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TUESDAY, 29 FEBRUARY 2000
          

Mr SPEAKER (Hon. R. K. Hollis, Redcliffe)
read prayers and took the chair at 9.30 a.m.

ELECTORAL DISTRICTS OF BUNDAMBA
AND WOODRIDGE

Resignation of Members

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable
members, I have to report that I have received
letters of resignation from the Honourable
Robert James Gibbs, member for the electoral
district of Bundamba, and William Theodore
D'Arcy, member for the electoral district of
Woodridge, which I will now table.

Issue of Writs

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable
members, I have to report that writs were
issued by His Excellency the Governor for the
election of members to serve in this House for
the electoral districts of Bundamba and
Woodridge as follows—

Issue of writs—Monday, 10 January 2000;

Cut-off day for electoral rolls—Friday, 14
January 2000;

Cut-off day for nominations—Monday, 17
January 2000;

Polling day—Saturday, 5 February 2000;

Return of writs—Monday, 6 March 2000.

I lay upon the table of the House the said
writs.

Return of Writs

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable
members, I have to report that the writs issued
by His Excellency the Governor on 10 January
2000 for the election of members to serve in
the Legislative Assembly for the electoral
districts of Bundamba and Woodridge have
been returned with a certificate endorsed
thereon by the returning officer of the election
on 5 February 2000 of Jo-Ann Miller and
Michael Hans Kaiser to serve as such
members.

Members Sworn

Mrs Miller and Mr Kaiser were introduced,
took the oath of allegiance, and subscribed
the roll.

ASSENT TO BILLS
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable

members, I have to report that I have received
from His Excellency the Governor a letter in
respect of assent to certain Bills, the contents
of which will be incorporated in the records of
Parliament.

GOVERNMENT HOUSE
QUEENSLAND

21 December 1999
The Honourable R.K. Hollis, MLA
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly
Parliament House
George Street
BRISBANE QLD 4000

Dear Mr Speaker

I hereby acquaint the Legislative Assembly that
the following Bills, having been passed by the
Legislative Assembly and having been
presented for the Royal Assent, were assented
to in the name of Her Majesty The Queen on
the dates shown:

"A Bill for an Act to apply certain laws of
the Commonwealth relating to the New
Tax System Price Exploitation Code as
laws of Queensland, and for other
purposes" (8 December 1999)
"A Bill for an Act to amend the Forestry
Act 1959" (14 December 1999)

"A Bill for an Act to amend the Gaming
Machine Act 1991 and certain other Acts"
(14 December 1999)

"A Bill for an Act to amend the State
Counter-Disaster Organisation Act 1975"
(14 December 1999)
"A Bill for an Act to amend certain
legislation administered by the Treasurer"
(14 December 1999)

"A Bill for an Act to amend legislation
about education, and for another purpose"
(14 December 1999)

"A Bill for an Act to amend the Criminal
Law Amendment Act 1945 and other Acts"
(14 December 1999)
"A Bill for an Act to amend the Queensland
Law Society Act 1952" (14 December
1999)

"A Bill for an Act to regulate prostitution in
Queensland, and for other purposes" (14
December 1999)

"A Bill for an Act to amend the
Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1974 and
the Freedom of Information Act 1992" (14
December 1999)
"A Bill for an Act to amend the Trading
(Allowable Hours) Act 1990" (14 December
1999)

"A Bill for an Act to amend the Water
Resources Act 1989" (14 December 1999)
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"A Bill for an Act to amend the
Superannuation (State Public Sector) Act
1990" (14 December 1999)
"A Bill for an Act to amend various Acts
about superannuation" (14 December
1999)

"A Bill for an Act to amend the Motor
Accident Insurance Act 1994" (14
December 1999)

"A Bill for an Act to amend Acts
administered by the Minister for Mines and
Energy" (14 December 1999)

"A Bill for an Act to provide for the transfer
of the assets and liabilities of bodies under
the Primary Producers' Organisation and
Marketing Act 1926 and the Fruit
Marketing Organisation Act 1923 to
incorporated bodies that are not public
authorities, to amend the Meat Industry
Act 1993, and for other purposes" (21
December 1999)

"A Bill for an Act to amend the Property
Law Act 1974 to facilitate the resolution of
financial matters at the end of a de facto
relationship, and for other purposes" (21
December 1999)
"A Bill for an Act about the management of
vegetation on freehold land" (21
December 1999).

The Bills are hereby transmitted to the
Legislative Assembly, to be numbered and
forwarded to the proper Officer for enrolment,
in the manner required by law.

Yours sincerely

(sgd) Peter Arnison

Governor

PRIVILEGE

Referral of Matter to Members' Ethics and
Parliamentary Privileges Committee

Mr PAFF (Ipswich West—CCAQ)
(9.35 a.m.): I rise on a matter of privilege. At
the time of my 21-day suspension, I
understand that the Chairman of the
Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee was
in possession of a report by Ms Julie Dick, SC,
which completely exonerated me. The
questions arising from the actions of the
member for Lytton are: why were salient facts
withheld from this Parliament; and what power
does the member for Lytton have as Chairman
of the PCJC to withhold pertinent information
from every member of this House, thereby
reducing the effective function of the
Parliament and perverting its deliberations? In
so doing, the member for Lytton has misled
this Parliament, and I seek leave of the House
to have the matter referred to the Members'

Ethics and Parliamentary Privileges
Committee. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Is the member for
Ipswich West seeking leave to have it referred
to the committee, or is he moving that it be
referred to the committee?

Mr PAFF: I move that motion,
Mr Speaker.

Question—That the matter of privilege be
referred to the Members' Ethics and
Parliamentary Privileges Committee—put; and
the House divided—
AYES, 38—Beanland, Black, Borbidge, Connor,
Cooper, E. Cunningham, Dalgleish, Davidson, Elliott,
Feldman, Gamin, Goss, Grice, Healy, Hobbs, Horan,
Johnson, Kingston, Laming, Lester, Lingard, Mitchell,
Paff, Pratt, Prenzler, Quinn, Santoro, Seeney,
Sheldon, Simpson, Slack, Springborg, Stephan,
Turner, Veivers, Watson. Tellers: Baumann, Hegarty

NOES, 41—Attwood, Barton, Beattie, Bligh, Boyle,
Braddy, Bredhauer, Briskey, J. Cunningham,
Edmond, Elder, Fenlon, Foley, Fouras, Hamill,
Hayward, Kaiser, Lavarch, Lucas, Mackenroth,
McGrady, Mickel, Miller, Mulherin, Nelson-Carr,
Nuttall, Palaszczuk, Reeves, Reynolds, Roberts,
Robertson, Rose, Schwarten, Spence, Struthers,
Welford, Wellington, Wells, Wilson. Tellers: Sullivan,
Purcell

Resolved in the negative.

LOAN OF TABLED DOCUMENTS TO
SUPREME COURT LIBRARY

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable
members, I have to report that under Standing
Order 327 I have approved the loan of tabled
documents to the Supreme Court Library for its
rare books display during the month of
February 2000.

PARLIAMENTARY LIBRARY

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable
members, the Parliamentary Library is currently
being refurbished as part of the general
upgrade of fittings and furnishings throughout
the annexe. Research and reference staff
have been operating from temporary premises
in the library foyer since the House rose in
December. It is unlikely they will be in the
refurbished office area until early April. Library
staff will do their best to provide normal
services during this dislocation, but access to
some research materials is quite difficult and
may temporarily add to the time required to
provide members with information. It has also
been necessary to rearrange the members'
reading area on level six to accommodate
staff. The patience and understanding of
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members during this process would be
appreciated.

PANEL OF TEMPORARY CHAIRMEN

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Honourable
members, I have to report that Mr Michael
Hans Kaiser, MLA, has been appointed to the
panel of temporary chairmen.

MOTION OF CONDOLENCE

Death of Mr B. P. Hansen

Hon. P. D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—
ALP) (Premier) (9.44 a.m.), by leave, without
notice: I move—

1. That this House desires to place
on record its appreciation of the
contribution made to Queensland by the
late Brendan Hansen, former councillor
and State and Federal parliamentarian.

2. That Mr Speaker be requested to
convey to the family of the deceased the
above resolution, together with an
expression of the sympathy and sorrow of
the members of the Parliament of
Queensland for the loss they have
sustained.

I would like to acknowledge in the gallery
the presence of Brendan's wife Moira, son
Tim, daughter-in-law Kerrie and daughters
Maureen and Kate. Brendan Hansen was born
in Maryborough on 21 August 1922, the son
of a shipwright and the second of five children.
He attended the Granville State School and
completed his schooling at the Christian
Brothers High School in Maryborough. Prior to
entering politics, Brendan worked as a
shipwright, loftsman and carpenter and was
apprenticed at Walkers shipyards in
Maryborough. He also worked in Newcastle,
Canberra, Melbourne, Port Moresby and
Brisbane.

Brendan's diverse political career included
representing his constituents across the three
tiers of government, which is unique, as we all
know. Firstly, he was a councillor for the
Maryborough City Council from May 1961 until
May 1964. Secondly, he was the Federal
member for Wide Bay from December 1961
until May 1974. Thirdly, he was the Deputy
Mayor and councillor of the Maryborough City
Council from May 1976 until November 1977.
Fourthly, he was the State member for
Maryborough from November 1977 until
October 1983. Brendan was also a member
and office holder of various unions and Labor
Party branches and was the campaign director

for several Queensland electorates between
1957 and 1972.

In his maiden speech to the House of
Representatives on 1 March 1962, Brendan
Hansen said—

"This nation needs action, not words,
to achieve its full greatness—action that
implies a positive desire to put back to
work those who are jobless and to find
permanent employment for the
thousands who are leaving school each
year."

As Mr Speaker would appreciate, they are
sentiments that are echoed in the policies of
my Government. While in Federal Parliament,
Mr Hansen served as Government Whip.
Some of his most noted achievements in
Federal Parliament include—and this is only a
sample—representing the Australian
Parliament at the inauguration of the Papua
New Guinea House of Assembly in 1964,
representing the Australian Parliament at the
opening of the 10th Council of the Northern
Territory Legislative Council in 1969, being a
member of the parliamentary delegation to
Latin America in 1965 and being a delegate to
the Inter-Parliamentary Union Conference at
The Hague in 1970.

Brendan won the State seat of
Maryborough in November 1977. In his
maiden speech to this Parliament he said—

"The Australian Labor Party was
formed because men and women
realised that Parliament was the place in
which changes should be made. The
Australian Labor Party believes that
necessary changes can be made through
evolution and through democratic
processes by convincing the people of the
need for change."

I think all of us would share that view. Brendan
was the Opposition Whip between January
1981 and October 1982. During his time in
office, he was the Opposition spokesperson for
lands, forestry and water resources; works and
water resources; commerce and industry;
industrial development and ports; and, industry
and administrative services. Brendan Hansen's
political career showed incredible commitment
not only to his constituents but also to the
broader political process. His advocacy of
Parliament as the venue for effecting social
change is well documented and his
commitment to the common man and woman
is widely known.

After the Labor Day march in
Maryborough in 1998, Brendan Hansen
collapsed in Queens Park. It was the day the
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High Court decision on the MUA dispute was
handed down. It is well known that when
Brendan regained consciousness some hours
later in hospital his first words were, "What's
the time and who won?" We can see the level
of Brendan's commitment. After leaving public
office, Brendan continued to work for his
community and his service was recognised
with the naming of a park in Granville in his
honour. That is quite appropriate. Next month I
will have the pleasure of opening the Brendan
Hansen Building in Pialba, Hervey Bay. This
Government office building will serve as
another testament to Brendan's contribution to
his local community.

Brendan was an executive member of the
Maryborough and District Housing Action
Group for 15 years, and was patron of several
community clubs. He initiated the ALP
Granville Bursary, an encouragement award
given to a Year 7 Granville State School
student each year. In 1982 Brendan was
made a life member of the Australian Labor
Party. 

In 1960 Brendan married. He and his
wife, Moira, have three sons and five
daughters. He is survived by his wife and
children. 

I knew Brendan Hansen very well. He was
a good friend of a number of friends of mine,
including Manfred Cross, who also had
distinguished service in the Federal
Parliament. Brendan Hansen was one of those
people one could describe as a true
gentleman. He was committed. He was
dedicated not only to his community but also
to his family. He was a true family man who
was strongly committed to advancing his
children and advancing the people whom he
represented. He was one of the most decent
people that I have ever met in politics, and I
personally pass on to his family my
condolences, as well as the condolences of all
members of this House. On behalf of the
Parliament, I extend my sympathy and that of
this House to his family and friends.

Hon. R. E. BORBIDGE (Surfers
Paradise—NPA) (Leader of the Opposition)
(9.53 a.m.): In seconding this motion moved
by the Premier, I am pleased to join with him,
and in doing so I anticipate the remarks of
other members who will speak later in marking
the life of the former member for
Maryborough, Brendan Hansen. 

Everybody in this place will be saddened
by his passing. Everyone, I believe, can learn
from the life of Brendan Hansen and his record
of service to the people whom he represented.
I think it is fair to say that there would not be a

large number of members in this place who
served with Brendan. I had that privilege, and I
always found him to be an absolute
gentleman, dedicated to his party, dedicated
to his electorate, and dedicated to his family. 

He was—and this is something that we
hear from all sides of politics—genuinely one
of nature's gentlemen. He had a built-in
courtesy, the sort of courtesy that was never
dismissive, that always found time to listen to
the views of others, and he balanced that with
a good dose of humour, an essential element
in human affairs, especially in politics. He was
positive. I suspect that he actually did not
suffer fools gladly, but he was too much of a
gentleman to make that obvious. 

Brendan Hansen was a true Labor man.
He served the people as he thought best, and
he did it well, at all three levels of Government.
He was twice a Maryborough City alderman,
from 1960 to 1963, and from 1976 to 1977.
He served for 13 years as the Federal member
for Wide Bay, and was Government Whip in
the House of Representatives during the
period of the Whitlam Government, holding
that position from December 1972 to May
1974. That was a time in Federal politics that
would have tested the strength of his
commitment to courtesy, and he passed that
test, of course. 

Brendan Hansen served in this place from
November 1977 until October 1983, six years
of sterling service to the electors of
Maryborough and to the wider Queensland
community. He was a staunch Catholic and a
strong supporter of the church in
Maryborough, where he was a leading light in
the work to refurbish St Mary's Presbytery. He
was also president of the Maryborough
Marykana Festival. 

As the Premier mentioned, he was a
shipwright and a loftsman—skills which, in the
Maryborough of his youth, would have stood
him in good stead—and began his working life
as an apprentice with that great local firm,
Walkers Ltd. 

To Moira, whom he married on 11 June
1960, and to their eight children, we on this
side of the House can only say that we are
deeply saddened by the passing of a fine
man, a fine Queenslander and a fine
Australian. Brendan Hansen is assured of his
place in the story of Queensland.

Dr WATSON (Moggill—LP) (Leader of the
Liberal Party) (9.56 a.m.): I rise to speak on
the condolence motion for the late Brendan
Hansen moved by the Premier and seconded
by the Leader of the Opposition. 
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Mr Hansen was a former member of this
House as the State member for Maryborough,
a former Federal member for Wide Bay and
former alderman for the Maryborough City
Council. Mr Hansen was a shipwright, loftsman
and carpenter before being elected as a
member of Parliament for the Australian Labor
Party. He was, I understand, actively involved
as a campaign director for several Queensland
Labor candidates during the watershed
election of 1957. Mr Hansen was elected as
an alderman for the Maryborough City Council
in 1961. That same year, Mr Hansen
contested the Federal seat of Wide Bay and
won it, entering the House of Representatives
in December that year. In his maiden speech,
Mr Hansen spoke vigorously about the needs
of the Wide Bay area, including better
transport and water infrastructure. It appears
that some issues never change. 

In 1974 Mr Hansen lost Wide Bay, and
returned to local government in 1976. In 1977
Mr Hansen successfully contested the seat of
Maryborough and held it until 1983. In his
maiden speech to the Queensland Parliament,
Mr Hansen recounted his experiences of the
Great Depression. He believed that
Governments had to provide jobs in times of
hardship. In fact, he stated that if a project was
physically possible, it should have been
financially possible. 

Mr Hansen was a man who left school
during the Depression and watched as his
peers lined up for jobs, 20 or 50 in a queue. In
1939 most of those young men joined the
Army as an escape from unemployment. It is
in fact a cruel irony that unemployment
remained stubbornly high during the 1930s
and the solution lay primarily in another world
war. Mr Hansen found it a great pity that
money could be found in a time of war, but not
in times of peace, for important developmental
projects. 

When he was elected to the Queensland
Parliament, Brendan Hansen became part of a
very small group of people who have served at
all three levels of Government. That in itself is
quite a commitment to public service. 

On behalf of the Liberal Party, I join with
the Premier and other members in passing on
our sincere condolences to his wife, Moira, and
his family.

Hon. T. M. MACKENROTH (Chatsworth—
ALP) (Minister for Communication and
Information, Local Government and Planning
and Minister for Sport) (9.59 a.m.): I join with
other members in passing on my condolences
to Moira and to the family of the late Brendan
Hansen. I am the only member of the Labor

Party who actually served in the Parliament
with Brendan. We both got elected to the
State Parliament in 1977, and Brendan served
with us for six years. At that time, he was a
very valuable resource for us, because in 1977
we had 23 members. Eight of those were
people who had returned from the previous
Parliament; the rest of us were new, but
Brendan had a wealth of experience in the
Federal Parliament and was able to help
young members such as myself a great deal
to really come to grips with being a member of
Parliament and learn the ropes of how one
went about it. 

I heard someone mention Brendan
having been a Whip. We always used to joke
with Brendan about how he counted, because
if people knew Brendan, they would know that
he had a couple of fingers missing, and we
would make a joke with him about that. 

Brendan was a great person to serve with.
I know that at the time that he served here, his
best mate was Jim Blake from Bundaberg. It is
probably the only time that I have served in
the Parliament that we have not seen great
rivalry between Maryborough and Bundaberg,
because they used to be able to go to the bar
at night-time, have a couple of drinks and sort
out any problems that they had between
themselves. We never once, in that six years
that they were here, saw a fight in the
Bundaberg or the Maryborough newspapers
about what was happening in State politics in
relation to who was getting the better end of
the bargain. I think, since then, that sort of
fighting has never stopped. So they were able
to work very closely together, and I know that if
Jim were here today he would be saying that
he has lost one of his best mates, because
they certainly were inseparable in the time that
they were serving in this Parliament. They were
so close that we used to call them Ada and
Elsie. I went away on a fishing trip with them
for a few days and—

Mr Bredhauer interjected.

Mr MACKENROTH: That is okay. Details
of the trip were mentioned on the front page of
the then Sunday Sun—

Mr Bredhauer interjected. 
Mr MACKENROTH: No, I think it was the

Sunday Sun. We went on a fishing trip for a
few days and—

Mr Schwarten: Ten men in a boat.

Mr MACKENROTH: Ten men in a boat;
that was it. One of the members on the trip felt
a little vulnerable with regard to his job. Earlier
today, we had a joke with David Watson, the
member for Moggill, and we all know how he
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feels. The member in question went
downstairs on the boat and had a sleep. While
he was asleep, we went ashore at Heron
Island and picked up the Sunday Sun
newspaper. An article on the front page
referred to 10 men on a boat plotting the
downfall of this politician. The politician in
question was on the boat. He wanted to know
what we were doing while he was asleep.
Brendan, as one of the politician's supporters,
tried to allay his suspicions and said that we
were not trying to get rid of him. As a true
politician, it did not matter what Brendan said,
the member was convinced that every time he
went to sleep we would talk about him.

Brendan was a great member of
Parliament, and a great mate. It is very sad to
see his passing. I pass on my condolences to
his family. 

Hon. D. J. HAMILL (Ipswich—ALP)
(Treasurer) (10.02 a.m.): I wish to join in this
motion of condolence to the family of Brendan
Hansen. I am pleased to see his wife Moira,
together with members of his family, in the
Chamber this morning.

Brendan was a great mate. I did not have
the privilege of serving in the Parliament with
Brendan, but I knew him quite well. As has
been mentioned by previous speakers,
Brendan was first elected to the Federal
Parliament in 1961 during what was known as
the credit squeeze election. That was the
election where the Menzies Government held
onto office as a result of gaining Communist
Party preferences. Jim Killen claims credit for
that.

In Brendan's maiden speech in 1962 he
expressed his deep-felt concern about
employment. Brendan was a great stalwart of
the Labor movement and a great traditionalist
with regard to both the political and industrial
wings of the party. Brendan was a great
Federal member. Wide Bay has never been
an easy seat for the Labor Party, but Brendan
held the seat for five elections from 1961. He
finally lost the seat in the 1974 election.

The Wide Bay area has been
experiencing considerably change over the
past two or three decades. There is no better
example of this change than in Brendan's
home town of Maryborough. Maryborough was
traditionally a very safe Labor seat. The seat of
Maryborough was lost to the Labor Party in the
by-election which occurred in 1970 or 1971 as
a result of the death of Horrie Davies. Who
better to take up Labor's cause and try and
win back the seat of Maryborough than
Brendan Hansen, who had served with such

distinction in the Federal Parliament
throughout the 1960s? Brendan won the seat.

Maryborough has proved to be a very
marginal seat. I have no doubt that it was
Brendan Hansen's strength of character that
enabled him to continue to win the majority of
votes in that electorate. Brendan retired in
1983. Representation in this Parliament for the
seat of Maryborough has tended to move
about a bit between parties since then.

Brendan was a real stalwart of the local
community. He was well respected in
Maryborough. Both Brendan and Moira have
been involved in numerous facets of
community life. The honourable member for
Chatsworth referred to a fishing expedition. I
remember having consultations with Brendan
and Moira a few years ago in a building in
Elizabeth Street. I believe this occurred on 17
March of that year. I found my way to those
premises as a result of being lured by the
smell of a black potion of which I am rather
fond. I found myself at the Irish Club. I do not
recall whether it was Brendan or Moira who
was wearing a rosette which said "Kiss me; I'm
Irish".

An honourable member interjected. 

Mr HAMILL: Of course I did. All sorts of
compliments were exchanged, as well as a
couple of pints of the black stuff. To Moira and
her family, Pat and I extend our deepest
condolences. Brendan was a great fellow and
will be long missed. 

Mr ELLIOTT (Cunningham—NPA)
(10.06 a.m.): As one of the members on this
side of the House who served with Brendan
Hansen, I would like to echo the remarks of
the member for Moggill. However, I would like
to add a few things. Brendan was a man who
had that quiet dignity which very few people
have. He certainly was one of nature's
gentlemen.

Earlier this morning one honourable
member mentioned Jimmy Blake. I had a lot
of time for Jimmy Blake. Brendan Hansen,
Jimmy Blake and Brian Davies used to be
great mates. Brian Davies used to sit just over
there and he would turn around and say,
"Bark, bark, bark, bark." He would continually
interject during speeches. However, there was
no malice in him. He used to give me a hard
time because I was once a harvesting
contractor. A photograph of one of my
machines appeared in the Hastings Deering
magazine—or some such magazine—and he
played around with this photograph on the
photocopy machine and stretched the
photograph out until it was quite wide. The



29 Feb 2000 Motion of Condolence 9

machine looked as if it was 50 feet wide. Any
time I got into him, he always came back at
me about my harvesting business.

Jimmy Blake, Brendan Hansen and
others were what I call true Labor men; they
were truly interested in people who worked with
their hands for a living. Very few people realise
that when I first left school I was a member of
the Australian Workers Union. That was at a
time when I was working in the woolsheds.

An honourable member interjected. 

Mr ELLIOTT: They have never forgiven
me for it. Brendan and I had a lot in common
and we often used to yarn about things. One
of the great things about this place in the old
days was the camaraderie that existed
between members. A lot of this camaraderie
stemmed from the days when we resided in
the Bellevue Hotel. Some interesting things
used to occur at that hotel. I will not recount
them all.

Neil Turner was with us at the Bellevue
Hotel. He used to take on all comers at
standing jumps. He would stand at the bottom
of the stairs and see how many stairs he could
jump at one go. No wonder his hips gave way!
Everyone used to be involved in these capers.
I can assure honourable members that this
House was a lot better as a result of that
camaraderie. That personal contact between
members disappeared when we moved into
this building.

We used to sit in the common room at
the Bellevue Hotel and watch football on
television. We used to have great arguments
about whether we would watch football or
some honourable member's special program.
Miss Glennie would come out and put in her
two bob's worth.

I would like to say to Brendan Hansen's
family that Brendan will be much missed. It is
very unusual for someone to serve in all levels
of Government. I never had a cross word with
Brendan Hansen. I do not know of any people
who had cross words with him. However, that is
not to say that Brendan did not stand up for
his beliefs. He would put forward his views as
strongly as any other member. Brendan
Hansen put forward his views without the
malice that some other honourable members
demonstrate from time to time. I believe we
can all learn something from the actions of
Brendan Hansen.

I join with other honourable members in
passing on my condolences to his family and
friends—and I know he has many of those.

Hon. J. FOURAS (Ashgrove—ALP)
(10.09 a.m.): I also would like to take part in

this condolence motion on the passing of
Brendan Hansen. I am sure that Terry would
remember that in 1977 I was also in this place
with him. As Terry said, at that time there were
15 new members in a caucus of 23. I found
Brendan to be an absolutely thorough
gentleman. As the previous speaker said, he
had a quiet dignity and he was a great
resource for the new faces that came into the
Labor Party. 

Brendan Hansen believed that a true test
of a democracy was the extent to which we
minimised social disadvantage. Brendan
understood quite well what it was like to have
Labor roots and what it was like to have gone
through the Depression and to not have had
the opportunities that my children and I have
had. However, he rose above that and gave
service in three levels of government. Between
1977 and 1983, I was privileged to have
served in this Parliament with Brendan
Hansen. Today, when I saw Jim Blake in the
public gallery and watched him nod at what
members have said, I felt that I had to add to
what those other members have said.
However, nothing more can be said: it has all
been said and it was all sincere. Sometimes
condolence motions are the only times when
we have the opportunity to say something nice
about someone who has passed. Today, I am
convinced that all that has been said about
Brendan Hansen has been said from the
heart, because he was a man of the heart and
his passing leaves a hole in our State. 

Mr MICKEL (Logan—ALP) (10.10 a.m.):
Today, I wish to pay my condolences to the
family and friends of the former member for
Maryborough, long-serving Federal member
for Wide Bay and Deputy Mayor of
Maryborough, Mr Brendan Hansen. I consider
it an honour to have known Brendan Hansen
who, as all speakers have said, was widely
respected in the Wide Bay community. 

I first met Brendan Hansen in the lead-up
to the 1989 State election when I was sent to
Maryborough to help organise the campaign
for Maryborough and the then State seat of
Isis. One would say of Mr Hansen that he was
instantly likeable, with a thorough knowledge
of the concerns of his local community. He was
a person who had a great love for the Labor
Party. He never missed a function and never
missed his chance to contribute to the success
of the Labor Party long after his time in public
office had ceased. Mr Hansen would not say it
of himself, because he always exhibited a
modesty and an innate commonsense—which
is a commodity in great demand but at times
in short supply—but he was a record breaker.
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Many of us in public life will have the honour of
representing people at one level of
government. Brendan Hansen performed
admirably at all three. As I said, he was a
record breaker in that in winning the Federal
division of Wide Bay he was the first and only
Labor member since Andrew Fisher to hold
that seat. In 1977, he was perhaps the only
Labor person who could have won back the
State seat of Maryborough. 

The concerns Mr Hansen raised in the
Federal Parliament and in the State
Parliament are the concerns of regional
Queensland today: the need for a
manufacturing base in regional areas and
ongoing concerns about water supply.
Perhaps with some foresight, in 1962 he
mentioned that his electorate had 100
sawmills and that they were working below
capacity. At that time, he also expressed
concerns for their future. As a member of
Parliament, Mr Hansen was concerned about
the people of the Maryborough district after
the Fraser Government closed down Fraser
Island sandmining with minimal compensation.
However, in Mr Hansen's maiden speech in
1977 in this place, he was also concerned
about the proper processes of Parliament. At
that stage, he held grave fears for the proper
processes that were then under way in this
place. 

Mr Hansen's life was shaped by the Great
Depression and the misery that accompanied
it. In the great Labor tradition, he was of Irish
Catholic background and, with it, he had a
great love of his family and also of working
families. I got to know his son, Tim, who
worked with me during the Goss Government.
It is a privilege to have known him but it was
also a great privilege to know his late father. 

To the Hansen family and friends, I pass
on my condolences to a man who, in his quiet,
affable way, served his city and his district with
great distinction. At all times he remained a
man of the people without resorting to the
shallow histrionics that can sometimes
accompany that. For the inspiration he gave to
the people of Maryborough, we say thanks; to
the joy he gave us all, we simply say thanks for
a job well and truly done. 

Dr KINGSTON (Maryborough—IND)
(10.14 a.m.): I would like to endorse briefly
what has been said about Brendan Hansen. I
grew up in Maryborough when he was
Maryborough's representative in both
Parliaments. I have never heard a bad
comment about Brendan. In fact, the only
comment I have ever heard was that he was
one of nature's gentlemen and, on his

passing, he will be very sadly missed in
Maryborough. 

Motion agreed to, honourable members
standing in silence. 

PETITIONS

The Clerk announced the receipt of the
following petitions—

Bus Travel, Pialba and Kawungan State
Schools

From Mr Dalgleish (49 petitioners)
requesting the House to provide free bus travel
for children who have attended Pialba and
Kawungan State Schools to date, inclusive of
other children in the families concerned, to
allow the parents of these children the choice
to leave them at their current school without
being financially disadvantaged.

Burrum River System

From Mr Dalgleish (5,936 petitioners)
requesting the House to confine all
professional fishing and prawning activities in
the Burrum River system to the area
downstream of the mouth of the Gregory
River.

Petitions received.

