commit atrocities and murders. That is what I
call getting on with the job! There is the
Government's law and order system. It has
broken down in this State. 

As the shadow Minister said, what must
the police think about that? They spend all of
their time catching these criminals only to have
them taken out for a night's entertainment at
public expense. What a great system we have
in Queensland! People do not have to worry
about whether violent criminals will be picked
up, because they are out on an entertainment
leash. The Government has allowed them to
do that. The police will not be picking up the
criminals either because at this point they
spend most of their time collecting traffic fines. 

The Minister speaks of a supposed
increase in police strength. However, on the
figures that I see, that increase does not exist.
I refer to figures that relate to my own area:
Capalaba, down 10; Cleveland, five, Dunwich,
three; Wynnum 16. I will tell members where
the police spend their time—and they only
have to go to the Budget papers to find
out—they are in the Traffic Division. That is
where the biggest increase in police numbers
has occurred. They have been collecting fines. 

In terms of property security programs,
funding for those programs in the Budget fell
from $162m to $150m. In terms of personal
safety, funding in the Budget for that program
fell from $93m to $79m. However, members
only had to look at the road safety program to
see where there was an increase—a
phenomenal 86% increase in the Budget: from
roughly $34m to $64m. That is where the



3908 Police 28 Oct 1997

police in Queensland have gone—not to look
after personal security and not to look after
property security. Break and enters are still
occurring and the headlines about assaults are
still there. The police are now out on traffic
duty.

Time expired.

Mrs GAMIN (Burleigh) (6.15 p.m.): Firstly,
I will answer the ill-informed remarks of the
member for Waterford: he does not know what
he is talking about. As a result of the recent
recommendations by Detective
Superintendent Ron Pickering after his inquiry
into the Gold Coast CIB, at Burleigh Heads
there will be a huge influx of detectives—plain
clothes officers. Five general detective teams,
two Juvenile Aid Bureau squads and a
property team will be under the command of a
detective inspector and two detective senior
sergeants. They will be responsible for
intelligence-driven crime control in the area
through to the New South Wales border. 

I advise the member for Waterford that,
currently, consultations are proceeding in
terms of greatly increased uniformed staff at
Burleigh above those recommended by
Superintendent Pickering. That report should
be ready by the end of this week. Already
since February 1996, police numbers in the
south-east region are up by 51, the Gold
Coast district is up by 49 and with more to
come on a regular basis.

The Queensland Police Service has
embraced the community policing concept
wholeheartedly, and that commitment is
paying dividends. The latest and probably the
most exciting initiative to be put in place is
community policing partnerships, which are
being trialled in seven centres throughout the
State, including on the Gold Coast. This
model, which has attracted interest from other
States, is just as it suggests—a partnership
between the local community and the police. 

The coalition believes that the community
has a vital role to play in the front line against
crime and should play a key role with the
Government and the Police Service in
assessing the nature and magnitude of the
problem and advising them as to priorities,
strategies and solutions. Community policing
partnerships are a front-end approach to
identifying crime problems and creating pro-
active strategies to combat them. It gives
ownership to local communities and ensures
the full cooperation of local police who have
embraced the concept enthusiastically. The
concept has received the big tick from the
Criminal Justice Commission and
criminologists, who agree that it is way to go. I

am confident that the effect of the CPP will be
marked in my own area on the Gold Coast,
and that Russell Cooper will be responsible for
that positive impact. The community
involvement emphasis is recognised as the
most fundamental and innovative change of
direction for crime fighting ever proposed in
Australia. It will harness all available
Government police and community resources
together in a new spirit of cooperation and
interdependence. 

The new Palm Beach Police Station is
coming on in leaps and bounds. It will be
completed on target at the end of this year
and will be open for business early in the new
year. I have to say that I have put more work
into achieving this police station than I have
put into any other project over many years of
public life. For six years, the members of the
former Labor Government vehemently refused
requests from community leaders, residents,
traders and the tens of thousands of people
who signed petitions, which I presented to
Parliament on their behalf. 

Prior to the last State election, the Labor
Police Minister, the member for Kedron, and
the member for Currumbin consistently and
publicly expressed the view that Palm Beach
did not need a police station. There seemed to
be some possibility that a station might get up
in the Elanora area around the turn of the
century. Labor members said that police
shopfronts are better than police stations.
However, the people of Palm Beach knew
quite well that that was not the answer in
addressing the crime problems in their area. 

Immediately after it took office early in
1996, the coalition restructured the State's
finances so that the Palm Beach Police
Station and other promised projects could
become a reality. We made it clear to police
administration that the plans of the former
Government were not our plans, or should I
say that Labor's refusal of a police station at
Palm Beach was not the plan we intended to
follow. The site is on the corner of Hawaii
Avenue and the northbound Gold Coast
Highway. Even though I had brought
enormous pressure to bear on the Minister
and the Premier to get this project under way,
and although I should have liked the station to
have been built within the Burleigh electorate, I
could not quarrel with an excellent site only a
few streets outside my electorate boundary.
Who knows, perhaps after the next round of
boundary changes the Palm Beach Police
Station will find itself fortunate enough to be
within the Burleigh electorate. It does not
matter because this station will service the
whole Palm Beach content of my electorate.
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Palm Beach makes up about 40% of the
Burleigh electorate. 

The project was fast-tracked so that its
completion will be within 18 months of its initial
Budget allocation. I count that as a small
miracle in itself as I have succeeded in the
struggle to untangle red tape and get the
bureaucrats moving. The new Palm Beach
Police Station will be fully staffed and operate
on a 24-hour basis. 

Last week, I flew into Coolangatta from
Sydney. We flew up the coast and
approached from the north. As we flew back
down the coast I watched for Palm Beach, and
I must tell the Minister that the station looked
pretty good and that work is well on target. On
behalf of the Burleigh electorate, particularly
on behalf of the people of Palm Beach and
also on behalf of the Gold Coast Police
Service, I take this opportunity of thanking the
Minister for the tremendous cooperation and
assistance that he has given us in getting this
project up and running.

Mr BRISKEY (Cleveland) (6.20 p.m.): This
is an important motion that is simply framed so
that even the Borbidge Government and the
Minister for Police can understand it. The
Borbidge Government and the Minister have
failed all Queenslanders and they have failed
all serving Queensland police officers. 

The Minister has not delivered on his
promises. He has travelled throughout this
State promising everything to everyone, and
has delivered nothing. He promised an
additional 2,780 police over 10 years. That is
an average of 278 police for each year. In the
first year of the coalition Government, did
Queensland get 278 extra police? 

Opposition members: No! 

Mr BRISKEY: Did they get 250 extra
police? 

Opposition members: No!

Mr BRISKEY: Did they even get 200 extra
police? No, they did not! The Minister made a
promise that he cannot keep. In 1988-89, the
same Minister delivered 12 extra police officers
to the State of Queensland. 

Let us look at the record of the Labor
Government. In December 1989, when we
were elected, there were 5,282 police officers.
By December 1995, there were 6,400 police
officers. That is an extra 1,118 police officers.
If one adds to that the number of extra police
officers made available for operational duties
because of the process of civilianisation, we
provided an extra 1,598 additional police
officers. That is an average increase of 266

police officers for every year that we were in
Government. What has the Minister failed to
deliver? 

Mr Lucas: He failed the Wynnum police
district.

Mr BRISKEY: The Minister has failed to
deliver what people want. People want to see
police in their communities, driving around their
suburbs and walking through their shopping
centres. The Minister has failed to deliver that.
The people want police visibility, because
police visibility is a major deterrent of crime.
Criminal behaviour diminishes when police are
visible. The Minister has failed the test, which
is a simple test with simple answers. People
want police to come when they are called.
They want police to investigate properly crime
within their area. Without the sufficient police
numbers that this Minister refuses to provide,
that is simply not being done. 

As the member for Lytton said, if we look
at the Wynnum police district, the district within
which the Redland Shire and the Cleveland
electorate are located, we see one of the worst
police to population ratios in Queensland. In
that district there is 1 police officer to 1,120
people. When compared with the Queensland
average of 1 police officer to 524 people that
ratio looks bad, but it looks even worse when
compared with the national average of 1 police
officer to 455 people. It is more than double
the national average and is another abysmal
record of the Police Minister. 

It is not surprising that in the Redland
Shire the police cannot always turn up
immediately to a break and enter. It is not
surprising that police in the Redland Shire
cannot always interview witnesses immediately
after a crime has been committed. It is not
surprising that the people of the Redland Shire
are upset, as are the police of the Redlands
who are upset that they cannot do their duties
as they wish. 

The Police Minister has failed abysmally.
Cleveland police numbers are down by 10 and
Capalaba police numbers are down even
further. The people of the Cleveland electorate
remember the fear tactics used by this Minister
for Police in 1995. They remember the
promises that have never been kept and they
remember the dirty deals done by the Police
Minister. They will not forget.

Mrs WILSON (Mulgrave) (6.24 p.m.):
Firstly, I commend the police of the State, and
certainly the police in the Mulgrave electorate,
for their commitment to and focus on the job. I
also thank the Police Minister for tackling the
problems that were left by the former Labor
Government.
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Today I sat here and diligently tried to list
an initiative of the previous Labor Government
that seemed to improve Police Service delivery
to Queenslanders. I scratched around to find a
major policy initiative. I found that they had
barely two policies to rub together. The
member for Capalaba read out some media
clips. Those things sell newspapers and he is
taken in by the headlines. 

Let me ask some questions. Did the
Labor Party Government increase police
numbers? No, it did not. Cairns has seen an
enhanced number of police in the last few
months and there will be some more later on.
The Labor Party merely played with statistics,
but that did not fool the people of
Queensland. Did Labor Party members
improve the management of police? No, they
did not. Did they improve the training of
police? No, that was a void as well, although
we have picked it up. Did they have the
academy working to capacity? No, they did
not. They fell down there, too. The academy at
Townsville is a coalition success for the north.
Did Labor have a commitment to community
policing? No, that was another void, and I take
this opportunity to thank all of those people
who endeavoured to maintain some sort of
community policing. It is pleasing to see that
five volunteer policing programs are being
trialled right now, which is another initiative of
the coalition Government. Did the previous
Government have anything to offer, apart from
rampant incompetence? No, it did not. 

Let us take the very important issue of
training and look at what this Government has
achieved in 18 short months. We opened the
$3.5m Townsville Police Academy and we
have provided it with an annual operational
budget of $2m. Labor would never have
opened that academy. I attended the first
graduation at the academy on behalf of the
Minister and I witnessed the pride of the
graduates and their families. They spoke
positively about the courses and their
attendance there. 

We have filled the Townsville and the
Oxley academies with new recruits, which is a
major improvement on Labor's record which
saw the Oxley academy languishing from a
lack of recruits. What is more, many recruits at
the Townsville academy are northerners and
they will fill northern positions. Because of the
central northern siting of the Townsville
academy, more northerners are being
recruited. Many people have been put off
joining the Police Service because they would
have had to travel to Brisbane or southern
places for training. The Townsville academy
was vital to fulfilling the projected needs of the

service under this Government's 10-year police
staffing plan, which, up to the year 2005, will
see an average of 600 recruits coming into the
State, all of whom will require training. The
staffing plan is another major policy initiative of
the Government to enhance Police Service
delivery. 

In the electorate of Mulgrave, the police
stations have a full complement. In fact,
Babinda has one extra officer. 

Mr Ardill interjected. 

Mrs WILSON: I spoke to them this
morning. I reiterate that the Townsville
academy is providing training of equal quality
to that provided in Brisbane and it has been
an enormous success. This is an academy
that the Labor Party did not want the people of
Townsville and the north to have. The Labor
Party did not want to make an investment in
boosting the number of police recruits in the
north. All they did was knock, carp and whinge.
Not only did Labor Government members not
have any policies themselves but they also
cannot recognise a good policy when it hits
them in the face. It is also worth noting that
the CJC and the recruits have given the
academy a big tick.

Training is a cornerstone of developing
and maintaining a professional Police Service
and it has received particular attention under
this Government. 

Mr Cooper: It has never been better.

Mrs WILSON: The Minister is right: it has
never been better. In 1993, approximately
6,000 students undertook education and
training programs in the QPS. Members
opposite should listen to this: in 1997, over
10,000 students have undertaken or are
undertaking education and training programs.
Those opposite do not want to listen. At the
end of this year, when the second group
graduates from the academy in December,
some police will be sent to northern posts in
the State. We will be filling voids there as well. 

The Constable Development Program
was kicked off in 1996. It provides a three-year
advanced training regime for constables who
have just completed the first year constable
program. The program can be completed
through distance education to assist those in
remote areas. The Government will not forget
those people who cannot attend the college.
We give them distance education. A
Management Development Program
commenced in the latter part of 1996. This
program provides professional, supervisory
and management development of officers
seeking promotion to non-commissioned and
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commissioned ranks. In addition, the
Investigations Training Program fosters the
investigative skills of uniformed and plain-
clothes police.

Time expired.

Mrs ROSE (Currumbin) (6.29 p.m.): I rise
to support the motion moved by the shadow
Minister for Police. It gives me no pleasure at
all to expose the Police Minister for blatantly
misleading the people of the southern Gold
Coast. I do not know how he sleeps at night.
He has ranted and raved and denied genuine
and, as it turns out, justified concerns
expressed by the member for Waterford, the
Leader of the Opposition and me that
uniformed police would be drawn from
Coolangatta or Burleigh to staff the new Palm
Beach Police Station. What are we seeing?
Nearly all of the uniformed officers from
Burleigh are being sent to Palm Beach to allow
the CIB to move in.

The Minister condemned Peter Beattie
and me for exposing publicly his plans to draw
police from neighbouring stations. He denied
that that was the intention. Let us look at
some of the Minister's statements. After Peter
Beattie and I stood on the site for the Palm
Beach Police Station and said that there was a
chance of the Minister taking police from
Coolangatta and Burleigh, the Gold Coast
Bulletin of 20 June reported—

"Mr Cooper denied police numbers at
Burleigh and Coolangatta would be
sapped.

... 

Mr Cooper said 100 new police would
be stationed in the region this year,
'meaning stations will not be de-staffed or
depleted to man the new station'."

Those statements have proven false. Perhaps
Mr Cooper could explain to the people of
Burleigh the community policing partnerships
he has been launching to bring the police
closer to the people. Taking police away from
Burleigh is hardly a community policing
initiative. He is leaving them with a fire brigade
service; the police will respond when they get a
call-out.

The Police Minister gave a commitment
that Palm Beach would be a new division with
its own uniformed officers and resources,
including cars, in addition to those already in
place. There were to be three
divisions—Coolangatta, Palm Beach and
Burleigh. Burleigh has been merged into Palm
Beach. That means that there are still only two
divisions and resources for only two divisions.
That is what it comes down to—no extra police

and no extra cars. The same police and police
cars will be patrolling Palm Beach and Burleigh
and they will be doing so from Palm Beach.
That means that police from Palm Beach will
be taken away to police Burleigh.

The Gold Coast Bulletin summed up the
position in an editorial which, I heard, got up
the Minister's nose. The editorial of 17 October
is titled "cop out" and states—

"... one disappointing aspect was news
that although Burleigh Heads would
become the southern base for detectives,
many of the uniformed officers would be
relocated to the new station at Palm
Beach.

The move contradicts government
assurances that Palm Beach would be
staffed by extra officers ...

... 

The Coalition deemed a Palm Beach
station necessary; it should now ensure its
officers have not just been poached from
an equally-needy neighbouring suburb."