PAPERS
PAPERS TABLED DURING THE RECESS
The Clerk informed the House that the
following papers, received during the recess,
were tabled on the dates indicated—

13 December 1999—

Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee
Report No. 51—A report on an
investigation by the Parliamentary Criminal
Justice Commissioner into the alleged
unauthorised disclosure of confidential
information concerning an investigation of
allegations made by Jack Kelvin Paff MLA
Mount Isa Water Board—Annual Report
1998-99

Late tabling statement by the Minister for
Environment and Heritage and Minister for
Natural Resources (Mr Welford) relating to
the Mount Isa Water Board Annual Report
1998-99

14 December 1999—

Greyhound Racing Authority—Annual
Report 1998-99
Late tabling statement by the Minister for
Tourism, Sport and Racing (Mr Gibbs)
relating to the Greyhound Racing
Authority Annual Report 1998-99
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Grain Research Foundation—Annual
Report 1998-99
Late tabling statement by the Minister for
Primary Industries (Mr Palaszczuk) relating
to the Grain Research Foundation Annual
Report 1998-99

Addendum to the Chicken Meat Industry
Committee Annual Report 1998-99 tabled
on 15 November 1999

16 December 1999—

Department of Employment, Training and
Industrial Relations—Annual Report 1998-
99

Late tabling statement by the Minister for
Employment, Training and Industrial
Relations (Mr Braddy) relating to the
Department of Employment, Training and
Industrial Relations Annual Report 1998-99

17 December 1999—

Members' Ethics and Parliamentary
Privileges Committee Report No. 39—
Report on a matter of privilege—Alleged
obstruction of a parliamentary committee's
inquiry by officers of a Government
Owned Corporation

21 December 1999—

Dumaresq—Barwon Border Rivers
Commission—Annual Report 1998-99

Late tabling statement by the Minister for
Environment and Heritage and Minister for
Natural Resources (Mr Welford) relating to
the Dumaresq—Barwon Border Rivers
Commission Annual Report 1998-99

Vocational Education, Training and
Employment Commission—Annual Report
1998-1999

23 December 1999—

Legal, Constitutional and Administrative
Review Committee—non confidential
submissions relating to its Inquiry into
issues of Queensland Electoral Reform

South East Queensland Water Board—
Annual Report 1998-99

Late tabling statement by the Minister for
Environment and Heritage and Minister for
Natural Resources (Mr Welford) relating to
the South East Queensland Water Board
Annual Report 1998-99

Ergon Energy Corporation Limited—
Annual Report for the period ended 29
June 1999 (compiled on behalf of the
following electricity Government Owned
Corporations which ceased to exist on 30
June 1999:

Capricornia Electricity Corporation
Limited (CAPELEC)
Far North Queensland Electricity
Corporation Limited (FNQEB)

Mackay Electricity Corporation
Limited (MEB)

North Queensland Electricity
Corporation Limited (NORQEB)
South West Queensland Electricity
Corporation Limited (South West
Power)
Wide Bay-Burnett Electricity
Corporation Limited (WBBEC)

Capricornia Electricity Corporation Limited
(CAPELEC), Far North Queensland
Electricity Corporation Limited (FNQEB),
Mackay Electricity Corporation Limited
(MEB), North Queensland Electricity
Corporation Limited (NORQEB), South
West Queensland Electricity Corporation
Limited (South West Power), Wide Bay-
Burnett Electricity Corporation Limited
(WBBEC)—Statements of Corporate
Intent 1998-99
Late tabling statement by the Minister for
Minister for Mines and Energy and
Minister Assisting the Deputy Premier on
Regional Development (Mr McGrady)
relating to the Ergon Energy Corporation
Limited Annual Report for the period
ended 29 June 1999, compiled on behalf
of the following electricity Government
Owned Corporations which ceased to
exist on 30 June 1999:

Capricornia Electricity Corporation
Limited (CAPELEC)
Far North Queensland Electricity
Corporation Limited (FNQEB)
Mackay Electricity Corporation
Limited (MEB)
North Queensland Electricity
Corporation Limited (NORQEB)

South West Queensland Electricity
Corporation Limited (South West
Power)
Wide Bay-Burnett Electricity
Corporation Limited (WBBEC)

24 December 1999—
Gold Coast Hospital Foundation—Annual
Report 1998-99
Late tabling statement by the Minister for
Health (Mrs Edmond) relating to the Gold
Coast Hospital Foundation Annual Report
1998-99

7 January 2000—
Explanation from the Minister for Health
(Mrs Edmond) regarding the granting of an
extension of time for the tabling of the
1998-99 annual reports of the Council of
the Queensland Institute of Medical
Research and the Queensland Institute of
Medical Research Trust

10 January 2000—

Queensland Competition Authority—
Competitive Neutrality Complaint—
Complaint by Coachtrans Australia Against
Queensland Rail Findings and
Recommendations June 1998
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Queensland Competition Authority—
Competitive Neutrality Complaint—
Complaint by Robin Russell and
Associates Against the Wide Bay-Burnett
Electricity Corporation Findings and
Recommendations February 1998

13 January 2000—

Explanation from the Acting Minister for
Environment and Heritage and Minister for
Natural Resources (Ms Spence) regarding
the granting of an extension of time for the
tabling of the 1998-99 annual report of the
Jondaryan Shire River Improvement Trust

14 January 2000—
The Council of the Queensland Institute
of Medical Research—Annual Financial
Statements 1998-99

Queensland Institute of Medical Research
Trust—Annual Report 1998-99

Late tabling statement by the Minister for
Health (Mrs Edmond) relating to The
Council of the Queensland Institute of
Medical Research Annual Financial
Statements 1998-99 and Queensland
Institute of Medical Research Trust Annual
Report 1998-99

21 January 2000—

Travelsafe Committee Report No. 31—
Report on the Symposium on International
Visitors and Road Safety in Australia, 14
May 1999

Transcript of Travelsafe Symposium on
International Visitors and Road Safety in
Australia, 14 May 1999
Australian Transport Safety Bureau—
International Visitors and Road Safety in
Australia: A Status Report

Parliamentary Criminal Justice Committee
Report No. 52—Annual Report 1998-99

31 January 2000—
Legal, Constitutional and Administrative
Review Committee—non confidential
submissions received in relation to its
review of the role of the Queensland
Parliament in treaty making

Legal, Constitutional and Administrative
Review Committee—additional non
confidential submissions received in
relation to its review of Queensland's
Freedom of Information Act 1992

2 February 2000—
Explanation from the Minister for Health
(Mrs Edmond) regarding the granting of an
extension of time for the tabling of the
Royal Women's Hospital Research and
Development Foundation Annual Report
1998-99

8 February 2000—

Legal, Constitutional and Administrative
Review Committee—Freedom of

Information in Queensland, Discussion
Paper No. 1

14 February 2000—

Mount Isa Mines Panel Assessment
Study—Report No. 4, 13 August 1999 to
12 February 2000

17 February 2000—

Royal Women's Hospital Research and
Development Foundation—Annual Report
1998-99

Late tabling statement by the Minister for
Health (Mrs Edmond) relating to the Royal
Women's Hospital Research and
Development Foundation Annual Report
1998-99

18 February 2000—

Report of Board of Inquiry established by
the Queensland Government to consider
certain matters relating to riding schools

The President of the Industrial Court of
Queensland in respect of the Industrial
Court of Queensland, the Queensland
Industrial Relations Commission and the
Industrial Registrar's Office—Annual
Report 1998-99

25 February 2000—

National Trust of Queensland—Annual
Report 1998-99

STATUTORY INSTRUMENTS

The following statutory instruments were tabled
by The Clerk—

Audio Visual and Audio Links Amendment Act
1999— 

Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
that are not in force commence 1 March
2000, No. 14 

Banana Industry Protection Act 1989— 

Banana Industry Protection Regulation
2000, No. 19 

Casino Control Act 1982— 

Casino Gaming Amendment Rule (No. 1)
1999, No. 344 

Casino Gaming Amendment Rule (No. 1)
2000, No. 22 

Casino Control Act 1982, Interactive Gambling
(Player Protection) Act 1998, Keno Act 1996,
Lotteries Act 1997— 

Gaming Legislation Amendment Regulation
(No. 1) 2000, No. 13 

Central Queensland University Act 1998—

Central Queensland University Statute
No. 3 (Admission and Enrolment) 1999

Central Queensland University Statute
No. 4 (Student Discipline) 1999

Central Queensland University Statute
No. 5 (Fees) 1999
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Central Queensland University Statute
No. 6 (University Rules) 1999

Charitable and Non-Profit Gaming Act 1999— 
Charitable and Non-Profit Gaming
Amendment Rule (No. 1) 1999, No. 346 

Chicken Meat Industry Committee Act 1976— 
Chicken Meat Industry Committee
(Repeal) Regulation 2000, No. 20 

Coal Mining Act 1925— 
Coal Mining (Underground Coal Mines)
General Amendment Regulation (No. 1)
1999, No. 331 

Community Services (Aborigines) Act 1984,
Community Services (Torres Strait) Act 1984— 

Community Services Legislation
Amendment Regulation (No. 1) 2000, No. 5 

Community Services (Aborigines) Act 1984,
Local Government Act 1993— 

Community Services (Aborigines) and
Other Legislation Amendment Regulation
(No. 1) 2000, No. 9 

Community Services Legislation Amendment
Act 1999— 

Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
that are not in force commence 21 January
2000, No. 6 

Criminal Law Amendment Act 1999— 
Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
that are not in force commence, No. 23 

Education (General Provisions) Act 1989— 
Education (General Provisions)
Amendment Regulation (No. 2) 1999,
No. 318 

Education (Tertiary Entrance Procedures
Authority) Act 1990— 

Education (Tertiary Entrance Procedures
Authority) (Repeal) Regulation 2000,
No. 26 

Electricity Act 1994— 
Electricity (Electrical Articles) Amendment
Regulation (No. 1) 1999, No. 315 

Environmental Protection Act 1994— 
Environmental Protection Amendment
Regulation (No. 3) 1999, No. 320 

Family Services Amendment Act 1999— 
Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
that are not in force commence 17
December 1999, No. 334 

Federal Courts (State Jurisdiction) Act 1999— 
Federal Courts (State Jurisdiction)
Regulation 2000, No. 17 

Financial Administration and Audit Act 1977— 
Financial Management Amendment
Standard (No. 2) 1999, No. 1 

Fisheries Act 1994—
Fisheries Amendment Regulation (No. 1)
2000, No. 8 and Explanatory Notes and
Regulatory Impact Statement for No. 8 

Forestry Act 1959— 
Forestry Legislation Amendment
Regulation (No. 4) 1999, No. 321 

Government Owned Corporations Act 1993— 
Government Owned Corporations
(Brisbane Market Authority
Corporatisation) Regulation 1999, No. 313 

Health Act 1937— 
Health (Drugs and Poisons) Amendment
Regulation (No. 3) 1999, No. 326 

Health Act 1937, Radiation Safety Act 1999— 
Radiation Safety Regulation 1999, No. 330
and Explanatory Notes and Regulatory
Impact Statement for No. 330 

Health Legislation Amendment Act 1999— 
Proclamation—part 4 of the Act
commences 20 February 2000, No. 25

Health Practitioners (Professional Standards)
Act 1999— 

Health Practitioners (Professional
Standards) Regulation 2000, No. 24 
Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
that are not in force commence 7 February
2000, No. 327 

Health Practitioner Registration Boards
(Administration) Act 1999— 

Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
that are not in force commence 7 February
2000, No. 328 

Irvinebank State Treatment Works (Sale and
Operation) Act 1990— 

Irvinebank State Treatment Works (Sale
and Operation) Agreement Order 1999,
No. 314 

Justice Legislation (Miscellaneous Provisions)
Act (No. 2) 1999— 

Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
that are not in force commence 1 March
2000, No. 15 

Justices Act 1886— 
Justices Amendment Regulation (No. 4)
1999, No. 325 
Justices Amendment Regulation (No. 1)
2000, No. 29

Justices Act 1886, Transport Operations (Road
Use Management) Act 1995—

Traffic and Other Legislation Amendment
Regulation (No. 1) 1999, No. 299, replaces
previous copy tabled on 30 November
1999

Local Government Act 1993— 
Local Government (Implementation of
Reviewable Local Government Matters)
Amendment Regulation (No. 1) 2000,
No. 12 

Local Government and Other Legislation
Amendment Act (No. 2) 1999— 

Proclamation—section 52 of the Act
commences 21 January 2000, No. 3 
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Lotteries Act 1997— 

Lotteries Amendment Rule (No. 2) 1999,
No. 347 

Mineral Resources Act 1989— 

Mineral Resources Amendment Regulation
(No. 4) 1999, No. 317 

Mines Regulation Act 1964— 

Mines Regulation (Exemption) Regulation
(No. 1) 1999, No. 316 

Nature Conservation Act 1992— 

Nature Conservation Legislation
Amendment Regulation (No. 2) 1999,
No. 335 

Nature Conservation (Macropod
Harvesting) Amendment Conservation
Plan (No. 1) 1999, No. 337 

Nature Conservation (Protected Areas)
Amendment Regulation (No. 7) 1999,
No. 336 

New Tax System Price Exploitation Code
(Queensland) Act 1999— 

Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
not in force commence 10 December
1999, No. 323 

Plant Protection Act 1989—

Plant Protection (Olive Bud Mite) Notice
2000, No. 30

Primary Industries Legislation Amendment Act
1999— 

Proclamation—certain provisions of the
Act commence as stated in the Schedule,
No. 322 

Public Service Act 1996— 

Public Service Amendment Regulation
(No. 1) 1999, No. 324 

Queensland Building Services Authority Act
1991— 

Queensland Building Services Authority
Amendment Regulation (No. 3) 1999,
No. 319 

Queensland Building Services Authority
Amendment Act 1999— 

Proclamation—repeal SL No. 226 of 1999
and the provisions of the Act that are not
in force commence 1 July 2000, No. 7

Radiation Safety Act 1999— 

Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
stated in the schedule commence 1
January 2000, No. 329 

Radiation Safety (Radiation Safety
Standards) Notice 1999, No. 343 

South East Queensland Water Board Act 1979,
Water Resources Act 1989— 

Water Resources Legislation Amendment
Regulation (No. 1) 2000, No. 18 

State Development and Public Works
Organisation Act 1971— 

State Development (South Bank
Pedestrian and Cycle Bridge) Amendment
Regulation 1999, No. 340 

Stock Act 1915— 

Stock Identification Amendment
Regulation (No. 1) 1999, No. 338 

Stock (Prevention of Newcastle Disease)
Notice 2000, No. 28 

Sugar Industry Act 1999— 

Sugar Industry Regulation 1999, No. 339 

Superannuation (State Public Sector) Act
1990—

Superannuation (State Public Sector)
Amendment Regulation (No. 4) 1999,
No. 312 

Superannuation (State Public Sector)
Amendment Notice (No. 5) 1999, No. 2

Transport Operations (Marine Safety) Act
1994— 

Transport Operations (Marine Safety)
Amendment Regulation (No. 3) 1999,
No. 332 

Transport Operations (Passenger Transport)
Act 1994— 

Transport Operations (Passenger
Transport) Amendment Regulation (No. 5)
1999, No. 333 

Transport Operations (Road Use Management)
Act 1995— 

Transport Operations (Road Use
Management—Driver Licensing)
Amendment Regulation (No. 1) 2000,
No. 21 

Trusts (Investments) Amendment Act 1999— 

Proclamation—the provisions of the Act
that are not in force commence 3 February
2000, No. 16 

University of Queensland Act 1998—

University of Queensland (Statute No. 1)
Amendment Statute (No. 1) 1999

University of Queensland (Statute No. 5)
Amendment Statute (No. 1) 1999

University of Queensland (Statute No. 6)
Amendment Statute (No. 1) 1999

University of Southern Queensland Act 1998—

University of Southern Queensland
Statute No. 6 (University Rules)
Amendment Statute (No. 1) 1999

Wagering Act 1998— 

Wagering Amendment Regulation (No. 1)
2000, No. 4 

Wagering Amendment Rule (No. 1) 2000,
No. 11 
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Water Resources Act 1989— 
Water Management (Cooper Creek) Plan
2000, No. 27 

Workplace Health and Safety Act 1995— 

Workplace Health and Safety (Advisory
Standards) Amendment Notice (No. 3)
1999, No. 342 
Workplace Health and Safety (Advisory
Standards) Amendment Notice (No. 4)
1999, No. 345 

Workplace Health and Safety (Advisory
Standards) Amendment Notice (No. 1)
2000, No. 10 

Workplace Health and Safety Legislation
Amendment Notice (No. 2) 1999, No. 341 

MINISTERIAL RESPONSES TO
PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEE REPORTS

The following responses to parliamentary
committee reports, received during the recess,
were tabled by The Clerk—

response from the Premier (Mr Beattie) to
Report No. 44 of the Public Accounts
Committee entitled Review of the Report
of the Strategic Review of the Queensland
Audit Office
response from the Attorney-General and
Minister for Justice and Minister for The
Arts (Mr Foley) to Report No. 18 of the
Legal, Constitutional and Administrative
Review Committee entitled Issues of
electoral reform raised in the Mansfield
decision: Regulating how-to-vote cards
and providing for appeals from the Court
of Disputed Returns

response from the Minister for Health (Mrs
Edmond) to Report No. 61 of the Public
Works Committee entitled Public Sector
Backflow Prevention Programs

interim response from the Minister for
Transport and Minister for Main Roads (Mr
Bredhauer) to Report No. 29 of the
Travelsafe Committee entitled Drug
Driving in Queensland

MINISTERIAL RESPONSES TO PETITIONS

The following responses to petitions, received
during the recess, were tabled by The Clerk—

Response from the Premier (Mr Beattie) to a
petition presented by Mr Grice from
1 petitioner, regarding the Heiner Inquiry
documents—

Thank you for your letter of 29 October
1999, in relation to the petition received
by the Parliament from Mr Kevin
Lindeberg, which was lodged with you by
Mr Allan Grice, MLA, Member for
Broadwater.

I have attached a copy of my response to
Mr Lindeberg. It would be appreciated if
you would arrange for this response to be
tabled on my behalf.

23 DEC 1999
Mr Kevin Lindeberg
20 Lynton Court
ALEXANDRA HILLS QLD 4161

Dear Mr Lindeberg
I refer to your petition, addressed to the
Honourable the Speaker and Members of
the Legislative Assembly of Queensland,
drawing the attention of the House to the
Heiner Inquiry documents.

I believe that the issues raised in your
petition have been the subject of
exhaustive investigations, and I do not
intend to take any further action.

If you wish to raise this matter with His
Excellency the Governor of Queensland, I
suggest that you write directly to the
Governor's Official Secretary.

Response from the Minister for Communication
and Information, Local Government and
Planning, and Minister for Sport (Mr
Mackenroth) to a petition presented by Dr
Prenzler from 186 petitioners, regarding a
development proposal in Gatton Shire—

Thank you for your letter of 25 November
1999 enclosing a copy of a petition
concerning a development proposal in
Gatton Shire recently received in the
House.
From discussions between Departmental
and Gatton Shire Council officers, the
issue concerns a development application
proposing the construction of a 2400m2

produce packing shed on a 2.7 hectare
property at Gatton-Clifton Road. The
building is intended for processing corn
initially but would be available for use for a
range of crops potentially operating for
much of the year. The proposal has
generated concern particularly for
residents on the opposite side of the road
in proximity to the subject site. A trend of
new packing shed construction has been
apparent in the shire in recent years due to
the need for better packing conditions and
dust free sheds reflecting, in part, quality
assurance requirements, especially for
export markets.

The application was submitted to Council
on 29 October 1999. To date, Council has
not formally considered the application. A
request for further information has been
issued by Council seeking details
concerning the proposed operation of the
facility, the need for the development and
other matters. Advice has also been
sought from State Government agencies,
including the Department of Natural
Resources. It is understood, following
discussions between the project
consultant and the State agencies,
modifications to the project design are
being considered.



16 Papers 29 Feb 2000

The application will be publicly advertised
following Council's receipt of a response
to the information request. The original
application and additional information
received from the applicant and referral
agencies will be available for public
inspection during the public notification
period. Formal objections to the
application can be made to Council at that
time, which give rise to appeal rights in the
Planning and Environment Court.
The petitioner has referred to the status of
the land as good quality agricultural land
being category A under the 'State
Planning Policy 1/92 Development and
Conservation of Agricultural Land' and has
requested the House enforce the State
Planning Policy and advise the
Department of Natural Resources to direct
Gatton Shire Council to convince the
applicant to seek alternative Category C
land.

State Planning Policy 1/92 seeks to
conserve and manage good quality
agricultural land in the longer term. The
key principle of the State Planning Policy
concerns whether an overriding need in
terms of benefit to the community can be
demonstrated for a development at a
particular location that leads to a loss of
good agricultural land.
Under the assessment process applying to
the application, the Department of Natural
Resources has no formal role. The
Department can provide advice to Gatton
Shire Council about the application but
the Department's advice has
'recommendation' status only. It is
understood, officers of the Department of
Natural Resources have been active
participants in the processing of the
application to date, with discussions
having taken place between Departmental
officers and the project consultant.

The issue is a local government matter
with the responsibility for determining the
application lying exclusively with Council.
In this process, Council will be required to
weigh up a range of issues with any
Council decision potentially subject to
appeal. Under the planning scheme,
Council in considering the application
would assess whether there is an
overriding need in terms of public benefit
for the proposal or whether the proposal
could be located on alternative sites of
lesser agricultural quality. Other issues
considered could include traffic and
associated noise issues.
I trust this information is of assistance to
you.

Response from the Minister for Communication
and Information, Local Government and
Planning, and Minister for Sport
(Mr Mackenroth) to a petition presented by

Mr Mackenroth from 437 petitioners, regarding
the proposed industrial development at 284
Fleming Road, Hemmant—

Thank you for your letter of 10 December
1999 regarding the petition received by
the House on 8 December 1999 from Ms J
Scherrer on behalf of citizens of
Queensland regarding the proposed
industrial development at 284 Fleming
Road, Hemmant.

The petition requests:
(i) the protection of all wetland areas in

Queensland from development with
legislation;

(ii) the placement of a full protection
order on Brisbane's last remaining
World War II ammunition magazines;

(iii) I not approve the rezoning of Rural
Residential zoned land to General
and Light Industry zoned land; and

(iv) the protection of residential areas
from industrial developments.

(i) Protection of Wetland Areas
The importance of managing and
protecting coastal wetlands is reflected at
National and State levels. The
Commonwealth Government released the
Wetlands Policy of the Commonwealth
Government of Australia in January 1997
and the Queensland Government released
the Strategy for the Conservation and
Management of Queensland Wetlands in
February 1999. The State Government is
also preparing a State Coastal
Management Plan which will provide for
the avoidance of further loss or
degradation of coastal wetlands. A number
of regional coastal management plans will
result from this Plan.

In relation to the proposed industrial
development at Hemmant, Brisbane City
Council (BCC) advises it is currently
undertaking an investigation into the
impacts the proposed development may
have on the adjoining wetland.
(ii) Protection of the World War II
Ammunition Magazines

The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has recently received a nomination
to place the World War II Batteries on to
the Queensland Heritage Register. If the
EPA accepts the nomination, BCC will
have to consult with the EPA on the
potential impacts of the proposed
development mentioned in the petition on
the Magazines. The applicant mentioned in
the petition is currently negotiating with
the EPA to ensure the proposed
development has minimal impact on the
Magazines. BCC is awaiting advices from
the EPA on this matter.

(iii) Rezoning of land from Rural Residential
to General and Light Industry Zone
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Under the Integrated Planning Act 1997
(IPA), land cannot be "rezoned".
Development which would previously
have required a rezoning now goes
through the impact assessment process
for a material change of use through the
Integrated Development Assessment
System (IDAS) under the IPA. Council
must assess and decide the application on
its merits and any submitters under the
public notification stage of IDAS have
rights of appeal to the Planning and
Environment Court. As Minister I have
limited powers to intervene in this
instance.
(iv) Protection of Residential Areas from
Industrial Developments

Local government planning schemes
generally provide for the protection of
residential amenity through various
planning measures. Under the IPA, a
development application of this type is
assessed and decided by local
government, in this case BCC. In some
instances, the EPA may also be involved if
the proposed development is likely to
have an adverse impact on the
environment. Council will assess the
development and take into account any
effects the proposed development may
impose on the surrounding residential
areas. As Minister I have limited powers to
intervene in the Council's assessment or
decision-making on applications of this
type.
I trust this information is of assistance. If
any further information is required, do not
hesitate to contact this office.

Response from the Minister for Communication
and Information, Local Government and
Planning, and Minister for Sport (Mr
Mackenroth) to a petition presented by Mr
Beanland from 214 petitioners, regarding issues
raised by landowners of the Southern Moreton
Bay Islands—

Thank you for your letter of 10 December
1999 regarding the petition received by
the House on 8 December 1999 from Mr J
Abrahamson on behalf of the landowners
of the Southern Moreton Bay Islands.

The petition from Mr Abrahamson
requests:

(i) the Honourable P Beattie MP,
Premier instruct myself to dismiss the
Redland Shire Council and appoint
an Administrator;

(ii) the immediate cancellation of the
Southern Moreton Bay Islands Land
Use and Development Study and a
comprehensive, independent, public
investigation into the Study,
consultation with landowners,
devaluations and associated land
deals; and

(iii) to halt any sales of public land on
these Islands by the Council at
"devalued" unimproved capital values
until after an inquiry.

(i) Dismissal of Redland Shire Council
Under the Local Government Act 1993,
the Governor in Council may dissolve a
local government and appoint an
administrator only if I am satisfied that the
local government
(a) has acted unlawfully or corruptly; or
(b) has acted in a way that puts at risk its

capacity to exercise properly its
jurisdiction of local government; or

(c) is incompetent or cannot properly
exercise its jurisdiction of local
government.

I have no evidence to suggest the
Redland Shire Council meets one or more
of these criteria and therefore am unable
to recommend any action to dismiss the
Redland Shire Council.
(ii) Cancellation of the Southern Moreton
Bay Islands Land Use and Development
Study (SMBILUDS) and an independent,
public investigation into the SMBILUDS,
consultation with landowners,
devaluations and associated land deals
The SMBILUDS is a joint initiative
between the Redland Shire Council and
the State Government. The purpose of the
SMBILUDS is to produce a "Strategy" to
guide ecologically sustainable
development and management of land on
the Islands in response to the history of
inappropriate subdivision which has
occurred, and the potential major
environmental impacts on the surrounding
waters of the Moreton Bay from
inappropriate development on the Islands.
The draft Strategy is aimed at resolving a
number of long standing land use and
servicing issues as well as to put in place a
framework to manage future development
and conservation of the Islands.
Independent consultants were appointed
in 1996 to undertake a range of studies
and investigations leading to the
preparation of the SMBILUDS and its
subsequent draft Strategy. The
SMBILUDS consultants, Gutteridge,
Haskins and Davey, completed the draft
Strategy and a Background Report (based
on the technical investigations) which
were then presented for public comment
in late 1998. The draft Strategy was the
result of two years of intensive technical
investigations and more than 3,000
previous public responses.
The SMBILUDS program also involved a
comprehensive consultation process,
including the:
• mail-out of four newsletters to

landowners;



18 Papers 29 Feb 2000

• establishment of a Community
Reference Group;

• organisation of a series of workshops
and discussion days on each of the
Islands and on the mainland to
enable issues to be raised by
residents and landowners and
comments made on a number of
possible land-use scenarios;

• release of a series of media articles
and advertisements;

• organisation of an Island Summit
conducted over 31 October 1997
and 1 November 1997;

• establishment of a call centre within
the Council to receive public
submissions and provide advice to
callers on the draft Strategy and
Background Report (679 enquiries
were received); and

• establishment of a specific web site
for the draft Strategy document
(which resulted in 811 land
searches).

The overall consultation process for the
SMBILUDS comprised a significant
component of the SMBILUDS budget and
represented a detailed and comprehensive
consultation process.

Following the public display period, a
submission report was prepared. The
report provided a detailed review of all
written submissions which had been
received during the display period. It also
included suggested amendments to the
draft Strategy in response to certain
issues raised in the written submissions.
The draft Strategy provides a framework
for the future development of the Islands
to ensure the features that make the
Islands special are retained for existing
and future generations. Part of the
recommended draft Strategy involves the
removal of lands which are floodable or
subject to tidal inundation from
development, and the public purchase of
lands which form part of significant
conservation value areas on the Islands. If
implemented this public purchase program
is intended to limit the development
potential and population growth on the
Islands by reducing the number of existing
subdivided lots available for development
thereby reducing the potential level of
undesirable environmental impacts.
However, I advised the House on 29 April
1999 I do not support compulsory
acquisition of land on the Islands to
reduce the potential population.

The SMBILUDS is a genuine attempt to
recognise current land use and servicing
issues on the Southern Moreton Bay
Islands which have been a long-standing
problem for the Redland Shire Council and

Island residents. It has involved: a
comprehensive, well-structured study
program undertaken by an independent
specialist consultancy firm; substantial
commitment of financial and in-kind
resources from the State Government and
the Redland Shire Council; and significant
public input from residents and absentee
landowners alike.
At this point in time the Strategy remains
as a draft under consideration by the State
Government and no implementation
actions have been initiated by State
agencies. The draft Strategy (as with any
land use planning document of a similar
nature) contains recommendations which
do not accord with the wishes or the
unrealised expectations of each and every
stakeholder involved. This however is no
reason to cancel the SMBILUDS or
undertake an independent public enquiry.

In relation to the issue of devaluation,
advice previously provided by the
Regional Service Director, Valuations,
Department of Natural Resources (DNR), is
valuations are determined on a local
government by local government basis on
two main criteria:
(i) information provided by the local

government on planning and building
criteria on each lot; and

(ii) recent sales information, specifically
whether there is a demand for the
type of lot.

Investigations indicate the value of
residential land on the Islands has steadily
decreased over a five year period with no
direct correlation between when the
SMBILUDS commenced (1996) or when
its draft recommendations were published
(late 1998). It is understood these
valuations reflect decreasing values
resulting from the oversupply of land for
sale, and planning information provided by
Redland Shire Council including the
identification of land that may be subject
to drainage or other physical constraints.
It also appears there has been a steady
decline in both residential land sales and
the total value of land sales for most of the
1990s for all of the Islands other than
Karragarra.

DNR advice indicates recent sale prices
for lots on the Islands are very low
(except for foreshore lots and others
offering views to the Bay), reflecting a
realistic market appreciation of the limited
future development potential of different
areas on the Islands and the limited
availability of services and infrastructure,
including the decision in the early 1990s
not to construct bridge access from the
mainland. Expectations of such bridge
access in the 1980s appears to have
fuelled speculative land purchase activities
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at that time which resulted in higher land
valuations.

In relation to the 'associated land deals'
referred to, it is my understanding any land
transfers occurring on the Islands have
either been: sales initiated by landowners,
land surrendered to Council by
landowners in lieu of rates, or land
acquired by Redland Shire Council for
rates in arrears under the Local
Government Act 1993.

(iii) The halt of any sales of public land on
these Islands by the Council at "devalued"
unimproved capital values until after an
inquiry.

With regard to the sale of public land at
'devalued' unimproved capital values, the
Local Government Act 1993 provides a
local government may only dispose of
public land by auction or public tender.
Under the tender process, if a local
government decides to accept a tender, it
is required to accept the tender most
advantageous to it. Where a local
government attempts to dispose of land
by public auction or tender and the land
does not sell, a local government may
dispose of the land in any way it desires. I
have no powers to intervene in such
matters.

Notwithstanding, officers of my
Department are not aware of any
significant land disposal programme being
undertaken by Redland Shire Council in
relation to public land on the Islands.

I trust this information is of assistance. If
any further information is required, do not
hesitate to contact this office.

Response from the Minister for Health (Mrs
Edmond) to a petition presented by Mr
Dalgleish from 972 petitioners, regarding the
use of the old Hervey Bay Hospital—

Thank you for your letter of 2 November
1999 forwarding a copy of a petition
objecting to the use of the old Hervey Bay
Hospital as a drug assessment facility.

As you may be aware, I recently
announced that the proposal to locate a
methadone clinic on the campus at the old
Hervey Bay Hospital would not proceed.
This announcement was reported in the
local Hervey Bay papers.

Queensland Health is now considering a
number of options in relation to provision
of methadone services to the Fraser
Coast. However, no final decision has yet
been made.

It is evident that the above developments
have resolved the objection raised in the
petition. The need to address the House
on this petition, therefore, does not
appear warranted.

Thank you for bringing this issue to my
attention. I trust this information is of
assistance.