That is exactly what has happened. We
desperately need the Palm Beach Police
Station. I fully support that. 

Mr Cooper interjected. 

Mrs ROSE: The Minister should forget the
rot from the member for Burleigh. We were the
ones who were committed to providing another
police station on the southern end of the Gold
Coast. That station would have been fully
resourced and it would have had extra police,
because that is what it needed. 

Let us look at the police numbers for
other areas of the Gold Coast. Based on the
Police Minister's model, the ideal police
strength at Broadbeach is 87 officers. The
member for Merrimac is the local member.
How many officers do they have? They have
57 officers. The ideal strength at Burleigh
Heads is 24 officers; it has 22 officers so it is
not doing too badly. The ideal strength at
Coolangatta is 31 officers; it has 24 officers.
Mudgerabah, which is in the electorate of
Nerang, has an ideal strength of 25 officers; it
has 18 officers. Under the Minister's model,
the ideal strength for Nerang is 22; it has 16
police officers. The ideal strength for Runaway
Bay is 20; it has 16 officers. Members should
listen to this next example. The member for
Southport is a Minister in this Government.
Southport's ideal strength is 71 police officers;
it has 59 officers. However, the Premier's
electorate has been looked after. Its ideal
strength is 46 officers; its approved strength is
63 officers. So where are the police going from
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the other divisions on the Gold Coast? They
are being stolen and put in a——

Time expired.

Mr HARPER (Mount Ommaney)
(6.34 p.m.): I could hardly contain my delight
when the Opposition chose to debate this
Government's raft of achievements in the
Police portfolio. It reminded me of what
hypocrites they are and what short memories
they have. I need turn only to my electorate of
Mount Ommaney to demonstrate that point. 

The former ALP Government downgraded
the major police station at Oxley from a 24-
hour station to just a business hours, five days
a week station. It has forgotten about that. I
turn to the construction of the Mount
Ommaney Police Station, which is well and
truly on target and which will open early next
year. It will be a 24-hour police station. In
contrast to what the people of my electorate
received under the ALP, we will see a return to
a 24-hour police service. 

Let us look at the numbers for the
Metropolitan South, Oxley district, which covers
the Mount Ommaney electorate. From
February 1996 to September 1997, the
authorised strength went from 187 to 202
officers—up 15. Actual police numbers went
from 172 to 201 officers—up 29. That
demonstrates clearly the great things this
Government and Police Minister are doing for
my electorate. In stark contrast to the
moribund and incompetent administration of
those opposite, this Government has taken
the Queensland Police Service forward in
leaps and bounds. We are overcoming the
gross neglect wrought on the Police Service by
Labor. Members opposite conveniently seem
to forget about that. 

Record budgeting, rising police numbers,
a raft of training initiatives and the Bingham
blueprint have worked to enhance QPS
management and operational policing and
have delivered a better policing service to the
people of Queensland. The mediocre
Opposition should be ashamed of its
disgraceful attack on the professionalism,
integrity and courteousness of our thousands
of dedicated, hardworking and honest police
officers.

Mr Cooper: Shame on them!

Mr HARPER: As the Minister said,
"Shame on them!" Because it suits their
grubby political agenda, they have been
pushing the corruption barrow, sticking the
boot into the police and saying that the service
is corrupt. Once again, they are interested only
in their own personal agenda of trying to crawl

back into office. They do not care who they
upset and what lies they tell. Their claims are
an outright insult to the vast majority of police.
The Carter inquiry has demonstrated that the
claim of widespread and high-level corruption
is a fallacy. The Queensland Police Service is
far more accountable and open to scrutiny
than it was in the past.

Recently, the CJC released a
comprehensive review of the service 10 years
on from Fitzgerald. It reported an improvement
in the standard of police behaviour and
discipline, a marked reduction in the incidence
of verballing and pointed to a weakening of
the so-called police code of silence and
showed that police managers and supervisors
were more aware of their responsibilities to
enforce discipline. The report concluded that
police were more professional in their dealings
with the public and it also showed that public
confidence in the QPS has increased. There
has been no slackening in the resolve to keep
our Police Service among the cleanest, if not
the cleanest, in the nation. The CJC report
also found that Queensland had a cleaner
Police Service, with greater compliance with
the rules and regulations governing the
conduct and behaviour of police. Opposition
members want to run a shoddy campaign
against the police to try to help their own
cause.

The Bingham review presented 197
recommendations to improve the
management, professionalism and service
delivery of the service. Those
recommendations are in the process of being
implemented. We have moved on issues in
respect of which Labor sat on its hands and
did nothing about, such as addressing the
chronic state of watch-houses, which were a
shambles and a disgrace despite international
and community condemnation. We have put
in place a major capital works program to
upgrade and build new watch-houses,
including a $13m state-of-the-art new city
watch-house. To alleviate watch-house
overcrowding, in the first week of Government
we issued a directive that no prisoner should
spend more than seven days in a watch-
house. We well remember the length of time
that some people had to spend in watch-
houses under the Labor administration. 

We are addressing major policy issues,
such as police powers—issues that stagnated
and went nowhere under Labor and issues
that will help police in the fight against crime.
We delivered a record spending budget for the
Police portfolio—a $644m, or 10.5%, increase
on last year's budget. That is being directed to
giving Queenslanders the better Police Service
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this Government said it would deliver. That is
providing more than 250 extra police. It means
more operational capacity, police stations,
equipment, technology, civilians—200 in
fact—and better watch-houses. Operationally,
that budget translated to blockbusters for each
of the regions. In the far-northern region, there
was a 7% increase; northern, 5% and central,
3%. That means more police and resources to
fight crime right across the State. In short, we
have done more in 18 months and a far better
job than members opposite could ever dream
of doing, and we will continue to do so. 

Time expired.

Mr LIVINGSTONE (Ipswich West)
(6.40 p.m.): I rise in support of the motion
moved by the member for Waterford and, in
so doing, point out the gross failure of this
Government to deliver services to the people
of Queensland and, in particular, the West
Moreton area. In this Parliament some weeks
ago, I mentioned that the Ipswich district was
26 police short and also that up to two to three
police were putting in for transfers every
fortnight. After I made that comment, the
Minister's office issued a press statement to
the Queensland Times. The first line stated—

"The Southern Region's policing
needs had been recognised ..."

It further stated—

"Ipswich is to get 15 constables ... as
the Coalition Government continues to
boost police strength right across the
State ..."

When people read that rubbish, they would
believe that this Government is giving us 15
constables in addition to the number in the
model. Unfortunately, nothing could be further
from the truth. I must say to the Queensland
Times' credit, instead of printing the rubbish
that the Minister's office put out, it decided to
contact the Police Union and, lo and behold,
after I had said that they were 26 short, what
did the union say? I will read the article that
appeared in the Queensland Times—

"Goodna and Ipswich police stations
needed 28 officers to fill staff shortages.
Southern District Queensland Police
Union representative Denis Sycz said
yesterday.

Sgt Sycz said he welcomed Police
Minister Russell Cooper's announcement
yesterday that Ipswich would receive 15
constables by Christmas. But he said
police numbers should never have been
allowed to fall to the low levels
experienced in the region.

'We need 11 officers at Goodna and
17 at Ipswich and there are more police
leaving the area every week ...' "

Those are not my words; those are the words
of the Police Union and I congratulate it for
coming out and supporting its members.

People should look at the overall numbers
in Ipswich and the Ipswich region and look at
what that means for the services in the area. A
letter was sent from the police department to
the West Moreton regional education centre. It
was headlined "Notice to Schools in Ipswich
and Adjacent Areas; Police Service False
Alarm Project", which has been brought up in
this Parliament before. I would just like to go
through some of that for the benefit of
members. By way of background the letter
points out—

"In a number of schools in the
Ipswich and adjacent areas there are
security alarm systems installed. Some of
these systems are monitored by security
companies, others are on the State
Government Security System, while
others still are unmonitored."

It goes on to talk about the amount of time
that police waste in responding to these
alarms considering that 98% of all alarms are
false alarms. At one stage the Minister
commented that the alarms from the schools
accounted for about 70% of the false alarms.
The letter went on to say—

"The Police Service proposes to
divide security alarms into two categories:

Category A alarms are those at high
risk premises such as banks and
drug manufacturers.

Category B alarms are those which
are in low risk premises ..."

Schools fell into that category. It goes on to
say that the police would respond to category
B alarms if the alarms could be proven to be
legitimate, someone is in danger, a crime is in
process, an offender is on the premises or
there is evidence of an offender. For crying out
loud, how are the police going to know that
from an alarm? It is just absolutely pathetic for
anybody to even believe such a thing.

One of the principals in the area wrote to
me saying—

"In an arson attempt two years ago
we came within about five minutes of
losing a complete wing of the school.
Fortunately, an alarm sensor was tripped
during the incident in the early hours of
the morning and police offers were able to
extinguish the blaze before it took hold.
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There is no doubt that the police
response on this occasion saved
taxpayers ..."

With the possibility that the entire wing could
have been destroyed, that certainly saved
taxpayers' money. They are just some of the
areas in which we see big problems. The
member for Mount Ommaney spoke a
moment ago in relation to how good
everything was in his electorate. The ALP
candidate for the Mount Ommaney seat, Julie
Atwood, wrote to the Minister just recently. He
notified her that he was closing the Oxley
Police Station and hoped that it would not
affect policing in Oxley. In fact, they were 11
down. 

Let us look at some of the other
statements that he has made over a period of
time. In Ipswich on 12 January 1995 the
Minister stated that Ipswich was 90 police
short. What did we get? We are still 28 short of
the authorised strength. If honourable
members look at other areas, they will see that
this is disgraceful. The Minister is a crook.

Time expired.
Hon. T. R. COOPER (Crows Nest—

Minister for Police and Corrective Services and
Minister for Racing) (6.45 p.m.): I know who is
disgraceful; I have never heard such load of
drivel from the members opposite. What a
hopeless waste of time they are! What a
boring lot! They are so negative and they
knock the police at every turn. 

An Opposition member interjected. 

Mr COOPER: Yes, they did, they
attacked——

Mr LIVINGSTONE: I rise to a point of
order. At no stage have I knocked the police.
In fact, I stick up for the police. The Minister is
misleading the House. I find it offensive and
ask for it to be withdrawn.

Mr COOPER: I withdraw. The member
opposite should see his face; he does not
know how pathetic he is. He stretches figures
and mixes things around. He will do anything
to try to suit himself. What a hopeless waste of
time he is. Opposition members knock police
and want to interfere with operational policing.
All they ever want to do is turn back the clock
to 1989 to 1996 when they did such a
disgraceful job. What are we doing here? We
are cleaning up their mess as usual.

I will touch on a few of the points that the
members opposite raised. The Opposition
talked about police numbers. We said that we
would provide 2,780 over a 10-year staffing
period. The Opposition's promise was 1,360.
What a pathetic performance! It cannot even

promise enough police to do the job. Then it
talked about police numbers in the first three
years. We always said that we would provide
139 in the first year. What did we deliver? One
hundred and sixty! This year—our second
year—we provided for 252, and we will deliver.
In the third year we will provide 409; that is 800
in total—plus 400 civilians—while the people
opposite lost numbers back in the period from
1993 to 1995. What an utterly disgraceful
performance!

Let us talk about some of the more
positive things. This is the first time that the
police have ever had a 10-year staffing plan so
that they can plan accordingly—and they have
to. We did the Bingham review which brought
down 197 recommendations, 150 of which
have already been implemented—and they
are still working on them. The Opposition had
the chance to do something about police
powers. It started in 1993 but it did not have
the courage to go through with it. The police
actually started work on those in 1982. This
week we are going to bring those powers into
the Parliament. These are jobs that the
Opposition simply could not do. It found it too
hard so it simply did not do them. It is an
absolute disgrace.

Community policing is what we need; it is
what the member opposite supports and many
more of his number should support it a lot
more. The community policing partnerships
have never before been implemented in
Queensland or in Australia. It has started in
Queensland with seven under way and on trial.
That is the very sort of thing that we have to
be encouraging if we are going to attack crime
at the sharp end. The member opposite said
that the police could not do the job of putting
criminals behind bars. In 1993 there were
about 2,200 prisoners. This year the number
has doubled: there are about 4,000-plus
prisoners, so someone is doing their job. The
prisons are full, after the Opposition made
such a hopeless mess of it.

I will return to being positive. One thing
that is really working extremely well, too, is the
school-based constables. Does the
honourable member opposite like that
program? Does he think it is a good one?
Does the member for Redcliffe like it? No, he
would not have a clue. What a tremendous
program that is! Five school-based constables
went in serving 11 schools right across the
State. We are going to double that next year
because it is such a success. It is a real
success because it puts the police in with the
kids, the parents, the teachers and the
neighbourhoods and keeps them safe. They
are things which the Opposition could have
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done but did not do. The other day 37 new
volunteers in policing started for the very first
time in Queensland. Does the Opposition
support the volunteers in policing program?
Probably not! It could have done it but did not;
it did not do anything in the six years that it
was in Government. As far as crime, law and
order and police numbers are concerned, the
Opposition is an absolute and disgraceful
wasteland. The whole lot of the Opposition
members were an abject failure on every
single thing that I could point to. They were
soft on crime—weak on crime—and they
never, ever supported police; they always
walked away from them.

Police morale is improving by the day.
Their numbers are improving by the day, and
they are going to keep on increasing year after
year. The new induction is coming up in
December. Opposition members should watch.
The numbers are really starting to bight and
they are really starting to hurt the Opposition.
That is why they are wasting the time of the
House bringing this motion on. What a waste
of this House's time! We have an
embarrassment of riches here of things that
we have done and will continue to do in the
most positive way, especially in the area of
crime prevention. That is the area that we
must focus on—and we are—but we also have
to increase police numbers, and we will
continue to do so.

Mr HOLLIS (Redcliffe) (6.50 p.m.): In
rising to speak to this motion, I do so with
great concern at the way in which police are
regarded in the community, and particularly at
the policy direction that this Minister is taking. I,
like many other Queenslanders, am not
convinced that police numbers are increasing.
Only this morning we heard the Minister again
talking up police numbers. In fact, he stated
that a further 282 police will be in place by
December 1997. In the same announcement
he claimed that Redcliffe will receive an extra
five police. Well, bully for him!

According to the latest summary of police
numbers printed on 4 September 1997,
Redcliffe has an approved strength of 57
officers, but the actual strength is only 45
officers. This shows that the station is 12
officers short.

Mr De Lacy: You are not saying he
fiddles the facts, are you?

Mr HOLLIS: He does. The proposed
allocation of five officers will not even bring
Redcliffe up to its approved strength. These
are the Minister's figures, not mine.

As I have said in this place on previous
occasions, it is no good having increased

numbers of police if the service to the public
does not improve. Observing more police
flashing by in cars hardly gives the public a
sense of security and, more importantly, a
rapport with the police which is so necessary.
One has only to look at the record of this
Minister in his dealings with the Police Service
and his cave-in to the Police Union in the
famous memorandum of understanding
matter which resulted in a waste of some
$17.5m on the aborted Carruthers inquiry and
the biased, closed-down Connolly/Ryan
inquiry. The use of taxpayers' money produced
nothing but had the full support of the Minister.
It is easy to understand why the service from
police is becoming increasingly distant from
the public and, in some cases, is intolerant,
rude and dismissive. This Minister, by his
actions, supports and encourages that type of
behaviour.

I will detail two incidents that reflect the
type of behaviour that is becoming prevalent in
police responses. The first one concerns a
woman driving home with her boyfriend at 4
o'clock on a Sunday morning. She was pulled
up by a random breath-testing unit. The
boyfriend driver returned a nil reading but, on
checking the licence plates, the police found
that there was a warrant outstanding for non-
payment of a traffic fine. Despite the repeated
protests of the lady that the fine had been
paid, the police locked her in the watch-house
at 4 o'clock on a cold winter's morning, where
she remained until relatives scraped together
the bail money some five hours later and she
was released from custody.

It was later proved that the fine had been
paid. To his credit, the Attorney-General wrote
a sincere letter of apology for the mix-up, but
what did the Minister opposite say? Nothing!
He relied on an apology on behalf of the
Acting Assistant Commissioner of Police, and
that was it. Why did he not issue some
directives that police should have taken
particulars, including the stable address of this
woman, instead of summarily locking her up?
The police could have investigated the
situation and spoken with her later. That is
what I would call a commonsense community
approach, but it was certainly not encouraged
by the Minister. His approach is all about
looking after the police first and the public
second. The police do not leave their police
stations for what they determine to be minor
offences. Instead, they demand that the public
come to them.

I quote from a letter to the Redcliffe police
superintendent from a Mr Jackson of
Cleveland whose two sons were assaulted at
the Redcliffe lagoon. He wrote—
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"On phoning the police again and
informing them of who I was, I requested
if it would be possible to come to the
hospital to see the children and take a
report. However, my contact informs me
that it would be better if I can come to the
station as they are fairly busy."

Further on in the letter he says—

"Maybe it was just us but to be
questioned by your officer as to why we
had come to Redcliffe to use your water
when in his recollection Cleveland had
water of its own to me was irrelevant and
showed the interest the case was
obviously going to receive. Then to still
further be told, well, I would not take my
family there, seemingly to accept this as
though all of Brisbane should know that
Settlement Cove, Redcliffe was a cesspit
where the behaviour of indigenous people
was outside the control of local and State
and Federal law. With this sort of
acceptance within the police is it any
wonder my boys were assaulted."

Finally, in presenting examples of public
discontent with the service offered from the
police, I quote the comments in a letter from
Mr Brown of Margate in which he says—

"Perhaps you may listen to your
electorate in the lead-up to the next
election, surely not far away, and realise
that many of us are losing faith in the
political system to protect us when the
Police Service are not there to protect us,
but simply there to enforce the law."

Mr Brown has hit the nail on the head. This
motion says, in part, that we need effective
community policing. The Criminal Justice
Commission—the body that the Minister is
attempting to destroy—says that. The
Bingham report also says that.

I suggest that the Minister has failed
completely in ensuring that police address their
work and crime issues in a pro-active,
professional, corruption-free and courteous
manner. The Minister has failed to embrace
community policing in spite of the
recommendation from the CJC and the
Bingham report. Most importantly, the Minister
has failed to listen to the vast majority of
Queenslanders who want to have a closer
association with their police. 

Time expired.
Question—That the motion moved by Mr

Barton be agreed to—put; and the House
divided—
AYES, 41—Barton, Beattie, Bird, Bligh, Braddy,
Bredhauer, Briskey, Campbell, D'Arcy, De Lacy,

Dollin, Edmond, Elder, Foley, Fouras, Gibbs, Hamill,
Hayward, Hollis, Lavarch, Lucas, McElligott,
McGrady, Mackenroth, Milliner, Mulherin, Nunn,
Nuttall, Palaszczuk, Pearce, Purcell, Roberts,
Robertson, Rose, Schwarten, Smith, Spence,
Sullivan J. H., Wells. Tellers: Livingstone,
Sullivan T. B. 
NOES, 42—Baumann, Beanland, Borbidge, Connor,
Cooper, Cunningham, Davidson, Elliott, FitzGerald,
Gamin, Gilmore, Goss J. N., Harper, Healy, Hegarty,
Hobbs, Horan, Johnson, Laming, Lester, Lingard,
Littleproud, McCauley, Malone, Mitchell, Perrett,
Quinn, Radke, Rowell, Santoro, Simpson, Slack,
Stephan, Stoneman, Tanti, Veivers, Warwick,
Watson, Wilson, Woolmer. Tellers: Springborg,
Carroll 

Pair: Sheldon, Goss W. K.

Resolved in the negative.

Sitting suspended from 7 p.m. to
8.30 p.m.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Resumed from p. 3905.
Mr LUCAS (Lytton) (8.30 p.m.): In closing,

I draw the attention of the House to an
excellent article in a recent edition of the
Courier-Mail titled "Political Devices" by Janet
Ransley and Tony Woodyatt. Time does not
permit me to read a lot of it today, but they do
quote former Chief Justice Mason of the High
Court describing three essential requirements
of our system of representative Government:
the Government must, firstly, be chosen by the
people; secondly, it must act in the public
interest; and, thirdly, it must be accountable for
what it does. So how does this Government
fare under that test?

As to the first test, the coalition took
Government with a total lack of legitimacy and
has never recovered from it. It has no
mandate. As to the second test, it is incapable
of acting in the public interest. It blew $200m
on a tollway in the Deputy Premier's electorate,
and there was nothing for the rest of
Queensland. It blew $14.5m on
Connolly/Ryan. It spent millions on blatant
politically biased advertisements. It ripped
$850m out of the electricity industry to put it on
the bankcard to pay for recurrent
expenditure—money that is going to have to
come out year after year

As to the third test, the Government is not
accountable. The Minister laughed off that
unprecedented court finding of bias. He
ignored an unprecedented Lower House vote
of no confidence in himself. He says he is
getting on with the job. He is getting on with a
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hatchet job on the people of Queensland. He
is getting on with a hatchet job on the CJC and
people who are part of the Fitzgerald reform
process. But there is one judgment that he will
not escape, and that is the judgment of the
people at the next election.

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN (Caboolture)
(8.32 p.m.): I rise to speak to the Criminal
Justice Legislation Amendment Bill 1997. I
would normally like to spend some time
discussing things of a general nature in
relation to this Bill and, in fact, in relation to the
things that bring us to this Bill.

Mr Lucas: The things that matter.

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: Yes, the things that
matter. However, there are so many very
bizarre provisions included within this Bill that I
am unable to do so. I would, however, like to
be on the record as having said that, when the
Connolly/Ryan inquiry was being established, I
engaged with the Attorney in a series of
questions that were designed to have the
Attorney indicate to the Parliament that
Connolly/Ryan would not be able to touch the
Carruthers inquiry. The Attorney did not give
that indication to the Parliament at that time,
and history records that the Connolly/Ryan
inquiry did interfere in Carruthers to the extent
that the Carruthers inquiry was aborted. In fact,
the Connolly/Ryan inquiry itself was found to
be of a biased nature and itself was aborted.
What have we got in this Bill? The real poison
of this Bill, if one likes, is that the
Connolly/Ryan inquiry is being revived. This is
an Attorney-General who will never say die,
and he is doing it to the people of Queensland
again in this Bill.

Let us have a look at some of the bizarre
provisions within this Bill. While my colleague
the member for Lytton was giving the earlier
part of his contribution prior to the dinner
break, he mentioned the issue of the
membership of the Parliamentary Criminal
Justice Committee. I noted that the Leader of
the House, the member for Lockyer, Mr
FitzGerald, indicated across the Chamber to
him that that had been fixed. So the member
for Lytton said, "I will not waste any more time
with that." However, I am a bit concerned
about that. Not three minutes ago, members
were handed the proposed amendments. I
have not had time to study them at length, but
I do not see how these amendments fix the
problem that my colleague the member for
Lytton was going to talk about, so I will
probably spend a moment or two on that
shortly.

Let us have a look at some of the bizarre
provisions that have found their way into this

Chamber via the vehicle of the Bill that is
under consideration at the moment. I
overheard the conversation that the Leader of
the House has been having. I checked the
Standing Orders before I spoke the first time.
One of the bizarre provisions is the differential
treatment of prisoners incarcerated by the
State based on whether they are incarcerated
in a public institution or one that is privately
run.

I understand that the tipping off of people
subject to reports is one of the issues on which
there is a proposed amendment. It is very
bizarre that this provision was included in the
first instance. Another bizarre provision relates
to the closed hearings of the Criminal Justice
Commission and the parliamentary
commissioner. The membership of the PCJC
has been touched upon briefly, and I will come
back to that.

I am particularly concerned about the
issue of PCJC directions to the commissioner. I
will probably deal with those as my principal
issue. There are some fairly serious issues
there that I will talk about. Of course, the
revival of the tainted material from
Connolly/Ryan is of concern to me, as it is to
most people in Queensland—but not, I
understand, to the 44 who hold elected status
as members of the coalition Government. I am
also concerned about the untouchable status
of the parliamentary commissioner. A new
class of untouchability is being created for that
person in this State, and that is a matter of
great concern. I am concerned about the
continuing standing commission of inquiry
status that the commission gets. I am
concerned also—and think it absolutely
bizarre—that, through this Bill, the abrogation
of privilege for the commission and
commission employees could lead to the
abrogation of privilege that informants to the
commission have felt that they might otherwise
have enjoyed.

Firstly, let me talk about the issue of
directions by the PCJC. First of all, we have a
system of directions by the PCJC, and we
have information provided to us that says that
these guidelines are disallowable by this
Parliament. That seems to be the means by
which we are told that we have some
protection. The Bill goes on to talk about the
fact that these can be disallowed in
accordance with the Standing Orders. There is
not a Standing Order of this Parliament that
allows for the disallowance of a guideline. The
Standing Orders specifically talk about Orders
in Council, regulations and the like. There is no
provision for the disallowance of a guideline.
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A guideline has to be tabled in this
Parliament within 14 sitting days of its being
made, or it is void. That sounds like a
protection until one realises that, in order for a
guideline to be required to be tabled by today,
it need only have been made on 8 July. So
two and a half months ago, the PCJC, under
these kinds of provisions, could have issued a
guideline for it to be made public today. In two
and a half months' time people will say, "Well,
that is the same provision as for subordinate
legislation." But subordinate legislation has
another aspect to it.

Subordinate legislation, if it is made in the
subordinate legislation series, has to be
notified in the Gazette basically immediately
or, if it is made as an exempt instrument not
drafted by the Office of Parliamentary Counsel,
then it must be published in the Gazette,
except in very exceptional circumstances.
Those exceptional circumstances relate at this
stage only to State Planning Policies, which
are rather lengthy documents—exempt
instruments—and are, in fact, notified in the
Gazette.

A guideline from the PCJC is disallowable;
yet there is no mechanism for disallowance
available through the Standing Orders,
although the Bill pretends that there is.
Standing Orders cannot assist members of this
Parliament in terms of how long they have to
move a motion to disallow a guideline after it
has been tabled in here. The Standing Orders
are silent. There is no suggestion or discussion
in the Bill as to what those time lines are. If we
are to have guidelines and those guidelines
are to be disallowable by the Parliament, we
have to have some mechanism by which to do
it. I suppose I could leaf through the Bill to
determine what the Bill states. The reference
in the Bill is of no assistance. It states—

"On the day set down for its
consideration under the standing rules
and orders of the Legislative Assembly,
the Speaker must put the question that
the Legislative Assembly resolve to
disallow the guideline."

However, there is no day set down for
consideration under the Standing Orders for
the disallowance of a guideline. 

I do not know how we are going to get
around this. The simple way is to very quickly
draft an amendment to the Bill to provide for
some detail, or to change the Standing
Orders. I know that the Leader of the House
knows for how long we have been trying to
change the Standing Orders in this place.
From the moment I walked through the front
door nearly eight years ago, a number of

efforts have been made to change the
Standing Orders. We cannot do it. A Sessional
Order might be sufficient; however, a
Sessional Order is not a way for this
Parliament to deal with an issue that it is
required to deal with under legislation. The
disallowance of the guidelines is a problem. No
mechanism exists to do that. 

The other problem is that it can be two
and a half months before anybody, other than
the people to whom the guideline has been
issued and the members of the Parliamentary
Criminal Justice Committee, has any
knowledge of the guideline. That is a
significant problem and one that we need to
consider in the context of this debate. For the
life of me, I do not know how the Minister can
solve that problem. In addition, I am not sure
that I approve of the Parliament giving to a
parliamentary committee the virtual authority to
make disallowable instruments. That is
essentially what we are doing in this instance.
That is something that I am fairly concerned
about. 

In speaking about the membership of the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee, the
honourable member for Lytton was given
some assurances. He did not continue what I
am sure he was going to say. It seems to me
odd—and I am sure it will seem to the people
of Queensland odd—that a circumstance can
arise whereby a person who does not hold a
seat in this Parliament can be a member of a
parliamentary committee. That is the
circumstance that we are establishing. I
understand and I approve of what is trying to
be done. I do not disapprove of the idea of
trying to find a way to allow the parliamentary
committee to endure over what can be a
lengthy break during the period of an election
and before the resumption of Parliament. I
believe that most of us would agree that it
would be a problem to have not one but two
standing commissions floating around without
any parliamentary direction. I believe that we
need to apply our minds to that problem. I
think we all recognise the problem.

I spoke briefly with the Attorney before the
House resumed this evening. I know that he
recognises the problem. It is a difficult one. It
can have any number of flow-on effects. The
situation could similarly be put, for example, in
relation to a lengthy Christmas recess of the
Parliament. Currently, we would be all hoping
that Parliament does not have December
sittings and that our last sittings are in
November, so there would be no parliamentary
sittings in December or January. I do not wish
to point the bone at any particular member of
the CJC, but, if during that period one of the
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members of the CJC were to meet with an
untimely end, the Minister would have the
same problem: the committee would have a
vacancy and the committee would be skewed.
For a lot of reasons, I believe that we need to
find a mechanism——

Mr Tanti: Do you mean the PCJC?

Mr J. H. SULLIVAN: Yes, I mean the
PCJC. We need to find a mechanism for
providing replacement members. With some
minor reservations, I support the idea that
there should not be a Criminal Justice
Commission and a parliamentary
commissioner floating around without a
parliamentary overview. I would like to think
that we could turn our minds to that problem. 

I turn now to the abrogation of privilege
for members of the commission, which would
have the secondary effect of affecting the
privilege of people who have been informants
to the commission in that they can be required
to provide information that they would believe
that they have given under privilege. The
effect of that provision is that, in essence, it is
a neutering of the Criminal Justice
Commission. The commission will find it fairly
tough to get information from people on a
confidential basis if those people become
aware that the confidentiality that they believe
they enjoy with the commission will be
abrogated at a second stage at which the
commissioner overrides the particular
information. I believe that we need to consider
that seriously. We are making it impossible for
the Criminal Justice Commission to operate as
an investigating body and to take information
from informants. I think that this Parliament
needs very much to be aware of what we are
doing. A number of members have called this
the "big get square". I think it is. If the Attorney
wants to talk about waste of money, this is a
way to get nothing for the money that he
spends running the CJC. He is prepared to
write out a cheque for whatever are its
operating costs and to provide it with no
means through which to have any outcomes. 

Of course, the big poison in the Bill is in
relation to proposed section 118ZA, which I
think most members have already identified as
the one that makes the commissioner
untouchable. As the member for Lytton
indicated in his contribution, the Explanatory
Notes are not terribly helpful. In relation to
proposed section 118ZA, which is in clause 41,
the Explanatory Notes state—

"This protects the parliamentary
commissioner from suit, for example, from
liability for acts done in good faith and
without negligence."