Response from the Minister for Health (Mrs
Edmond) to a petition presented by Mrs
Lavarch from 95 petitioners, regarding
abortion—

Thank you for your letter dated 3
December 1999 regarding the Petition
(number 3050) received by the
Queensland Legislative Assembly on
abortion.
The decision to continue or terminate a
pregnancy is a medical decision. There are
provisions in Section 282 of The Criminal
Code which allow the termination of
pregnancy. Justice McGuire's 1986 ruling
in the case of The Queen v. Bayliss and
Cullen allows for the provision of
termination of pregnancy services where
in the opinion of the medical practitioner a
risk to the physical or mental health of the
woman existed at the time. These services
are provided to women where continuing
with the pregnancy would place the
physical or mental health of the mother at
risk.

As to the issue of removing the reference
to abortion from The Criminal Code, I am
advised that the Attorney-General
established a Taskforce chaired by
Virginia Sturgess titled The Taskforce on
the Impact of the Criminal Code on
Women. I am also advised that the
Attorney-General has submitted the
findings and recommendations of the
Taskforce to Cabinet. It is for this reason
that I suggest the petition also be brought
to the attention of The Honourable Matt
Foley, MLA, Attorney-General and Minister
for Justice and Minister for The Arts.
Abortions are available in the public health
system, although the majority of abortions
are provided in the private sector and are
eligible for a Medicare rebate.

Thank you for bringing this matter to my
attention and I trust that the above
information is of assistance.

Response from the Minister for Transport and
Minister for Main Roads (Mr Bredhauer) to a
petition presented by Mr Hollis from 4,587
petitioners, regarding public transport links to
Redcliffe—

I refer to your letter to the Honourable the
Minister for Transport and Minister for
Main Roads dated 17 September 1999
regarding a petition from the Triple Bay
Development Company concerning a
direct rail link into the Brisbane
metropolitan rail network and the
upgrading of the Houghton Highway,
rather than a rail corridor to Petrie.

In accordance with Standing Order
No. 238A of the Queensland Legislative
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Assembly, the Minister has provided a
response to the principal petitioner.

The Honourable the Minister has
requested that I provide the response to
you for tabling. Accordingly, I have
attached the response provided to the
Honourable the Speaker and the
subsequent response provided to the
principal petitioner. An electronic copy of
the body of the response is also provided.

Yours sincerely

(sgd) R Hillier

(R D Hillier)

Manager (Cabinet and Ministerial
Services)

18 Oct 1999

Hon Ray Hollis MP
Speaker—Queensland Parliament
Member for Redcliffe
PO Box  827
REDCLIFFE   QLD   4020

Dear Speaker

I refer to the petition from the Triple Bay
Development Company which was
received by the Legislative Assembly on
16 September 1999 and referred to me by
the Clerk of the Parliament on 17
September 1999.  The petition raises the
issues of the construction of a dedicated
public transport link to Redcliffe and the
upgrading of the Houghton Highway.

As you may be aware, the Integrated
Regional Transport Plan for South East
Queensland (IRTP) was produced to
ensure that the region's transport
problems were adequately addressed in
an integrated and sustainable way.  The
IRTP was prepared with the benefit of
significant community input on the type of
transport needed.  It seeks to find a
balance between private motor travel,
public transport, cycling and walking.  It
recommended the examination of the
provision of a dedicated line haul public
transport system for the Petrie to Kippa-
Ring area.

Queensland Transport will shortly
commence the Petrie to Kippa-Ring Public
Transport Corridor Study.  This study will
determine the feasibility, location and
preferred development of the Petrie to
Kippa-Ring public transport corridor,
including the most appropriate transport
mode.  The study is expected to take
approximately 18 months to complete.

The proposed corridor would form the
backbone of an integrated public transport
system for the area, to link established and
growth areas between Redcliffe and
Petrie, and beyond.  The study will
specifically develop a vision of an

integrated public transport system for the
area, including feeder services from
Redcliffe and other areas adjacent to the
proposed corridor.

The prospect of upgrading the Houghton
Highway to include a rail corridor was not
identified as being required in either the
IRTP or the recently developed draft IRTP
2007 Vision document.

The current traffic volume on the
Houghton Highway is 33000 vehicles per
day and the growth rate is relatively low.
Notwithstanding the effects of traffic
incidents, the bridge has sufficient
capacity to cater for expected growth.
Therefore major investment in the
duplication or provision of additional lanes
on the existing bridge structure does not
have a high priority due to the large
investment required to undertake such
work and the competing priorities across
the overall road network.

The principal of the Triple Bay
Development Company, Mr Rob
McJannett, has written on a number of
occasions suggesting possible transport
systems to operate between Brisbane and
Redcliffe, including Maglev and monorail
train systems.  Mr McJannett's letters will
be treated as formal submissions to the
Petrie to Kippa-Ring Public Transport
Corridor Study and will be passed to the
study consultants, once appointed, for
consideration.

Yours sincerely

STEVE BREDHAUER

Minister for Transport and Minister for
Main Roads
Member for Cook
Mr R McJannett
Director
Triple Bay Development Co.
60 Henzell Street
KIPPA RING Q 4021

Dear Mr McJannett

Further to my letter of 5 October 1999,
please find enclosed for your information a
copy of the reply from the Hon Steve
Bredhauer MLA.

As stated by the Minister your written
suggestions on possible transport
systems to operate between Brisbane and
Redcliffe will be treated as formal
submissions to the Petrie to Kippa-Ring
Public Transport Corridor Study.

Yours sincerely

(sgd) Ray Hollis

HON RAY HOLLIS MP
Speaker
Queensland Parliament
21 October 1999
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Response from the Minister for Environment
and Heritage and Minister for Natural Resources
(Mr Welford) to a petition presented by Mr
Mackenroth from 437 petitioners, regarding the
proposed development at 284 Fleming Road,
Hemmant—

Thank you for your letter of 10 December
1999 concerning a petition received by
the Queensland Legislative Assembly for
the proposed development by Master
Butchers Limited of 284 Fleming Road,
Hemmant.

The application for the industrial
development has been submitted to the
Brisbane City Council under the
Integrated Planning Act 1997. The
assessment role of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) is concurrence
due to the site being listed on the
Environmental Management Register
under the Environmental Protection Act
1994 (Part 9). The Council, the applicant
and officers from the EPA are presently
discussing ways to endeavour to achieve
sustainable outcomes on the application.

Thank you for bringing this matter to my
attention and I trust this information is of
assistance.

MINISTERIAL PAPER TABLED BY THE
CLERK

The Clerk tabled the following paper, received
from the following Minister during the recess—

Letter dated 11 January 2000 from the
Minister for Environment and Heritage and
Minister for Natural Resources (Mr
Welford) to Mrs Lavarch, Chair of the
Scrutiny of Legislation Committee
regarding the Environmental Protection
Amendment Regulation (No. 2) of 1999

MINISTERIAL PAPERS

The following papers were tabled—

(a) Minister for Communication and
Information, Local Government and
Planning and Minister for Sport (Mr
Mackenroth)—

Local Government and Electoral and
Boundaries Review Commission—

Report on the limited reviewable
Local Government matter affecting
Murilla Shire/Bendemere Shire—
Changes to the external boundaries
of the area of the Shire of Murilla and
the area of the Shire of Bendemere—
November 1999

Review of composition—Aramac
Shire Council—Final determination—
January 2000

(b) Minister for Health (Mrs Edmond)—

Report on official visit to China from 12 to
22 December 1999.

CHAIRMAN OF COMMITTEES
Appointment of Hon. J. Fouras

Hon. P. D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—
ALP) (Premier) (10.17 a.m.) by leave, without
notice: I move—

"That the Honourable Jim Fouras be
appointed as Chairman of Committees of
the Whole House."
Hon. T. M. MACKENROTH (Chatsworth—

ALP) (Leader of the House) (10.17 a.m.): I
second the motion moved by the Premier.

Hon. R. E. BORBIDGE (Surfers
Paradise—NPA) (Leader of the Opposition)
(10.17 a.m.): I move the following
amendment—

"That Mr Fouras' name be deleted
and that Mr Laming's name be inserted."

Question—That Mr Borbidge's
amendment be agreed to—put; and the
House divided—
AYES, 39—Beanland, Black, Borbidge, Connor,
Cooper, Dalgleish, Davidson, Elliott, Feldman, Gamin,
Goss, Grice, Healy, Hobbs, Horan, Johnson,
Kingston, Laming, Lester, Lingard, Mitchell, Nelson,
Paff, Pratt, Prenzler, Quinn, Santoro, Seeney,
Sheldon, Simpson, Slack, Springborg, Stephan,
Turner, Veivers, Watson, Wellington. Tellers:
Baumann, Hegarty

NOES, 41—Attwood, Barton, Beattie, Bligh, Boyle,
Braddy, Bredhauer, Briskey, E. Cunningham,
J. Cunningham, Edmond, Elder, Fenlon, Foley,
Fouras, Hamill, Hayward, Kaiser, Lavarch, Lucas,
Mackenroth, McGrady, Mickel, Miller, Mulherin,
Nelson-Carr, Nuttall, Palaszczuk, Reeves, Reynolds,
Roberts, Robertson, Rose, Schwarten, Spence,
Struthers, Welford, Wells, Wilson. Tellers: Sullivan,
Purcell

Resolved in the negative.
Motion (Mr Beattie) agreed to.

COMMITTEE APPOINTMENTS
Hon. T. M. MACKENROTH (Chatsworth—

ALP) (Leader of the House) (10.24 a.m.): by
leave, without notice: I move—

"(a) That the Honourable Jim Fouras be
discharged as a member of the
Scrutiny of Legislation Committee
and that Mrs Miller be appointed to
that Committee;

(b) That Dr Clark be discharged as a
member of the Parliamentary
Criminal Justice Committee and that
Mr Wilson be appointed to that
Committee; and

(c) That Mr Wilson be discharged as a
member of the Legal, Constitutional
and Administrative Review
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Committee and that Mr Pitt be
appointed to that Committee.

Motion agreed to. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Changes in Ministry; Appointment of

Parliamentary Secretaries

Hon. P. D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—
ALP) (Premier) (10.25 a.m.), by leave: I wish to
inform the House that on 14 December 1999
His Excellency the Governor accepted the
resignation of Robert James Gibbs as Minister
for Tourism, Sport and Racing and accepted
the resignation of Robert James Gibbs as a
member of the Executive Council. 

I lay upon the table of the House a copy
of the Queensland Government Gazette
Extraordinary of 14 December 1999 containing
the relevant notifications, which is
attachment A. 

I also inform the House that (a) on 16
December 1999 His Excellency the Governor
accepted the resignations of Terence Michael
Mackenroth as Minister for Communication
and Information and Minister for Local
Government, Planning, Regional and Rural
Communities; Henry Palaszczuk as the
Minister for Primary Industries; and Merri Rose
as the Minister for Emergency Services; and
(b) appointed Terence Michael Mackenroth as
Minister for Communication and Information,
Local Government and Planning and Minister
for Sport; Henry Palaszczuk as Minister for
Primary Industries and Rural Communities;
Merri Rose as Minister for Tourism and Racing
and Stephen Robertson as Minister for
Emergency Services; and (c) appointed
Stephen Robertson as a member of the
Executive Council.

I also inform the House that, in
accordance with the Constitution Act, on 16
December 1999 the appointment of Stephen
Robertson as Parliamentary Secretary to the
Deputy Premier ended. His Excellency the
Governor, acting by and with the advice of the
Executive Council, appointed Dr Lesley Anne
Clark as Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister for Health.

I lay upon the table of the House a copy
of the Queensland Government Gazette
Extraordinary of 16 December 1999 containing
the relevant notifications, which is
attachment B. The Queensland Government
Gazette Extraordinary also contains a copy of
His Excellency the Governor's proclamation
made under the Officials in Parliament Act
1897 on 16 December 1999.

I also inform the House that, in
accordance with the Constitution Act 1867, on
2 February 2000 the appointment of Darryl
James Briskey as Parliamentary Secretary to
the Treasurer ended. On 3 February 2000 His
Excellency the Governor, acting by and with
the advice of the Executive Council, appointed
Darryl James Briskey as Parliamentary
Secretary to the Minister for Education.

Finally, I inform the House that, in
accordance with the Acts Interpretation Act
1954, the Constitution Act 1867 and the
Officials in Parliament Act 1896, His Excellency
the Governor, acting by and with the advice of
the Executive Council, approved Administrative
Arrangements Order (No. 1) 2000. I lay upon
the table of the House a copy of the
Queensland Government Gazette of 25
February 2000, which is attachment C.

NOTICE OF MOTION

Tree-clearing Guidelines

Hon. R. E. BORBIDGE (Surfers
Paradise—NPA) (Leader of the Opposition)
(10.29 a.m.): I give notice that tonight I shall
move—

"That this Parliament supports the
repeal of the Beattie Government's
mandatory tree-clearing laws and the
development of scientifically based,
voluntary regional tree-clearing guidelines
for freehold land by local land-holder and
land care groups."

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Job Creation

Mr BORBIDGE (10.29 a.m.): I have a
question for the Minister for Employment,
Training and Industrial Relations, who was in
the Chamber. I assume he was called out
briefly. 

Mr Elder: That has destroyed the game
plan for today.

Mr Beattie: Not that that would be hard.

Mr BORBIDGE: We like to see Ministers
in the Chamber for question time. I refer the
Minister to the demolition of his Government's
dismal job creation record by Morgans
Stockbroking chief economist, Michael Knox,
who has determined that job creation has
halved under his stewardship from in excess of
60,000 new jobs per year under the coalition
to below 30,000 per year under his
Government, and I ask: why has job creation
in Queensland halved under Labor?
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Mr BRADDY: It is amazing that we get a
question such as this from the Opposition,
which has continually attacked our labour
market and job creation programs for the
unemployed and the apprentices and trainees
of this State. When members opposite were in
Government, they cited figures from several
years before. By the time they left
Government, the job creation level was not
that which the Leader of the Opposition
claimed. We have continued to create jobs for
the long-term unemployed. As we go around
the State, we are complimented by former
National Party members of this House and
National Party mayors, such as the Mayor of
Pine Rivers, Yvonne Chapman, for the jobs
that we are creating and the way in which
councils are offered the opportunity to work
with us. We have created thousands and
thousands of jobs for trainees and
apprentices. 

Mr Santoro:  The figures don't show it. 

Mr BRADDY: The figures do show it. The
figures show that the greatest number of new
apprenticeships in Queensland's history were
created over the past 12 months under this
Government. If we had the participation rate in
Queensland that the other States have, our
unemployment rate would be down 2%. 

Mr Santoro: Our participation rate fell last
year.

Mr BRADDY: The net migration rate is
rising. Under the stewardship of members
opposite, net migration into Queensland had
ceased. Under this Government, it is again
increasing. We will continue to create
programs for the long-term unemployed and
also for the trainees and apprentices of this
State. Therefore, that will have an impact over
time on the net figures for both jobs growth
and the number of unemployed. We will
continue to do that. We now see that we have
already had great success in relation to
apprentices and trainees—the most successful
12 months in Queensland's history. For as
long as we are in Government, jobs growth will
continue right across the spectrum. 

Job Creation
Mr BORBIDGE: I draw the attention of the

Minister for Employment, Training and
Industrial Relations to the fact that at the
height of the Asian economic downturn under
the previous coalition Government twice as
many jobs were being created than are being
created now, and I ask: does he stand by the
election promise of his leader to reduce
unemployment to 5% or has he abandoned it?

Mr BRADDY: The election commitment of
our leader, which the Labor Party stands by,
was that over five years we would do
everything in our power to get the
unemployment rate down to 5%. 

Mr Santoro:  It was four years.

Mr Borbidge interjected. 

Mr BRADDY: I heard the Leader of the
Opposition, the honourable member for
Surfers Paradise, speaking a half-truth about
four years. Everybody in this State, including
the honourable member, knows that the aim
was to achieve a 5% unemployment rate over
five years. But he tries to weasel his way
around it with a half-truth. I have been in this
place since 1985 and I know of no-one who
plays around with the truth and the facts more
than the member for Surfers Paradise. What
we have is a commitment to which we
adhere—a commitment laughed at by
members opposite and all other conservatives
in this country and a commitment now made
by Peter Costello, the Federal Treasurer. We
will continue to strive for that. We promised a
five-year commitment, and we are working
hard. Would we have the $283m Breaking the
Unemployment Cycle if the ragtag lot opposite
were in Government? There certainly would
not be such a program. The unemployment
rate in this State would have risen considerably
higher than it is now if they had stayed in
power. We would not have record numbers of
apprentices in this State if the honourable
member for Surfers Paradise was still the
Premier of this State. We maintain our
commitment to go for a 5% unemployment
rate over five years, and we are proud of our
commitment. We are still working hard at it. 

Floods
Mr SULLIVAN: I refer the Premier to the

fact that Queenslanders have seen on their
television screens the extensive damage to
large areas of Queensland caused by torrential
rain in the central west and by Cyclone Steve
in the far north, and I ask: what has the
Government done to help Queenslanders
affected by the floods?

Mr BEATTIE: I thank the honourable
member for Chermside for his question,
because I am sure all honourable members
are concerned about the implications of the
flood and the damage to large parts of this
State. This Government has acted quickly and
determinedly to ensure that all possible
resources are devoted to helping people
affected by flooding and to get the State back
to normal as soon as possible. Emergency
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Services Minister Stephen Robertson has
personally superintended the response to the
floods in central Queensland and the
devastation caused to far-north Queensland
by Cyclone Steve. As many honourable
members would know, last week I visited
Winton and Longreach to speak to those
affected by the floods and to those working so
hard to help them. I was accompanied by the
Minister for Mines and Energy, the member for
Mount Isa. 

The Commonwealth/State natural disaster
relief arrangements were put in place and
include disaster relief assistance schemes for
individuals and families suffering personal
hardship, concessional loans to primary
producers and small business, counter-disaster
operations and the restoration of public assets.
I know the Minister for Primary Industries also
would have explained that during his visit to
the west. I draw the attention of the House to
the fact that last week I launched the Premier's
Disaster Relief Appeal to help Queenslanders
in need of additional assistance as a result of
the floods and the cyclone. People can donate
to the Premier's Disaster Relief Fund at any
branch of the Commonwealth Bank or they
can ring 1800 150411 between 8 a.m. and
6 p.m. Monday to Friday. The State
Government launched the appeal with a grant
of $50,000, and the Commonwealth Bank,
which is handling donations from the public,
gave $5,000. 

One of the lasting impressions that I will
have from my time in this role is that of my visit
to Winton and Longreach—and I know the
member for Gregory will share this—where I
saw great Australians working together under
enormous difficulties. People turned up to help
families move out of houses. They had never
met them before, but they all worked together
as Australians to overcome the enormous
difficulties created by the floodwaters. I know
that I speak on behalf of all honourable
members when I say that it was great to see
those Australians working together to
overcome this adversity. 

I wish also to pass on my condolences
and those of all other honourable members to
the family of a 17 year old youth discovered
drowned in Five Mile Creek, south of Cardwell,
at 6 p.m. yesterday. The deceased had been
whitewater rafting on tyre tubes in the creek
with five friends when he was reported missing
at about 3.45 p.m. The deceased is from a
highly respected family in Cardwell involved
with the local supermarket. That family would
be distressed. I want them to know that all
honourable members are thinking of them at
this time. There is nothing that we can say or

do that will ease that pain. Unfortunately, the
tragedy cannot be erased, but we do have an
opportunity to pass on our condolences. In
conclusion, we will work with the
Commonwealth to ensure that the people
affected by the floods are supported properly.

 Unemployment

Dr WATSON: I refer the Treasurer to his
Budget forecast of 7.75% unemployment for
the year 1999-2000. I also refer to the latest
economic update by Queensland Treasury,
which confirms that the State's annual
employment growth is just 2%, compared with
2.8% for the rest of Australia. In other words,
according to his own department the State's
employment growth rate is now only 70% of
the national average. I ask: can the Treasurer
inform the House whether Treasury revised
Queensland's unemployment forecast when it
revised Queensland's economic growth
forecast from 3.75% to 4% earlier this month?
If it did not, can the Treasurer assure the
House that the Government will achieve its
Budget forecast of 7.75%, despite
unemployment of 8% or more for five of the
past seven months?

Mr HAMILL:  I am pleased that the Leader
of the Liberal Party has not only survived his
recent leadership travails but is able to ask this
question today. Yes, we have just had the
mid-year Budget review and Queensland
Treasury has just reviewed its economic
forecast for the year. With respect to the
labour market, there are a number of findings
which have been drawn to my attention. For a
start, Queensland continues to have the
strongest labour force growth of any State in
the Commonwealth. Whilst we have seen very
substantial jobs growth—

Dr Watson interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Moggill has asked the question. The member
for Moggill will cease interjecting.

Mr HAMILL: I know why the member for
Clayfield wanted to get rid of him; he never
listens to what people are saying about him.

We have seen strong labour force growth.
We have also seen strong employment
growth. I might say, just to understand the
enormity of labour force growth, that for the
year ending January, which is the time frame
that the Leader of the Liberal Party was
seeking to inquire about, labour force growth in
Queensland was 2.1%, exceeding the growth
of labour force for the whole of the country by
0.2%. It is also the case that at 65%, the
participation rate in Queensland is the highest
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recorded for over a year. It is also significantly
above the national participation rate as
indicated by the Minister for Employment in his
answer to the question asked of him by the
Leader of the Opposition.

In answer to the matter that was
specifically referred to by the member for
Moggill, yes, Queensland Treasury has
reviewed the unemployment figure for the year
and the most recent advice to me from the
forecasters is that Treasury stands by the
Budget forecast of unemployment averaging
7.75% across the whole of this 12-month
period.

Virgin Airlines

Mr PURCELL: I refer the Premier to the
Queensland Government's success in
attracting the Australian headquarters of Virgin
Airlines to Brisbane, and I ask: will he spell out
to the Parliament the benefits of Virgin locating
in this State?

Mr BEATTIE: I am only too happy to do
that. I thank the honourable member for the
question. This is the sort of activity we get out
of a can-do Government: 750 new jobs at
Virgin's headquarters and a call centre,
maintenance base and operations centre. We
are delivering for Queensland. Of those jobs,
150 will be at a call centre which could be
situated in regional Queensland. There will be
a third national airline based at Brisbane
Airport that will offer low cost travel. That will be
the greatest boost—a most significant
boost—to the Queensland tourism industry in
a generation. There will be a large increase in
the number of tourists arriving in Queensland,
which means more jobs for our second biggest
industry. It is a major signal to business all over
the world that Queensland is a can-do State
suitable for company headquarters.

Together with the major Boeing presence
and other developments, we will now be
viewed as a major aviation centre in the world.
Virgin has indicated to us that it will be
investing $40m a year for each of the next five
years. But just as importantly, Virgin has also
signalled that it will be looking at using
Queensland as a base for other commercial
activities. We can expect that even more jobs
will flow from this. Virgin is also active in the
entertainment and communication areas.

I table for the information of the House
some news reports published prior to our being
successful in attracting Virgin, all indicating that
Melbourne was going to be the successful
bidder until we intervened and won this for
Queensland. Let me give honourable

members an update, because it is important
that they know the facts. There was a very
limited incentive package provided. Those
incentives were largely related to training and
set-up costs. The substantial part of the
package entails the forgoing of revenue to the
Government over a given period, provided the
company meets job targets as agreed to. In
this case there is no cost to the taxpayer,
because the revenue that is being forgone
would not have been received if Virgin had not
located here. This is a small investment for an
enormous return for Queensland, including the
jobs that I have spelt out.

There was no bidding war. The
Queensland business proposal was put in the
absence of any knowledge of what the other
States were offering. It was the strength of the
Queensland business case, of which
Government incentives were only one part,
which determined the company's decision to
come here. The CEO of Virgin Australia, Mr
Brett Godfrey, is to take up residence in
Queensland next week. The company is
already recruiting staff and is scheduled to
open its call centre in April. The company has
already located premises in Fortitude Valley
while it waits for its new premises to be
constructed at Brisbane Airport. The company
is aggressively addressing the requirements for
its airline operations licence, and we
understand that the company plans to
commence operations prior to the Sydney
Olympics. This Government is delivering for
Queensland.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Before calling the
member for Maroochydore, I ask the CCA
members to have their meeting outside,
please.

Waiting Lists

Miss SIMPSON: I ask the Minister for
Health: given that Premier Peter Beattie can
receive his urgent treatment for basal cell
carcinoma in the private sector, what is the
Minister doing to ensure that other
Queenslanders can receive the same urgent
treatment on time, and how does she justify
K. Phillips of Gin Gin having to wait longer than
the recommended maximum 30 days for a
similar procedure?

Mrs EDMOND: Maybe this has something
to do with the fact that the Premier is going
private. When we consider that more funds
have been poured into the private health
system to bolster it up than the
Commonwealth Government puts into the
entire Queensland public health system,
maybe that is where the member for
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Maroochydore should be lobbying to start
getting Queenslanders a fair deal. 

Let us have a little look at this. Already
the Commonwealth has admitted that it is
going to cost $1.6 billion to prop up the private
health system and put in more private health
services. That is now expected to be more
than $2 billion and it cannot say how much
more it will be. It has attracted something like
80,000 new members, but at what cost? At
$20,000 per new member! They could have
not only had their skin cancer out; they could
have had bypass surgery, a couple of hips and
whatever else they wanted at the same cost
as the propping up of the private health
system. Most of that benefit went to existing
members such as, presumably, the Premier. It
would have been cheaper for the
Commonwealth Government to have paid for
every person over the age of 65 to have basic
private hospital cover. I just want honourable
members to think about that—every person
over the age of 65 could have had basic
private hospital cover for the amount of money
that has been poured into propping up the
private health system.

I am interested in the comments that the
member makes, because there has been no
reduction in the workload of the public
hospitals. But even so, what are the figures
showing in relation to waiting times? As at July
1997 there were 4,565 Category 2 semi-urgent
patients who had waited more than the
preferred time of 90 days. Now—in February
this year—there was a quarter of that
number—1,093 patients. The other thing,
though, was that as at July 1997 tragically
there were 513 Category 2 semi-urgent
patients who had waited for longer than a
year. In January this year that number was 20.

So we are working on waiting lists. No-one
can deny that. The fact that the Opposition
now has to dredge around in Category 3—the
non-urgent, the ones that often actually cure
themselves if they wait—means that—

Miss SIMPSON: I rise to a point of order.
This is Category 1, urgent surgery. We are
talking about urgent surgery.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Maroochydore will resume her seat.

Mrs EDMOND: Members of the
Opposition do not like the facts. They simply
do not like to hear the facts. That is what I am
giving them. These are the facts. They are
now trying to change the debate from what is
needed for urgent and semi-urgent, which is
where our success is notable, to the non-
urgent.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Before calling the
member for Logan, I inform members that this
year I will no longer accept the taking of
frivolous points of order during question time. I
am going to put the pause button on—stop
the clock. Time for questions will be lost
through the taking of those points of order. I
call the member for Logan.

Regional Forest Agreement

Mr MICKEL: My question is to the Deputy
Premier and Minister for State Development
and Minister for Trade. Can the Deputy
Premier tell the House of the timber industry's
reaction to the Federal Government's lack of
financial support for Queensland's proposal for
a regional forest agreement.

Mr ELDER: I thank the member for the
question. What we have seen in the past week
is the final proof that for the coalition in
Canberra the RFA has been about politics
rather than jobs. That is a sad fact and a sad
reality. The timber communities in south-east
Queensland have been sold out badly by the
Liberals and the National Party. The current
Opposition in Queensland could not deliver an
RFA outcome when they were in Government.
Their Federal colleagues could not deliver an
RFA outcome. What is more sinister in relation
to the coalition's effort is the betrayal by the
sell-out six, the Federal members who
represent those rural communities, the people
in the bush.

Our RFA was endorsed by the timber
industry, the conservation movement, the
communities and the mill owners. It is a roll of
honour, or should I say a roll of dishonour.
There is Cameron Thompson, the member for
Blair. This is not the first time he has sold out
the member for Caloundra and former
Treasurer to Canberra. There is also Paul
Neville, the member for Hinkler; Mal Brough,
the member for Caboolture; Kay Elson, the
member for Ford; Alex Somlyay, the member
for Fairfax; and Ian Macfarlane, the member
for Groome. They are the sell-out six. They
should wear their membership of the coalition
like a crown of thorns.

What those six Federal members did was
go to John Howard and say, "We don't want
any money for this RFA and our communities.
We don't want you to fund the rural and
regional communities and the rural and
regional timber industries and their workers
and families in our electorates." This would
have to be the most abysmal sell-out that I
have ever seen by Federal members of
Parliament in the time that I have been in
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Parliament. It is the worst sell-out that I have
seen by Federal members of Parliament.

The timber industry is unimpressed. My
word they are unimpressed, and they have a
good right to be! The industry unanimously
endorsed our plan. It was the hardwood
division that unanimously endorsed the plan,
and it is the hardwood division that has 90% of
Crown reserves. They are hardly the big end of
town, as those in the Opposition have been
trying to prove. We set up those long-term
agreements. It has had endorsement from
every player in the industry in Queensland.
The only people who have been negative in
relation to the outcome have been those sell-
out six and the Federal Minister for Forestry,
Wilson Tuckey.

Wilson Tuckey has been a real fly in the
ointment in relation to this issue. He has been
more concerned about his position in Western
Australia than he has about the interests of
the industry in Queensland. He has been more
concerned about outcomes in his own State.
That has overridden his decision-making
processes right across Australia. We would
have had a much better chance of getting
funding for an RFA if Stan Howard had been a
timber mill owner in the South Burnett. It is
about time those opposite looked after their
rural constituencies.

Parliamentary Criminal Justice
Commissioner

Mr PAFF: My question is to the Premier.
Do the Premier and his Government respect
and support the position of the Parliamentary
Criminal Justice Commissioner, Ms Julie Dick,
SC?

Mr BEATTIE: I thank the honourable
member for his question. I read a number of
comments in Saturday's Courier-Mail in relation
to this issue. Like all matters that are raised in
the public domain, I studied them with keen
interest. I subsequently had discussions with
the Attorney on these matters. Some
members would be aware that we have been
going through a detailed assessment of the
Criminal Justice Act. In conjunction with the
Minister for Police and Corrective Services, we
are examining issues relating to the Crime
Commission.

I have indicated publicly—and I repeat it
in this House today—that we believe that the
Criminal Justice Commission and the Act that
governs it are largely supported in their current
position. There may be some amendments to
the Criminal Justice Act, but they will be done
in consultation with the Criminal Justice

Commission. The same will apply in relation to
the Crime Commission. So we are talking
about modest change. We are talking about
changes to bring together the roles of the
Crime Commission, the CJC and the Police
Service so that they do what they are required
to do by statute, that is, serve the community
and respond to particular objectives set in
legislation. They will be modest changes. We
are taking our time in doing it because we will
be doing it through a long consultation
process. We will not be rushed.

In terms of the particular issue that the
member raised—I believe it is appropriate that
that be considered as part of that review. The
Attorney and I discussed this issue on
Saturday following the report which appeared
in the editorial of the Courier-Mail. We have
agreed that that will be considered as part of
that review. At the appropriate time, we will
take something to Cabinet. That will obviously
be brought into this House for future
consideration.