As the Scrutiny of Legislation Committee
indicates in its report to members of this
Parliament, it does very much more than that.
I believe that, when we consider this Bill, we
ought to be careful to wonder whether or not
we should be doing that. Rather than read the
material, I suspect that it is probably best for
me to refer honourable members to page 20
of Alert Digest No. 11, which was presented to
the Parliament this morning.

I know that only those members who are
interested will turn to that. Certainly, I suspect
that those who have no interest in there being
any change to this Bill will ignore it almost
entirely. I note that I have only a few minutes
left in which to speak, so I will probably speak
during the Committee stage, which I know is
going to be a delight to all members. The
other important thing is the rebuttable
presumption in this Bill towards closed
hearings of both the commission and the
commissioner. That is in contravention of
conventional wisdom. It is also in contravention
to the rebuttable provision for an open
hearing, which is contained in the Misconduct
Tribunals Bill, which was passed earlier today
by this Parliament. The issues in relation to this
Bill are diametrically opposed to the issues in
relation to the Misconduct Tribunals Bill. Why is
it that in this Bill we believe that hearings
should be closed unless otherwise shown to
be in the public interest that they be open
whereas in the Misconduct Tribunals Bill, which
was passed earlier today by this Parliament,
that was in accordance with conventional
wisdom?

In relation to that particular provision, I will
finish up by referring to a quote that is
contained in an excellent document, the
Criminal Justice Commission's submission to
the Attorney-General in relation to this Bill and
another Bill. The quote is from the Report of
the Royal Commission on Tribunals of Inquiry,
1966. The Chairman, the Right Honourable
Lord Justice Salmon—who to me does not
sound like a Left Wing radical—stated—

"As we have already indicated it is, in
our view, of the greatest importance that
hearings before a Tribunal of Inquiry
should be held in public. It is only when
the public is present that the public will
have complete confidence that everything
possible has been done for the purpose
of arriving at the truth." 

That is what the people of Queensland want
the Criminal Justice Commission to do. I say to
Mr Attorney-General that the people want the
Criminal Justice Commission and its inquiries
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to arrive at the truth, and they want to be
confident that that has occurred.

Mr NUTTALL (Sandgate) (8.52 p.m.): At
the outset, let me say that I am and always
have been a strong supporter of the CJC,
even before my days as a member of the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee. I
believe that, being born out of the Fitzgerald
inquiry, in the main the CJC has done an
excellent job for the State and its citizens. 

As I say, I believe that, despite the fact
that along the way the Criminal Justice
Commission has made mistakes, it has done
an excellent job for the State and its citizens.
We cannot expect the CJC to be a perfect
body. In my view, it has endeavoured to act in
a proper and appropriate way. However, in
terms of corruption, on the odd occasion it has
been probably overzealous in pursuing its role.
Nevertheless, I believe that its intentions have
always been good. 

In relation to this legislation that is before
the House, although I applaud the Attorney-
General for adopting a number of the
recommendations put forward by the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee, I
believe that, firstly, the Attorney-General has
gone too far and, secondly, that he has really
put the cart before the horse. I say that for this
reason: in terms of the Criminal Justice Act as
it now stands, the current committee is in the
throes of undergoing a three-yearly review.
Earlier this evening I heard the Attorney-
General say that when that review is finished,
the Government will look at the
recommendations arising out of that review
and maybe it will or maybe it will not act on a
number of those recommendations. Given that
the Connolly/Ryan inquiry was aborted, I would
have thought that it would have been prudent
for the Attorney-General to hasten with caution
and perhaps wait until the committee had
completed that three-yearly review, in which we
may or may not have been able to look at a
number of submissions put forward to that
inquiry that was aborted. 

I find it a little bit strange that the
Attorney-General and his office have chosen
to adopt only certain recommendations of the
committee. The report, which was tabled in the
Parliament in July 1996, report No. 34,
basically put together the outstanding
recommendations by Parliamentary Criminal
Justice Committees Nos 1 and 2 and the
committee of which I am a member, No. 3. In
that report, there were in excess of 50
recommendations that we requested the
Attorney-General to adopt or consider. I make
no comment regarding past times, but I say

that the Attorney-General is the person on the
spot at the moment. I am not quite clear in my
mind as to why the Attorney-General has
chosen to adopt only some of the
recommendations and not all of the
recommendations that have been put forward
by the parliamentary committees. I would be
interested to hear the Attorney-General's
comments regarding that matter. 

From my point of view, a number of
issues are of major concern. The one that is of
most concern to me is that of the
parliamentary commissioner. During this
debate, the Attorney-General has said that it
was a recommendation of the Parliamentary
Criminal Justice Committee that a
parliamentary commissioner be appointed.
Yes, it was. However, what the Attorney-
General has put in this Bill far exceeds any
recommendation that was put forward by the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee, and
I will outline that very shortly. Basically, the
committee recommended that the
parliamentary commissioner should have
been, for want of a better word, a tool to assist
the parliamentary committee in its role as a
watchdog of the CJC, not to give it extra
tentacles, which this Bill seeks to do. In relation
to that matter, a number of speakers have
said that there are some dangers, and I intend
to touch on some of the areas that I regard as
being difficult. 

I implore the Attorney-General to embrace
the amendments that will be proposed by the
shadow Minister. Unless he does—and I will
clarify this point later in my speech—the role of
the Criminal Justice Commission will be
gummed up in such a way that it will not be
able to work. If one was cynical, one would
think that that was being done deliberately. I
hope sincerely that that is not the intent of the
Attorney-General. However, when one looks at
the Bill on face value, one would have to say
that that certainly could be the case.

I refer to report No. 30 of the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee,
which was tabled in May of this year. Basically,
the committee was invited by the
Connolly/Ryan inquiry to give a submission to
that inquiry. The committee decided, and
rightly so, that it would not put a submission to
the inquiry but it would put a report to the
Parliament of Queensland, to which it is
accountable. Subsequently, the committee
sent a copy of that report to the Connolly/Ryan
inquiry.

I turn to the main point. In the report, we
recommended that a parliamentary
commissioner be established with, as I have
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said, functions that do not go to the excesses
that the Attorney-General has suggested. We
recommended that— 

"The Parliamentary Commissioner
should have jurisdiction to pursue a range
of activities ... including:

conducting an audit of all the
registers of powers, operational files
and accompanying documentary
material held by the CJC, including
current sensitive operations to ensure
that the use of the coercive powers
by the CJC is appropriate in the
circumstances, and the matter under
investigation is appropriate for
investigation by the CJC or is more
appropriately the responsibility of
another law enforcement authority; 
investigating complex complaints
made against the CJC or its officers
which may require access to current
operational files to which the
Committee is denied access ..." 

The committee has never sought to interfere
with nor has it sought to look at those files.
The only way we could see that the committee
could ensure that the CJC was accountable
was through the process of establishing a
parliamentary commissioner. The
recommended activities continued—

" '... independently' investigating any
allegations of a possible
unauthorised release of confidential
information or other such matters;
and 

assisting the Committee as required
with the preparation of the
Committee's three year review and
other reports as the Committee sees
necessary."

The submission of the CJC to the
Attorney-General dated September 1997
states— 

"The CJC has supported, in principle,
the establishment of an independent
office to perform certain review functions,
particularly in relation to auditing of the
CJC's exercise of its powers and scrutiny
of sensitive or current operational files
which cannot be disclosed to the PCJC.
However, the CJC has grave concerns
about the draft provisions establishing a
parliamentary commissioner, particularly in
relation to the lack of safeguards to
ensure the true independence of this
office."

I concur with those comments put forward by
the Criminal Justice Commission and I shall

highlight the differences and the major
problem because, as I said, it far exceeds that. 

Part 4A of the Bill, titled Parliamentary
Criminal Justice Commissioner, discusses the
office of the parliamentary commissioner, the
qualification for appointment, disqualifications,
the selection for appointment, the acting
parliamentary commissioner, the duration of
an appointment, the vacation of the office,
remuneration of the parliamentary
commissioner, the oath of the parliamentary
commissioner, administrative and support
services for the commissioner and the
functions of the parliamentary commissioner.
That catch is here, because when one starts
looking at them—and this is the third time that
I have said this, but it needs to be
emphasised—the functions of the
parliamentary commissioner far exceed the
recommendations of the parliamentary
committee. That is fraught with danger. 

I say from the outset that these matters
have been brought to my attention as a
member of the parliamentary committee. 

Mr Woolmer: Be careful!
Mr NUTTALL: Yes. I am not going to gaol

for anyone. I am not divulging any secret
information, I assure the member of that. 

I am concerned that, as the legislation
stands, the commissioners and staff of the
CJC would have no entitlement to any form of
judicial review, no entitlement to take action for
any bias, no entitlement to obtain legal relief if
they are not treated fairly in accordance with
the rules of natural justice, no protection
against the use of material declared by the
Supreme Court to have been collected or
created by the Connolly/Ryan inquiry in
circumstances of unlawful bias, no remedy to
prevent or restrain the parliamentary
commissioner acting beyond jurisdiction, no
ability to obtain prerogative orders or
prerogative injunctions to restrain the
parliamentary commissioner from carrying out
unfair or unauthorised investigations, no ability
to even commence proceedings against the
parliamentary commissioner by which the
making or issue of a prerogative order or
prerogative injunction might be sought and no
ability to require the parliamentary
commissioner to answer for his or her actions
by giving evidence or producing any
documents in any court or in any judicial
proceedings. 

I am a lay person, but in any person's
language that defies all the rules of justice. No-
one should have unfettered powers to that
extent. Not the Attorney-General, not me, not
the CJC—nobody. I know that the Attorney-
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General will say that this commissioner has to
be appointed on a bipartisan basis. I have to
tell the Attorney-General that that is a good
and wise thing. However, no one person
should have those powers. It is dangerous to
give those sorts of powers to any person with
such a role to play with the CJC. In my view, it
will mean the destruction of the CJC.

The difficulty is that, again, the Bill is
inconsistent. In certain parts, the Bill states
that there has to be a bipartisan approach to
appointments, that is, appointments cannot be
decided by a simple majority but must be
made by both sides of politics. Yet in other
sections of the Bill, that does not apply.
Proposed new section 118R states that
commissioners and staff of the CJC can be
subjected to a purely political investigation by
the parliamentary commissioner based upon a
requirement of the parliamentary committee
which can be given by a simple majority
consisting of only Government members. That
is the danger. If Government members are
biased, they can put the hound onto
somebody. Given what I have just stated
about the unfettered powers of this person,
that is simply not fair to the citizens of the
State.

The parliamentary commissioner is
constituted as a permanent commission of
inquiry, exercising all the powers, rights and
privileges under the Commissions of Inquiry
Act 1950. That is stated in proposed new
section 118W. The role is almost totally
exempted from the supervision of such bodies
exercised by the courts. The parliamentary
commissioner is effectively immune from
review by the courts. I say to the Attorney-
General that that is a matter of grave concern
and it is a matter that should not be allowed to
remain in this Bill. As I have said to the
Attorney-General before, he needs to address
that matter as a matter of urgency in the
debate this evening.

The other matter of grave concern to me
is the role of part-time commissioners as
outlined in the Bill. When we look at the
Fitzgerald process, the reason that we have
part-time commissioners is to ensure that there
is community input in the CJC. Mr Fitzgerald
never envisaged that the part-time
commissioners would act on a full-time basis.
However, under the provisions of the Bill
before the House this evening, the decisions
that will have to be made by the full
commission will basically take away the role of
the part-time commissioners. They will no
longer have the opportunity to act as part-time
commissioners. I suppose that the Committee
stage of the debate will be the most

appropriate time to speak on this issue.
However, a range of clauses in the Bill take
away the role of the chairperson of the CJC by
stating that decisions must be made by the full
commission. In essence, that will mean that
the hands of the chairperson of the Criminal
Justice Commission are being tied behind his
back by telling him, "You cannot make
decisions without the full commission."

In respect of salaries or the appointment
of officers—and we will come to
those—basically, he will not be able to make a
decision about those issues unless he calls in
all of the deputy commissioners, of whom
there are four. They will then have to sit down
to make those decisions. Another document
states—

"The proposed amendments make
the commissioners responsible not only
for daily decision-making in difficult and
complex operational matters but will
overwhelm them with a mass of
administrative minutia.

The transfer of decision making
authority from the Chairperson to the
Commission has the potential to cause
severe disruption to the internal processes
of the CJC, particularly as the proposed
amendments do not provide any power of
delegation.

It is totally impractical for an
organisation which is operational in nature
to be managed on a day-by-day basis by
a committee, particularly one composed
of part-time members. The very nature of
operations is that very numerous
decisions have to be made at short notice
and a 'committee system' simply cannot
adequately accommodate such
operational exigencies."

As I said earlier, if one were cynical one would
say that that is being done deliberately to
ensure that the Criminal Justice Commission
cannot operate on a functional basis. I am
mindful that I am running out of time.
However, let me say that these amendments
represent an endeavour to prevent the
effective functioning of the CJC as a crime-
fighting and anti-corruption body. The
Attorney-General has gone too far. 

In conclusion, I wish to quote the
Chairman of the CJC, who stated—

"Finally, but perhaps most
importantly, the CJC is very concerned
about certain changes to the various
provisions which will make it
organisationally impossible for the
Commission to carry out its functions. In
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particular, certain powers and functions
currently exercised by the Chairperson
and Directors will no longer be able to be
so exercised but will require decision by
the full Commission.

... 

The bottom line is that, if the
provisions of the Bills are left in their
present form, the CJC will cease to be
capable of operating effectively and
independently—and the fight against
police and other public sector corruption
will be rendered far more difficult."

I cannot express the position more eloquently
than Mr Clair, the Chairman of the CJC. I
endorse those comments and I ask the
Attorney-General to consider the amendments
carefully.

Mrs CUNNINGHAM (Gladstone)
(9.12 p.m.): In respect of this Bill, there has
been quite a bit of feedback from the
Chairman of the Criminal Justice Commission,
Mr Clair, in written documents to the
Attorney-General. The Attorney brought copies
of those documents to me, and we had a
meeting in respect of them. 

I have always tried to bear in mind that
the progression that brought us to this point
tonight was multifaceted. The CJC had four
major responsibilities—misconduct, corruption,
organised crime and paedophilia. It focused
markedly on misconduct and corruption. That
is fine; that was part of its charter. However,
over time—and this came to a head in the
recent report from the Children's
Commissioner—the issue of paedophilia and,
subsequent to that, organised crime appeared
to receive an insufficient amount of attention.
Attempts were made to rectify that by bringing
some balance into those four specific areas of
crime fighting.

The CJC has done an excellent job on
corruption and misconduct issues, and it will
continue to do so. It has been foreshadowed
that there will be another Bill in respect of the
Crime Commission. However, another problem
that arose—and this concerned not only the
Carter inquiry but also the aborted
Connolly/Ryan inquiry—was a lack of
accountability on the part of the CJC to the
PCJC, particularly in light of the unfettered
powers that the CJC held. I believe that,
although the majority of people in the
community want an effective crime-fighting
organisation, they also want one that, given its
intrusive powers, is accountable to somebody.
Ultimately, that body should be accountable to
this House. I will be supporting in great

measure the new accountability provisions
being proposed for the CJC to the PCJC.
Some amendments have been foreshadowed,
and they will be discussed in the debate on
the clauses.

I wish to address a couple of matters in
relation to the Bill. On page 7, the Bill deals
with the new ability of the CJC to take
complaints in respect of the Queensland
Corrective Services Commission. However,
there appears to be an omission in this
amendment in that there will be an appeal
mechanism for prisoners in a public prison but
not for those in a private prison. Because I
believe that people in private prisons deserve
no less an ability to complain about inhumane
or inappropriate behaviour, I believe they
should have an appeal mechanism and that
there should be an opportunity for prisoners in
either style of prison to have access to the
same sort of justice. It should be recognised
that although prisoners are in gaol for
misconduct, they still have a right to at least
humane treatment. I seek a comment from
the Attorney-General as to what problem he
could envisage with both public and private
prisoners having access to the same appeal
mechanism, that is, the CJC.

I refer to page 12 and clause 15 of the
Bill, which inserts proposed new section 25(3).
I seek a clarification from the Minister about
what may be a lack of understanding on my
part. Two points of view have been put to me
in relation to the proposed provision
concerning a legal practitioner not being able
to conduct a hearing unless the authorisation
of the legal practitioner is supported by
members of the parliamentary committee
unanimously or by a bipartisan majority. I seek
some background to that amendment. I have
spoken to a number of different people and I
am still unclear as to why that right of veto
exists. The reason for that is probably quite
clear, but I would appreciate a comment from
the Minister about that.

I refer to page 13 of the Bill and the
provision concerning the confidentiality of
reports, in particular that they must be
disclosed to the people about whom reports
are written. Again, amendments have been
foreshadowed. However, I seek a clarification
of this issue before that amendment is moved.
The way the Bill is written, all reports are
subject to a general right for the commission to
determine whether it is in the public interest to
have reports passed on to the people about
whom they are written. No discretion is given to
allow for, say, administrative or disciplinary
matters of a relatively minor nature being
passed on to the accused person.
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Where matters have criminal implications
or where there is the potential for criminal
charges to be laid, there is no discretion. It has
been foreshadowed that one of the intended
amendments could seek to remove that
section. However, I question whether there is
room for discretion in relation to minor
administrative or disciplinary matters such that
they could be treated similarly to matters which
could lead to criminal charges being laid.
Perhaps there might be some value in a
person receiving the reports in those cases.

Page 27 of the Bill deals with the
parliamentary commissioner. There is a lot of
debate about the appropriateness of the
powers of the parliamentary commissioner as
provided by this Bill. I am very conscious of the
fact that we stood here not too many months
ago and debated the establishment of the
commission of inquiry into the CJC. In
principle, I supported then, and continue to
support, the need for the CJC to be reviewed. I
retain that point of view. The problem occurred
with the personalities that were appointed.
Judge Thomas talked about the comments
made by one of the judges and, ultimately,
that tainted the work done by both. I continue
to believe that, at that point, the CJC needed
to be appropriately reviewed.

In all of the discussions on the
appointment of a Parliamentary Criminal
Justice Commissioner, one of the most
important and pivotal issues will be the
appointment of a commissioner who is not
only qualified, but who is seen to be
independent and beyond criticism. Perhaps
one of the saving mechanisms will be the fact
that his appointment has to be not only a
decision of the majority of the PCJC but a
bipartisan majority of the PCJC.

Some concern has been expressed about
the accountability mechanisms between the
CJC and the PCJC. Whilst I would not profess
to understand all of the legal implications of
the relationship between the CJC and PCJC
proposed in the Bill, I believe it is imperative
that those elected members on the PCJC
have not only the written responsibility but the
practical ability to fulfil that responsibility in
overseeing the work of the CJC—not to
compromise the CJC's work or in any way
impede its investigations, but to ensure that
members of the community whose lives are
affected by the intrusive powers of the CJC
have some measure of protection. That
measure of protection that has been in place
in the past, albeit ineffectually, has been the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee.

Similarly, it appears to be fair and
reasonable that the parliamentary
commissioner should also be answerable to a
body, that being the PCJC. Again, in principle,
I support the proposal that has been put
forward in the Bill. Again, I stress that the vital
aspect will be the person who is actually
appointed to the position of Parliamentary
Criminal Justice Commissioner. In my view, as
the member for Sandgate previously
expressed, there is a need for all decisions of
the PCJC affecting these divisive issues to not
only be made by a simple majority but by a
bipartisan majority.

The other more controversial area has
been the issue of the parliamentary
commissioner's access to the CJC inquiry
documents. One of the tragedies of the whole
process was that the inquiry into the CJC had
to be aborted in the manner that it was. It is a
situation that will take some time to be
repaired. A lot of people, though, took the
opportunity with that inquiry to voice their
concerns, their frustration, their dissatisfaction
and their sense of injustice at the treatment
that they had received from the CJC. If there is
a case to be answered, if there are incidents
that need to be remedied, then it is important
that that course of action be taken.

One of the most debilitating issues for any
individual is to have unresolved conflict or
frustration, particularly in the area of this
State's law. So the principle of having those
records reviewed is not a problem. The
problem and the responsibility for the Minister
and the other members who will be
contributing to setting up the ethos of this
review will be to ensure that it cannot in any
way, shape or form be interpreted as a political
vendetta; it must be seen to be independent
and it must be seen to be ensuring the rights
and liberties of people in this State who have
felt aggrieved by the CJC process in the past.
It should never be seen as a political vendetta.
I still need to have a number of issues clarified
on the CJC inquiry per se. Again, I do not have
a problem with the principle of it, but the huge
responsibility will be to ensure that people in
this State feel confident that the
commissioner's review of the CJC documents
is to pursue justice—nothing more.

I just want a clarification from the Minister
on the need for the parliamentary
commissioner to have protection to work ultra
vires as set out on page 37 of the Bill. As has
been canvassed, the ombudsman currently
has that ability. That may be one statement
along the road to the argument, but there
needs to be a compelling reason why a
parliamentary commissioner, having been
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given a direction by the PCJC and choosing to
work outside those terms of reference, can
then claim the protection of proposed section
118ZA, given particularly the incidents that
occurred surrounding the Connolly/Ryan
inquiry and the CJC's questioning of that
inquiry acting outside its terms of reference.

The other issue that I wanted to quickly
touch on was on page 47 in relation to
financial accountability. This, too, has created
some concern. I am led to believe that the
CJC has supplied to this House and to the
responsible Minister very general financial
information. Given the high level of
accountability on the part of all public sector
entities and individuals, I can understand the
concern expressed at a lack of accountability
again by a body with significant and intrusive
powers. As a general statement, I do not have
any problem with the principle of financial
accountability. The Minister is, after all,
accountable to the people of Queensland for
the expenditure in his department.

I will ask a couple of questions by way of
clarification. In ensuring that financial
accountability, will there be any opportunity or
threat to the CJC to diminish or constrain areas
of investigation if information given to the
Minister indicates the amount of expenditure
on, say, a particular case? That is one of the
concerns that was expressed to me. If a
detailed account of the finances is available to
people external to the CJC, albeit the
responsible Minister in this instance, will the
opportunity then become available to constrain
the CJC's inquiries?

The issue of accountability of all these
bodies—the CJC and the proposed Crime
Commission—to the people of Queensland is
imperative. The Queensland Police Service,
the CJC, the Crime Commission and a number
of other bodies have quite incredible powers to
intrude on families and on individuals. All of
those people must be held accountable. It
would be a tragedy to see a piece of
legislation that is intended to improve
accountability and, ultimately, improve the
quality of life for people in Queensland by
effectively fighting crime misused or in any way
inadvertently or otherwise brought into being
with significant shortcomings.

I thank the Minister for the time that he
and his officers have given in explaining to me
this and other Bills that are connected to the
CJC legislation. It has not been particularly
easy for them. I thank them for their time and
their patience, and I look forward to the
Minister's response.

Mr BARTON (Waterford) (9.30 p.m.): I
wish to speak to several aspects of the
Criminal Justice Legislation Amendment Bill,
the first one being the proposal to extend the
CJC's coverage to the Queensland Corrective
Services Commission and, by its very nature,
to the new corporatised body, namely
Queensland Corrections. I think it is essential
that that occurs by ensuring that the
Queensland Corrective Services Commission
and the people who operate our State's
prisons are able to be investigated should
issues of corruption or misconduct occur in that
environment.

I am, however, concerned that it is not
intended to put the two private sector prisons
in Queensland under the coverage of the CJC
as well. If it is appropriate for prisons operated
by the State to be covered by the CJC, it
should also equally apply to prisons which are
operated by private operators. They play
precisely the same role. I recall that we were in
this place a month ago amending the
Corrective Services Administration Act to clarify
the fact that the private prisons are properly
holding prisoners and that there is no legal
doubt about the right of private prisons, or the
new Queensland Corrections, to be able to
hold prisoners without the possibility of legal
challenge.

I think it is essential that the private
prisons are also covered. I know there may be
some technical issue that has to be overcome
by way of amendments if there is any doubt
about the private prisons being units of public
administration. But certainly the operators and
officers of those prisons are deemed as such
now under the Corrective Services
Administration Act. I think it is essential that
the Government looks again at that position
and hopefully agrees that the two private
sector prisons should be so covered.

This will not come as any surprise to the
Attorney-General, but I certainly have concerns
about those provisions that would allow the
Connolly/Ryan material to be further trawled
over as a result of this legislation. Very clearly,
the Connolly/Ryan inquiry was knocked over by
the Supreme Court. It was found that there
was no fairness in the way much of the
evidence was elicited and that much of that
evidence was therefore tainted. I think it would
be very unfair for the people who are given the
responsibility to look at that to have to make
value judgments about what is tainted and
what is not. Very clearly that is an issue that
the Supreme Court has decided. I believe that
the Supreme Court's point of view should
prevail, rather than a mechanism being found
to allow it to be looked at again. If those issues
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are of such importance that they need to be
re-investigated, it should be done in another
manner and not by using these provisions.

I would also like to speak about the issue
of the CJC being required to give to the two
suspected corrupt police the brief that is being
forwarded to the Director of Prosecutions. I
think I can give one example of why that
should not be proceeded with. I first raised this
matter in this place last year at the time when
we were dealing with the drug thefts from the
Finch Hatton Police Station. It was
subsequently found during the Carter inquiry
that the theft had been conducted by a corrupt
police officer, Constable Damon Kirkpatrick.

I have also subsequently raised a
question on notice in this House—Question
No. 787—to the Minister for Police and
Corrective Services about why Constable
Damon Kirkpatrick had been allowed to resign.
I will not read all of the answer because it is
quite lengthy, but the key points are that under
the Police Service Administration Act it is
provided that an officer other than one referred
to—and that is one who already has
misconduct proceedings being taken against
him—may resign from the service at any time
in the manner prescribed by the regulations.
The Minister's answer spells out the
regulations and I will not go into that. Further
on, it indicates that that officer could not be
held after the three months from the date of
tender of his resignation and that the Police
Commissioner had no alternative but to accept
the police officer's resignation.

I would think that if a number of police
were provided with a brief that said, "This is
what we suspect you of. This is the brief that is
going to the Director of Prosecutions to
determine whether you should be charged or
not," those police could still be charged with a
breach under their own administration. The
shadow Attorney-General has already
indicated that officers may intimidate officers,
destroy evidence or leave the country. They
could quite legally tender their resignations
immediately. The Commissioner of Police has
no alternative but to accept their resignations
after the three months period of notice. We
may have some people who should be
charged under the police provisions who
actually escape. I understand that the
Attorney-General may be prepared to look at
that again. I certainly urge him to do so. That
is a set of provisions that may, unintentionally,
let some people off the hook. I am hoping
there would not be a lot of people involved in
this because I am hopeful that we do not have
too many corrupt police officers. However,
where one or more of them do the wrong

thing, they should be called to account in the
full manner as provided.

I am also a little bit concerned about the
issue of a parliamentary commissioner. In a
perfect world we would not even have the
need for a CJC. We would hopefully have a
professional Public Service that did not get
involved in any misconduct or corruption
issues. Hopefully, we would also have a Police
Service that never ever got involved in any
corruption or misconduct issues.

We know that is not the reality of the
world. There will always be a small minority of
people who get involved in that sort of activity.
That is why the CJC was established as a
result of the Fitzgerald process. It was also felt
that, to give the CJC the independence it
required, it should report directly to this
Parliament via a parliamentary committee. It
seems now that we have a problem of whether
the CJC is properly accountable or not to the
PCJC. As a result, we are now going to put
another tier in there. It really comes back to
almost a spy versus spy scenario of who is
watching them while they are watching you;
who do we get to watch them while they are
watching you; then we have to have someone
to watch the person who watches them while
they are watching you.

Mr FitzGerald: It sounds like a Labor
faction problem to me.

Mr BARTON: No, our Labor factions are
nowhere near as complicated as that.
Philosophically, we are going away from what
should be a very straightforward system. I am
a firm believer in the KISS principle of always
keeping it simple, sir. It would be far better to
not layer another body such as a
parliamentary commissioner in there, with all
the problems about accountability for the
parliamentary commissioner and how the
relevant parliamentary body addresses it as
well.

I would urge caution. I know I was one of
the poor souls who was elected by this
Parliament in November 1992 to be a member
of the second Parliamentary Criminal Justice
Committee. I suggest it is a job for which one
would not lightly put up one's hand. It can be
onerous and it can be very stressful. It is a very
difficult task for the parliamentary committee to
oversee the CJC. At that stage the PCJC had
a staff of three consisting of a director, a
research officer and a clerical support. I
understand that in recent times that staff has
been slightly expanded. The reality is that the
PCJC has great difficulty, because of the lack
of resources, in doing the necessary audits
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and the necessary overview on behalf of this
Parliament.

I would personally prefer to see more
resources provided to the PCJC to allow it to
do its job on behalf of this Parliament rather
than layer another body in there with all of the
difficulties that may ultimately flow from that.
When the CJC was envisaged, everybody
believed that it would meet the situation, but
now we have found that we have some
problems there. I do not believe there are too
many people who do not believe that there
needs to be some slightly better accountability
of the CJC to this Parliament and to the
people.

I am also a little concerned about the veto
on legal practitioners to conduct hearings. In a
perfect world, hearings of the CJC would be
conducted by the Chairman of the CJC. But it
is not a perfect world, and there will always be
times when that will be needed. It could well
be that giving the parliamentary committee the
capacity to veto particular appointments to
such positions may create other problems that
are not envisaged at this point in time. If we
have a body but we do not trust it, then there
is something seriously wrong. If we have a
body and we make it properly accountable to
this Parliament through the parliamentary
committee, then there should not be the need
for that parliamentary committee to have the
right of veto or, indeed, to set directions or
guidelines. I am not saying that there are not
some problems in that direction, because I
know from my almost three years' experience
as a member of that parliamentary committee
that there will be times when problems do
arise, and sometimes those problems can be
very, very difficult to resolve.

I also want to make brief comment about
the new changes that have been suggested
by the Government in its discussion paper on
the Crime Commission and discussed very
much in the public arena when that debate
first started some weeks ago. It was suggested
that we need a Crime Commission and we
need to take the investigation of organised
crime away from the CJC because the CJC is
not accepting its responsibilities, particularly in
terms of investigating paedophilia. That is not,
and never has been, a primary role of the CJC.
It is not in the current CJC legislation, because
it is the CJC's role to investigate misconduct
and corruption. If there was misconduct by
police officers in not properly investigating
paedophilia, then the CJC could investigate
that aspect. However, the CJC has no rights
currently—and I dare say that, under this
legislation, it will not be given them, either—to
investigate paedophilia. I understand from the

discussion paper and the public comment on it
by Government members that that
responsibility is to be given to the new Crime
Commission as well as, of course, to the Police
Service itself. Some comments have been
made by very senior police that they believed
that they had the capacity to investigate
paedophilia very thoroughly in any case.