I point out that I have not had a chance
to study the details of the circumstances. We
took a particular position in relation to this
matter when the Borbidge Government
introduced this legislation in the House. There
were certain matters that we opposed at that
time, which members will recall. If members
study the record, they will see that. I do have
some concerns about aspects relating to
secrecy, because I believe—and it is clearly
illustrated in the track record of this
Government—in a very open process. All of
that will be considered as part of that review.
So the answer to the member's question is
that we will be studying carefully as part of the
review the current role, how it has worked and
whether any changes are necessary.

State Accounts

Ms BOYLE: I refer the Treasurer to the
recent release of the Queensland State
Accounts, and I ask: what do those figures
mean for the Queensland economy?

Mr HAMILL: The member for Cairns has
shown a particular interest in the economic
performance of Queensland since her election
to this Parliament. I am pleased to report that
the recently released State Accounts show
that the Queensland economy continues to
perform well above the performance of the
national economy as a whole. In fact, the
growth in the September quarter, to which the
honourable member refers, was a 1.6%
increase in Gross State Product, a full
percentage point above the growth in the
national economy during the same period.
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Contributing to that growth has been a
high level of household consumption and a
higher than expected volume of net exports.
However, I might also say that, in terms of the
contribution to overall State growth, the very
substantial growth in the volume of exports
has been countered, to some degree, by the
continuing difficulties that many of our
exporters are facing with commodity prices.
Also, the fact that our domestic economy is
growing strongly has a tendency to suck in
imports, counteracting the contribution that
exports might make to overall growth. There
have been strong tourism numbers. There has
also been some strength in the housing
market. However, in relation to that, I have to
say that that may well be the storm before the
lull which will come with the goods and services
tax in the middle of this year.

Nevertheless, in terms of the State
Accounts, Queensland Treasury has revised
the State growth forecast for the year. I
thought that this might be a matter that may
be of some interest to the member for Moggill.
He has certainly been eager to have State
Treasury downgrading forecasts. I am sure the
member for Moggill will rejoice with other
members in the House to know that Treasury's
mid-year review of economic forecasting has
determined that, on the basis of a variety of
indices, GSP growth in the State this year
looks set to exceed the Budget forecast.

Dr Watson: I said that—4%.

Mr HAMILL: Yes, it is 4% growth, which is
higher than the forecast that the Federal
Treasury has made for Australia as a
whole—higher, indeed, than what was forecast
when the Budget papers were presented in
this Parliament last year.

Just to make the Opposition feel really
good, though, I commend to them a recent
statement in the State of the States report
released by Solomon Smith Barney, the
merchant bank. It is always good to find a
third-party endorsement. That report stated—

"By any measure Queensland is the
strongest state, fiscally, in Australia.
Indeed, it would be hard to find a national
or sub-national government anywhere in
the world that has a superior financial
position to Queensland." 

Game, set and match.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Before calling the
member for Toowoomba South, I advise that I
have given permission for the Courier-Mail to
take some file photographs. I thought I would
let members know so that they can comb their
hair, if necessary.

Police Traffic Infringement Quotas
Mr HORAN: I refer the Minister for Police

and Corrective Services to the denial of the
existence of a quota system or kill sheets by
Commissioner O'Sullivan in a letter to the
editor of the Sunday Mail on 13 February, the
subsequent Statewide ban on quotas by
Deputy Commissioner McGibbon on 17
February, the Minister's denial of the existence
of quotas on ABC radio on 22 February, and,
finally, his admission on 23 February that
quotas did exist, and I ask: isn't this bizarre trail
of denials and admissions positive proof that
the Minister has totally lost touch with his
portfolio, that he does not have a clue what is
happening, and that the Police Service no
longer has the confidence even to tell him
what is happening?

Mr BARTON: I suppose this is the
question that had to be expected. I am very
pleased that it came, because it gives me the
clear opportunity—yet again—to state the
position of the service at its senior
management level, the position of this
Government and the position of myself as
Minister. 

When this issue was first raised in
January, my colleague the then Acting Minister
for Police, Robert Schwarten, made it very
clear that this Government's position was one
in which we were not accepting quotas and
that there was no such thing as kill sheets that
were endorsed by this Government, by him as
the Acting Minister, by me as the Minister or by
the Police Service. My colleague Mr
Schwarten then called on anybody who had
such information to bring it forward, because
we would do something about it, and—
surprise, surprise—nobody did. 

In terms of a document that was partly
published by the Courier-Mail last week, I have
since had a good look at that document, and I
have discovered that it is from the Fortitude
Valley Police Station. Both myself and the
Police Commissioner, shoulder to shoulder at
a press conference early last week, made it
clear—yet again—that if such activities were
being undertaken or anything that could be
construed as such, then they were not
endorsed by the service and they were not
endorsed by the Government, and certainly
not by me. At that point in time, I certainly had
not seen the Fortitude Valley one, and it is
fairly clear that the Fortitude Valley one, which
is the acknowledgment, could be construed as
a kill sheet. I had an absolute denial from the
Police Service that there were such things as
kill sheets out there, or such a system of
quotas in existence.
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It is very clear from looking at the full
document from Fortitude Valley that its primary
role is to do what even the shadow Minister
acknowledged in a column yesterday needs to
be done: if the service is going to properly
address offending behaviour in terms of
speeding, then such occurrences need to be
reported back, and the service needs to be
analysing where that is taking place so that it
can address it properly. 

There is no such thing as me changing
my position. There is a very clear position from
this Government that it is opposed to quotas,
that it is opposed to kill sheets, if in fact they
exist—

Mr Horan: Four examples.
Mr BARTON: I keep hearing about four. I

have seen one. I want to make this very clear
to the shadow Minister and to anybody else: if
there are any more, get them to me, because
I will make sure, as will the Police
Commissioner, that they do not occur. We
cannot look over every police officer's shoulder
every day—nor should we—but the instructions
from myself and the instructions from the
Police Commissioner are very, very, very clear,
and it will be a very foolish police officer who
will go against the instructions of his
commissioner, when backed so solidly by his
Minister and this Government.

Floods

Mr PEARCE: I refer the Minister for
Environment and Heritage and Natural
Resources to the flood conditions in western
and north Queensland and ask: what
measures is this Government taking to protect
communities from the impacts of floods in the
future?

Mr WELFORD: I thank the honourable
member for his question. It is fortuitous that,
just before these recent floods, the
Government had already anticipated the
potential problems and impacts caused by
flooding, particularly in rural and regional
Queensland. Therefore, we recently
announced funding for 16 flood mitigation
projects throughout the State. This is part of
the Regional Flood Mitigation Program, which
is a joint initiative between the Queensland
and Commonwealth Governments. Our
Government will be implementing this program
through a partnership with local government
throughout the State. 

Queensland is more flood prone than any
other State, and what our Government is
doing will ensure that communities are better
prepared to cope with any natural disaster. At

present, about 100,000 homes throughout
Queensland are vulnerable to the effects of
flooding in a one-in-100-year event. About
$50m is spent every year under National
disaster relief arrangements recovering from
flood impacts. So the $6.5m we are spending
on these 16 flood mitigation projects across
Queensland will significantly reduce the
potential impacts of flooding on both lives and
property. 

Seven flood warning or alert systems will
improve the capability for response to floods
for about 22,000 homes and properties. In
northern Queensland, $76,000 will be spent
on new telemetry stations to upgrade the
Cairns flood and tide alert warning system.
Telemetry stations will also be installed at sites
on the Barron and Mulgrave/Russell Rivers,
the major source of flooding in the Cairns
region. We saw just in today's papers the
torrential flooding of the Barron River. Funds
will also be used for a telemetry tide guide to
assist in monitoring cyclonic storm surge at
Trinity Inlet. 

In western Queensland, $170,000 will be
spent to conduct detailed planning and design
for the construction of a compacted earth
levee along the Warrego River at Charleville.
Honourable members will recall that Charleville
has been hit hard by flooding in the past, and
these funds will be a valuable investment in
the town's future ability to withstand major
flood events. 

A further $30,000 will be spent on the
design of a levee bank for the southern side of
the Warrego River at Augathella. In all, seven
local governments will undertake works
programs involving retention basins, levees,
flood bypass and stream and channel
improvements, and this will mitigate the
impacts of flooding on about 4,000 properties. 

Towards the middle of the year, a further
round of grants will be assessed and awarded
by our Government, because our Government
continues to place a high priority on protecting
lives and properties from the tragedy that
floods can often bring.

Police Traffic Infringement Quotas

Mr SPRINGBORG: I ask the Minister for
Police and Corrective Services: was he at any
time informed, orally, in writing or by email, of
the action of Deputy Commissioner McGibbon
in issuing a Statewide ban on traffic
infringement quotas? If so, when was he
informed and how? Further, can the Minister
guarantee to this Parliament that no direction,
either oral or written, has been given by him to
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the senior officers of the Police Service to
increase the amount of revenue earned from
traffic infringements?

Mr BARTON: Once again, I thank this
member for the question, because it allows us
to spell out yet again—for I do not know how
many times—that there are no instructions
from this Government to ensure that the Police
Service raises revenue through traffic fines. In
fact, it is exactly the opposite. 

In terms of trying to get his question in the
proper sequence, I cannot recall at which point
I became aware of Deputy Commissioner
McGibbon's instruction, because I understand
that that instruction was first given when I was
on leave and the Minister for Public Works
was— 

Mr Horan: 17 February—you were back.

Mr BARTON: There were instructions
given, and those instructions have been
continuously made clear. I certainly was made
aware at some point of a number of
instructions that have been given, because
each time it is raised the Police Service at
State level makes its position very clear to its
regions, and it expects those instructions to be
followed to the letter. 

In terms of the reference to 17 February
as the date of one of Mr McGibbon's
instructions—I can certainly recall, when
somebody raised the issue that speed
cameras were being deployed inappropriately,
that I had a discussion with the commissioner
and the deputy commissioner. My recollection
is that it was at the official opening of the
police exhibit at the Motor Show in very early
February. In terms of any instructions, it was
simply me making my position clear—not a
formal instruction, but making my position
clear—that the integrity of all of our systems
regarding speed controls was sacrosanct, that
we had to make sure that the computer
programming for the deployment of speed
cameras was totally abided by, that we could
not have people deciding to redeploy them
elsewhere, and that all of our assistant
commissioners needed to be made very aware
of that. The same position has been taken
each time it has been raised, and it was raised
in late January when my colleague
Mr Schwarten was the Acting Minister. It has
been raised on three or four occasions now,
but the answer is always the same. 

The shadow Minister asked for an
absolute guarantee. Let me give a guarantee:
there are no instructions from this Government
to use speed camera devices for revenue
raising; nor will there be.

Community Cabinet Meetings
Mr PITT: My question is directed to the

Honourable the Premier. I refer to the
Government's highly acclaimed Community
Cabinet program, a program which has
restored the faith of people in accessibility to
Government and its accountability to the
electorate. I ask: when will the next Community
Cabinet meeting be held, and where will it be
held?

Mr BEATTIE: I thank the honourable
member for Mulgrave because, as he knows,
the first Community Cabinet meeting was held
in his electorate and he has taken a keen
interest in the subject ever since. I thank him
for that.

My Government is holding a Community
Cabinet meeting in Roma this coming Sunday
and Monday. This is the 23rd Community
Cabinet meeting, and it is well worth noting
that, including the Roma Community Cabinet
meeting, there have been 12 such meetings
held in non-Government seats. I am delighted
to learn that the Leader of the Opposition is
also booked into Roma. My Government
invites anyone to attend Community Cabinet
meetings. We look forward to all the farmers
coming because we want everyone to come
and hear exactly what good work my can-do
Government is doing. I am happy to take a
deputation from the Leader of the Opposition.

The Community Cabinet is yet another
example of how this Government is governing
for all Queenslanders and is a Government
that listens. We have a fine record of going out
and listening to people in the regional and
remote areas of Queensland. As honourable
members would be aware, we have been to
Longreach, Barcaldine, Mount Isa, Atherton,
Cooktown, Kingaroy, Charters Towers and
Winton. Now we go to Roma.

Many Queenslanders have taken the
opportunity to talk to the Government at one
of these Community Cabinet meetings. To
date, there have been more than 2,200 formal
deputations, and that is more than 2,200
appointments that have been made by
individual groups to meet with Ministers or their
representatives at a Community Cabinet
meeting. In addition, there have been 1,500
informal deputations and meetings with
individuals and groups who have not made an
appointment. That is how open this
Government is. We will take appointments
from people who walk through the door
because we are determined to be accessible
and we are determined to listen.

All in all, there have been more than 900
hours of deputations. That is an example of a
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hard-working Government. This amounts to
900 hours of listening and, in a large number
of cases, 900 hours during which problems
have been solved on the spot. There is also a
question and answer time where members of
the community can ask questions of myself
and my Cabinet Ministers.

Of course, Community Cabinets are not
just about meetings; they are about getting
out and about, about listening, and about
seeing what is happening in Queensland.
Ministers and their departmental officers take
the opportunity to visit departmental offices
and sites and locations where there may be an
issue. This does not occur solely in the host
Community Cabinet town. Where possible,
Ministers visit nearby communities.

My Government is a Government that
listens. It is a Government for all
Queenslanders. In Winton, the Ministers and I
stayed at the Sunday night meeting to the
end. We answered every question, and we
were amongst the last to leave. In Roma this
weekend we will be taking questions. We have
a major function organised for the Sunday
night. There will not be a repeat of the Sunday
night public hearing, but we will be there all
day Sunday. Rod Welford will be there on
Sunday morning.

Time expired.

Police Headquarters Staffing

Mrs SHELDON: My question is directed to
the Minister for Police and Corrective Services.
I refer to the recent horrific incident in which
Melanie Isaacs was turned away from police
headquarters while she was attempting to
report the vicious attack on Peter Cribb. Will
the Minister apologise to the House for the
grief caused to Ms Isaacs and the danger in
which Mr Cribb was placed, explain why a
police officer was not on duty at the police
headquarters counter and explain why there
was not a dedicated direct line to the police
communications unit upstairs in the
headquarters building for use by the security
officer at the front door?

Mr BARTON: This question deserves an
answer. That was a very traumatic set of
circumstances for that young woman, and
certainly one that should not have occurred.
The Queensland Police Service has made the
position very clear: this incident should not
have occurred. I have previously made my
position very clear, and I make it again: that
set of circumstances certainly should not have
occurred.

I am very sensitive to the fact that an
apology certainly is owed to that young woman
who came to Brisbane police headquarters.
We need to understand that police
headquarters is not an operating police station
as such, but that does not excuse the fact that
there should have been an operational police
officer on duty at headquarters. What occurred
was inconsistent with instructions which had
been issued by the Police Commissioner some
18 months ago that at all times, 24 hours a
day, seven days a week, the front counter at
the police headquarters building at Upper
Roma Street should have had at least one
operational police officer present. That did not
occur.

On the Sunday morning, as soon as I
became aware of the fact that that incident
had occurred, I asked for an urgent
investigation by the Ethical Standards
Command of the Queensland Police Service
to begin straight away. It did. I have not seen
the final outcome of that investigation as yet,
other than the fact that the commissioner's
instructions that uniform police must be in
attendance at that counter at police
headquarters, 24 hours a day, seven days a
week, have been enforced. I understand that
the investigation is looking at the
circumstances in which the security officer
gave certain advice to the young woman
involved. That advice was not appropriate.

I believe we all know that, in
circumstances where life is at risk—and this
was certainly one of those occasions—there
could have, and should have, been certain
action taken immediately to have police
deployed to that site. It is a matter of regret to
the Queensland Police Service and to myself
as Minister that this incident occurred. It should
not have occurred. I am certainly prepared to
apologise to the young lady and the young
man involved because, frankly, this is one area
where the service slipped up because the
instructions of the Police Commissioner were
not followed through. He has made that clear.

I can assure honourable members that
this is not a case of putting the blame on
anyone else. The Police Service will be
following the commissioner's instructions in the
future.

Child Immunisation, Mackay

Mr MULHERIN: I direct a question to the
Honourable the Minister for Health. I refer her
to the Mackay community's outstanding
success with our rates of childhood
immunisation. I ask the Minister: how does
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Queensland's immunisation rate compare with
that for the rest of Australia?

Mrs EDMOND: What a good question! I
thank the honourable member for the question
and for his keen interest in health in the
Mackay electorate. Keeping up to date with
immunisation is probably the single most
important thing that a parent can do to protect
the health of their child. We need to reinforce
that message as children head off to new
schools, playgroups, kindergartens and child
care centres around the State. Mackay
parents and the Mackay Division of General
Practice are to be congratulated for
consistently reaching the highest levels of
childhood immunisation coverage in
Queensland and for consistently being
amongst the highest achievers in
immunisation coverage in Australia.

This is a good example of how and what
we can achieve in protecting and promoting
health if all parties work together. Mackay's
consistently good rates are the result of
collaboration and partnership between local
GPs and Queensland Health's Tropical Public
Health Unit. Queensland as a whole is also
doing very well compared with the rest of
Australia.

Using data from the Australian Childhood
Immunisation Register, 89.86% of Queensland
children aged 12 to 15 months are fully
immunised. This is not only above the
Australian average of 87%, but it is the highest
ranking of all the States. Queensland
consistently ranks in the top three States for
coverage of this age group. In age group 24 to
27 months, 79.36% of Queensland children
are fully immunised. This again is well above
the Australian average of 74.9%.

In the fight against measles, 90.19% of
Queensland children in this age group have
been immunised. This is above the Australian
average of 88.95%. I cannot stress enough
that immunisation is vitally important if we are
to protect our children and control outbreaks of
vaccine-preventable diseases. Parents are
encouraged to ensure that children have
received all their age-appropriate
immunisations, to know when their children are
due for immunisation and to keep good
records of what immunisations their children
have been given.

This Government is committed to working
with parents, health professionals and local
councils to achieve this end. The introduction
of the Vaccination Information and Vaccination
Administration System in 1994, and the
increased emphasis placed on immunisation
since that time, has seen a steady

improvement in immunisation rates. Well done
to everyone concerned!

Young Prisoners

Mrs PRATT: I ask the Minister for Police
and Corrective Services: is it a fact that
youthful offenders, including youngsters under
the age of 18 years, have been and are being
held in the maximum security prison, the Sir
David Longland Correctional Centre and that,
contrary to legislation, some of these 17 year
old children are housed in the same unit as
adult protection prisoners? Does the Minister
feel that this is an acceptable situation?

Mr BARTON: Some young prisoners—not
juveniles; they are adults—compared to most
of the other inmates of the centre are held in a
wing at the Sir David Longland Correctional
Centre. At that centre, there is a program
whereby at times some older prisoners are with
those young prisoners for mentoring purposes
so that they are not just left by themselves. In
terms of those people who are adults—even
though they are young adults—if they offend
and are sentenced to prison by the courts,
then it is to prison that they will go. In the
context of the current debate, I am rather
amazed that someone would be objecting to
people, who are adults and who have been
sentenced to prison by the courts, actually
being put in prison.

I can assure the member and the
Parliament that it is an area that, again, we are
sensitive to—to make sure that young people,
in their first visit to a correctional centre, do not
become corrupted to the extent that they learn
only the tricks of the trade of being a criminal
but that we work very hard to make sure that
they get as much support as they can.

Tourism Industry

Mr ROBERTS: I direct a question to the
Minister for Tourism and Racing. The Labor
Government has recognised the enormous
potential benefits of attracting major
conventions to Queensland and in 1998 it
advanced $2m a year for four years for the
marketing and promotion of this important
sector of the tourism industry. I ask: can the
Minister advise the House if we are getting
value for money from this investment?

Mrs ROSE: I thank the member for the
question. I can advise the House that
conventions are big business and that we are
getting great value for money. Queensland's
convention tourism industry is riding the crest
of a wave with a 23% increase in delegates
and almost double the number of delegate
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days in the 1998-99 financial year over the
previous financial year. That proves
conclusively that this Government's $8m
investment in convention tourism is producing
rich results. Compared with benchmark study
results for the 1997-98 financial year, the
number of delegates to Queensland increased
in 1998-99 by around 23% to 383,532: 17% of
delegates were international and 45% were
from elsewhere in Australia, while Queensland
delegates accounted for 38% of the total. The
number of delegate days increased by 93% to
1.83 million and the total number of meetings
held in Queensland grew by 3% to 2,830.

The excellent results capped a year that
saw Queensland successfully host two
prestigious international tourism conventions:
the 1999 Association of British Travel Agents
Convention and the annual travel academy of
one of Germany's largest tour wholesalers,
Dertour. Queensland will also host
megaconventions, such as the Rotary
International Convention, which will attract
more than 25,000 delegates when held in
Brisbane in 2003. 

The hosting of events of this magnitude
highlights the State's appeal and
competitiveness in the international
conventions marketplace. Queensland boasts
convention facilities second to none and we
have the additional benefit that this is a great
place to visit. The research is the first from an
ongoing study conducted by Tourism
Queensland in conjunction with convention
bureaus on the Gold and Sunshine Coasts,
Brisbane, the Whitsundays, Townsville, Cairns
and tropical north Queensland regions. 

The convention industry is important to
Queensland as it provides another means of
attracting new visitors. Our research showed
that around three-quarters of delegates would
not have visited Australia had their convention
not been held here. Often there is increased
visitation by delegates, who return to
Queensland as tourists, as well as pre and
post touring, which significantly increases their
total spend. Often delegates fly first class or
business class. Therefore, they represent
potential high-yield business for airlines. The
convention business also allows Queensland
regions to gain economic benefits while
minimising the impact of tourist traffic and
stimulates tourism business to destinations
during seasonal troughs. 

The bureaus receive $2m annually from a
special marketing grant by Queensland
Treasury, which began in July 1998. It is
matched by the convention industry partners,

making an annual $4m total for international
and domestic marketing.

Police Headquarters Staffing

Mr JOHNSON: I refer the Minister for
Police and Corrective Services to the recent
tragic attempts by Melanie Isaacs to seek
assistance at police headquarters after her
friend Peter Cribb was bashed and left floating
in the Brisbane River. In response to a
question earlier today, the Minister said that 18
months ago Commissioner O'Sullivan ordered
a 24-hour roster at the headquarters counter. I
ask: why, just like the kill sheet instructions,
was this order not complied with? Is this a
tragic example of the inadequate and pitiful
budget forced on police by the Minister with
the resultant cutbacks and service cuts?

Mr BARTON: It seems to be a
multipronged question, but I am pleased to
have the attention today of the Opposition. Let
us get this very clear: I made that statement in
answer to the previous question about a set of
circumstances that were clearly unacceptable.
To date, the only good news that has come
out of this is the fact that the police have
charged a number of people in relation to that
assault. In that regard, the police have
responded as well as they can. 

Let us get back to the real facts. An
investigation by the Ethical Standards
Command into the whole set of circumstances
of that incident is taking place. I for one am
prepared to wait until I get an explanation from
the service as to why they believe those
instructions were not carried out. Within 24
hours of that tragic incident, the Police
Commissioner himself made it very clear that
he had issued those instructions and how
upset he was at the fact that his instructions
had not been carried out. 

Mr Horan interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Toowoomba South!

Mr BARTON: From time to time in the
very best organisations there will be tragic
results when someone does not follow
instructions. 

Mr Horan interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: The member for

Toowoomba South will cease interjecting.

Mr BARTON:  I get back to the issue that
has also been raised about police budgets or
lack of direction. Last year, the Police budget
was increased by some 4.5%. In fact, it was
increased in real terms and we made sure that
the money went out to the regions, to the
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cutting edge of police services. It did not go
into other fancy activities; it went back out to
the cutting edge. I for one am very confident
that that will continue, because in the first
Beattie Government Budget we had a major
increase in the Police budget and last year we
increased the regional budgets by between
6% and 16.5%. The regions have adequate
funds.

Mr Horan interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member will

cease interjecting.

Mr BARTON: The member asked a range
of questions.

Mr Horan interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: I warn the member for

Toowoomba South under Standing Order
123A.

Mr BARTON:  If it comes back to why the
commissioner's orders were not complied with,
I have explained already that there is an
internal investigation being undertaken by the
Ethical Standards Command. I do not know
the answer to that as yet, but I can assure the
member that when that investigation is
completed, I will know. The facts are that the
Police Service is in good shape and it is led
very well. Whenever there are slip-ups, I can
assure the member that we address them
very, very, rapidly. 

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

MATTERS OF PUBLIC INTEREST
Employment Policy

Mr SANTORO (Clayfield—LP)
(11.29 a.m.): The January unemployment
statistics show very clearly the failure of the
Beattie Labor Government on the jobs front—
the very area that it has made its icon policy
with the Premier's election promise to bring
unemployment down to 5%. On the figures of
the national statistician, the Australian Bureau
of Statistics, Queensland, with only 19% of
Australia's population, has over the 12 months
to January created 12.5% of all jobs created in
Australia. That is far below the performance
recorded during the coalition's term of office
from 1996 to 1998.

The figures clearly expose Premier Beattie
and his Government as non-performers on the
employment front. The fact is that, under Mr
Beattie and Labor, Queensland is just not
performing on the employment creation front.
All Labor's rhetoric, all the Premier's jobs, jobs,
jobs mantra, is powerless against Labor's
record—a record of policies unfriendly to

business, particularly small business, and the
accommodation of the demands of its backers
in the union movement. This is really bad news
for Queenslanders, who face a static and far
too high unemployment rate of 8% and a
Government that is apparently unable to offer
anything other than false hope to remedy this.

Relevant figures from the Australian
Bureau of Statistics show that Australia had a
total employment figure of 8,900,900 in
January 2000 compared with 8,677,700 in
January 1999; an increase over the year of
223,200, or 2.5%. Queensland's equivalent
figures were 1,664,600 in January 2000
compared with 1,636,500 in January 1999; an
increase of 28,100, or 1.7%. Not only is
Queensland under Beattie Labor failing to
perform in employment creation in step with its
population share—surely the absolute
minimum any objective observer would regard
as acceptable—but under Labor we are failing
by a margin of nearly 1% even to keep pace
with the rest of the country.

So much for Queensland's accustomed,
and we on this side of the House believe both
natural and rightful, place at the forefront of
Australian economic growth and job creation.
So much for the Premier's tiresome promotion
of his and his Government's self-proclaimed
excellence. He says that he is the can-do
Premier. The national statistics conclusively
show that he is the can't do Premier.

Last week we saw one unpleasant result
of this historic failure. The Premier got the
sulks with the author of an independent study
of his Government's record on building
employment. We have seen it all before, of
course, from this acting Premier, this thespian-
in-chief. Unfortunately, we have seen it too
often. It is interesting that the word the Premier
is getting from some of the headkickers and
the hardheads in the Labor Party is that he
should tone down the circus performance that
clearly these days is over the top. Making an
appearance at the opening of every envelope
and dispensing good cheer and friendly advice
to all and sundry is not a substitute for action.

The Premier's mantra is jobs, jobs, jobs.
But he must deliver, and to date he has not.
On all the evidence available—independent
evidence, I stress—he will not. His record is,
when in trouble or in doubt, to run in circles
and scream and shout. The Premier has gone
even further on occasions. When the member
for Brisbane Central is in trouble or in doubt,
he has a dummy spit and shoots the
messenger. 

We saw that last week. The Premier did
not like hearing some home truths about
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Queensland's economy and employment
building performance under his Government.
He did not like hearing from his Federal
Leader, Kim Beazley, that Labor's own
academic navel gazers have concluded that
5% unemployment is an awfully long way
down the track. That is nationally, not just
Queensland. He did not like hearing that his
promise—his promise—to the people of
Queensland that 5% unemployment was
achievable on an eight or four-year time frame
was not achievable under Beattie Labor policy
implemented via legislative and administrative
Beattie Labor Government driven initiatives.

Mr Beattie did not have a go at Mr
Beazley, though. He would not do that
because Labor mates stick together through
thick and thin—unless they are Lord
Mayors—the thin edge of the wedge, that is.
Last Friday the Premier found the considered
views of the chief economist of Morgan's
Stockbroking, Michael Knox, unacceptable
and he said so on ABC Radio. That is fair
enough if he genuinely thinks that is the case,
even though what Mr Knox was saying was
essentially borne out by Queensland
Treasury's own reporting of the case in the
February edition of its publication Queensland
Economic Update, and even though that
material was available on the Government web
site on Friday—the day the Premier took to the
airwaves to argue that, when it came to his
Government's employment record, black was
white—and must therefore have been
available to the Premier well before that date. 

Was it that Mr Five Per Cent was so busy
organising his latest public relations coup that
he forgot the need to acquire some sharper
economic analysis from that which was
available to him from within his own office? I
bet he would not have been so unfair to Mr
Knox or so damning of his assessment if
Morgan's chief economist had been prepared
to spout the Government line.

On radio last Friday, when the Premier
was under pressure because he could see his
chickens coming home to roost in a big way,
when he could just imagine them pooping all
over his parade, the Premier tried to say that
he had created the lowest level of
unemployment in 10 years. He tried to say that
the participation rate was up—and therefore
skewing the unemployment figure because the
participation rate measures people in work plus
those actively looking for work. And he tried to
blame the GST—the GST that is still four
months away and was five months away when
the figures over whose analysis he was
complaining were compiled. 

Wrong, Mr Premier. These are the facts:
Queensland's unemployment rate was static
year on year January 1999 to January 2000. It
was static at more than 8%. So much for Mr
Five Per Cent's progress towards the promised
land that he promised Queenslanders. Wrong
again, Mr Premier. These are the facts:
Queensland's participation rate fell over the 12
months to January. Australia's participation
rate has risen. Queensland was 65% in
January 2000 against 65.2% in January 1999.
Australia was 63.2% in January 2000 against
63.0% in January 1999. 

Queensland's natural lead over the rest of
Australia—as the growth State we always were
before the Labor wreckers Goss and Beattie
got their way—is being steadily eroded. Wrong
again, Mr Premier. These are the facts: the
GST has not yet come into operation. To the
extent that it is having any antenatal negative
effect on business—and that is debatable if
one remains objective and unswayed by
Labor's continual invitations to everyone to
panic or lose confidence—then the Premier is
one of the leading influences on that
negativity. 

The Premier never shuts up about what
he sees as the negatives of the GST and all
the bad things that he claims it is going to do.
He never speaks about the positive aspects of
the GST and all the good things it is going to
do—things like putting more money into
people's pockets because of income tax cuts
and substantial concessions; things like giving
Queensland and all the States the first real
growth tax they have ever had, so that
Governments can plan properly and pay for
existing and future services and infrastructure. 

He never speaks about his rush to get
with the program when the Commonwealth put
the money on the table in the Cabinet room in
Canberra and invited the Premiers to collect.
Or that Queensland will benefit by something
of the order of $1.6 billion extra—give or take a
Democrat or three and the Beazley Labor
Opposition in Canberra—by the time GST is
fully in play as part of the tax picture. Or that in
a growth economy, a consumer economy such
as ours—Queensland's and Australia's—a
consumption tax provides self-generating
revenue growth and an end to the begging
bowl approach to Canberra.

If he were to be honest, he would have to
say that. But why should he buck the habit of
a political lifetime? The Premier and those
opposite are policy flakes. He knows that the
real cause of business unease with his
Government is the open door it has given the
unions to walk in on any business, whether



36 Matters of Public Interest 29 Feb 2000

that union has members in that business or
not. He knows that business is grossly
unhappy about rising levels of interference in
company operations—about the drain on
profitability and incentives and confidence that
Labor's industrial relations, workers
compensation and other anti-business policies
represent.