At least until when the Crime Commission
was mooted, the Minister for Police made a
stirring ministerial statement one morning in
this place to say how good Task Force Argos
was and how effectively the police were
investigating paedophilia. But I really want to
express the concern that one of the reasons
that has been publicly put forward for why the
CJC is being changed by this Bill is that it has
not done its job on paedophilia. I suggest to
this Parliament that it has done its job on
paedophilia to the extent that its powers
allowed it to do so. From my second visit to the
New South Wales Crime Commission, I know
that it does not have specific responsibilities to
investigate paedophilia in New South Wales,
either; that is an issue for the Police Service.

There are other issues that I could go on
with, but I will leave my comments at that. I
believe that this legislation is unnecessary. I
hope that it does not go through. There needs
to be some finetuning to the CJC's operations
rather than the gutting that is proposed in this
Bill.

Hon. D. E. BEANLAND (Indooroopilly—
Attorney-General and Minister for Justice)
(9.42 p.m.), in reply: I have been accused of
not providing widespread consultation on this
legislation. Many Bills were sent out to
interested groups around the State and to
other parties, including all members of the
Parliament. Until the Opposition presented
some amendments earlier today, no replies
had been received from parliamentary
members. We have received some comments
from the PCJC, but not from backbench or
private members of this House.

A great deal has been made of the PCJC
recommendations. I note that some Labor
members are perhaps unhappy with some of
the PCJC bipartisan recommendations.
However, they should have had their fights
with the PCJC some time ago. For six and a
half years, nothing happened in relation to
amendments that have been asked for time
and time again. This Government certainly had
the fortitude to get cracking and get on with
some of these amendments. We will look at
some of the amendments put forward by the
Opposition. The Government has some of its
own. At another time, if we do not get to them
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this evening, we will have a look at those
amendments in some detail and give an
indication of acceptance or otherwise of some
of them.

I think it is fair to say that there is a need
for greater accountability of the Criminal
Justice Commission. Greater oversight by the
parliamentary committee has been called for
on many occasions. The PCJC has cried out
for that. There is need also for a complaints
mechanism to be put in place. I did not hear
one Labor member stand up this evening for
those people who have been badly and
shabbily treated by the CJC. Unfortunately,
that has occurred for all sorts of reasons. I am
sure that members on both sides of the House
have witnessed that. I believe that ample
submissions were made to the Connolly/Ryan
inquiry, which cost $7m—not the repeated
$14m which members opposite like to claim.
There are many examples of those concerns
and the very poor and shabby treatment
handed out by the Criminal Justice
Commission to people who, at the end of the
day, faced no charges whatsoever or, if they
did, they were not proven and a not guilty
verdict was returned. The way in which some
of those people were treated in the process
does nothing for the way that some bodies
should operate.

A great deal has been said about the
budget of the CJC—$166m in eight
years—and I will come to that later. The Labor
Party did reduce the CJC's budget on a
number of occasions, so members opposite
should not start being pious by claiming that its
budget was never reduced under the Labor
Party. The fact is that it was reduced, and it
was reduced considerably on one occasion. I
think it is fair to say that the Minister is
accountable for the funds of the CJC. It is not
that one is wanting to get involved in the
detailed information and the operations—far
from it—but the Minister is entitled to have line
items. That does not involve the operational
side. I note that the Opposition has
foreshadowed an amendment perhaps to
overcome that. The Government can certainly
accept that amendment. I believe that is in
keeping with one of the amendments that the
Government has foreshadowed to ensure that
there is that accountability. During the
Estimates committee hearings, the member
for Yeronga rammed that point very clearly
home to the then Minister. However, a section
needs to be included to make that very clear.
At the same time, I and, I am sure, other
Ministers would not want to get involved in
operational matters. That is not a matter for
the Minister; it is a matter for the parliamentary

committee, the PCJC. But at the same time,
the CJC must be able to spell out how much
money is being spent on car parks at MLC
Court, the cost of MLC Court and how much is
being spent on entertainment or some other
matters, such as newspapers or whatever.
There is nothing secret about that.

The Minister of the day—whoever the
Attorney is who has the Director of Public
Prosecutions and the courts within his or her
portfolio—has access to all that information.
Just because the budget of the DPP comes
up in line item form, that does not mean to say
for one moment that the Minister would
interfere in the processes of the Director of
Public Prosecutions. If he did, the Director of
Public Prosecutions would go public, I am
sure, very quickly indeed in his own defence.
Nevertheless, with the separation of powers,
the position of the courts and the Director of
Public Prosecutions is very clear. The Minister
is accountable, and they are accountable to
the Minister for all the dollars that are spent. I
do not believe that anybody would suggest for
one moment that I or former Attorneys have
interfered with the functioning of the Office of
the Director of Public Prosecutions or, for that
matter, the courts in their judicial processes.
Sure, we might decide where a courthouse is
going to be built, or something of that nature,
but I want to make it very clear that it is a
vastly different issue from the judicial
processes. I make that point also for the
benefit of the member for Gladstone. I am
sure that she raised that issue also. A lot of
nonsense has been spoken about power. It
was claimed that I, as the relevant Minister,
nobbled the Carruthers inquiry. That is total
rubbish, and members of the Labor Party
know that.

It needs to be spelt out clearly that the
parliamentary commissioner is a creature of
the PCJC. That has largely been
acknowledged. We might look at some of
those powers later in one or two areas that
might help to satisfy members opposite. We
also might consider accepting an amendment
or two. Nevertheless, the powers that the
parliamentary commissioner needs when
dealing with the Criminal Justice Commission
are quite considerable.

The member for Yeronga referred to how
the coalition came to power. In the past I have
reminded the member for Yeronga that
members on this side of the Chamber received
54% of the two-party preferred vote at the last
election. That was the popular will of the
people. Members on the other side received
46% of the two-party preferred vote. Labor
governed for eight or nine months on 46% of
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the two-party preferred vote. That point comes
to mind when the member becomes too pious
about that issue. It has also been said that I
caused the commission of inquiry to go off the
rails and collapse. That is more political
posturing by members opposite. They know
that. We are quite used to that. The court tried
to make out that I was biased or something or
other. That is also rubbish. 

It is fair to say that a great deal of
consultation has surrounded these
amendments. This legislation involves the
Criminal Justice Commission, which is a very
sensitive sector. No matter what proposals one
comes up with, they will always be
controversial. On a range of issues,
controversy rides with the CJC. Members on
this side of the Chamber look to the CJC to get
on with its corruption fighting and its other
primary responsibilities, particularly ensuring
that we have a clean Police Service in this
State. After spending $166m, members of the
public of this State are entitled to receive that
and to not receive excuses. They are entitled
to expect the commission to get on with the
job. 

The member for Yeronga will do himself
some profound damage if he continues the
ducking and weaving that we have seen in this
Chamber this evening. He has been ducking
and weaving to get around some of the issues
raised by the parliamentary committee. Of
course the Labor Party has to duck and weave
around some of the issues to which they are
suddenly opposed. 

I foreshadow some amendments at the
Committee stage in relation to natural justice.
One amendment relates to an issue of
concern raised by a member on the opposite
side of the Chamber. That amendment omits
a provision that has been included since the
last round of consultation as it came out of
that round of consultation. That relates to the
concern of people who are found to have
been investigated by the official misconduct
unit and reports made to the Office of the
Director of Public Prosecutions. There seems
to be some concern that those people will be
tipped off if they are given natural justice prior
to the reports going to the Director of Public
Prosecutions. If they have not already been
tipped off through the investigations, there is
probably something dreadfully wrong with the
investigations. However, that is a matter of
concern. Although it has been put forward by
people who want to see natural justice, the
Government is happy enough to remove that
particular section. The amendments that I
have circulated this evening do just that. 

During the second-reading debate, a
great deal of time was spent discussing the
parliamentary commissioner. As the watchdog,
the parliamentary commissioner must have
appropriate powers. The PCJC has indicated
that. It is interesting to note that the bipartisan
committee, the PCJC, wrote to me on 16
October. The committee did not mention those
particular powers. It was concerned about
ensuring that it was an appropriate agency
under proposed section 118U so that it could
ensure that, following investigation by the
parliamentary commissioner, information from
any documentation from the Connolly/Ryan
inquiry could flow to it as the appropriate
agency. Not only does it support the action
taken by the Government to send that
evidence that was submitted to the inquiry to
the parliamentary commissioner, but it also
wants to ensure that it has a greater role to
play. That was stated in a letter dated 16
October. Let us not have any ducking and
weaving in relation to that particular matter. 

Judicial review was another issue that was
raised. We will consider that matter when we
come to the appropriate clause during the
Committee stage. If there is concern, I am
happy to consider whether it can be rectified.
The member for Yeronga tried to imply that
the CJC was being hamstrung in a number of
respects. I believe that it is fair to say that this
Government is not trying to hamstring the CJC.
We are trying to put in place a range of
initiatives that have been put forward by the
PCJC. That is something that the Labor Party
never got close to doing in six years. It refused
to do that. I can understand the frustration and
the anger of the members of the PCJC,
because they cannot perform their role as they
see it, namely, being the umpire of the CJC. 

The power to give guidelines and
directions was raised as being dangerous and
inappropriate. That was a very clear direction
from the PCJC. Of course, Labor members
would have voted for that as part of the
bipartisan committee. I am rather surprised to
hear that there is angst or concern among the
Labor Party in relation to directions and
guidelines. I have had rammed home to me
on a number of occasions that the
parliamentary committee wanted that power,
so the Government is putting that power into
the legislation. That was asked for by the
bipartisan committee. Obviously, members
opposite are arguing against their own
members in relation to that provision. 

The member for Yeronga has previously
raised the issue of spelling out that the
Minister is accountable for financial matters.
For the benefit of the member for
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Kurwongbah, I point out that this process
began with the former Labor Government's
failure to respond to the PCJC
recommendations over a period of six years.
This process is to correct some six years of
neglect. I only wish the former Government
had taken these steps and that I did not have
to worry about doing it. That would have been
far simpler. There are many other very
important issues. They are issues that the
former Government did not address. There are
Bills that I will not have time to get on with that
should have been got on with a number of
years ago, such as modernising and
streamlining legislation.

Mr Foley: Leave the tough ones for me,
Denver. I'll fix them up.

Mr BEANLAND: The member for Yeronga
had a bit of a snooze. Of course, if he were to
get back in Government, he would be back to
the snoozing again. 

This legislation is part of the baggage that
we have inherited. Day in, day out, all I get to
deal with is Labor's baggage. I would like to
get on with some of my own projects. Labor
should have fixed up this legislation. All that
members opposite did the whole time they
were in Government was sit there and laugh.
They all thought it was a great joke for six
years. That is why they were turfed out. 

Mr Quinn: The "good time" party.

Mr BEANLAND: As the Minister for
Education said, the "good time" party! It was
the "good time" party, all right! It spent six
years having a good time and not getting on
with governing in the interests of the people of
Queensland. 

I assure the member for Kurwongbah—
who does not seem to be aware of this—that
the Fitzgerald reform process was undertaken
by the National Party Government that set up
the Fitzgerald process in the first place. It set
up the royal commission and then introduced
the legislation setting up the CJC. It was not
the Labor Party; it was the National Party that
introduced the legislation accepting the
Fitzgerald report and recommendations lock,
stock and barrel, to quote former Premier
Ahern. They were the members who
introduced that legislation, not the members of
the Labor Party.

The member went on to say that this
Government will be judged by the people of
this State. This Government is prepared to
make the hard decisions, and it is making the
decision and getting on with this issue. I say to
the members opposite that it is not very
difficult to make a few decisions and to get on

with it. However, when the members opposite
were in Government, they all found it far too
difficult. 

The member for Kurwongbah also tried to
rewrite the history books and misrepresent the
position of the court and the former National
Party Government. She tried to make out that
it was the Labor Party that did everything. She
cast aspersions across the Chamber. Before
she casts such aspersions across the
Chamber, she should remember Keith Wright.
I will say no more.

This is not a vengeful or spiteful piece of
legislation. It is legislation to set in place the
requests, recommendations and reports that
were made during the six years of the former
Government. That Government was not even
prepared to answer the reports. No, the
member for Yeronga and the member for
Murrumba were not even prepared to come
into this place and reply to the various PCJC
reports. They did not even have the strength,
the fortitude or the gumption to come into this
House and give the Government's reply in
relation to those PCJC reports.

I thank the member for Keppel for
highlighting many of the changes contained in
the Bill and the fact that the PCJC had been
asking for many of those changes for a long
period. The member for Lytton became fairly
repetitious. On a number of issues he also
tried to rewrite history. He really got stuck into a
number of PCJC members who, I might say,
are members of his own party. I think that his
quarrel is really with the PCJC. He also went on
about the vote of the people. I think that, as
this side of Parliament received 54% of the
two-party preferred vote against the other side
receiving 46% of the two-party preferred vote,
it has some sort of mandate—the popular will
of the people. Yet for eight or nine months the
members opposite governed. So enough of
that humbug from the Labor Party!

The member for Lytton also mentioned
Mr Tony Woodyatt. I make the point—and I
would not do so except the member
mentioned Tony Woodyatt—that the member
is misleading this House. Mr Woodyatt has
worked for the CJC. If the member used his
yardstick, then he is certainly biased. 

The member for Caboolture referred to
the issue of hearings. The hearings of the
Misconduct Tribunal relate to charges that
follow an investigation. An investigation has
been carried out, the charges have been
investigated by the CJC and laid, and the
Misconduct Tribunal hears those charges in a
similar fashion to a court. The CJC hearings
are part of an investigative process. Again, I
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am sure if members looked they would see
that that is a very clear PCJC
recommendation. I say to the member for
Caboolture that he should read the
recommendations. He has disowned his fellow
members of the PCJC. 

Mr J. H. Sullivan: I'm not part of that
committee.

Mr BEANLAND: This has been going on
all night with the members opposite. It is
nothing unusual. 

The member for Sandgate raised a
number of issues. I will not take too much time
in referring to a couple of the points that he
raised, particularly in relation to the
parliamentary commissioner, because I will
come to them a little bit later. I think that we
can overcome that matter with one or two of
the amendments that are being circulated and
that the Government will probably be prepared
to accept. 

However, I make the point clear that the
commission should be considered to be the
chairman and part-time commissioners. As we
all should know, that has not been the case.
Unfortunately, on more occasions than not the
commission has been regarded as the
chairman and the staff. The commission
should be regarded as the part-time
commissioners and the chairman of the
commission. The amendments contained in
this Bill attempt to address that situation and
get the composition of the commission where
it should be and always should have been. I
am not too sure why that has not been the
case. Certainly, the current legislation does not
define adequately the role of the part-time
members of the commission. The part-time
commissioners are not actively involved in the
operations of the commission, as they should
be. That is not the role that was envisaged for
the part-time commissioners by the Fitzgerald
report. That report envisaged that the part-time
commissioners would be instrumental in
decisions of the commission, which would act
by consensus or, in the absence of
consensus, by a simple majority of members.
What a farce that part of the legislation turned
out to be! Under the present Act, much of the
decision making can be performed by the
chairperson without reference to the
commission, or by delegates of the
chairperson without reference to the
commission. This legislation gives part-time
commissioners a voice in the operations of the
commission. I do not apologise for wanting to
ensure that they play an active role.