If honourable members are fair dinkum
about the GST, they should call on Mr Beazley
to make a commitment to abolish it if he
comes into Government. Of course they will
not because they know that Mr Beazley will not
do that. That would embarrass him as another
policy flake, another policy fraud, if he in fact
rose to the bait of that exhortation which I
know is not coming. 

During the coalition's term of Government,
the Asian economies upon which the State
depends so much were in total disarray. Today
under this Government the same Asian
economies are in full recovery. We should be
enjoying far greater economic and
employment growth in this State. But what is
happening? The dead hand of the Beattie
Labor union-dominated Government in
Queensland is stifling initiative and stifling
confidence, and is denying hundreds of
thousands of young Queenslanders and older
Queenslanders the opportunity to get jobs.

This Opposition has been warning
members opposite and the Premier for 12
months. The chickens are going to come
home to roost. In the end, well before the next
election, the biggest test that the Premier set
himself, the employment test, will have been
well and truly failed by him and all those who
so mindlessly and blindly support him.

Floods
Mr REYNOLDS (Townsville—ALP)

(11.39 a.m.): The monsoonal trough which
dumped buckets of rain over the State in
recent weeks certainly made its presence felt
in the north Queensland region over the past
week, with about 50 houses in Townsville
inundated by floodwaters and an estimated
$5m worth of damage caused to the city.
Today I wish to speak in particular about one
elderly couple who became trapped inside
their utility as floodwaters from Stuart Creek,
just south of Townsville, rose around them. By
the time two Townsville City Council workers
freed the couple from their utility, the water
inside the cab was so high that the couple
were almost completely under the water and
only just able to breathe. I commend the
bravery and quick thinking of the two council
workers who saved the lives of those elderly

Burdekin residents. The Mayor of Townsville,
Councillor Tony Mooney, has indicated that
the two Townsville City Council workers who
were central to Friday's rescue of this Burdekin
couple will be recommended for a Townsville
City Council award and will also be endorsed
for a State bravery award. Those two workers,
Ian Croker and Christopher Esteves, are up for
staff recognition awards within the council in
recognition of acts above and beyond the call
of duty. The Mayor has also indicated that he
will be endorsing an application for the pair to
receive a higher honour for their efforts. This
Burdekin couple, Jim and Ines Monti, cheated
death last Friday when their car was caught in
floodwaters. I commend the bravery and quick
thinking of those two council workers, who
risked their own lives in saving the lives of
these two elderly Burdekin residents. 

In Townsville the flooding was not as
extensive as it was in January 1998. On 10
January 1998 we had 600 millimetres of rain,
which caused major damage in the City of
Townsville. The flood that we had last Friday
was still a major event. Falls of more than 220
millimetres between 3 a.m. and 9 a.m. last
Friday resulted in extensive damage,
particularly to road and drainage infrastructure.
The Townsville City Council's Director of
Engineering Services, Dawson Wilkie, has
advised the council and me that up to $5m
worth of damage has been done to the city.

Last Friday the Bruce Highway and many
suburban streets were absolutely impassable,
with a sea of water in the suburbs of Idalia,
Cluden, Wulguru and Stuart causing problems
for traffic in and out of Townsville on that
southern side of the city. Stormwater drainage
pipes overflowed and generally failed to cope
with the torrential downpour, especially in the
older or low-lying suburbs. Landslides were
also recorded in places around the city. Much
to everyone's dismay, some of the palm trees
that had been newly planted along our
magnificent Strand fell over and at the local
rubbish tip a retaining wall collapsed. Those
are just a few examples of the damage on that
day. The Ross River Dam was well and truly
overflowing, with one resident commenting
that in 27 years she had never seen so much
water pouring over the spillway. The Civic
Theatre and the new museum also suffered
some water damage. As the Townsville
Bulletin put it so succinctly, the one silver lining
in Friday's dark cloud was the absence of a
king tide. 

As the Premier's Representative in North
Queensland, I was very concerned about the
extent of the damage and personal hardship
being experienced. On Friday I contacted the
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mayors and the chief executive officers of the
local authorities in the region from Bowen to
Hinchinbrook to see how they were faring. I
was able to pass on the good news that
disaster relief arrangements had been
activated in the wider region between Cairns
and Sarina by the Minister for Emergency
Services, Mr Stephen Robertson, under the
Commonwealth/State Natural Disaster Relief
Arrangements. In respect of my area, the
Minister's announcement included Magnetic
Island and Palm Island as well as
Townsville/Thuringowa, Hinchinbrook, Bowen
and the Burdekin. Flooding and water damage
on the two islands was extensive, with the
Palm Island airstrip partially closed and only
able to be negotiated by small aircraft with
limited loads. I am delighted with the response
from Queensland Transport, which answered
our urgent call for emergency repairs to the
airstrip. The repairs will be carried out as soon
as weather permits. $40,000 has been
allocated by Queensland Transport. That work
will be carried out on the Palm Island airstrip as
soon as the weather conditions are such that it
is feasible for that work to take place. I was
very pleased that the Department of
Emergency Services acted very quickly in
response to the emerging disaster. The
Minister, who is in the Chamber today, can be
pleased with and proud of the efforts that the
Department of Emergency Services continues
to make in relation to emergencies in the north
Queensland area. 

The department sent the Deputy Director
of Disaster Operations, Graeme Nicholas, to
Townsville to work alongside Paul McAlonan,
the Townsville District Manager, Counter-
disaster and Rescue Services, in assessing the
damage and meeting with community leaders
to discuss their concerns and the assistance
available under the natural disaster relief
arrangements. I was very pleased to see that
Mr Nicholas took the first available plane and
was on hand that day to discuss the needs in
that area. The natural disaster relief
arrangements provide a mechanism for the
State Government to receive Commonwealth
funding to offset the costs of relief measures
activated to assist the re-establishment of
disaster affected communities. The
arrangements are triggered when State
expenditure on eligible relief measures will
exceed $200,000. 

Earlier on Friday morning I advised local
authorities that the natural disaster relief
arrangements had been activated by the
Minister to cover counter-disaster operations,
primary producers and the restoration of public
assets. However, by mid afternoon, following

my meeting with Townsville Mayor Tony
Mooney, staff of the Department of
Emergency Services and staff of the
Department of the Premier and Cabinet in
Townsville, it was obvious that those
categories needed to be broadened to include
emergency assistance to individuals and
families suffering personal hardship, such as
damage to dwellings, as well as small
businesses and non-profit organisations
needing concessional loans to carry on. A
telephone hotline was also established to
ensure that the correct advice regarding
assistance was readily available to those who
needed it. Again, I thank the Minister for
Emergency Services for the very quick action
taken on Friday in that regard. 

Overall I believe that the State
Government and the individual local
governments in that north Queensland region
responded well to the crisis and coordinated
their counter-disaster activities with a great
deal of finesse. I am very aware that the
response given to Townsville was also given to
Cairns, where 160 km/h winds from Cyclone
Steve left a trail of destruction causing power
outages, road blockages, landslides, flooding
and significant damage to buildings and
infrastructure. All of us in Queensland, but
particularly those of us in north Queensland—
in Townsville, Mackay, Cairns and the areas in
between—have experienced cyclonic weather
in the past and we understand full well what
Sunday night must have felt like for far-north
Queensland residents. On Sunday night our
hearts went out to those who fared the worst. 

Last Friday I urged publicly that insurance
companies dealing with claims from people
affected by cyclonic and monsoonal weather
make sure that they take individual
circumstances into account. I have also called
publicly on the insurance companies to do the
right thing and clear claims as early as
possible. People should rest assured that I will
make it my business to see that that happens.
Townsville has been through the January 1998
floods and disaster, when a number of
insurance companies lagged in their response.
Over the past week Townsville received its
entire yearly rainfall—within the first two
months of the year. Townsville has received
991 millimetres of rain so far this year, with 830
millimetres in February alone. Our average is
about 1,144 millimetres. Honourable members
can see how abnormal that rainfall is and the
damage it has done. Again, I commend the
Minister for Emergency Services, the
department, all of the officials and the local
authorities involved for their response. It was a
great response in the Townsville region. I
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again commend those who were involved in
acts of bravery during that flooding.

Mr and Mrs Whipps; Life Education Funding

Mrs LIZ CUNNINGHAM (Gladstone—IND)
(11.49 a.m.): I rise to speak on behalf of a
young couple in my electorate who, at a time
when they should be excited and looking
forward to a significant event in their lives, were
left on Friday very disappointed, angry and
disillusioned. On 19 August they signed a
contract with G. J. Gardner Homes for a home
to be built and they paid $1,500. On 18
October they paid a further $3,092 off the
deposit of $6,445.85, which left an amount
outstanding of $1,853.82. All of their progress
payments were met by the Wide Bay
Capricorn Building Society in Bundaberg. On
18 February this year G. J. Gardner sent them
a letter saying—

"The house is reaching handover
and so we ask that you make
arrangements for your final payment now
to prevent delays."

The amount claimed—the final payment—was
$19,337.55. The company organised in this
letter for the building supervisor to meet Mr
and Mrs Whipps at their home to carry out a
final inspection and to ensure that the home
was completed as per contract. The inspection
was set down for 9 o'clock on Friday morning.
The Whipps organised with the Wide Bay
Capricorn Building Society to forward that
cheque, and the cheque was forwarded on
Friday morning.

The Whipps initially came to see me
because they were concerned about defects in
the home that they had contracted. Some of
these defects were significant and they had
had the BSA and subsequently the Master
Builders Association out to have a look at
them. Overall, I think the parties agreed that
there was work that had to be done.
G. J. Gardner, however, contacted the Whipps
and refused to hand the keys over. In fact,
they actually went to the house the day before
and locked it up like Fort Knox and said that,
until the Whipps paid the final $7,000, they
would not be able to get the keys. This was
not set out in any correspondence that
G. J. Gardner had sent to the Whipps or to the
bank. The bank had no record of outstanding
amounts and had, in fact, forwarded to the
clients some additional money that was in the
fund. The Whipps have never alleged or
claimed they would not pay the money;
however, they were quite happy for there to be
some retention money because of the faulty
workmanship.

I have found the representative of
G. J. Gardner in Rockhampton, Mr Mills, to be
very difficult to contact. When I did manage to
contact him, he was either rude or arrogant.
This left the Whipps in a very, very difficult
situation. Mr Whipp is self-employed. They are
only a young couple and they are struggling to
make a go of it. He was going away for three
weeks' work and Mrs Whipp was to be left with
two small children. They wanted to move in
over the weekend to allow them to settle in
prior to Mr Whipp leaving for work. For the
whole weekend they have been fighting to get
access to the home that they have paid for.
However, they have made no mention of not
paying that retention money.

In their situation I would be looking at
some guarantee to ensure that the builder
comes back and rectifies these significant
building faults. As of last night, they were
unable to access the home that they have
paid for and which G. J. Gardner had said they
could have possession of on Friday. I would
call on Mr Mills to honour the undertaking that
he had given to that family and allow them
access to the home that they have saved so
hard to have built.

There is another building matter that I
wanted to raise as well—the building of lives of
our young people in Queensland. I say with
some disappointment that the funding for Life
Education has been cancelled throughout
Queensland. The Life Education caravans
have been a feature of education for many
years and they have done some tremendous
work. Life Education centres have ensured
that they have kept up with technology to allow
for stimulation of those young people who
access them. They are given a lot of important
information and their imagination is fired, which
is the sole focus of giving them that
information.

I know that the Education Minister and
the Premier have proposed that the classroom
teacher or the phys. ed. health teacher be
able to pass on that anti-drugs information.
However, I can identify one flaw in that—there
are probably a lot more—that is, if the teachers
themselves are smokers or drinkers, the
students may know that and that places the
information that that teacher is passing on in a
slightly hypocritical light. I am not saying that
individual teachers do not have the right to
pursue their lifestyles as they choose, but the
Life Education educators are either people
who are experienced in the area of abuse and
are reformed drug users or people who
themselves have been specially educated.
The manner in which they went forward with
the education was sound, that is, each year
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they built on the information that was given the
year before.

It is acknowledged that the Life Education
vans only visit the schools once a year.
However, if this Government continues to
pursue the current notion that school teachers
or phys. ed. health teachers will take on the
mantle of drug education, I wish those
teachers well. Teachers of all disciplines in
State schools are already overwhelmingly
committed not only to core subjects but also to
the subjects that they are responsible for
teaching, and that creates additional stress for
the teachers. To add drug education on top of
that is tantamount to diluting the effect of that
education on the individuals.

In the Executive Summary of the 1998-99
Evaluation of Programs, in relation to Years 5
to 7, 99% of the teachers' responses were that
the Life Education program provided greater
awareness of the impact of drugs, over 87% of
teachers believed that the program quality was
very good, and an overwhelming 99% of Year
6 teachers believed that the students had a
greater awareness of the impact on personal
health of smokers after participating in the
program. The Life Education educators are
qualified and experienced teachers who have
undergone intensive training in drug education
and bring to the classroom a range of
experiences and knowledge.

How much is spent on drug education in
Queensland is hotly debated in the
community. Those who are critical of the
recent decision say that it is 50c per student in
Queensland. If that is the case, then we have
a lot to be ashamed of. One of the greatest
challenges to parents as they raise their
children is how to combat the constant
onslaught of alcohol, smoking or drug
use—alcohol through general advertising.
Smoking has been widely advertised over a
long period, although that has been tightened
up. But drug use is something that is
proliferated not only by adults, unfortunately,
but also by a child's peer group. There must
be a focus on educating and re-educating
children about the impact of drug taking not
only on them socially but also physically. Life
Education did that well.

Conversely, the Minister for Education has
stated that we spend $82 per student on drug
education. If that is the truth, it is very
commendable. I have asked today where that
money is allocated and how it is spent so that
we can see the tremendous input by
Government if, indeed, $82 per student is
spent on drug education. But the two are
poles apart—50c versus $82. Given that drug

taking claims something like 4,000 lives in this
State every year, if only 50c per student is
spent on drug education, it is lamentable.

I received a delegation from my local Life
Education committee, and I am sure that
many people in this Chamber have received
delegations from Life Education committees in
their areas. These committees operate without
receiving any income themselves. They raise
funds. In my area they had to raise $20,000
on top of what they received from the
Government. They have had to go out and
canvass industry, businesses and individuals
to raise $20,000 to keep those vans going. In
my area alone they are now going to have to
raise an additional $10,000 to $12,000 if the
Government funding is not reinstituted.

I think that most members would
understand and acknowledge that fundraising
in small communities—in any community—is
difficult. There are a lot of worthy causes in
relation to which people go to the community
and to big business looking for funding. All of
the groups that do that have a great cause.
So adding over 50% in additional funds that
those committees will have to raise is a burden
that they should not have to carry, given the
great work that the Life Education caravans
carry out. I call on the Government to review its
removal of that funding, to recognise the value
of Life Education to students in our community
and to recognise the value of it to young
people as they grow into adulthood.

Liberal Party Senate Candidate
Mr MICKEL (Logan—ALP) (11.59 a.m.):

The Liberal Party has requested two
months—that is, until 16 May—to find a
Senate candidate to fill the vacancy caused by
the resignation of Warwick Parer. To the
disappointment of this Parliament and I
suspect to the majority of the Queensland
parliamentary Liberal Party, the member for
Clayfield has said publicly he will not fill this
plum job. It is this spirit of self-sacrifice which
has made the member for Clayfield the much
loved and revered figure that he is in the
modern Liberal Party.

A Government member: And so popular!
Mr MICKEL: Yes, and so popular.

However, I want to assure honourable
members that he will have another opportunity
soon when the next vacancy occurs with the
resignation of Senator Herron. Now that the
Liberal Party has months to trawl through its
dispirited ranks to find a replacement, one
would think that it would go about this with fair
and proper preselection processes. Indeed,
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one assumes that that is the reason the
Liberal Party State President gave when he
asked for the election of a new senator to be
deferred until May, which is a gap of three
months in replacement time. But the Weekend
Australian blew the lid on the real reason for
the delay. It said—

"The chances of Mr Brandis, already
seen as a front runner to replace Mr
Parer, have received a further boost with
a new F.E.C. being formed in the Federal
seat of Rankin with all its 10 delegates
expected to back him in the contest."

The Federal seat of Rankin currently overlaps
my State seat and the neighbouring seat of
Woodridge held by my friend and colleague,
Mr Kaiser. As anyone can attest, and the
member for Woodridge knows only too well,
the Liberal Party in Woodridge and Logan is
not just an endangered species. In fact, it is
extinct. During the recent Woodridge by-
election, the Liberals had to cast around for
weeks to find someone—in fact, plead with
anyone—who would run and then their only
role was to be dragged out before the
unsuspecting TV crews and then disappear for
the rest of the day. They had no on-the-
ground support and no money.

The Liberal Party has had no organisation
in Rankin. Some time ago, in desperation they
amalgamated the few remaining people in the
Rankin Federal division with the nearby
Moreton Federal division. But what has
happened in the past couple of days?
Suddenly, like Lazarus, the Liberal Party in
Rankin has risen from the dead and produced
a whole new Federal electorate council. Why?
Is it because their vote in Woodridge did not
get to double figures? Is it because they
achieved the lowest vote since the party was
formed 50 years ago? No! It is because, within
its own council, Rankin will have 10 delegates
who can vote in the Liberal Party Senate
preselection contest. That is the only reason
the Liberals needed more time for the
choosing of the candidate. It has nothing to do
with the search for a quality candidate. It is all
about branch stacking.

Members will recall that I told this House
last year that, along with the artificial bloating
of the branch membership in the Federal seat
of Ryan, the seat of Moreton was undergoing
major change with the sudden influx of
Taiwanese branch members. Under the crank
rules of the Liberal Party, members not only do
not have to reside in the electorate in which
they vote but do not even have to reside in
Australia. As an added bonus, they do not
even have to be an Australian citizen.

Overseas visitors to Queensland can drop in
and visit their relatives, enjoy a bus trip to
Logan and Woodridge and vote for the
delegates to choose the Queensland Liberal
Party Senate candidate. What a tourist
package deal! The only way the Liberal Party
Federal division has been resurrected so
quickly is the moving of 100 members of a
Taiwanese branch from the Federal seat of
Moreton and re-registering them within the
Federal seat of Rankin. So a party which
needs months to find a candidate only took
days to rort a preselection. This breathtakingly
cynical exercise is being rushed through in
record time to boost the chances of Mr George
Brandis.

Members might recall that last year Mr
Brandis was put in charge of a committee to
review the party's constitution. In other words,
they put in charge of the review someone who
has a vested interest in never bringing down a
report. It is like putting Christopher Skase in
charge of a review of Spanish extradition laws.
No wonder the Liberal Party in Queensland
has not moved more quickly to clean up what
are the most crooked and shabby preselection
rules in Australia. A solution to the problem is
not in the best interests of the
unrepresentative few who control the Liberal
Party. At the same time, the Liberal Party is
treating ethnic groups with contempt. The
mass recruitment of ethnic groups into the
Liberal Party has everything to do with
factional power games inside the Liberal Party.
It is not a genuine desire for active
participation by them.

Ethnic groups are being moved around
like pawns on a chess board by the Liberal
Party rather than being sought out for any
positive contribution they can make. I am sure
that these decent and hardworking people are
unaware that they are being manipulated like
this. I urge them to resign in protest at their
shabby treatment and stick with people with a
proven track record of looking after them and
their interests—people such as the member for
Sunnybank, the Honourable the Minister for
Emergency Services, and his colleague the
councillor for Acacia Ridge, Kevin Bianchi, both
of whom have had their best interests at heart
for some time.

The Liberal Party stabbed ethnic groups
in the back with the preference deal with One
Nation at the last election. In the Bundamba
by-election, I am told by reliable sources that
the party President, Con Galtos, held secret
preference discussions with Heather Hill before
he was flushed out by the Labor Party State
Secretary and now member for Woodridge. As
a result of that flushing out exercise, Con
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Galtos backed away from it. In other words,
they would have ratted on ethnic groups again
given half a chance. The Liberal Party State
President, Con Galtos, and the member for
Clayfield, Santo Santoro, are serial branch
stackers. They have form as long as my arm
and they show no signs of remorse or
rehabilitation.

It amazes me that the Prime Minister has
not intervened to save the Liberal Party from
the embarrassment of having to wait three
months to fill a Senate vacancy whilst it is
convulsed with ethnic branch stacking. The
fact of the matter is that John Howard does
not have the support of the Queensland
branch, so he has nothing to lose by moving
on them, anyway. The only forays into
Queensland by the Federal Treasurer, Peter
Costello, are for fundraisers for the member for
Clayfield. I am told that the member for
Clayfield then uses the money to buy votes in
ethnic branch stacking exercises to undermine
John Howard's supporters.

Mr McGrady: Will he be paying GST on
that?

Mr MICKEL: He will be paying GST on it.
The pleasant thing about it is that, as a result
of the GST which the member for Clayfield just
so stoically defended, he will have fewer
branch members to stack because it is going
to cost a lot more. The fact of the matter is
that it is time the Prime Minister intervened
and imposed some decency on this wayward
Queensland branch of the Liberal Party.
Queensland should not be denied a senator
because the Liberals are still stacking
branches. We need someone who can go to
Canberra and stand up for Queensland so we
can get a fair share of funds for the RFA.

Above all, we need someone who will
make the Federal Government see the error of
its ways with the GST, because it is quite plain
from the speech made this morning by the
member for Clayfield that he does not
understand the policy of the GST. In fact, it is
his secret plan to become leader. He will stand
by the GST until every other Liberal but him is
wiped out. By that process of elimination, he
will become the leader of the Liberal Party in
this place. I assure members of the Liberal
Party holding marginal seats that he will fight
for the GST till the last drop of blood in
marginal seats. He will stand there and fight
toe to toe until they all disappear under that
wave of public indignation at the GST. We
need a senator who will go to Canberra and
fight the Federal Government and fight the
GST. The elderly and the small
businesspeople who believe in the Liberal

Party and who have been the traditional
backbone of the Liberal Party deserve much
better than what is being offered at present.

GST Impact on Tourism

Mr HEALY (Toowoomba North—NPA)
(12.10 p.m.): The Premier's astonishing record
in shooting the messenger when the news is
bad—bad for him and the publicity-frenzied
Government that he leads—has recently been
given added relevance by his attack on Friday
last on the motivations and the
professionalism of Morgans Stockbroking
analyst Michael Knox. In that instance, Mr
Knox was saying some things that were
injurious to the reputation of "Mr Five Per Cent
Unemployment". I am sure that everyone in
this Chamber is as shocked and as surprised
as we are on this side of the House that the
Premier's promises so often turn out to be
something less than he has billed them to be.
But that is an issue for another time. 

Today I wish to draw the attention of the
House to another instance of this
Government's inventiveness with forecasts,
promiscuity with promises, and ill temper—
absolute ill temper—when challenged by
independent assessments. This Government,
for the basest of political motives, is running a
huge scare campaign over the GST. There is
no more evidence of that than the contribution
made by the member for Logan in his speech
to the House during this debate. The Beattie
Labor Government is prepared to take the
money, the money that will give Queensland
and the other States the first real growth tax
that the States have ever had, and then the
Government does a runner, and in particular, a
runner over tourism, a mainstay of the
Queensland economy and a growth industry in
its own right. 

The Government has long been
claiming—and, indeed, still is, if members
recall, through "Hollywood" Bob's replacement
as Tourism Minister, the member for
Currumbin, as late as this month—that the
GST will hole Queensland tourism below the
waterline. It has long been using Tourism
Queensland—the Government agency that
can hardly do anything other than play the
Premier's trumpet when he wants it played, in
whatever key he demands—to make these
claims. It has also been using Queensland
Treasury as part of its each-way bet on the
GST. 

But let us go back to Morgans
Stockbroking. According to a Morgans study
late last year, a report on the effects of the
GST on tourism prepared by the Treasury is
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fundamentally flawed. It states—and this we
can certainly believe, since everything about
this Government is oversold—that the fears
expressed in the Treasury report "appear to be
exaggerated". Hyperbole rules! But the fact of
the matter is that hyperbole does not create
jobs or tourism dollars. Sustainable jobs
demand sound economic policy. Employment
growth requires hard choices, and, most
importantly for the tourism industry, tourists
want value for money. 

In the context of value for money, the
GST has become the whipping boy of a Labor
Party, here in Queensland and nationally, that
has grabbed at something it can really try to
put the egg-beater through. It is after votes, of
course, plus 10%. Here at home in
Queensland, the Beattie Labor Government
and its army of in-house promoters have
jumped on the bandwagon, shamelessly
beating the drum to shore up their own political
fortunes, and they want us to believe they are
doing it for Queensland. They want us to
believe they are doing it for the betterment of
this State. What an absolute racket! 

I would like to take the House through
some of the latest extravagances from the
member for Currumbin, the Minister for
Tourism, who represents a Gold Coast-based
seat, mind you. One would think that she
would be boosting the coast's premium
industry rather than inviting it to commit
harakiri. A media release issued by the
Minister on 25 February stated— 

"Ms Rose said 39% of 1,100 people
surveyed by KPMG Consulting as part of
Tourism Queensland's second
Queensland 2000 Barometer study
believed the GST would have an adverse
effect. 

'This is a significant increase on the
22% of domestic consumers who were
concerned about the GST when surveyed
in October and indicates that uncertainty
is building all around—even within Federal
Government ranks', she said."

She goes on further to say—

"'The KPMG study into the combined
effect of the GST and the Sydney
Olympics on Queensland tourism
forecasts a decline"—

a decline—
"of up to 67,000 domestic visitors to
Queensland this year ... 

'An increasing number of Australians
are now factoring the impact of the GST
on their holiday plans as the tax's
introduction looms closer', she said. 

'Because the GST is so complex, it is
difficult for anyone to have a clear idea of
how they will be affected ... 

'I am sure once the GST hits the hip
pockets of the average Australian, we will
find these figures become more
pronounced.' "

That is a scare tactic. It is fantasy land. In
fact, as we can all surmise, the GST is highly
unlikely to persuade 67,000 domestic tourists
to drop Queensland from their holiday
itineraries on a permanent basis. In fact, as we
all know, the GST will not hit the pockets of the
average Australian with the sort of impact
suggested by the Minister's tame team of
assessors. The average Australian will be
getting extra dollars from the income tax cuts,
an average of $47 a week—the same income
tax cuts that Mr Beazley wants to get rid of in
rollback. Does the Labor Party support
Mr Beazley in this regard? Does the Labor
Party say to the people of Australia, "I am
sorry, you can't have that $47 extra in your
pocket, because if we win the next Federal
election, you won't have those tax cuts. We will
increase income tax"? 

The average Australian will find that he or
she has additional money for discretionary
spending. The fundamental truth is evident in
the Morgans study of the GST's impact on
tourism, and I urge honourable members to
grab hold of the Morgans study and to study it
very, very carefully indeed, because, as I said
before, it blows absolute holes in the Treasury
report. According to Morgans, a report
prepared for Queensland Treasury last year
oversold the demerits of the GST and its
negative impact on tourism by playing with
calculations centred on a claim that the real
Australian exchange rate against the American
dollar would rise by 4.5%. Morgans' own report
said their findings were that the GST should
have no negative impact on Queensland
tourism. It said this was consistent with
international experience. Morgans also
concluded that an additional 2,100 tourism
jobs would be built by the GST, which is hardly
a reversal of fortunes of the magnitude the
Minister, the Premier, the Treasurer and
sundry other wolf-criers would like people to
believe. 

Of course, we remember when the
previous Minister for Tourism grabbed hold of
that Treasury report and stood in the
Parliament proclaiming doom and gloom for
the Queensland tourism industry, predicting
that thousands of jobs would be lost because
thousands of tourists would not come to
Queensland because of the effects of the
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GST. That, of course, was another example of
the scare tactic that was aimed to send a
shiver through the tourism industry of this
State. Let me say that the tourism industry of
this State will not be fooled. It has seen the
Morgans report, and now it has seen the other
side of the story to that told by the spin doctors
of the Beattie Labor Government. 

But there is another issue here. It is that
the Beattie Labor Government, the
Government that wants the people to believe it
is the epitome of virtue and political probity,
has used the Public Service to generate
politically motivated documents. The Public
Service is supposed to be independent. It
should never be used to produce convenient
economic analysis to further the partisan goals
of the Government of the day. 

Good government is about receiving
expert advice and acting on it. Bad
government is about receiving politically
convenient advice and misusing it. Really bad
government is about running scare stories
about things that are neither scary nor within
the remit of the Government doing the scaring,
and that is exactly what happened when this
report was released. Of course, in that report,
there was no mention of the benefits to the
tourism industry once the tax reform package
comes in. The tax reform package will reduce
business costs for tourism operators through
the abolition of the wholesale sales tax, the
reduced transport costs and the progressive
abolition and/or reduction by the States and
Territories of a range of inefficient taxes,
including financial institutions duty, bank debits
tax, various stamp duties—all of those. There
will be shopping benefits for tourists. An
Australian travelling overseas will be able to
claim a refund for GST paid on goods. The
reduction in transport costs will be a huge
benefit to the tourism industry. So let us hear
no more of the scare campaign that is being
run by the Labor Party on this issue on
tourism, because the Queensland tourism
industry is too important to be affected by a
scare campaign of this Beattie Labor
Government.

Cyclones in Cairns
Ms BOYLE (Cairns—ALP) (12.20 p.m.): I

am disappointed this afternoon to rise to
speak, not as I had planned, with the news of
the tremendous and positive events that have
started the year in Cairns, but instead to inform
members of events of the last several days. I
refer, of course, to the impact and the
experience of Cyclone Steve in Cairns and the
far north. 

In fact, this is the third direct hit by a
cyclone that Cairns has sustained in the last
four years, and it certainly should put paid to
those old timers' stories that the mountains
behind Cairns will protect us from the worst of
a cyclone. 

The cyclone was a large cyclone and a
tough cyclone. The wide eye crossed over the
northern half of the city somewhere between
6 p.m. and 7.30 p.m. on Sunday night. It
wreaked its more severe damage on the
northern beaches and along the Marlin Coast.
The winds were severe and, in fact, at the
Cairns Airport were the second most severe
winds in recorded history. The winds reached
143 km/h at 6.45 p.m. on Sunday night. The
only wind gust ever recorded that was higher
than that was 146 km/h during Cyclone Agnes
back in 1956. This is important information, but
it should be kept in mind that wind speeds of
up to 180 km/h have been recorded in other
places. Wind speeds in excess of 160 km/h
were recorded at Green Island earlier last
Sunday afternoon.

Not only do we have wind damage but we
have tide and water damage as well. In fact,
on Monday during this cyclonic experience the
water levels in the Barron River reached an 80-
year high. The Queensland Rescue helicopter
airlifted 16 people, including a pregnant
woman, from the tops of their houses as
floodwaters swirled below. It was, indeed, a
very serious cyclone and a very serious event
for Cairns, with its impacts still apparent,
though unevenly so.

It is important for those who have not
experienced cyclones to realise that cyclones
are indiscriminate in the damage that they
wreak. They are also somewhat illogical.
Houses and gardens which are severely
damaged can stand alongside others which
are undamaged. Some suburbs of Cairns
have been very much damaged whilst other
suburbs retained their supplies of power and
water and, though a little anxious, were able to
relatively enjoy the excitement while watching
from the sidelines.

I am pleased to be able to tell honourable
members that experience over many years in
the far north of Queensland, as well as the
good sense and hard work of key
organisations such as the State Emergency
Service, mean that we were warned quite early
about the cyclone's likely early arrival. It meant
that, on Sunday, all the people in the urban
areas surrounding Cairns knew that it was time
to get in the necessary supplies, to batten
down the hatches, to clean up the yard and to
prepare for the loss of power and water which
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is likely to occur during a cyclonic event. I am
pleased to inform honourable members that
the great majority of the population of the far
north behaved with great good sense.

In fact, last Sunday, families came
together. Although this action was occasioned
by the emergency of the cyclone, it was
something which was of indirect benefit. There
was nowhere else to go in Cairns but
home—to be with the people that one loves
and cares about. In sharing the nuisance of
cleaning up the yard, of getting the candles
and of preparing the safest spot in the house
in case of the worst during the disaster,
families set aside their daily bickerings,
annoyances and distractions that sometimes
prevent family life from being as warm and as
close as it should be.

Yes, there were plenty of people who
were optimists and who stopped in at the
video shop and hired some videos in case
they maintained electricity. I noticed, too, that
there was fair trade at the local bottle shops. A
few beers and a couple of bottles of wine to
get through the evening were part of the
experience for many of us in suburbs. Whilst
making the best of the circumstances and
making preparations, nonetheless there was
still a lot of anxiety. As the cyclone comes
closer and closer the severity of the winds
around one's home is somewhat
unpredictable. Some people felt quite anxious
and panicky.

I am very pleased to report to the House
that the sophistication of planning, experience
and training in the Disaster Coordination
Centre in Cairns meant that communication
lines were open to those who just needed to
hear a voice or to have someone to talk to.
Ten years ago we told people in Cairns that
they were to stay off the telephone lines
unless the matter was an emergency. On this
occasion we were able to keep the telephone
lines open. In this way we were able to
encourage those who were anxious, alone,
inexperienced with cyclones or uncertain as to
what to do next. On this occasion those
people had someone on the other end of the
line to whom they could speak.

It is important to give recognition to the
tremendous skills of our radio broadcasters
and their support staff in the far north. It is
important to realise that more than 100,000
people are listening to every word of
information which is being broadcast. In most
cases it is the public's only line of
communication during such times. I commend
the radio broadcasters for their sense of
balance in giving us the information and

stressing the emergency, while at the same
time providing humour, comfort and a local link
which hit the spot. This service gave us the
comfort that we needed during the hours when
we were most at risk.

In particular, I pay tribute to Steven Yates
and Michael J. Bailey from 4CA FM and to
Jason Hagen from the ABC. I also pay tribute
to the broadcasters on other radio stations
who made our situation less difficult than it
might otherwise have been.

I would also like to recognise the after-
cyclone contribution that our local television
stations and newspapers made. They
delivered balanced reports of what happened
in Cairns during the cyclone. We had some
difficulty with the southern media which wanted
to report only a short amount—namely the
worst of the damage—about the cyclone.
Cairns is a city which is based around tourism,
and it is essential that what is reported is
correct. 

We must not forget those people who are
still cut off by floods, the people who still do
not have electricity supplies and the cane
farmers on the Atherton Tableland whose
crops are in chaos. I am pleased to report that
a substantial part of the Cairns urban area is
back at work and at school. Tourism operators
are operating today. In fact, honourable
members might be interested to know that a
British cruise vessel, the Saga Rose, did not
allow Cyclone Steve to interrupt its schedule.
The ship came into Cairns yesterday. It has
now been decided that the ship will stay longer
in Cairns than had been previously planned.

I particularly commend our famous Skyrail
in Cairns which is, because of the road
blockages to the tablelands, offering locals
special discounts for using the cableway to
travel morning and afternoon between the
tablelands and Cairns.

The real heroes, of course, are not the
people of Cairns who stayed in their homes
and battened down and did the right thing, but
those who went out and looked after us.
These people went out in the most dreadful
weather at some risk to themselves. They are
still working for the community.

At the top of the list are the State
Emergency Service and all those volunteer
workers who, by yesterday lunchtime, looked
pretty much the worse for wear. Some of them
were taking five minutes to sit and have a cup
of coffee before they returned to the fray. I
commend the Cairns City Council workers in
the Disaster Coordination Centre and out on
the roads. I commend the electricity workers
from Ergon, the Queensland Ambulance
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Service, the Queensland Police Service, the
Queensland Fire and Rescue Authority, the
Army and Queensland Health. We thank them
all. Their planning, preparation, skill, training
and experience over the years really paid off
this time in Cairns. Despite the severity of
Cyclone Steve, we have had relatively little
damage. We suffered no loss of life and no
real harm to any person. Although we may feel
some irritability as we clear the vegetation and
mop up the water, at the same time we think
of the place in which we live. It is called the
Wet Tropics. We have rainforests, we have
rain trees and we have cyclones. That is the
price we have to pay for living in Cairns.

SCRUTINY OF LEGISLATION COMMITTEE

Report

Mrs LAVARCH (Kurwongbah—ALP)
(12.30 p.m.): I lay upon the table of the House
the Scrutiny of Legislation Committee Alert
Digest No. 1 of 2000. I move that it be printed. 

Ordered to be printed.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Queensland Constitutional Review

Commission Report
Hon. P. D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—

ALP) (Premier) (12.31 p.m.), by leave: It is my
pleasure today to table a report by the
Queensland Constitutional Review
Commission into possible reform of the
Queensland Constitution. This report is a
significant milestone in the review of the
Queensland Constitution because it is the first
in-depth analysis of reform issues. It also
represents my Government's continuing
commitment to constitutional reform. 

Prior to the 1998 State election, Labor
promised to undertake a process to—

1. consolidate the Queensland Constitution
along the lines recommended by the
Legal, Constitutional and Administrative
Review Committee; and

2. review the Constitution through a major
program of community consultation
conducted by a constitutional review
commission. 

This report is another example of this
Government delivering on its election
commitments. 

In April 1999, the Legal, Constitutional
and Administrative Review Committee tabled
its final report on consolidation of the
Queensland Constitution, which recommended
a Constitution of Queensland Bill 1999 and a

Parliament of Queensland Bill 1999. In May
last year, the Government established the
independent Queensland Constitutional
Review Commission to conduct community
consultation and research and investigate
whether there should be changes to the
Queensland Constitution. In July, the
Government released its response to the
Legal, Constitutional and Administrative
Review Committee report—the discussion
drafts—Constitution of Queensland Bill and
Parliament of Queensland Bill (Discussion
Drafts). 

The discussion drafts were largely
modelled on the Legal, Constitutional and
Administrative Review Committee draft Bills
and were distributed by the independent group
to aid in the public consultation phase. The
extensive research and community
consultation conducted by the Queensland
Constitutional Review Commission is to be
commended. The commission released a
comprehensive issues paper in July 1999,
which was distributed widely. All members of
the Legislative Assembly, public libraries and
all local government and Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander councils received copies.

The issues paper was also made
available on the Queensland Constitutional
Review Commission's Internet site and its
release was advertised in metropolitan and
regional newspapers. From October, 10 public
hearings and meetings were held across
Queensland. Prior to each meeting or hearing,
an ad was placed in the local newspaper and
a display unit publicising the inquiry was placed
in major shopping centres. Local councils were
also approached to promote the hearing in
their areas. In all, the Queensland
Constitutional Review Commission received 34
public submissions and its web site recorded
21,200 hits. 

On the basis of its community
consultation and research, the Queensland
Constitutional Review Commission prepared its
report and draft legislation. The report includes
49 recommendations covering a wide range of
reform issues, including entrenchment, four-
year terms, the recognition of certain statutory
office holders, a preamble and civic education.
These recommendations are based on
consultation and research, but they have not
been considered in detail or endorsed by
Government. In line with my Government's
commitment to this exercise and in recognition
of the important role played by the Legal,
Constitutional and Administrative Review
Committee in this matter, I table this report for
the Legal, Constitutional and Administrative
Review Committee's consideration and
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reporting and for the information of all
members of the House. 

The Government will also consider these
changes in due course. However, we will wait
until the Legal, Constitutional and
Administrative Review Committee has
delivered its findings before finalising any
legislation designed to amend the Queensland
Constitution, although I have indicated to
Cabinet that the Attorney-General and I will be
bringing submissions to Cabinet in relation to
the Government's response on these matters.
There will be a separate submission in relation
to four-year terms. That is a matter that
Cabinet will exercise its judgment on and that
may or may not be before the committee
brings down its report. I have not finalised my
attitude in relation to timing on that issue. It is
well known that I am committed to four-year
terms. I believe that is important for good
government. This Government has already
introduced legislation for four-year terms for
local authorities from next month, and I am
keen to see that implemented at a State level.
To this end, I look forward to the Legal,
Constitutional and Administrative Review
Committee's comments on the report. 

The report will be widely available to the
community. The report can also be accessed
on the Queensland Constitutional Review
Co m m i s s i o n ' s  we b si te a t
www.constitution.qld.gov.au. This morning, I
had a meeting with the chairman of the
committee, Professor Colin Hughes, and
Jackie Huggins. We agreed that this report
should be made available today on the web
site, and it is now available. 

The tabling of the Queensland
Constitutional Review Commission's report
today represents a significant step towards the
consolidation and review of the Queensland
Constitution. To date, the Legal, Constitutional
and Administrative Review Committee, the
Government and the independent
Queensland Constitutional Review
Commission have embraced the ideal of public
consultation to progress the review process. I
encourage all members to read the report and
be prepared to constructively contribute to
debate in the future final stages of the review
process. I urge all members of this House to
try as much as is humanly possible to develop
a bipartisan approach to as many of the
recommendations of the report as possible. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND OTHER
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL

Hon. T. M. MACKENROTH (Chatsworth—
ALP) (Minister for Communication and

Information, Local Government and Planning
and Minister for Sport) (12.35 p.m.), by leave,
without notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to amend certain local
government legislation, and for other
purposes."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. T. M. MACKENROTH (Chatsworth—
ALP) (Minister for Communication and
Information, Local Government and Planning
and Minister for Sport) (12.36 p.m.): I move—

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

The purpose of the Bill is to give effect to
commitments of the Government to ongoing
reform in the areas of National Competition
Policy and integrated State planning and to
the autonomy and accountability of local
governments. 

To summarise, the Bill deals with the
following matters. Firstly, it clarifies the legal
requirements where local governments are
required to consider reform of their water and
sewerage services. The Bill provides for
retrospective validation of water charges,
where uncertainty has arisen for councils as a
result of a recent Supreme Court case which
invalidated water charges imposed by Logan
City Council on a company in the 1998-99
financial year. The proposed amendments will
not affect or change the Supreme Court's
decision on this case. 

Secondly, it provides for retrospective
validation of rate notices in certain
circumstances where the relevant local
governments may not otherwise be able to
enforce the payment of rates that become
overdue. 

Thirdly, it continues the State's
commitment to reform urban water boards
under National Competition Policy, in particular
in relation to the creation of the South East
Queensland Water Corporation. The Bill
contains amendments of a minor technical
nature to ensure that the facilitating legislation
passed last year accurately reflects the
intended distribution of transfer proceeds to
shareholding local governments. 
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The opportunity is also being taken to
carry forward the consequential legislative
program implementing the planning reforms
begun with the creation of the Integrated
Planning Act 1997. It gives effect to the
integrated planning and building reform
program in respect of ports, public housing,
enforcement of standards for Crown building
work and private certification and removes
other anomalies and corrects minor textual
errors in the Integrated Planning Act 1997. 

Finally, the Bill contains a number of
minor technical amendments to several Acts
affecting local government, including
amendments to enable the Brisbane City
Council to continue to deal with various
offences in Brisbane's pedestrian malls. 

The policy objectives of this Bill permit the
timely ongoing implementation of the current
reform programs as they affect local
governments and other statutory and industry
bodies.

Logan City Council and Supreme Court
decision on water charges
 The Bill includes provisions to address a
number of issues that have arisen from a
Supreme Court decision in November 1999
which invalidated water charges levied by
Logan City Council in 1998-99 on one of its
commercial customers, Hume Doors and
Timber (Qld) Pty Ltd.

While the court decision only affected one
company in the Logan City Council's area,
uncertainty has arisen about the implications
of the decision for other water charges levied
by Logan City Council and for other councils
which have decided to apply a two-part tariff.

The Local Government Association of
Queensland wrote to me on 30 November
1999 advising of its concerns about the
uncertainty these councils face. For that
reason, on 8 December 1999 I indicated to the
Parliament my intention to introduce legislation
early in 2000 to ensure that local governments
levying water charges based on a two-part
tariff could continue to do so, and to validate
charges which as a result of the court decision
may be questioned. This Bill fulfils that
commitment.

The amendments do not overturn the
Supreme Court's decision to invalidate Logan
City Council's utility charges for water services
levied on Hume Doors in 1998-99. Logan City
Council has lodged an appeal against the
Supreme Court's decision and it is a matter
that will be resolved by the courts in due
course.

The primary purpose of the amendments
is to remove uncertainty about other water
charges levied by Logan City Council and by
other councils affected by the water reform
requirements in chapter 10 of the Local
Government Act 1993. Chapter 10 was
inserted in the Local Government Act in 1997
to apply to local governments the national
water resource policy adopted by the Council
of Australian Governments in 1994. While the
amendments to the acts set out the
requirements in very broad terms, matters of
detail were addressed in subordinate
legislation.

For local governments affected by chapter
10, the main requirements of chapter 10 are to
apply full cost recovery to their water and
sewage services and to apply some form of
consumption charging to water services. In
addition, there is a requirement to consider the
introduction of a two-part tariff as the basis for
water charges where cost effective.

A two-part tariff is made up of a
component for access to the system, the
'access component', and a component for
each unit of water consumed, the
'consumption component'. A two-part tariff is
just one way of implementing the consumption
based charging requirements for water
services under chapter 10. The chapter 10
requirements apply to local governments with
water and sewerage services that are
significant business activities as defined in the
Act. At present, there are 18 local
governments in this category, including Logan
City Council.

Under chapter 10, the affected local
governments must conduct an assessment of
the cost effectiveness of applying a two-part
tariff. However, the decision on whether or not
to apply such a tariff is at the discretion of the
individual councils. Local governments which
decide to apply a two-part tariff would then
implement this by making utility charges for
water services under chapter 14 or, in the case
of the Brisbane City Council, under part 3 of
the City of Brisbane Act 1924.

Logan City Council undertook its cost-
effectiveness assessment on two-part tariffs in
1998 and introduced a two-part tariff as the
basis for utility charges for water services in
1998-99. For Hume Doors, its water charges
increased from $810 in 1997-98 to a total of
$25,000 in 1998-99, although Logan City
Council subsequently offered approximately
$9,000 in transitional rebates. The increase
was based on a scale of charges that
depended on the diameter of the service pipe,
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with no discount being allowed for a large but
relatively unused firefighting service pipe.

In July 1999, Hume Doors applied to the
Supreme Court to have the water charges
levied on it declared invalid. On 26 November,
the Supreme Court decided to invalidate the
council's utility charges for water services levied
on Hume Doors in 1998-99. As a result of the
decision, there has been uncertainty about the
validity of other water charges made by the
Logan City Council and the actions of other
councils under chapter 10. It is important that
councils be provided with certainty in relation to
utility charges they have levied and will levy in
the future. This certainty is also important to
consumers. The amendments have a
retrospective element, because it is important
to provide certainty to councils and to enable
them to continue to implement reforms
adopted prior to the court decision.

For councils affected by chapter 10 that
have already resolved to apply a two-part tariff,
the amendments provide that failure to comply
with the procedural requirements of chapter
10, in relation to two-part tariffs, consumption
charging and the other pricing requirements for
water services, does not and never has
invalidated their utility charges for water
services. However, the Bill provides that this
retrospective validation does not affect the
Supreme Court's decision to invalidate the
Logan City Council's utility charges for water
services levied on Hume Doors in 1998-99.

For councils affected by chapter 10 in the
future, the amendments provide that failure by
a local government to comply with any of the
requirements of chapter 10 does not invalidate
utility charges made under chapter 14 or, in
the case of the Brisbane City Council, under
part 3 of the City of Brisbane Act 1924.

For any future two-part tariff assessments
required under chapter 10, the amendments
also clarify that assessing the cost
effectiveness of a two-part tariff only requires
assessing the cost to the water business of
applying a two-part tariff. It does not
necessarily require a local government to
assess the implications of a two-part tariff for
all consumers. This is a matter each council
may take into account in considering whether
to apply a two-part tariff. In addition, the
amendments clarify that the consumption
charging requirement of chapter 10 does not
prevent a two-part tariff from including an
access component that is based on a factor
other than consumption.

In summary, these amendments address
the areas of uncertainty that have arisen for
local government. The amendments are also

necessary to enable the State Government to
continue to meet its obligations under the
Council of Australian Governments' water
resource policy, the source of the requirements
in chapter 10.

Local governments have the autonomy to
make rates and charges. However, local
governments should ensure that their powers
are exercised responsibly after careful
deliberation, not only in relation to water
charges but in all cases.

Much of the disquiet about the Logan City
Council water charges seems to have related
to sudden and substantial increases in water
charges for businesses. I have asked Logan
City Council to review its water charging, and
the council has advised that it intends to do
so. Ratepayers can also seek review of rates
and charges on the grounds that they are
unreasonable. 

This Bill does not disturb the rights of
ratepayers to seek judicial review of the
quantum of rates levied. In addition, legislation
is being prepared to provide a mechanism for
independent review of monopoly pricing
powers of local government through the
application of the Queensland Competition
Authority's system of prices oversight to the
water and sewage services of local
governments affected by chapter 10.

Validation for particular rate notices
The Bill also contains another

amendment in relation to local government
rating. The Local Government and Other
Legislation Amendment Act 1999, assented
on 16 June 1999, gave local governments
greater flexibility to decide on the period within
which rates must be paid.

These amendments first applied in the
1999-2000 financial year. However, some local
governments did not make the necessary
procedural and administrative changes and
levied rates, as if the amendments had not
been made. Subsequently, uncertainty has
arisen as to whether these councils have the
power to recover rates levied in 1999-2000
because they did not make changes
necessitated by the 1999 amendments.

The amendments in this Bill will rectify this
situation by validating rate notices issued for
the 1999-2000 financial year, before local
governments encounter any debt recovery
problems or problems due to unenforceable
rate notices.
Reform of the South East Queensland Water
Board

Other amendments make further
provision regarding the conversion of the
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existing South East Queensland Water Board
to a new incorporated body known as the
South East Queensland Water Corporation
Ltd—SEQWCo. The South East Queensland
Water Board is a statutory authority
established under the South East Queensland
Water Board Act 1979 with 12 local
government customers. It owns and operates
the three main south-east Queensland urban
water storages—the Wivenhoe, Somerset and
North Pine Dams. These dams supply bulk
water to half of Queensland's population. The
board is also important in flood mitigation for
the Brisbane Valley. 

The South East Queensland Water Board
(Reform Facilitation) Act 1999 was passed in
September 1999 with bipartisan support. It
provides facilitating mechanisms for converting
the board into a public company, which will be
named the South East Queensland Water
Corporation Ltd—SEQWCo. The new water
corporation will be jointly owned by the State
and the 12 local governments under the
Corporations Law. This Bill makes a minor
legislative amendment to the South East
Queensland Water Board (Reform Facilitation)
Act 1999 to facilitate the settlement
transaction. It sets out the distribution of
transfer proceeds to ensure the legislation
accurately reflects the intent of the transaction,
whereby 80% of the transfer proceeds are to
be distributed to shareholding local
governments, with 20% being returned to the
State. The proposed amendment is supported
by shareholding local governments as it
provides certainty as to their receipt of the
transfer proceeds. 

Continuation of the Planning Reform Program
Begun with the Introduction of the Integrated
Planning Act 1997 

The Bill amends the Integrated Planning
Act 1997—IPA—and related legislation to carry
forward the consequential amendment
program, and to address operational issues,
particularly in the forthcoming integration into
the Integrated Development Assessment
System—IDAS—of development by the State.
The IPA fundamentally reformed the way
planning and development is administered in
Queensland. IDAS is the system at the core of
the Act for integrating the many different
development related approval systems
administered by the State and local
governments into a single legal administrative
system. When fully implemented, IDAS will
create a single system for the administration of
all development-related assessment in
Queensland. The achievement of this single
system, however, involves the consequential
amendment of a substantial number of Acts

and regulations, which to date has included
the Building Act, the Environmental Protection
Act, the State Development and Public Works
Organisation Act, the Prostitution Act, the
Vegetation Management Act and the
Transport Infrastructure Act. This Bill continues
the consequential amendment program by
further amending the Transport Infrastructure
Act 1994 to integrate development on port
lands into IDAS. This will provide for a
consistent approach to the assessment of
development on equivalent port and non-port
land. 

The Bill also amends the provisions for
public housing in the Act and provides for the
transition of development by the State
generally into the IDAS system. Public housing
will continue to be exempt from planning
schemes. However, after 30 March 2000,
public housing will be subject to special
requirements which provide for proposals
inconsistent with the planning scheme to be
publicly notified, and for consultation with the
relevant local government. The provisions as
originally drafted were limited to the activities of
the Queensland Housing Commission. The
amendments more accurately define public
housing and allow for other State entities
providing public housing to operate under the
provisions. 

Development carried out by or on behalf
of the State will become subject to planning
schemes as from 30 March 2000. This will end
the two-year transitional period since the
commencement of the Act during which State-
related development has been exempt from
regulation by planning schemes. 

The Act contains a designation
mechanism to allow State and other
community infrastructure development that
meets the public benefit criteria to be
exempted from planning schemes, after an
appropriate consultation and environmental
assessment process. However, refinement is
needed to address the use of premises where
works for that use are commenced but not
completed before 30 March 2000. In these
cases, the Act is amended to allow agencies
to use development for the purpose intended
without obtaining any local government
approval or designating the land. This is
consistent with rights applying to private
development already contained elsewhere in
the Act. 

The Bill also amends a range of other
operational issues to improve the workability of
the Act, including the enforcement of
standards for Crown building work and
refinement of the operation of private
certification. 
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I shall particularly mention only two other
matters, both of which are transitional in
nature. Under the repealed Act, approvals
were given as a "package" encompassing a
range of development assessable under the
planning scheme, including changes of use,
building works and other works. Applicants had
no choice but to obtain the complete package.
Under IDAS, applicants have the flexibility to
apply for this development separately if they
wish and the application form makes provision
for the applicant to nominate the aspects of
the development they are applying for. Many
applicants and assessment managers have
confused the term "material change of use"
under the IPA with the package of approvals
previously obtained under the repealed Act. As
a consequence the appropriate development
has not been indicated on the application form
even though the material supporting the
application clearly implies approval is sought
for development other than just the change of
use. To address this issue, the Bill contains a
retrospective provision to allow for a
development application or an approval to be
corrected where the applicant has
unintentionally failed to nominate the full range
of intended development. The proposed
amendment removes the uncertainty
surrounding this matter, which has the
potential to lead to unproductive litigation. 

Another difference between the old and
the new systems causing difficulties for local
governments has been addressed in the Bill.
Under the repealed Planning and Environment
Act, local governments could take land for any
purpose of the planning scheme. However,
under the IPA the power to take land is linked
to achieving the desired environmental
outcomes for the planning scheme. This is a
concept for IPA planning schemes not
addressed in transitional schemes. The
proposed amendment reinstates the previous
provisions for transitional schemes. 

Minor Technical Amendments

Finally, the Bill contains minor technical
amendments to the Building Act 1975, the City
of Brisbane Act 1924, the Integrated Planning
Act 1997, the Local Government Act 1993, the
Local Government (Chinatown and The Valley
Malls) Act 1984 and the Local Government
(Queen Street Mall) Act 1981. Amongst other
things, these amendments will enable the
Brisbane City Council to continue to effectively
regulate the city's pedestrian malls by the
issuing of infringement notices. 

Consultation on the Bill has occurred with
a range of Government agencies as well as
the Local Government Association of

Queensland, the Brisbane City Council and
representatives of the development industry
and environmental and community
organisations. The proposals have received
broad support, and the Local Government
Association of Queensland has advised that it
does not object to the Bill. I commend the Bill
to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Beanland,
adjourned. 

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

POLICE POWERS AND RESPONSIBILITIES
BILL

Hon. T. A. BARTON (Waterford—ALP)
(Minister for Police and Corrective Services)
(2.30 p.m.), by leave, without notice: I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act about the powers and
responsibilities of police officers, and for
other purposes."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. T. A. BARTON (Waterford—ALP)
(Minister for Police and Corrective Services)
(2.30 p.m.): I move—

"That the Bill be now read a second
time."
This Bill is the product of some 10 years

of consultation and preparatory work. The
history of the Bill will recount that its
predecessor, the Police Powers and
Responsibilities Act, was passed with Labor's
support in 1997. Unfortunately, the time lines
set by the previous Government did not allow
for a full and proper consolidation of police
powers. The 1997 Act was little more than a
milestone in a lengthy and arduous legislative
process. Therefore, this Government was left
with the task of reviewing the success of the
1997 Act—and it is a success—while
amalgamating police powers from myriad other
Queensland Acts into this one Bill.

The consolidation process this
Government has undertaken culminates today
in the Police Powers and Responsibilities Bill
2000. When Parliament passes this Bill,
Queensland will be the only jurisdiction in
Australia, if not the Western World, with such a
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comprehensive police powers and
responsibilities statute. I am sure that
honourable members will agree that the
Beattie Government can yet again say that
Queensland is leading the way. In fact, the
Beattie Government has set a precedent for
the rest of Australia with this legislation. 

At the outset we set the following
objectives—

to consolidate and rationalise the powers
and responsibilities that police officers
have for investigating offences and
enforcing the law;

to provide powers necessary for effective
modern policing and law enforcement;

to provide consistency in the nature and
extent of the powers and responsibilities
of police officers;
to standardise the way the powers and
responsibilities of police officers are to be
exercised;
to ensure fairness to, and protect the
rights of, persons against whom police
officers exercise powers under this Bill;
and 

to enable the public to better understand
the nature and extent of the powers and
responsibilities of police officers.

This Bill achieves each of those
objectives. They are reflected in the purposes
of the Bill at clause 4. No longer is there a
library of Acts dealing with police powers.
Instead, the Bill provides a central reference
point for police and the general community,
enabling them both to understand the nature
and extent of police powers. This consolidation
results in the added benefit of consistency
both in the extent of police powers and in the
respective safeguards.

I do not intend to address each and every
clause of the Bill in this speech as they are
many and the Explanatory Notes adequately
cover them. Therefore, I will confine my
comments to a number of issues which are of
particular significance.

It is to be noted from the outset that
many sections have altered from the present
Act in terms of the circumstances in which a
police officer may exercise a power. For
example, the clauses in the Bill dealing with
the search of a person or vehicle now extend
to the likes of gaming, racing and betting, and
corrective services offences. The extension to
the current Act has been necessary to
accommodate the consolidation of police
powers. Consequently, although a clause may
appear at first glance to be wide reaching, one

must take into account that the power is
generally found in the statute from which it was
derived.

To complement the consolidated
provisions of the Bill, clause 9 seeks to limit the
effect other Acts have on the Bill. This is to
ensure that there is no doubt as to which Act is
to take precedence insofar as police officers
are concerned. The clause states that any
inconsistency between the provisions of the Bill
and another Act is to be resolved by giving
preference to the provisions contained in this
Bill. In this Bill the Government is offering
police the proper tools to perform their duty.
Parliament must not discourage the
performance of that duty by regressing to an
endless series of Acts that police must pore
over in order to find a power to use in a given
situation. 

While I am the first to acknowledge that
honourable members cannot limit the
legislative competence of future Parliaments,
we can give a clear indication of the intent of
this Parliament. However, no one Act can
hope to provide a remedy for all ills which a
police officer may face in the line of duty.
Therefore, the Bill provides that a police officer
may continue to do things that he or she can
lawfully do other than provided for in the Bill.
For instance, the Bill does not in any way
prevent a police officer, not otherwise
authorised under this Bill, from entering a
private place to save the life of a person
drowning in a swimming pool.

Additionally, removing police powers from
other Acts and providing a centralised source
of reference will not mean that assistance
currently provided to public officials by police
will wane. The Bill allows a police officer to
utilise his or her powers and, where necessary,
to assume any unique powers of a public
official while assisting that public official. For
example, if there is a need to quarantine an
area because of the outbreak of an infectious
disease in stock, police will assist DPI
inspectors to establish quarantine roadblocks
under the Exotic Diseases in Animals Act.

Nevertheless, the powers provided in the
Bill are counterbalanced by adequate
safeguards to ensure their proper use. They
begin as early as clause 5, which states that it
is Parliament's intention that police officers
should comply with this Bill in exercising
powers and performing responsibilities under it.
To ensure compliance with Parliament's
intention, a police officer who contravenes this
Bill may be dealt with as provided by law.
Action may range from cautioning to the
imposition of criminal penalties, depending
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upon the seriousness of the breach. Having
said that, I do wish to stress that it is not the
intention of the Government to instigate a
witch-hunt on the vast majority of honest and
hardworking police officers. Those performing
their duty within the parameters of the law will
receive the Government's and especially my
full support and assistance, as the passage of
this Bill indicates.

On that point, a power provided to police
under the 1997 Act allows them to direct a
person to move on in circumstances where the
person's presence or behaviour causes anxiety
to another person. I am pleased to note there
is little, if any, recorded abuse of the power on
the part of police officers. Moreover, the history
of the use of the move-on power has clearly
indicated to the Government that it is an
effective, preventive tool in minimising criminal
disturbances, particularly assaults. 

It is essential to good Government that
law-abiding citizens are free to utilise public
facilities without fear of harassment,
intimidation or assault. Therefore, as part of
the consolidation process, police will be
authorised to use the move-on power in the
interests of public safety at the following
additional places—

at a mall;

at a racing venue; 

within the South Bank Parklands; and

at a place where unlawful soliciting for
prostitution is occurring.

Honourable members will be aware that
Queensland is to host more than 100 Olympic
teams who will undertake training in
preparation for the Sydney 2000 Olympic
Games and Brisbane will host a number of
Olympic soccer matches. Next year
Queenslanders will benefit from the Goodwill
Games and the Commonwealth Heads of
Government Meeting.

It is essential to maintain Queensland's
reputation as a safe environment for
international spectators and visitors to special
events. Therefore, it is necessary to provide
our police with specific powers to minimise the
risk of criminal threats arising at these events.
Consequently, this Government has
specifically designed special events legislation
which has been incorporated in this Bill. It
provides necessary provisions for the
preservation of public order and safety of
persons involved in special events and the
safety of other persons at special event sites.
The legislation can only be activated by the
Governor in Council for the duration of special

events. A further prerequisite requires that the
Minister must also be satisfied that there is a
reasonable likelihood that the event may be
disrupted if—

the special event powers are not
exercised;

the exercise of the powers is necessary
for the protection of persons involved in
the event; or

the exercise of the powers is required as a
condition of the holding of the event
being held in Queensland.

Notice of a declaration will be published in a
newspaper generally circulating throughout
Queensland. Additionally, the organiser of a
special event will be required to provide
information to the public of the limits of a
restricted area at the special event site. For
example, the accommodation block of athletes
at a major sporting event may need to be
declared a restricted area for security reasons.