The member for Gladstone raised a
number of matters. I will try to refer to them all

but, if I do not, I apologise to her. If I do not, I
will refer to them during the Committee stage.
One of the issues that she raised was the
issue of private prisons. From memory, I have
indicated already in a report tabled in this
House that the issue of private prisons is a
matter for the PCJC to look at, because it
touches on some broader principles, such as
the principles of scrutiny of private sector
bodies as a whole. I have asked the PCJC to
report on that. Although the member for
Gladstone referred to private prisons, reports
need to be made about other private sector
organisations. I think that it would be more
suitable for the PCJC to address that matter.
The CJC might say, "Fine, it should be a
private prison, it should be this or it should be
that." However, I have not gone down that
track. I have asked the PCJC to look at that
issue, if it wishes to, on behalf of the
Government and to come back with a report. I
think that it is an important issue that needs
proper consideration. It certainly is an area that
is different from the areas that have been
covered previously by the Criminal Justice
Commission and extends considerably in a
different way altogether the functions and the
role of the CJC. So I have asked for the PCJC
to give a report. I would prefer that to happen
because, once we go down that track, other
privately operated bodies need to be looked
at. That should be done and, to date, it has
not happened.

The member for Gladstone raised the
issue of natural justice and that clause in the
Bill that relates to official misconduct, about
which I have foreshadowed an amendment.
There is a concern that, if people who are
being investigated are advised and given an
opportunity to make a comment on the
investigation before the report is sent to the
DPP, they could be tipped off. The member
raised the issue of whether it could be for
minor administrative matters. That may or may
not be the case. Of course, we could then get
into an argument about what is a minor issue
of discipline. I say to the member for
Gladstone that, if we need to go down that
line, it is either all in or all out. I would prefer
the PCJC to consider that matter and spend
some time working on it. I fear that we will end
up arguing over what is a minor disciplinary
issue. We should keep in mind that we are
talking about reports that go to the DPP. If we
need to have a closer look at that aspect of
the Bill, we can come to that later. 

The member for Gladstone also raised
the independence of the parliamentary
commissioner. She was also concerned about
some of the matters relating to judicial review.
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As I have indicated already, we will cover that
concern through one of the amendments that
is being circulated in the Chamber. That might
fix up any problem. I say to the member for
Gladstone that I am happy to discuss the
matter further during the Committee stage. 

I think that I have covered financial
accountability. However, the member referred
to the matter of legal practitioners conducting
a hearing. If I might refer to the clauses, that
issue is contained in clause 15(3). That
provision was inserted because if the CJC is
going to hire someone from outside,
regardless of who it is, and in view of concerns
over recent times, there is a need to ensure
that there is bipartisan support for that person.
That clause is inserted in the Bill to overcome
any problems that might arise. It was not
inserted in the Bill to stop the CJC, because
the chairman of the CJC has all of those
powers. He or she can conduct whatever
inquiries he or she wants to conduct any day
of the week. The chairman of the CJC has
plenty of powers by which the CJC can do that.
Of course, other people within the CJC also
have the power to do that. However, the
chairman certainly has all of the powers that
he or she needs to have to be able to do that.
This is to ensure that we get bipartisan support
in future for any person—I will not name
anybody as it could be any one of dozens of
people—so that the PCJC has a role to play.

It was always envisaged that these
hearings would be carried out by the chairman
of the CJC. That is one of the reasons that the
chairman is paid a Supreme Court judge's
salary, plus $1,000 a month for out of pocket
expenses. That is a figure of approximately
$170,000, which is large sum of money. That
is why the person is appointed for a certain
period by contract, can only be dismissed by
an address of the House and so on. It is a very
important process and, unless there is good
reason, I do not believe that the CJC should
be getting outside people to do this type of
work. Therefore, by ensuring that there is
bipartisan support in the future for whoever is
appointed to whatever inquiry, those particular
inquiries will function much better if they are
conducted by outside legal practitioners.

I think that covers the points raised by the
member for Gladstone. I am sure that any
other matters will be covered when we debate
the clauses of the Bill. I am sure that the
honourable member heard me cover a couple
of points earlier and some other aspects will be
covered by amendments. The member for
Waterford raised the issue of private prisons,
which I have covered, and the issue of the

parliamentary commissioner, which has also
been covered.

The Labor Party should remember that it
does not have to fear the process. They have
seen that the Government is not fearful of the
process. We are happy to get out there and
get on with the job. We are reasonable
people. After six years of sleeping, members
opposite do not like it. They did nothing for six
years. They went to sleep. They were turfed
out for failing to govern for the State. They
could not make any hard decisions and they
were not prepared to come into the Chamber
and get on with the task at hand. The task was
too great for them, as we have seen day in
and day out. The Government has come in
here and has got on with the job of amending
the Criminal Justice Act. We will certainly
process these particular changes.

It is fair to say that with the amendments
that have been foreshadowed, we will have a
very fine piece of legislation indeed. Perhaps it
does not go all the way to meet the
recommendations of the parliamentary
committee, but it almost does. I commend the
Bill to the House.

Question—That the Bill 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., Harper, Healy, Hegarty,
Hobbs, Horan, Johnson, Laming, Lester, Lingard,
Littleproud, McCauley, Malone, Mitchell, Perrett,
Quinn, Radke, Rowell, Santoro, Simpson, Slack,
Stephan, Stoneman, Tanti, Veivers, Warwick,
Watson, Wilson, Woolmer. Tellers: Springborg,
Carroll 

NOES, 41—Ardill, Barton, Beattie, Bird, Bligh,
Braddy, Bredhauer, Briskey, Campbell, D'Arcy,
De Lacy, Dollin, Edmond, Elder, Foley, Fouras,
Gibbs, Hamill, Hayward, Hollis, Lavarch, Lucas,
McElligott, McGrady, Mackenroth, Milliner, Mulherin,
Nunn, Nuttall, Palaszczuk, Pearce, Purcell, Roberts,
Robertson, Rose, Schwarten, Smith, Sullivan J. H.,
Wells. Tellers: Livingstone, Sullivan T. B. 

Pair: Sheldon, Goss W. K.

Resolved in the affirmative.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr FITZGERALD (Lockyer—Leader of

Government Business) (10.17 p.m.): I move—

"That the House do now adjourn."

Willows Shoppingtown

Mr McELLIGOTT (Thuringowa)
(10.18 p.m.): During the Adjournment debate
in this House on 8 October 1997, I spoke of
the financial rape of the former tenants of



28 Oct 1997 Adjournment 3933

Willows Shoppingtown in my electorate by the
owners, Norwich Union, and the managers,
Jones Lang Wootton. I said that tenants were
subjected to an horrendous litany of lies,
deceit, misrepresentations and verbal
thuggery. 

The report of my speech in the Townsville
Bulletin has brought an amazing response.
Under the heading "Tenants Back MP's
Claims", the Bulletin reported that it had
received telephone calls from both former and
present tenants supporting my allegations. A
present tenant who is too terrified of
repercussions to be named told the Bulletin
that he and at least five other tenants were
desperate for an official investigation. Another
tenant said that he and others had entered
agreements with the centre under false
pretences. 

The Bulletin further reported that Willows
Shoppingtown had—

"...sought to silence disgruntled tenants
by insisting they sign agreements
containing shut up clauses and if they
breached the agreements they could be
faced with paying damages to shopping
centre owners Norwich Union." 

The Bulletin story continued— 

"It is understood that several
shopkeepers signed these documents—
some with locksmiths at the ready to lock
them out. Others said that they were told
they would face claims for damages and
could lose their business if they ever
spoke out about problems at the centre." 

The tenants' list of grievances includes
allegations of broken promises, falsifying foot-
traffic figures and implementing unreasonable
rent increases. 

I shall focus on the matter of false foot-
traffic figures. There are electronic counters
inside each of the entrances to the shopping
centre. At one entrance there is a video library,
at another a post office and an MBF branch,
at another a Westpac branch and at the fourth
a NORQEB office. Every time a person walks
through the door to post a letter, do their
banking, pay their electricity bill or council
rates, or make a health care claim, that person
is recorded as having entered the centre. 

An example of unreasonable rents comes
from one tenant in whose industry the average
percentage of rent to turnover is 11.8%. In his
case, the percentage averaged 29% over the
past eight months, with a high of 38% for one
month. The average for this tenant is almost
three times the industry average. 

Following my speech of 8 October, I
received a facsimile transmission from the firm
of Melbourne lawyers acting for Norwich Union
Financial Services Limited, advising that they
were obtaining instructions with a view to
issuing legal proceedings against me. The
lawyers also advised that any further
comments which I saw fit to make would be
closely monitored and may be relied upon as a
basis for aggravated and exemplary damages.
Every member of this House should be
horrified by the thought that a colleague who is
seeking only to represent aggrieved
constituents, who are themselves prevented
from speaking out by actions bordering on
blackmail, can be threatened in this way.

I have no doubt that the issues that I
raised are typical of a disease that exists in
virtually every major shopping centre in
Australia. We constantly hear stories of
farmers who have suffered at the hands of the
banks or the climate. Governments provide
drought and flood relief, and so they should,
but I tell the House that a whole group of
Australians have had their lives destroyed by
owners and managers of shopping centres
and they deserve support, too. At least
farmers going through hard times in most
cases retain their real estate, but
small-business operators can lose everything.

The people who have talked to me also
took their concerns to the member for
Mundingburra, Mr Tanti. A number are Mr
Tanti's constituents. Mr Tanti has been
conspicuous by his silence. Let me tell the
House why Mr Tanti has been so quiet. Mr
Tanti's electorate officer, following his election,
was Barbara Hymus, who later stood as the
Liberal Party's mayoral candidate at the last
council elections. While she was working in Mr
Tanti's office, Mrs Hymus received very
confidential documents provided by
disgruntled former tenants seeking Mr Tanti's
assistance. Mrs Hymus now works with Jones
Lang Wootton in Townsville.

I am advised that a lawyer representing
JLW called on Mr Tanti and asked for the
confidential documents. Do members know
what the little battler's friend did? He handed
them over. We do not need to speculate as to
how the solicitors for JLW knew of the
existence of the confidential documents or
their whereabouts. This act of political
collusion, breach of confidence and treachery
is compounded by the knowledge that the
senior partner in the law firm who collected the
documents is a prominent member of the
National Party. It was this same firm of
Townsville solicitors which drew up the
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non-disclosure clauses which are so abhorrent
to the tenants.

In response to a challenge by former and
present tenants to free them from agreements
containing shut-up and penalty clauses, JLW
said that it and Norwich would appear before
any properly constituted tribunal, court or other
inquiry to answer the allegations of any tenant
past or present. It would be hypocritical of this
Government and its Minister for Small
Business if it now fails to facilitate an
investigation by such a properly constituted
tribunal, court or other inquiry.

Education Initiatives, Mulgrave Electorate

Mrs WILSON (Mulgrave) (10.24 p.m.):
Tonight I wish to speak about what Education
Queensland is doing for my electorate of
Mulgrave. After years of neglect by Labor, over
$3m worth of projects have been completed in
Mulgrave since the coalition entered
Government only 18 months ago, with
approximately $14m to be spent by the end of
this financial year. Yes, that money will be
spent. Our promises are not hot-air promises,
and the beneficiaries are the families of
Mulgrave. This is not to mention the Building
Better Schools initiative, which will add more
than $1.2m to this amount.

One of the most important projects to
receive funding since I became the member
for Mulgrave is the Bentley Park State School
at McLaughlin Road. This school is being built
to service the fast-growing population of the
Edmonton region and will be a much welcome
addition to the Edmonton area. The
Hambledon State School has been very
crowded for a couple of years. I thank the staff
for their commitment to the school despite the
cramped conditions they have experienced. I
thank the many parents who contributed to the
fete last weekend.

Similar to all new schools north of the
20th parallel, the Bentley Park State School
will be fully airconditioned, ensuring a high
level of comfort for students and staff. The
Cool Schools Program, which facilitates
airconditioning in schools, was an election
commitment of the coalition. I am proud to be
the only member for Mulgrave who has been
able to ensure that schools have the
opportunity to receive Government assistance
for the provision of airconditioning and that
children and staff benefit. 

Another achievement of which I am
extremely proud is that, with the assistance of
the Minister for Education, I was able to
ensure that the construction of the Bentley

Park Preschool was fast-tracked in order for it
to commence operations this year. My
commitment was given with Bob Quinn when I
was a candidate that the preschool would be
provided for the many children in the area. My
involvement with this project will ensure that a
number of children who would have otherwise
missed out on the opportunity to attend this
preschool centre will now get that opportunity
this year. The preschool opened its doors last
week. This is an achievement that will provide
enormous benefits to a number of people. I
would like to extend my thanks to all of those
involved in the planning and building and all
who worked so hard to make the centre a
reality for this area. I am now asking the
Minister for plans for the new high school.

Nothing like this can be said about my
predecessor, who despite his protestations to
the contrary did very little for the people of
Mulgrave. In the last three Budgets of the
Labor Party—members opposite should listen
to this—less than $6m was spent on capital
works in my electorate by the Department of
Education. That is right; the Labor Party
managed in three Budgets to allocate about
one third of what the coalition will have spent
in just over two short years. The Labor Party
and Warren Pitt should be ashamed of this
record. They should be ashamed for their lack
of interest and lack of action. I for one cannot
imagine why my predecessor, as a teacher,
would have tolerated such neglect of schools
and in particular neglect by his parliamentary
neighbour the member for Cairns.

As the member for Mulgrave and an
educator, I will continue to ensure that the
schools in my electorate are no longer
neglected. In particular, I will ensure that each
year Education Queensland spends a fair
share of its capital works budget on Mulgrave
schools. Capital works means employment
and employment boosts our economy. There
is no doubt that this goal can be achieved,
especially given projects such as last week's
announcement of $1.3m for the Yarrabah
schools, which were forgotten by the former
Labor Government.

Airconditioning, computer cabling and a
basketball court will be provided for those
many young people who missed out under
Labor. A music block, a multi-purpose covered
area and an amenities block will be provided at
the Hambledon State School. An
airconditioned modular building and
administration space will be provided at the
Miriwinni State School. A small amenities block
will be built and there will be an oval upgrade
at the White Rock State School. Two modular
buildings and a two-storey general learning
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block with special education units will be
provided at the Yarrabah State School. These
projects have and will be undertaken by
Education Queensland in Mulgrave. This list
details only a very small number of projects
scheduled in my electorate. If I was not
constrained by time, I would be more than
happy to detail each and every one of the
scheduled projects, because I like to see
members of the Labor Party blush. I like to see
Labor Party members squirm with shame for
each and every one of the six years that they
spent doing nothing for Mulgrave children
while they were in Government.

I am also only too happy to expose
Warren Pitt and the honourable member for
Cairns for their role in depriving schools in
Mulgrave. I am proud of the schools in my
electorate and am committed to ensuring that
students and teachers are given the resources
and facilities necessary to work effectively. The
coalition is getting on with the job in Mulgrave
and all members of the community are
benefiting as a result. The Minister for
Education is welcome to visit my electorate
any time. He has taken the interest and time
to visit and has also listened and acted on
issues of need that I have spoken of.
Mulgrave's education issues have not fallen on
deaf ears. There is no doubt that he will be as
impressed as I am with the work being done in
Mulgrave by his department. I know that he
was impressed with the Bentley Park School
when he visited just recently and looked at the
preschool in the area.