There will be a condition of entry to a
special event site that a person must not take
into or possess in the site a prohibited item
and if asked must permit a search of their
personal property or permit a frisk search of
their person. If the need arises, provision has
been made for the Commissioner of Police to
appoint authorised persons to assist police in
maintaining security arrangements at special
events. However, the powers that may be
exercised by an authorised person will not be
as broad as a police officer's powers and will
be restricted by the terms of the appointment.
An authorised person will be required to carry
and display or produce an identity card.

Division 5 of the Part provides the powers
which may be exercised at a special event site.
The initial part of the Division deals with the
entry of persons to special events and
provides security-related powers. It is intended
that the powers be used in a structured and
staged process ensuring the least
inconvenience to genuine spectators.
Consequently, a police officer or an authorised
person may request a person to state their
reason for entering or being in a special event
site. While the clause is not aimed at genuine
spectators who wish to enjoy the event, it is
designed to establish whether a person may
be entering the site in order to cause
disruption to the event. Therefore, if the
person fails to comply with the request, the
police officer or authorised person must warn
the person that they may be removed from or
prevented from entering the special event site
unless they have a reasonable excuse for
failing to comply with the request.
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As an additional security measure and in
a similar fashion to those deployed at airports,
a police officer or an authorised person may
utilise a walk-through detector or hand-held
scanner or ask a person to pass their
belongings through an X-ray. An additional
search power, again similar to that in use at an
airport, is provided for occasions where it is
reasonably considered necessary. This
provision allows a police officer or authorised
person to request that a person entering or
who is on a special event site to do one or
more of the following—

allow a police officer or authorised person
to inspect the person's belongings;

request the removal of one or more outer
garments, such as jackets or coats, worn
by the person and allow a police officer or
authorised person to inspect the
garments;
allow a police officer or authorised person
to remove and inspect all items from the
clothing of the person;
allow a police officer or authorised person
to open and inspect all items;

allow a police officer or authorised person
to open and inspect a vehicle or part of a
vehicle; and

allow a police officer or authorised person
to remove and inspect an item from the
vehicle.

These are not considered intrusive powers as
the person is not physically touched during the
inspection of items of clothing or belongings.
Clearly, the volume of people entering a
special event will not permit security personnel
to conduct a search of each person.

It is acknowledged that occasions will
arise where it is necessary to conduct a more
complete search of an entrant to a special
event. On those occasions, a police officer
may request a person in or entering a special
event site to permit a frisk search being made
of the person by a police officer of the same
sex as the person. Non-police security
personnel will not be provided with this power.
It is of note that a person may refuse to
provide information or submit to any of the
searches outlined. If this is the case, then a
police officer or authorised person is entitled to
refuse entry to the person or remove the
person from the site.

I do, however, wish to make it clear that
this law does not provide an out for a person
who is reasonably suspected of being in
possession of an unlawful item such as a
firearm. Threats of this nature to the security of
a special event will not be tolerated. The

person will not be given the opportunity to
leave the special event site and thus avoid
prosecution for an offence. In these instances,
a police officer may exercise a general power
to detain and search the person without
warrant. Should the person have violated other
laws concerning the possession of weapons,
for instance, he or she may be arrested and
dealt with in a similar fashion as if the offence
were committed in any other place.

The special events legislation, by
necessity, contains offence provisions. These
are of limited number but are essential to the
good conduct of an event. Therefore, it will be
an offence—

to enter or remain in a special event site
unless the person has paid the entry fee,
if any, has the consent of the organiser or
is otherwise authorised to enter or remain
at the special event site;

to enter or remain in a restricted area of a
special event site without a reasonable
excuse;

to disrupt, interfere with, delay or obstruct
the conduct of the special event or an
associated activity or interfere with the
reasonable enjoyment of the special
event or associated activity;

to take a prohibited item onto or possess
a prohibited item at a special event site
without a reasonable excuse; and

to assault or obstruct an authorised
person exercising a power under this Part.

In addition to the special events
legislation, there is a need for a general power
to allow police to take immediate action to
protect life and property where there is a threat
which may or may not be associated with a
special event. I refer to incidents which we too
often witness through media accounts
involving terrorist acts being committed on the
passengers of transport vehicles, and in
particular aircraft. Unfortunately, the holding of
a special event increases the likelihood of
these types of threats becoming a reality.
Even where the threat turns out to be no more
than the act of a crank, it is essential that
immediate action be taken in the first instance
to ensure there is no risk to life or property.

As honourable members would
appreciate, the Queensland Police Service
does not have the luxury of taking a calculated
risk concerning action to be taken where a
person's life may be in danger. Therefore, the
additional provision provided in the Bill at
clause 77 allows for the search of a transport
vehicle without warrant where there is a risk to
life or property such as a report of a bomb on
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an aircraft. All the powers of a search warrant
apply, including the additional power to search
any person connected with the transport
vehicle, that is, a passenger. A transport
vehicle is defined as an aircraft, a boat, a bus
or a train.

There are two further issues I will address
before concluding. The first relates to the
search of persons in custody. Clause 232 of
the Bill allows for the search of a person in
custody. The clause is not new and is merely
being transferred from the 1997 Act. However,
it is essential to the safety of prisoners that
persons who come into police custody either
by arrest or under sentence of imprisonment
be subject to a search. An initial search is
usually conducted following arrest to seize
anything from a person that a police officer
reasonably suspects may provide evidence of
the commission of an offence. Additionally,
police officers have a duty of care to persons
in their custody.

Consequently, there is a need to allow for
the search of a prisoner to ensure that they do
not have possession of anything that may be
used to harm themselves or other persons
while in custody or which may be used for the
purpose of escape. Also, items of value in
possession of a prisoner are kept in safe
keeping while the person is in custody to
ensure they are not damaged or stolen by
other prisoners.

As unfortunate as it may be, there is a
need for the legislation to allow for the removal
of a person's clothing for the purpose of some
searches. However, while allowing these
searches, commonly known as strip searches,
to be conducted, the Bill also provides
considerable safeguards—
1. a search is to be conducted in a way

providing reasonable privacy for the
person searched; 

2. the police officer must, if reasonably
practicable, inform the person they
will be required to remove clothing
during the search and why it is
necessary to do so; 

3. unless an emergency exists, a police
officer who conducts a search is to
be the same sex as the person being
searched;

4. the police officer must also, if
reasonably practicable, give the
person the opportunity to remain
partly clothed during the search;

5. the search is to be conducted as
quickly as possible with the person
being allowed to dress as soon as
the search is finished; 

6. the police officer is not to make
contact with the genital or anal areas
of the person but may make a visual
inspection; 

7. if clothing is seized during the search
the person must be left with or given
reasonably appropriate clothing;

8. if a video camera monitors the area
where a person is to be searched
then it must be turned off or the
search is to be conducted out of the
view of the camera unless the person
viewing the monitor is a police officer
or the same sex as the person being
searched; and

9. if the person to be searched is a child
or a person who may not be able to
understand the purpose of the
search then a support person is
required to be present. 

Finally, I will deal with aspects of the issue
of discontinuation of arrest, but first let me say
how pleased I am with the success of the
notice to appear scheme. When the scheme
commenced it attracted the usual detractors
who hypothesised doom and gloom and
abuse by police. Based on Criminal Justice
Commission research figures, what it has
achieved, however, is a reduction of 40% in
the number of persons taken to a watch-
house. Offenders are still being charged and
facing the courts, but without the need to first
place them in custody.

I wish to draw attention to a significant
alteration found in clause 173 which allows for
the arrest of a person to be discontinued. The
clause previously imposed a limited duty on a
police officer to discontinue an arrest at the
earliest reasonable opportunity if the person is
no longer reasonably suspected of committing
the offence. Uncertainty arose where there
was insufficient evidence to charge a person
but a police officer still suspected the person
was responsible for the offence. 

To clear up any doubt, subclause (2)
requires a police officer who has arrested a
person for an offence to release that person
where the police officer considers there is
insufficient evidence to bring the person before
a court for the offence. It may be the case that
at the conclusion of an interview or
investigation, a police officer may not consider
that there is sufficient evidence to continue the
proceeding even though the police officer still
suspects the person committed the offence.
The duty on the police officer is to release the
person. 
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As I have previously said, the process
undertaken which culminates in this well-
balanced Bill shows that the Beattie
Government is committed to being tough but
fair on law and order issues. It is a policy which
is reflected in this Bill by not only making the
powers and responsibilities of police officers
clear and easy to understand but consolidates
all these powers into one piece of
groundbreaking legislation.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Horan,
adjourned.

STATE HOUSING AMENDMENT BILL

Hon. R. E. SCHWARTEN (Rockhampton—
ALP) (Minister for Public Works and Minister for
Housing) (2.54 p.m.), by leave, without notice:
I move—

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to amend the State Housing
Act 1945."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

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

Second Reading

Hon. R. E. SCHWARTEN (Rockhampton—
ALP) (Minister for Public Works and Minister for
Housing) (2.55 p.m.): I move—

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

The State Housing Act 1945 establishes
the Queensland Housing Commission as a
statutory body through which the Department
of Housing delivers housing services. These
services include housing loan assistance for
low to moderate income Queenslanders who
are unable to borrow sufficient funds from the
private sector to enter into home ownership. 

Australia is experiencing a general trend
away from home ownership, with the 1996
Census showing Queensland's average of
64% was below the national average at 67%.
In some key regions, ownership rates were
even lower:

far-north Queensland, 54%;

north Queensland, 60%;

Mackay/Whitsunday, 58%; and

central Queensland, 61%.

While the Department of Housing is not
seeking to compete with private sector lenders
for home loan business, there are some
Queenslanders who are unable to access
home ownership through the private sector. It
is fundamentally important that Government
housing loan assistance is offered in forms
that better help our borrowers, and suit their
housing loan needs. As the State Housing Act
1945 stands today, it does not allow for
flexibility in the design of products to address
borrowers' needs.

The proposed Queensland State Housing
Loan provides a perfect example of why the
State Housing Act 1945 requires change. This
new product, which I first announced on 29
October 1999, differs from previous lending
products offered through the Department of
Housing. This is because it has been
specifically designed to protect borrowers from
sharp increases in repayments when interest
rates rise rapidly, and allows borrowers to
benefit from reductions in interest rates in
some circumstances. 

Considerable research and development
has been undertaken in designing a well
structured home loan product to assist current
public rental tenants, waitlisted applicants and
other eligible Queenslanders to purchase a
house to be used as their home. However, the
Queensland State Housing Loan will not be
offered until such time as the Bill is enacted,
because under the existing provisions of the
State Housing Act 1945 the interest rate
methodology cannot be guaranteed for the life
of every loan.

Accordingly, the primary aim of the State
Housing Amendment Bill 2000 is to provide
flexibility to offer a broader range of housing
loans, which is achieved by inserting new
interest rate setting provisions in the State
Housing Act 1945 for future housing loans. 

Under the proposed amendment Bill, a
standard interest rate policy, detailing the
policy by which fixed and variable interest rates
are set, will be prescribed by regulation. The
Minister for Housing will then, from time to
time, declare both fixed and variable interest
rates following the standard interest rate policy.
These will be notified to the public by
newspaper advertisement, in a way similar to
the banks and other private sector lenders.
This will lead to administrative efficiency, and
allow the Minister to respond far more quickly
to review the fixed and variable interest rates
when there are fluctuations in the market. 

The Bill also provides for interest on loans
occurring after its commencement to be
payable on the unpaid balance at the rate
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stated in individual agreements. Under the
current provisions interest rates are always
subject to alteration by the Minister or, in some
cases, the Governor in Council. For future
loans the interest rate must be stated in those
individual agreements, either by reference to
the standard fixed and variable interest rates
declared by the Minister, or as a formula that
refers to the standard interest rates. This will
provide the Department of Housing with the
flexibility to develop and offer products that
have linkages with the standard interest rates.
This will enable the Department of Housing to
better assist identified groups of borrowers
achieve their goals of obtaining home
ownership, by tailor making products and
interest rate setting mechanisms to suit the
target market.

I emphasise that these changes will only
apply to loans made after the new
amendments become law. The current interest
rate setting arrangements for existing
borrowers will continue as before. 

The Bill also proposes a minor
amendment to align the existing delegations
provisions of the State Housing Act 1945 in
line with those contained in the Public Service
Act 1996, to enable the commission to be
more flexible in its administration and
operations. This will enable the delegation of
the commission's powers in a similar way to
the chief executive of a Government
department.

A further minor amendment relates to
section 89 of the Criminal Code Act 1899. This
section provides for prosecution of Public
Service employees where they enter into any
contract or agreement in a private capacity
with the department for which they work. The
amendment is to ensure that Public Service
employees who are in fact eligible for housing
assistance under the State Housing Act 1945
are able to access that assistance without fear
of prosecution under the Criminal Code. 

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

adjourned.

CHILD PROTECTION AMENDMENT BILL
Hon. A. M. BLIGH (South Brisbane—ALP)

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

"That leave be granted to bring in a
Bill for an Act to amend the Child
Protection Act 1999 to provide for
interstate transfers of certain orders and
proceedings, and for other purposes."

Motion agreed to.

First Reading

Bill and Explanatory Notes presented and
Bill, on motion of Ms Bligh, read a first time.

Second Reading

Hon. A. M. BLIGH (South Brisbane—ALP)
(Minister for Families, Youth and Community
Care and Minister for Disability Services)
(3.01 p.m.): I move—

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

Since the passage of the Child Protection
Act 1999 last year, this Government has
reaffirmed its strong commitment to the
protection of children through finalising an
historic agreement between the Queensland
Government, the other Australian States and
Territories and New Zealand. Through the
Community Services Ministers' Council it has
been agreed to implement reciprocal
legislation which will enable the interstate
transfer of child protection orders and child
protection proceedings in a way that has not,
until now, been possible.

The Child Protection Act 1999, as it
stands, will protect Queensland's children while
they are living in this State. Its ability to protect
them if they move interstate is limited to the
administrative transfer of some guardianship
orders. Once children in need of protection
move interstate—often for reasons related to
their best interests—they need the full
protection of the child welfare law of that State
or Territory.

The reciprocal legislation agreed by all
States and Territories is designed to allow
smooth transition from the protection of one
State to the protection of another for a child
who moves. It recognises that a child's welfare
and protection is best managed by the
jurisdiction where the child is living, even if the
child was originally placed under a protection
order in another jurisdiction.

This Bill will add a new chapter to the
Child Protection Act 1999. This chapter will
form part of reciprocal legislative arrangements
with New Zealand and the other Australian
States and Territories. It will ensure the
ongoing protection of children under child
protection orders, or involved in child protection
proceedings, when they move interstate or
across the Tasman.

The numbers of children affected by this
part of the Bill are not a large percentage of
children under orders. At 30 June 1999, there
were 3,326 children under Queensland child
protection orders. During 1998-99, court
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proceedings for 700 child protection
applications occurred. Compared to these
figures, at 30 June 1999 there were 98
children and young people under Queensland
child protection orders living interstate. This
figure nevertheless represents a considerable
number of children and young people
potentially protected by this Bill. These children
are interstate for a variety of reasons. They
may have been placed interstate to live with a
relative. They may be living interstate with
foster carers who have moved temporarily for
work-related reasons. 

All these children are potentially at risk
whilst outside the area of jurisdiction of the
Queensland child protection order. When they
are interstate, the Queensland order cannot
protect them from possible abduction, or
ensure that they receive the services they
need. Despite administrative arrangements
between the State authorities, they may not
receive adequate attention from the State
department where they are living if no local
order exists to direct the work of the local child
protection agency.

The Bill, together with reciprocal legislation
in other States, Territories and New Zealand,
will assist these children in the following ways.
It will be an offence to remove a child under a
child protection order from their carer, even
though the child is living in a State other than
where the order was made. It will allow the
appropriate State Children's Court to decide an
application for a child protection proceeding,
even if the proceedings started in Queensland
before the child moved. It will help ensure that
the appropriate State department administers
each child protection order, rather than the
order being administered by a department in
another State from which a child has now
moved. It will provide a process for transferring
child protection orders and proceedings which
acknowledges the need for children to have
stability in their lives. To this end, the Bill
shortens some judicial appeal periods.

The ongoing consultation between the
States, Territories and New Zealand resulted in
an agreement that each jurisdiction would
implement reciprocal laws which include these
types of provisions. Thus, a child under a
Victorian order who moves to Queensland will
be able to have the Victorian order translated
into a Queensland order. 

The amendments represent a significant
achievement by Queensland and the other
States and Territories and New Zealand in
cooperating to achieve sufficient consistency
between the differing child protection
jurisdictions to enable this reciprocal scheme to

work. This will ultimately benefit one of the
most vulnerable groups of children in our
society. It is my understanding that New
Zealand has already passed its legislation and
that most of the other Australian States and
Territories will have legislated before the end of
the year. Upon proclamation of the Child
Protection Act 1999 on 23 March 2000,
Queensland will be the first Australian
jurisdiction to implement the reciprocal
scheme.

This Bill also delivers on the Government's
commitment to implement the
recommendations of the Forde Commission of
Inquiry into the Abuse of Children in
Queensland Institutions. It amends the Child
Protection Act 1999 to implement part of the
Government's response to the Forde inquiry
recommendations. These amendments aim to
ensure the safety of children placed in
residential facilities for the care of children
under the custody or guardianship of the chief
executive of my department. The
amendments include: an obligation upon the
chief executive to regularly inspect licensed
residential care facilities to ensure that
adequate standards of care are met; an
obligation upon persons employed in
residential care facilities and officers of the
FYCCQ to report any suspected harm caused
to children within such facilities; and an
obligation on the chief executive to ensure
access by children in licensed residential
facilities to advocacy services.

These amendments will further protect
children who have already suffered harm and
as a result are in the care of the State. They
place specific obligations on the State in
relation to children in residential facilities. Other
responses of the Government to the
recommendations of the Forde inquiry will be
put into effect through regulations under the
Child Protection Act 1999.

Finally, the Bill will also amend the Child
Protection Act 1999 to correct some minor
anomalies in the Act which were identified
during preparation work for its implementation.
This preparation work has included a major
training program targeting all departmental
officers, police officers and community welfare
workers who will have responsibilities under the
new Act. In addition, it also involved setting up
the new jurisdiction for the Children's Court.
These undertakings have brought to attention
some minor anomalies and omissions which
the Government considered it prudent to
rectify prior to proclamation of the Act.

Examples of these amendments include
the following. Clause 17, regarding contact
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with a child in school or child care to
investigate allegations of serious harm, has
been reworded in the Bill to put beyond doubt
that entry to the school or centre must be with
the consent of the principal or person in
charge. The existing wording was considered
unclear on this point. The definition of "parent"
used in relation to court proceedings under the
Act has been redrafted to more clearly reflect
the intent that it include relatives who have
been awarded custody under a child protection
order. The unintended omission of this
category of "parent" would have meant that
the relatives with protective custody of the child
could not be party to court proceedings about
the child.

The Bill will also amend the Act in relation
to costs of court. Currently the Act includes the
following provision—

"The parties, other than the child, to
a proceeding in the Children's Court for an
order must pay their own costs of the
proceeding."

The words "other than the child" were included
in this clause by way of amendment moved by
the member for Indooroopilly during debate in
Committee prior to the passage of the Act.
The member moved this amendment in good
faith and the Government accepted it in good
faith.

However, subsequent advice has
indicated that insertion of these words may
have unintended consequences whereby the
Government—or the respondents to an
application for a child protection order, i.e. the
child's parents—would have to pay the child's
legal expenses in all circumstances, despite
the child being legally aided. Omission of
these words will not result in children having to
meet their own legal expenses, as all children,
unless they have substantial independent
financial means, are legally aided.

Another significant amendment contained
in the Bill will ensure that the offence
provisions of the Children's Services Act
relating to tattooing of children will not be
repealed along with the rest of that Act when
the Child Protection Act 1999 is proclaimed. It
will remain illegal, as now, to tattoo a child.
However, it is the intention of the Government
to give further consideration during 2000 to
public policy in relation to this and related
issues such as body piercing of children. 

The passage of this amending legislation
will ensure that the Child Protection Act 1999
as it comes into force on 23 March
encompasses all the legislative improvements
which have been developed during the past

year to further the interests and protection of
our children. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Beanland,
adjourned.

FISHERIES (EAST COAST TRAWL)
MANAGEMENT PLAN 1999, SUBORDINATE

LEGISLATION No. 289
Disallowance of Statutory Instrument

Madam DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms Nelson-
Carr): I call the member for Burdekin, who is
not here. Is there a mover for this motion?
There being no mover for this motion, the
motion lapses. 

LAND COURT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 25 August 1999 (see
p. 3481).

Hon. V. P. LESTER (Keppel—NPA)
(3.10 p.m.): We have to be ready.

An honourable members interjected. 

Mr LESTER: Yes, I have been around a
while. Some think that is a good idea, some
do not. The Land Court was established in
Queensland more than a century ago by the
Land Act 1887. The Land Court is presently
established under the Land Act 1962. The
Land Act 1994 repealed the Land Act 1962
but continued the provision in the 1962 Act
relating to the Land Court and its immediate
appeal court, the Land Appeal Court. These
provisions were not incorporated into the Land
Act 1994 because of uncertainty that then
existed as to the precise future of the Land
Court. Their retention in the Land Act 1962
was designed as an interim measure until the
future of the Land Court was decided. The
future of the Land Court was canvassed in a
number of reviews dating back to the early
1990s. At one stage, proposals were made for
the integration of the Land Court with other
bodies, such as the Planning and Environment
Court, but did not come to fruition. The Land
Court has continued to be established under
the 1962 Act. 

The Land Court Bill 1999 establishes the
Land Court and the Land Appeal Court under
separate legislation. The Bill makes little
substantive change to the present law in that it
has retained many of the substantive
provisions relating to the Land Court, the Land
Appeal Court and the Land Act 1962 as
amended. The Bill also introduces a number of
changes in the operation and procedure of the
Land Court, some of which reflect similar
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changes made in other Queensland and
interstate courts. 

The Land Court and the Land Appeal
Court provide a mechanism for the resolution
of interrelated matters. The Land Court has
jurisdiction over more than 30 State Acts to
hear and determine matters relating to
appeals and referrals under those Acts. The
majority of matters heard by the Land Court
are appeals against the determination of the
chief executive of the Department of Natural
Resources in matters relating to the Valuations
Act 1994, the Land Act 1944, the Land Act
1994, the Water Resources Act 1989 and
dispute claims for compensation following the
resumption of land under the Acquisition of
Land Act 1967.

The Land Court is a comparatively
informal court. Its procedure is governed by
equity, good conscience and the substantive
merits of the case before it. It is not bound by
strict rules of evidence. The report of a review
of land policy and administration in
Queensland—the Wolfe report—released in
1990 made the observation that land-holders,
particularly those involved in rural industry, are
comfortable appearing before the Land Court
and impose great confidence in that process.

The Land Court further allows persons to
appear before it in person, or to be
represented by a lawyer or agent. At present,
the vast majority of appeals in valuation
matters are conducted by self-represented
persons, whereas almost all claimants for
compensation under the acquisition of Land
Act 1967 are represented by a lawyer. The
Land Court comprises up to six members,
including a president. The president must be a
barrister or a solicitor of at least five years'
standing. In contrast, there are no qualifying
requirements for members. Members are
appointed for renewable terms of five years. 

The current legislation makes provision for
a rehearing of Land Court matters on
application where a party is aggrieved by the
Land Court's decision. In most matters,
appeals from a decision of the Land Court lie
in the Land Appeal Court, which is constituted
by a judge of the Supreme Court and two
members of the Land Court, excluding the
member who pronounced the decision.
Appeals from the Land Appeal Court on the
grounds of error or mistake of law or lack of
jurisdiction can be made to the Court of
Appeal. Funding for the Land Court is
allocated through the Department of Natural
Resources, although the court operates
independently of the department. 

Since the early 1990s, a number of
reviews have discussed the future of the Land
Court. In August 1993, the Electoral and
Administrative Review Commission—EARC—
released the report on the review of appeals
from administrative decisions. As part of a
greater review of the system of appeals from
administrative decisions in Queensland, EARC
reviewed the jurisdiction and work of the Land
Court, the Land Appeal Court and the
Planning and Environment Court. As a
consequence of that review, the commission
recommended the disbandment of the Land
Court and the consolidation of all
development, environment and land matters
into one body called the development,
environment and land tribunal. In November
1993, a discussion paper released by the
Minister for Housing, Local Government and
Planning described the proposals for new
development and planning legislation in
Queensland. One of the reforms proposed
was the amalgamation of the Planning and
Environment Court, the Land Court, and
building tribunal into a consolidated land
planning and environment court comprising
both judges and non-judicial assessors. 

In May 1995, the Parliamentary Electoral
and Administrative Review Committee—
PEARC—completed a report in response to
the reforms of administrative law advocated by
Fitzgerald and recommended by the Electoral
and Administrative Review Commission. The
committee noted that at one stage the Goss
Government proposed to create a land,
planning and environment division of the
District Court. It further noted that, in relation to
procedures, the proposed court would share
many of the features of EARC's proposed
development, environment and land tribunal.
In May 1995, the Goss Government released
an exposure draft of new planning and
development legislation, the Planning,
Environment, Development and Assessment
Bill, for public comment. In the exposure draft
it was noted that the proposal to amalgamate
the Planning and Environment Court, the Land
Court and building tribunal into a land,
planning and environment court was to be
implemented under separate legislation.

The Planning, Environment Development
and Assessment Bill was never enacted,
however, due to a change in the State
Government. The incoming Borbidge coalition
Government subsequently enacted the
Integrated Planning Act 1997 in place of the
Planning, Environment Development and
Assessment Bill. The Integrated Planning Act
1997 continued the Planning and Environment
Court. The Planning and Environment Court



60 Land Court Bill 29 Feb 2000

has jurisdiction to hear and determine matters,
including planning, development and
environmental protection matters. This new
legislation did not affect the operations of the
Land Court, which continued as before under
the provision of the Land Act 1962.

A Report on a Review of the Powers,
Procedures and Rules of the Land Court was
released in October 1996. The summary of
recommendations from the 1996 report is
contained in appendix B to the bulletin. The
primary focus of the review was to suggest
ways in which court-supervised case
management could be facilitated while
retaining flexible procedures. 

One of the issues dealt with in the 1996
report concerned whether the Land Court and
the Land Appeal Court could be established
under separate legislation. The 1996 report
supported the concept that the legislation
relating to the Land Court should be contained
in separate legislation rather than the Land Act
1994. In this context it was noted that New
South Wales and South Australia have
established specialist courts dealing with a
range of planning, environmental,
developmental and land-related matters under
their own legislation.

The 1996 report also proposed a scheme
of new rules and procedures, similar to case
management processes in the District Court or
the Supreme Court, which could be adopted in
the Land Court to improve the pre-hearing
process. It identified a need for precise
definitions of issues at an early stage followed
by a compulsory preliminary conference or the
like in order to avoid a "trial by ambush". 

The present system of appeals from
decisions of the Land Court was also
canvassed in the 1996 report. It suggested
that the current procedure of the Land Appeal
Court hearing an appeal from the Land Court
as a fresh hearing with limits on the admission
of new evidence should be changed. As an
alternative, the 1996 report proposed that
appeals to the Land Appeal Court ought to be
by way of re-hearing on the lower court record
only. It would thereby exclude the admission of
any new evidence. A party wishing to introduce
new evidence could opt to have the matter
reheard in the Land Court by the original
member rather than appeal to the Land
Appeal Court. This option also would not
preclude the party from exercising their normal
rights of appeal. 

The 1996 report also noted instances
where the judicial review process had been
used to deal either with matters within the
traditional jurisdiction of the Land Court or

arising under an Act which did not confer a
right of appeal from the Land Court to the
Land Appeal Court. To overcome this problem,
the 1996 report proposed that an appeal to
the Land Appeal Court be available from all
matters within the Land Court jurisdiction. 

One of the recommendations made in the
1996 report was that the present entitlement
of a party to appeal as of right to the Court of
Appeal on a point of law from a Land Appeal
Court decision should be removed. Instead,
such an appeal should be by the leave of the
Court of Appeal only. A further
recommendation in the 1996 report was the
appointment of a semi-judicial officer to
conduct many of the preliminary procedures
proposed in the review. The 1996 report
suggested that it was neither cost effective nor
appropriate for a member of the court to be
involved in these stages.

According to the Explanatory Notes, the
Land Court Bill 1999 is designed to provide a
short, separate piece of legislation to govern
the constitution, composition, jurisdiction and
powers of the Land Court. It also constitutes
and continues the Land Appeal Court with the
power to hear appeals from the Land Court.
Further provision is made for appeals on
questions of law only to be taken to the Court
of Appeal. The Bill is also designed to provide
the legislative foundation for extensive new
rules and procedures to modernise and
streamline the court's operation. 

Under clause 4(1), the Land Court is
established as a specialist judicial tribunal. It
has jurisdiction as given to it under the Act.
Under clause 5, such jurisdiction is exclusive to
the Land Court. The Land Court consists of
the president and other members. The court is
constituted by a single member sitting alone,
unless the court is required under an Act
conferring jurisdiction on the Land Court, to be
constituted in another way.

Clause 16 provides for the appointment of
the president and other members on the
commission of the Governor in Council. The
president, but not the members, must be a
barrister or a solicitor of the Supreme Court of
at least five years' standing.

Clause 17 provides for the ex officio
appointment of members of the Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Land Tribunals as members of
the Land Court. The Scrutiny of Legislation
Committee has noted in its report on the Land
Bill 1999 that the Bill does not provide any
express guidance on the nature of the
expertise required to be possessed by persons
appointed as Land Court members other than
the president. The committee contrasted the
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recently enacted Land and Resources Tribunal
Act 1999 as an example of legislation which
specifies eligibility requirements of knowledge
or experience for appointment as an
appointed non-presiding member and a
referee non-presiding member. I understand
that the Minister is making some moves in that
area. That is very good. 

Clause 20 imposes the requirements that
a member must not practise in, or have a
direct or indirect interest in the practice of, a
business or profession if the practice or interest
is likely to conflict with his or her duty as a court
member. For example, a member should not
practise as a valuer or retain an interest in a
private valuation firm of which he or she was
formerly a partner. This requirement, however,
does not apply to an acting member or a
member appointed on a part-time basis by
virtue of being a member of a land tribunal. 

Further, a court member must resign his
or her position with the court if elected as a
member of the Legislative Assembly of
Queensland. A member must retire at 70
years of age. However, a member who starts a
hearing before reaching 70 may continue with
the hearing until such time as it ends. A
member can be removed from office by vote
of the Parliament only for incapacity or
misbehaviour. If the Parliament is not sitting,
the Governor in Council may suspend the
member. The grounds for suspicion must be
laid before the Parliament within seven sitting
days after the suspension. Parliament may
then confirm or lift the suspension.

As to some of its powers, the Bill
expressly confers numerous powers on the
Land Court in the exercise of its jurisdiction.
These powers include the power to adjourn
proceedings; to issue a subpoena to a person
to attend court and to produce relevant
documents; to punish a person for contempt
of the Land Court; to make any order, give
leave or do anything else it is authorised to do
on the terms the court considers appropriate;
to rehear a matter on the application of an
aggrieved party; to stay proceedings; and to
make declarations. 