Time expired.

Maryborough Base Hospital

Mr DOLLIN (Maryborough) (10.29 p.m.): I
rise today to condemn this Government's
handling of the redevelopment of the
Maryborough Base Hospital. The citizens of
Maryborough and surrounding districts who
have used the services provided at the
Maryborough Base Hospital for decades are
unduly worried, concerned and, in some
cases, frightened by the inaction of the
promised redevelopment. The Minister for
Health must take total responsibility for what
has become a fiasco; he has the citizens of
my electorate shaking their heads in disbelief.
The Minister should consider handing the job
over to someone who will get on with the job of
dealing with the very important issue of health
services in the Wide Bay region.

Stage 2 of the former Labor
Government's $15m redevelopment plan for
the hospital was due for completion in the
second quarter of this year and was well on

schedule to meet that target, with Stage 2
being completed just prior to Labor losing
Government. Unfortunately, after coming to
office this Government imposed a capital
works freeze across the State to such an
extent that Stage 2 of the redevelopment of
the Maryborough Base Hospital has not yet
commenced, apart from some minor
demolition. Only $3.5m was allocated in the
last State Budget for the demolition and
planning for Stage 2. That has now been
completed and, once again, the project has
stalled and not a nail is being driven towards
the completion of the Stage 2 redevelopment.
The Minister has been less than honest in the
way he has handled the whole affair. Time
after time he has given promises that the
Maryborough Hospital would retain all of its
services and full staff, and time and time again
his promises have been found to be hollow
and wanting.

In April the Minister was reported in the
Maryborough media as saying that the
redevelopment of the Maryborough Hospital
would be fast-tracked by 12 months. It
appears that this fast-tracking has gone right
off the tracks, because nothing is being done
at present. Despite the Minister's promises that
all services would remain at the hospital, I am
being deluged by people who are being
placed on long waiting lists for what should be
urgent attention.

I have had one elderly gentleman crying
to me that he could not get much-needed
physiotherapy following a stroke which had
paralysed him down one side. I would have
thought that it was imperative that
physiotherapy begin as soon as possible in
such cases. Another woman has been placed
on a five-week waiting list for physiotherapy.
That seems to be the standard waiting list for
this important treatment. I believe it is totally
inappropriate to have to wait five weeks for this
type of treatment. The Minister's assurances
count for little and the people of Maryborough
are getting angrier and angrier.

As the Minister well knows, around 9,000
people have signed the petition supporting the
retention of services at Maryborough Hospital
and they are watching his every move.
Following further assurances from the Minister
and the Premier that all would be okay, a
document surfaced which outlined cuts to the
hospital budget of more than 60% across-the-
board. That would tear the heart out of the
Maryborough Hospital. The Minister has
promised that these cuts would not happen,
but on many other occasions this Minister has
shown that he is not to be trusted. Will this
document be shelved until a later date when it
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is more politically opportune to implement?
This is what the people of Maryborough are
concerned about.

I would like to remind the Minister of the
full extent of his promises to the Maryborough
people. They were that the Maryborough
Hospital would have 120 funded beds, full
obstetrics, intensive care, surgery, medicine,
paediatrics, accident and emergency, medical
imaging, pathology, pharmacy, allied health
including dental, day surgery, orthopaedics,
neonatal care, chemotherapy and mental
health. The Maryborough citizens deserve and
expect nothing less than the total fulfilment of
the Minister's promises.

The Maryborough Hospital has faithfully
and adequately served the citizens of the
Wide Bay region for more than 100 years. The
next Labor Government will continue the
rebuilding program and maintain current
services. This has been promised by both the
leader and the deputy leader. The Minister
could redeem some of his lost credibility by
ensuring that services are maintained in
Maryborough and that there is no further
stalling on the $15m redevelopment project
that he is so fond of talking about.

Rochedale State Schools

Mr CARROLL (Mansfield) (10.33 p.m.):
My contribution to this evening's Adjournment
debate brings some good news and a report
of a victory for commonsense. I was very
pleased last night to be able to attend the
awards evening of the Rochedale State High
School down at the southern end of the
electorate that I represent. There, in the
company of Mayor Rod Golledge from Logan
City, Councillor Peter Collins from Logan City
and Luke Woolmer, the member for
Springwood, I enjoyed the good news of an
annual report for that high school. John Burge,
who now is the lead facilitator for the Leading
Schools team in the south-east corner, was
also present and gave the keynote address.

The highlight of the evening was the
announcement of a grant of $200,000 to
assist to complete the enclosure of the
assembly hall at the school. The idea is that
this will be a very valuable community centre
for the whole area. Previously that area
consisted of simply a roof, a couple of end
walls and a concrete floor. The persistence of
my colleague the member for Springwood and
my own submissions eventually persuaded the
Minister for Education that this was a
worthwhile project, and for the amount of only
$200,000 we are confident that this will be
turned into a very useful community hall.

Similar assistance was given recently to
Robertson primary school. With the assistance
of the chap who now is the Liberal candidate
for Sunnybank, Steven Huang, we have been
able to persuade the Minister to provide
additional funding which should assure that
particular area of the provision of a very
valuable community hall. Again, it was initiated
by the local people and just needed some
commonsense and assistance. Also at
Rochedale State High School I was pleased to
ensure that an unwanted demountable
building was removed from that school and
sold by the Education Department to the
Mount Gravatt Junior Baseball Club where it
now is a very much used facility on their
grounds.

The principal of Rochedale State High
School, Karyn Hart, has done a great job of
building up that school with a great sense of
team loyalty. She is a very popular
headmistress and leads a great team of
teachers there. The president of the P & C,
Cheryl Anderson, has led a team of parents
and friends who have raised funds. They have
done very well at that and I am sure that they
will be able to provide any additional
assistance needed to complete the community
hall. The overdue grant of $200,000 was very
warmly received by the crowd last night and I
am sure that it will be an inspiration to the P &
C Association.

The parents and citizens and the students
at the school have even gone so far as to
purchase their own truck for the agricultural
section. They carry their farm animals and feed
for the animals. They have impressed me with
their industry. That agricultural section of the
school received a couple of setbacks in recent
years with the vandalism and the butchery of
some animals but I am confident that, with the
very much improved school security in recent
years, that should not be repeated.

I might mention that the Minister for
Education, Bob Quinn, visited the electorate
recently and we enjoyed a great breakfast,
which I paid for, down at the Rochedale State
High School. It was catered for us by the
students of that school who did a great job
and provided great hospitality to the principals
and the presidents of the P & C associations
from other schools throughout the electorate.

I want to also take the opportunity to
mention Rochedale Primary School for that
school is also the other leading school, along
with Rochedale State High School, in this
electorate. The Rochedale Primary School
recently wanted to retain a demountable
building which it had improved and which it
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used for its after-school care centre. I was able
to persuade the Minister to give the school an
extension of time for that valuable facility. The
principal there, George Nielson, and his team
are very hard working. They have been very
pleased with the recently added bus set-down
area for the school, 50% of which was funded
by the State Education Department. The
Education Department and we, as local
members, are always keen to support such
active and forward thinking principals and
groups of parents and citizens. We just want to
encourage them.

Time expired.

Broadley Auto Group Pty Ltd

Mr PURCELL (Bulimba) (10.38 p.m.): I
would like to bring to the attention of the
House a matter of grave concern which was
brought to my attention in late September this
year. The matter came to me via Greg
Thomson and his brother. Greg's brother is a
constituent of mine. Mr Thomson had been for
some time trying to get Consumer Affairs to
take action to stop illegal activities being used
by Broadley Auto Group Pty Ltd on consumers
in Cairns.

After speaking to Mr Thomson and
receiving certain information with regards to
these illegal activities, I made the information
available to the Honourable Minister, Mr
Beanland, who passed this information on to
the Director-General of the Department of
Justice. Because of grave concerns held by Mr
Thomson and me that the matter was not
being expedited, I spoke to the director-
general on at least two or three occasions. I
was informed that the matters were under
investigation. This is not good enough. This
matter was brought to the attention of the
Brisbane office of Consumer Affairs by Mr
Thomson back in March/April this year and the
company has been under investigation since
then. Mr Thomson informs me that the
company, Broadley Auto Pty Ltd, has just
recently been sold and the word within the
company is that Consumer Affairs will continue
to not prosecute until such time as the matter
"dies on the vine".

Well, I am here to tell Consumer Affairs
that that will not happen because if Consumer
Affairs is not going to protect the consumers of
Queensland, I will. I am taking the matter to
the CJC to investigate because at best
Consumer Affairs is inefficient and
incompetent and, at worst, corrupt. To
continue to let the clock run down on matters
that will become statute barred by time is a
criminal matter in itself. Consumer Affairs has

broken confidence by telling John Broadley
who was giving them records of the company's
activities. Consumer Affairs has given John
Broadley time to intimidate staff, time to
tamper with records, and time to lose records.

The practices that have been carried out
by Broadley Autos include: winding back of
odometers for the purposes of sale of
demonstrator vehicles; failure to have and
deliver certificates of roadworthiness at the
time of sale of used vehicles; cashjacking; the
procuring of trade-in vehicles by sales staff for
the sole purpose of making used car
purchasers eligible for finance; stating that
trade-in vehicles had been provided by used
car purchasers when there actually was no
trade-in; backyarding; employment of
unlicensed sales staff; and failure to supply
customers with properly completed
statements, including vendor statements,
under the Auctioneers and Agents Act.

All these activities were documented to
Consumer Affairs many months ago, not only
by Mr Thomson but by previous and present
employees of Broadley Auto Ltd. To say that
Consumer Affairs does not have much
evidence to proceed with prosecutions, when
people who have been forced to become
involved in the illegal activities are prepared to
give evidence, makes me wonder who is
getting paid off and by whom.

There are still a great number of people
who are prepared to give evidence when the
company is prosecuted. These people are
currently employed by Broadley Autos. This
has been made known to Consumer Affairs,
but the people will not come forward until such
time as the prosecution starts because their
jobs will be placed in jeopardy. This company
has been standing over its employees and
requiring them to carry out illegal activities for
years. The employees have had enough.

When they have refused or been
reluctant to continue carrying out illegal
activities that are required by Broadley Auto
Pty Ltd they have been threatened with
dismissal. This is the type of employer that this
Parliament makes laws to prosecute and
thereby protect consumers and employees.
This matter was taken up with the Brisbane
Office of Consumer Affairs because of
concerns that in small country towns officials
would not handle the matter the way it should
be handled. Their fears have proven correct as
the matter was given to local officers by
Consumer Affairs and they have leaked like a
sieve. It was well-known back in 1994 that
speedo flicking was going on at Broadley Ford,
as the company was then known. The speedo
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offences I am talking about now relate back to
1994. 

The matter came to a head in 1995. The
local Consumer Affairs manager knew what
was happening at the time. The speedo flicker
who was committing the offences went to John
Broadley and told Broadley that the sales
manager was getting too hot on the amount of
speedos he wanted flicking and he was going
to go to Consumer Affairs. That night the
manager of Consumer Affairs rang him on his
unlisted number at home to talk him out of
complaining. Consumer Affairs in Brisbane has
a statement from the speedo flicker.

This same matter in regard to speedo
flicking raised its head again in 1996 and the
employee, after going to Consumer Affairs,
had been sacked but was then reinstated by
John Broadley. I had contact yesterday with
Consumer Affairs and officers are continuing to
make appointments to interview employees of
Broadley Auto Pty Ltd. Days in advance of the
interviews the employees were being brought
into the manager's office and intimidated over
what they were going to say to Consumer
Affairs. In some cases employees have been
offered favourable conditions—and I read
money—not to tell the truth and to protect the
company. I have relayed this information
myself to Consumer Affairs. I have also been
told that the principals of Broadleys will be
taking extended overseas holidays when the
money for the sale of the company comes
through, possibly towards the end of this week.

I would like to table all the documentation
that has been made available to me by people
in Cairns. I know that Consumer Affairs has
many more documents than I have. These
documents have been made available to
Consumer Affairs over a six-month period.

Time expired.

Townsville 

Mr TANTI (Mundingburra) (10.44 p.m.): I
would like to mention some of the positives
that continue to occur in Townsville and
compare them with what happened under
Labor when it was in power. Department of
Social Security figures show that in February
1994 there were 8,899 unemployed people in
Townsville. This was a rate of above 10%. As
of September this year we are down to 5,632
people unemployed. We have now gone
below 6%. In some sections of Annandale the
unemployment rate is down to 2.8%. In
Thuringowa the figure is 5.9%. Around
Mundingburra it is about 6.7%. In Geoff
Smith's area it is running at around 11.3% and

12.3%. We have had eight consecutive
months of falling unemployment rates in
Townsville. If it keeps going this way we could
see a rate of below 4% in the near future.

In the Townsville Bulletin the Federal
member for Townsville, Peter Lindsay, said
that the fall locally was matched by falls in the
seasonally adjusted unemployment rate at
both State and Federal levels. He said that
nationally the unemployment rate fell from
8.7% to 8.6%. Mr Lindsay said-

"I am pleased to see the Federal
Government's Jobs Pathway Program is
now under way in Townsville and
Thuringowa."

The Queensland Master Builders' newsletter
contained a heading "Building Approval
Statistics" above an article showing a change
in the building figures. The writer of the article
stated that things are definitely looking up for
Townsville and Thuringowa. There is a column
in the Townsville Daily Bulletin entitled "Mr
Butts". It was mentioned in that column that
there was a real estate boom. The article
said—

"A leading city real estate firm is
already feeling the arrival of the city's big
boom."

Sun Metal is full bore out at Stuart. Last week,
Chevron, the company that will build the gas
pipeline to Papua New Guinea, took office
space in Denham Street, which suggests that
it is here for the long haul. The base load
station has been taken a step further.

Opposition members interjected. 

Mr TANTI: Those opposite do not like the
positive news. I have some comments here
from the Mayor of Townsville, Tony Mooney.
Are those opposite going to say that the
Mayor of Townsville does not know what he is
talking about? Mr Mooney said that in
September last year the building figures in
Townsville totalled $8.14m. This September
the figures were $166.9m. We have to
consider the work that BHP is doing at the
port, together with the Good Shepherd
building, extensions to the Mater Hospital, and
$17m on the Pandora contract. It just
continues to go on and on.

As I said, we would like to see
unemployment in Townsville down to around
4%. The rate is currently down around 6%.
These figures do not include the 1,800 jobs at
the hospital and the 1,600 jobs at Sun Metal.
We have the power stations to be built. We
also have 330 jobs at Franklins when they set
up in Townsville. It continues to be good news.
We are going to make the best of it.
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We see projects commencing all over the
State. These projects are going to continue to
generate jobs. Those opposite go around
saying that the Government is not about
producing jobs. Those opposite are continually
negative. There are other projects in Townsville
that I have not even mentioned. These include
the MIM Townsville copper smelter
expansion—$50m, 50 construction jobs; the
Townsville port; and the Cannington
loader—$70m, 155 jobs. The Western Mining
fertiliser project will come to completion in 1999
and this will cost $650m and generate 925
jobs. The project at Yabulu Power Station will
cost $75m and generate 60 jobs. It continues
to go on.

 Motion agreed to.

The House adjourned at 10.49 p.m.