Clause 9(1) details the list of acts that
constitute contempt of the Land Court. A
member of the Land Court has the same
power to punish a person for contempt of the
Land Court as a Supreme Court judge for
contempt of the Supreme Court. At common
law, superior courts possess jurisdiction to
punish contempts of court wherever they
occur, whereas the jurisdiction of inferior courts
is limited to punishing contempts committed in
the face of the court. In its report on the Land

Court Bill 1999, the Scrutiny of Legislation
Committee noted that the powers to punish for
contempt conferred on the Land Court under
clause 9 extend well beyond the powers
conferred by common law. The committee
queried the appropriateness of conferring on
Land Court members the same powers to
punish for contempt exercisable by a Supreme
Court judge. The committee noted also that,
although the Land Appeal Court has
equivalent powers to punish for contempt
under clause 72, with one exception a
Supreme Court judge would always be sitting
on the court. 

The authority of the Land Court to rehear
a matter is carried over from clause 12 of the
Land Act 1962. The provision provides an
alternative to appealing the decision to a
higher court. If practicable, the same member
who made the declaration must rehear the
matter. According to the Explanatory Notes,
the circumstances in which the power to rehear
a matter is likely to be used would be relatively
rare. For instance, it could occur when there
was a valid reason for not submitting evidence
in the initial hearing but where the absence of
that evidence had an important bearing on the
decision. The present experience of the Land
Court is that applications to have a matter
reheard by the Land Court are rarely made.
When a party has made an application to
have a matter reheard, the Land Court can
stay the decision made up until the time the
application is refused or the matter is reheard.
Clause 33 gives the court the power to make
declarations about actions taken or proposed
to be taken under Acts giving jurisdiction to the
court and the interpretation of an Act for the
purpose of proceedings in which the court has
exclusive jurisdiction. 

As to some of the rules, one of the major
reforms proposed in the Report on the Powers,
Rules and Procedures of the Land Court was
that there should be new procedural rules to
govern the operation of the Land Court and
Land Appeal Court. Under clause 21 of the
Bill, the Governor in Council, with the
concurrence of the Chief Justice and the Land
Court president, is authorised to make new
procedural rules concerning the operation of
the Land Court. The rules are expressed to be
subordinate legislation. Notably, clause 21(4)
provides that the rules may be uniform rules
that apply to other courts. Uniform Civil
Procedure Rules for the Supreme, District and
Magistrates Courts came into operation on 1
July 1999. According to the Explanatory Notes,
the new Land Court Rules to follow this Bill will
be consistent with such uniform rules as far as
possible. Some areas such as alternative
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dispute resolutions, disclosure and service of
documents can be adopted by reference with
little or no change. However, due to the
specialist nature of the Land Court, it is
anticipated that additional provisions will be
necessary in the Land Court Rules. Where a
matter about Land Court procedure is not
covered by the rules, clause 22 authorises the
issue of directions of a general nature or
relating to a particular case. 

In relation to judicial registrars, another
major reform proposed in the Report on the
Powers, Rules and Procedures of the Land
Court in 1996 was the introduction of the
position of a semi-judicial officer in the Land
Court to supplement the position of the
president and other members. The Bill creates
the new position of judicial registrar of the
Land Court. A similar position of judicial
registrar in the trial division of the Supreme
and District Courts is provided for under the
Uniform Civil Procedures Rules 1999. Under
clause 29(1), the judicial registrar's function is
to hear and decide prescribed matters listed in
the Land Court Rules. It is envisaged that
these matters will include new procedural
processes, such as case management,
alternative dispute resolution and mediation.
Further, it is anticipated that the position
should relieve some of the workload presently
placed on our full-time members. 

In its Report on the Land Court Bill 1999,
the Scrutiny of Legislation Committee noted
that the Bill does not expressly indicate the
intended nature of the judicial registrar's role.
The committee has recommended that the
Minister consider amending the Bill to specify
in more detail the tasks that it is intended the
judicial registrar may be authorised by rules to
perform. We will await the Minister's comments
on that. Under clauses 29(2) and (3), in
determining a matter, the judicial registrar can
exercise all of the jurisdiction and powers of
the Land Court but does not have the power
to punish a person for contempt. Clause 32
enables a judicial registrar to exercise a judicial
or quasi-judicial power granted to the registrar
under any Act. A member of the court may
also exercise any of the powers of a judicial
registrar. In order to be appointed as a judicial
registrar, a person must be eligible for
admission as a barrister or solicitor in the
Supreme Court. Similar to members, the
retirement age for judicial registrars is 70 years
of age. 

A number of provisions provide for the
independence of the position of judicial
registrar. A judicial registrar is appointed by the
Governor in Council and may be removed by

the Governor in Council only for proven
incapacity or misbehaviour. Furthermore, the
appointment of a judicial registrar is under the
proposed Act rather than the Public Service
Act 1996. When exercising a judicial or quasi-
judicial power, a judicial registrar is not subject
to direction or control other than as provided
under the proposed Act. A party to a
proceedings who is dissatisfied with the judicial
registrar's decision in the matter may, with the
leave of the Land Court as constituted by a
member, have the matter reheard by a
member of the Land Court. Conditions may be
placed on the rehearing. 

As to other Land Court officials, provision
is also made under the Bill for the appointment
of a registrar, deputy registrar and other
officers of the Land Court. In contrast to the
judicial registrar, these officials are to be
employed under the Public Service Act. It
should also be noted that, unlike members or
judicial registrars, the registrar and deputy
registrar must not exercise a judicial or quasi-
judicial power. The registrar, deputy registrar
and other officers of the Land Court are also
expressed to hold their equivalent positions in
the Land Appeal Court.

As I noted earlier in dealing with
preliminary conferences, the report on the
review of the rules, procedures and powers of
the Land Court suggested the incorporation of
preliminary conferences into the case
management procedures used in the Land
Court. A similar suggestion was also made in
the Wolfe report released in 1990. The
advantage of a preliminary conference is that it
allows the issues in a matter to be further
defined and perhaps resolved at an earlier
stage of proceedings with consequent savings
in court resources at the time.

For the past two years, the Land Court
has offered court supervised preliminary
conferences to parties in proceedings before
the court. The conferences are currently
conducted by one of the members of the Land
Court. Under the current legislation, the court
does not have the power to direct the parties
in a proceeding to participate in a preliminary
conference. The conferences, therefore, are
conducted with the agreement of the parties in
a proceeding on the understanding that, if the
parties do not achieve a resolution, then they
retain their rights in respect of the court
proceedings. In the 1997-98 financial year, a
resolution rate of about one in three was
achieved for matters in which preliminary
conferences were held. The majority of matters
that were settled were appeals under the
Valuation of Land Act.
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Under clause 36 of the Bill, the court may
hold preliminary conferences in an attempt to
negotiate a settlement between the parties in
a dispute. A party can be represented by a
lawyer or an agent at the conference, but the
representative must have the authority to
settle the matter on any issue raised. If a
matter does not settle at a preliminary
conference, the member or judicial registrar
presiding at the conference may take a
decision on the matter if the parties agree.

If the matter proceeds further, two
restrictions apply unless the parties consent.
Firstly, the member or a judicial registrar who
presided over the preliminary conference
cannot hear the matter at a future stage in
court. Secondly, any evidence given or
admission made at the preliminary conference
cannot be raised at the further proceedings.
Similar disqualifications exist in the South
Australian legislation relating to the Land
Resources and Development Court in South
Australia. These types of provisions are
generally felt to encourage frank discussions at
the preliminary conferences.

In relation to alternative dispute resolution
procedures, one of the key procedural
changes in the power and procedures of the
Land Court made by the Bill is the introduction
of court connected alternative dispute
resolution—ADR—processes, such as
mediation and case appraisal. Mediation is a
process whereby a third party from a position
of apparent neutrality assists those who are in
dispute towards an agreed outcome between
them. The role of the mediator does not
extend to deciding the outcome. Case
appraisal in the present context is a process
under which a case appraiser provisionally
decides a dispute. Unless a party is dissatisfied
with the case appraiser's decision, it elects to
continue to have the dispute go to trial or
otherwise be heard. The case appraiser's
decision is binding on all parties.

In the last decade there has been a shift
in emphasis in the wider court system towards
the resolution of disputes by means other than
litigation. The integration of ADR processes in
Land Court procedures follows that precedent.
Clause 37 of the Bill incorporates the ADR
procedures and those contained in the
Supreme Court of Queensland Act and the
Uniform Civil Procedures Rules in 1999 into the
procedures of the Land Court. The provisions
mainly relate to mediation and case appraisal.

Clause 37(4) enables the president to
approve a member or a judicial registrar as a
mediator or case appraiser for the ADR
provisions. This provision alleviates the

necessity to appoint an external mediator at
the cost of the parties but still allows the
parties to nominate an external mediator at
that time if that is their choice. 

In relation to appeals, the Bill retains the
current two-tiered appeal structure of the Land
Court and the Court of Appeal in the appeal
process with some minor procedural
amendments. The Land Appeal Court,
established under clause 53, is a court of
record. Like the Land Court, strict rules of
evidence do not apply in the Land Appeal
Court. It must act according to equity, good
conscience and the substantial merits of the
case without regard to legal technicalities.

Under clause 54, the Bill confers a right of
appeal to the Land Appeal Court from all
decisions of the Land Court. Previously some
of the Acts under which matters can be
referred to the Land Court prohibited any such
Land Court decision from being appealed.
According to the Explanatory Notes, aggrieved
persons who have wanted to further appeal
matters arising under those Acts have used
the process of judicial review as an alternative
mechanism to further litigate the case. The
conferral of a right to appeal in all cases is
designed to overcome the problem.

The Land Appeal Court is constituted by a
Supreme Court judge and two members other
than the members who made the decision
appealed against. If an appeal is made from a
land tribunal, at least one member of the land
tribunal other than the initial decision maker
must sit on the Appeal Court if practical.
Clause 65 states that a party intending to
appeal any Land Court decision must serve
within 42 days of that decision a notice of
appeal, stating the grounds of appeal, on the
other parties and the registrar of the Land
Court. Clause 56 confers on the Land Appeal
Court the discretion to allow new evidence on
an appeal if three conditions are met—

the admission is necessary to avoid grave
injustice;

there is adequate reason as to why the
evidence was not previously given; and

the application to have the evidence
admitted is made prior to the hearing of
the appeal.
Instead of finally deciding the matter itself,

the Land Appeal Court can remit a matter to
the Land Court or tribunal because of an error
or mistake in law or for the matter to be
redetermined with or without further evidence.
The Land Appeal Court can stay an appeal
decision for a period up until the time the
appeal is decided in order to secure the
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effectiveness of the appeal. Clause 72
enables certain provisions applying to the
Land Court to apply to the Land Appeal Court.
These provisions relate to contempt, rules,
directions, costs and subpoenas.

Clause 74 provides that an appeal from
the Land Appeal Court to the Court of Appeal
must be on an issue of law and requires the
leave of the Court of Appeal or a judge of
appeal. The requirement for a party to obtain
leave to appeal is new and is designed to
ensure that only issues of sufficient merit
proceed to full appeal, given that any case
taken to the Court of Appeal will already have
been through two levels of hearing. This
change is consistent with the appeal provisions
in the Integrated Planning Act relating to
appeals from the Planning and Environment
Court to the Court of Appeal.

There are indeed no provisions in the Bill
for the Land Appeal Court, of its own motion or
at the request of a party to the appeal, to state
a case on a point of law for the opinion of the
Court of Appeal, as is currently the case under
section 45A of the Land Act 1962. The Court
of Appeal can remit a case to the Land Appeal
Court to make a decision in accordance with
the Court of Appeal decision; it may substitute
its own decision; or it may make any order it
considers appropriate.

In relation to representation, a party is
entitled to appear in person or be represented
by a lawyer or agent in an appeal before the
Land Court. In this context, an example of an
agent could be a valuer.

In relation to court records, the registrar is
required to keep minutes of the proceedings
and records of its decisions. Notably, any
person—not limited to a party to a
proceeding—may see and take copies of
notes of evidence and of any documents
produced in evidence to the court.

In relation to costs, under the current
legislation the Land Court has a general
discretion to award costs as it thinks fit in any
matter in which it has jurisdiction. The Bill
restates the general rule that each party to a
proceeding in a court bears their own costs.
The court, however, may also make an order
as to costs as it considers appropriate. The
court has the discretion then to order costs in
cases where it considers the general rule
should be displaced. A costs order may be
made an order of the Supreme Court and
enforced in the Supreme Court.

The Bill retains the references under the
Aboriginal land legislation. As noted above,
clause 17 provides for the appointment of
members of the land tribunals established

under the Aboriginal Land Act 1991 or the
Torres Strait Islander Land Act 1991 or on an
ex officio basis. There are no provisions
relating to the Queensland Native Title Tribunal
in the Bill as the Land and Resources Tribunal
established under the Land and Resources
Tribunal Act 1999 now covers that aspect.

The Bill contains consequential
amendments to various Acts that refer
disputes to the Land Court. A uniform time
period of 42 days in which to lodge an appeal
to the Land Court is provided, except in
relation to the Land Tax Act, which retains the
30-day time limit. The change is to avoid user
confusion and promote uniformity. Further,
restrictions in the Water Resources Act 1989
(Qld), the State Housing (Freeholding of Land)
Act 1957 (Qld) and the Soil Conservation Act
1986 (Qld) which had prevented any further
appeal from a decision of the Land Court have
been lifted.

Mention is made of what happens in
other States. The Opposition at this point will
indeed be supporting this Bill. I understand
that the Minister has taken up the major
amendment as recommended by the Scrutiny
of Legislation Committee. We will see what
happens in the Committee stage.

Mr FENLON (Greenslopes—ALP)
(3.53 p.m.): I rise to support the Land Court Bill
1999. In doing so, we have only to think of the
range of economic theories that have been
espoused over the years to realise the
importance of land as a factor of production in
our economy. Land figures very prominently in
any of those theories as a very important
aspect of value and as a factor of production.
As such, it is a very important aspect in terms
of generating wealth. Associated with land
within this jurisdiction is the valuation of water
resources to a very large degree. We have
only to look at economic theories associated
with the Asian mode of production to see just
how important water associated with land is as
a factor of production.

The fact is that we have to provide a very
responsible and balanced process of
regulating our land. Regulating its value, its
transactions, its acquisition and other factors
that arise in relation to the valuation of land in
terms of the fixation of taxes and rates are all
factors which are of very great economic
importance in the processes that are now
before the Parliament relating to the fixation of
those values and how those values then
contribute to the economic processes we have
operating in our economy.

The original Land Act, which the Bill
before the Parliament seeks to amend, is a
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very old Act. As such, we have had a fairly
conservative and traditional approach to the
way in which the Act has operated and the
associated court process. This is a process
that goes back to the foundation of this State.
The appropriation and allocation of land has
been one of the most important and
fundamental aspects to the development of
this State over more than a century. This is a
very important Bill to the economic wellbeing of
the State. The Bill retains the court as a
separate court and gives it its own enabling
legislation. Indeed, it used to be part of the
Land Act 1962, which was replaced by the
Land Act 1994. The Land Court was never
dealt with at that time.

Perceptions by the public in relation to the
machinery we are dealing with are often very
negative. Historically, it has been such. It is a
perception of a very unwieldy and impersonal
system. That is a very unfortunate situation.
This is an issue which touches the lives of so
many Queenslanders within not only business
but also the domestic sphere—that is,
implications of rating increases that can flow
from valuation changes. It is an issue which
begs for an approach to enable citizens to
access the system in a broad sense—
particularly for citizens who are not legally
qualified and who do not have the finances to
formally proceed through the court system—
and access it in a way that is very consistent
with other lay jurisdictions. That prospect is
certainly a very central part to this legislation.

The changes have meant that some of
the modern techniques used to deal with legal
cases could not properly be applied, and I
refer there to the conciliatory stages that now
figure within the court system. It is a process
that has been applied in the past, but this
legislation will certainly provide for greater
formality and legal impetus to back up those
conciliatory processes.

The important point about this—and I ask
the Minister to continue to take cognisance, as
he has—is that the way in which the court will
deal with these conciliatory processes in the
future is also very closely interdependent with
how land valuation issues are dealt with
through the more bureaucratic stages. What
we hope in terms of the future development
and future reviews of this legislation is that this
court gets less business. We hope that fewer
cases end up at this court. The way in which
that can be achieved, we hope, is via a far
more conciliatory process in the earlier stages,
a process which enables disputes and
grievances to be settled in relation to issues
such as valuations, and that is one which

opens up a very important spectrum, that is,
the way in which information is provided. 

I am very pleased that, in response to
some recent concerns, especially from my own
electorate, the Department of Natural
Resources has been very responsive in terms
of trying to provide more information at this
particular juncture where the aggrieved party,
the aggrieved citizen, is simply wanting
explanations about valuations, for example,
from the department before they proceed to
more formal processes. We as a society
certainly need to avoid the spectre of citizens
en masse going through those formal
processes, so the more effectively we can do
that at the bureaucratic stage, at the
departmental stage, where the citizen is
directly interacting with the department, the
better off we will be. 

The reference groups that I have set up in
my own electorate, which are currently groups
of citizens who have been appointed from
open public meetings within my electorate,
have been working with me on exactly these
sorts of questions. Those reference groups
have been looking at the current operation of
the Act, not only in terms of how it serves the
public but also its future review. 

In terms of the current review of the Act,
they are certainly very interested in ensuring
that a correct balance of information is
provided at the outset, that at that point of the
formal notification of a valuation, for example,
appropriate information is provided. I am very
pleased to be informed by officers of the
department, as recently as last night, that a
new approach will be taken this March upon
the notification of valuations in terms of a
different letter and different accompanying
information being provided to citizens in
relation to their valuations. 

This is a very important and difficult
balance to achieve, because some citizens
would like to have spelt out exactly what
properties were looked at in terms of their
valuations—exact locations, et cetera—but it
certainly would be going too far to provide that
information en masse. We might have to look
much further and much wider, and I draw the
attention of members to the discussion paper
on freedom of information that is currently
circulating as a result of the deliberations of
the Legal, Constitutional and Administrative
Review Committee. That is a paper which
raises a specific alternative in the overall public
administration in this State, and it is an
alternative which goes to the heart of what
information is provided automatically to
citizens. An option that we may have to
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advocate and consider in this State is one
which provides more open access to
information, for example, regarding property
valuations. In this age where Internet access is
becoming very commonplace the prospect of
providing more information about valuations
and the valuation determination process may
in fact be a real consideration so that, rather
than bog down the governmental system in
requests and inquiries and people phoning the
system for more information, we may in fact
have a more streamlined system by making
this information more readily available. 

Indeed, the other side to this coin is the
prospect that the department may wish to still
sell this information. That is certainly a very
important consideration. But a more automatic
release of this information to individual citizens
may still be feasible, while at the same time
maintaining the commercial value of that
information to be sold as full data packages
which might be manipulated and used by
people such as those in the real estate
industry. These are important questions to
evaluate in the future, in terms of how we
streamline this process and minimise—again,
"minimise"—the prospect of citizens having to
go through this far more formal process of
objection through the department, appeals to
the Land Court and then perhaps even
appeals beyond that to the Court of Appeal. 

I believe we need a far more creative
approach, an open approach, and I welcome
the responses that are already coming from
the department in terms of its preparedness to
provide this information, but I hope in future
we can encapsulate that approach within one
which seeks to provide a far more automatic
release of information in a more efficient way
and one which does not bog down the system. 

The advantage of this Bill and the
framework it creates for procedural rules will
enable a more streamlined, modern and
professional approach to land issues, and in
fact, in doing so, it reflects the very specialist
nature of this jurisdiction, and that is certainly
what is required. The concept follows the new
uniform court rules which came into operation
in the wider court system as from 1 July last
year, and the amendment to the Bill to be
moved by the Minister at the Committee stage
requires any committee to have specialist skills
and qualifications appropriate to the
jurisdiction. No special qualifications are
currently required. 

There are a number of general points of
which we also need to be aware in terms of
the background to this Bill. There is support for
there being separate legislation for the court

because of the highly specialised subject
material under its jurisdiction—for example,
land valuations and resumptions themselves—
and the need for an appropriate framework to
enable it, as a separate jurisdiction, to operate
efficiently and effectively. 

We have to stand back and consider just
what valuation is. I believe it is a very
sophisticated balance of art and science. It is
one which tries to develop the objective and
the subjective. It is one which requires great
experience, because of the very wide range of
permutations and combinations that valuers
strike in their daily work, especially in terms of
working with properties. 

The other aspect that really complicates
the valuation process is the sheer dynamics of
it, and that is a matter of which valuers need to
be cognisant all the time and which brings it
into such a specialist domain. The fact that
property prices in a city like Brisbane move on
a daily, weekly, monthly or yearly basis
provides for certain trends that become
apparent over time. Certainly, citizens in
electorates such as mine have a great deal of
difficulty recognising the way in which valuers
sometimes take into account those trends,
and much frustration arises from it. The land
valuer ultimately comes back to the market
and is constrained then by the black and white
words printed in the legislation, which require
the valuer to take fundamental cognisance of
the unimproved value of the land.

This matter has been of great concern to
constituents in my electorate because they
find that this very tight concept of unimproved
value is not one which recognises the wider
dynamic which is occurring within the land
market. I am grateful that the Minister has
indicated a preparedness to listen to the
reference groups that I have assisted in setting
up in my electorate. I believe that those
groups will provide valuable assistance to the
Minister. These people are well read and are
well acquainted with the issues. They are very
enthusiastic and earnest about the prospects
of changing the law in order to better
recognise the specific concerns of the citizens
of Brisbane. They are concerned with regard to
the process of reaching a fair valuation of their
properties as a basis for rate fixation.

The Land Court is a specialist court which
should be staffed by specialist lawyers, valuers
and/or related land professionals. This will lead
to a separate and distinct jurisdiction which can
take those dynamics and those special
concerns into account. Because the strict rules
of evidence do not apply to the Land Court,
more flexible procedures can be adopted to
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accommodate the wide range of appellants.
This is necessary because we are not simply
dealing with commercial and industrial land but
are increasingly dealing with land in a domestic
context. It is a fundamental right of citizens to
have access to a system which allows them to
be heard. The conciliatory processes which will
be underpinning this Bill will enhance the
access of citizens to the Land Court. People of
all ages and from all sorts of backgrounds may
become frustrated with the valuation process
and seek to have access to the Land Court.

People appreciate the flexibility and
friendlier environment of the Land Court.
Without this legislation, some of the
innovations informally applied by the court
could not be strictly enforced. This would
disadvantage many people who bring matters
before the court. It is necessary that we have
the conciliation aspect of the court process.
Any citizen who is unhappy with a valuation
can go through the objection process with the
Department of Natural Resources and can
then take the matter to the Land Court. Some
people may want to argue about the rating
valuation and others may want to argue about
the level of compensation which is paid by a
resuming authority.

This Bill, by giving the court its own
enabling legislation, recognises the rights of
people to have their matters heard by
specialists. This leads to a more consistent
outcome for Queenslanders. People can still
appeal against decisions of the Land Court by
going to the Land Appeal Court, which is
chaired by a judge of the Supreme Court.
Although it is a specialist court, the Land Court
is still subject to the supervision of the wider
court system.

Mr BEANLAND (Indooroopilly—LP)
(4.13 p.m.): At the outset, Mr Deputy Speaker,
may I congratulate you upon your
appointment to the high office of Deputy
Speaker of this House.

The Land Court is a very significant court
for the people of this State. It has a major
effect on the everyday lives of Queenslanders,
no matter where they reside in this great State
and no matter whether they own land or not.
There are two reasons for this. The first issue
concerns valuations. When valuations are
carried out by the Department of Natural
Resources through its State Valuation Service,
the citizen has an avenue of appeal.

Valuations are important in three areas.
First of all, valuations are used as the basis for
land tax. Secondly, valuations are used by
local government for the purpose of rating.

Valuations are also used where minimum rates
are fixed with regard to water and related
matters. Valuations also have an effect on
property sales.

Another important matter is the issue of
compensation as a consequence of land
acquisition. I think it is fair to say that this
aspect affects a great number of citizens of
this State. People are affected by the
construction of roads and dams. Another area
of concern is the provision of corridors for such
things as gas pipelines.

There are two major reasons why this Bill
is so important. The Land Court is a
specialised court. It has been with us for
decades. In spite of attempts to abolish it, we
find that the Land Court is still with us. At one
stage in the early 1990s there was talk of
abolishing the Land Court and setting up in its
place a development, environmental and land
tribunal. That concept further developed into
proposals for a land, planning and
environment court. However, those proposals
have not seen the light of day. We are
keeping the specialised Land Court and the
specialised Planning and Environment Court.
There are considerable differences between
the two courts. They make decisions in regard
to completely different matters. I believe both
courts work extremely well under the current
arrangements.

Many citizens appear in person before the
Land Court in regard to valuations. Sometimes
they may need to be accompanied by a
valuer, but the people are able to understand
the proceedings of the Land Court. I believe
that the procedures which are now being
implemented will greatly simplify the situation. I
refer in particular to the Uniform Court
Procedure Rules. The simplification of
procedures will instil greater confidence in
people who find it necessary to appear in
court, particularly in an era when people say,
"The legal process is too complex. We have to
resort to lawyers and experts. Why can't we
represent ourselves?"

This is an area in which people can quite
effectively represent themselves. There have
been many instances when a citizen has been
awarded judgment against the Valuer-
General's Department in the Land Court. The
public feel very close to these issues because
valuations affect property sales. Some
properties finish up with very low valuations. I
will not take time at this stage to discuss the
southern Moreton Bay islands, but a valuation
of $60,000 today can drop to $500 or $1,000
in six months' time. People look at the
valuation notices and ask, "What gives? Are
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there other reasons? Why has the valuation
changed?"

We all know that the valuation is
supposed to be based on the unimproved
value of the land. Relevant sales in the
neighbourhood are taken into account. I have
had a great deal to do with this issue over
many years. I had dealings with these matters
when I was formerly an alderman of the
Brisbane City Council. So I think that this is a
very important issue for the people of
Queensland. I think that it is fair to say that
local governments like to blame the Valuer-
General for increased valuations, thereby
getting themselves off the hook. There is no
doubt that, at times, valuations go up very
significantly. Nevertheless, local governments
can assess that themselves and can reduce
the rate in the dollar considerably so that, in
the end, the increased valuation will have little
effect. Although there are some hiccups in the
system that are very hard to iron out, generally
local government can level out those increases
in valuations. 

As I said, there is also the issue of
compensation in relation to corridors which, as
we all know, is a growing concern. People tend
to feel badly done by. In some cases they are;
in some cases they are not. However, in
relation to large-scale acquisition by the Crown
to build a dam, to construct roads or transport
corridors, for corridors for natural resources
generally or for some other State purpose
such as the acquisition of land for the South
Bank precinct—for whatever reason—some
people feel aggrieved and wish to go before
the Land Court. I must say that having experts
in the Land Court, having the system of
appeal to a Supreme Court judge and then, if
necessary, the right of appeal to the Court of
Appeal for technical legal reasons provides
people with the ability to see that they are
getting some justice out of the system.

Over recent years, preliminary
conferences have been held in relation to
dispute matters. In fact, I am going to assist a
constituent with one in the near future prior to
this legislation taking effect. However, this
legislation takes the process further and
includes case management and alternative
dispute resolution, which are offered by the
Supreme, District and Magistrates Courts. It is
good to see that this legislation will enable
those further steps to occur. We all know that,
at the end of the day, it does not matter how
strong people believe their cases to be, for all
sorts of reasons when they go to court they
can just as easily lose the case as win it.
Therefore, I think it is important to offer people
both case management and then alternative

dispute resolution so that they can try to iron
out matters which in many instances do not
necessarily involve matters of great moment
but are merely misconceptions. In that way, an
agreement can be reached to the satisfaction
of both parties. That procedure enables the
courts to reduce their workload and their
backlog. It is a far better situation than those
people having to go to court, with the expense
and uncertainty that that involves. 

I notice on page 2 of the Explanatory
Notes reference to uniform time limits of 42
days for the lodgment of appeals under the
various Acts conferring jurisdiction. I think that
is great. Whatever the time limit, when
everything is all over the place and no-one is
too sure, the situation becomes very difficult. I
can assure the Minister that, even with that
uniform time limit, some people will still end up
getting it wrong. I know that the Minister has
done the best he can. However, I ask the
Minister: why has Treasury requested a 30-day
limit to remain in regard to any appeals to the
court from Acts that it administers? I notice in
the consequential amendments at the back of
the Explanatory Notes it states—

"First, a uniform time period (42 days)
in which to lodge appeals is provided
(except with Land Tax Act where the limit
of 30 days is retained)."

Perhaps the Minister might give me the
reasons for that in his reply.

I understand that the Land Tax Act is a
very significant piece of legislation that comes
within the ambit of the Land Court. It affects
many members of the public. However, I think
we ought to have tried to include that Act in
the 42-day time limit. Perhaps there is good
reason for exempting the Breakwater Island
Casino Agreement Act 1984, the Central
Queensland Coal Associates Agreement Act
and the Queensland Nickel Agreement Act,
but I do not think that the same can be said
for the Land Tax Act. In that regard, I can see
some confusion occurring. I do not see a very
good reason for not bringing that Act in with
the rest of the legislation. We all know that at
times Treasury likes to be different, but I do
not believe that there is justification for
exempting the Land Tax Act. 

The legislation is designed to modernise
the laws that govern the powers, jurisdiction
and the composition itself of the Land Court.
As the Explanatory Notes set out, this
legislation will provide a basis for the use of
new rules and procedures to streamline the
functions of the court. The former coalition
Government undertook a major updating and
modernising of the operations of the Supreme,
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District and Magistrates Courts rules, which
came into effect on 1 July last year. In many
instances, these new uniform civil procedure
rules will be used as well as case management
and alternative dispute resolution. There will
have to be some amendments made to those
procedures, and that was always envisaged. I
must say that, when I thought about those
procedures, I envisaged that they would apply
eventually to the Land Court but that there
would have to be some amendments. I see
that that will be worked out between the
president of the Land Court and the Chief
Justice—which is reasonable—as other court
rules go through that process. 

It is good to see that we are bringing in
uniform civil court rules and procedures into
this area as they apply to the three main
courts of this State—the Supreme, District and
Magistrates Courts. I believe that great
benefits flow from the changes to those rules.
Of course, those benefits are not only the
simplification, updating and modernisation of
processes that will allow the public generally
greater access to the courts but also the
introduction of judicial registrars. I believe that
that will free up the time of the members of the
Land Court. Those members are paid salaries
under the Judges Salaries and Allowances
Tribunal. Their conditions also fall within the
provisions of the Judges (Pensions and Long
Leave) Act. So similar provisions apply to
these judges and members of the Land Court,
except for the superannuation provisions that
apply to judges of the Supreme Court and
District Court of Queensland. I have noticed
that the same situation applies with respect to
the dismissal procedures, which need a
resolution of the Parliament. The one
difference is that members here, as distinct
from Supreme Court judges, are appointed for
15-year terms. I recollect that was the situation
previously.

My comments highlight the independence
of the Land Court. I believe it is terribly
important to ensure that this court maintains its
independence if it is to continue the great work
which it has done in the past and if it is to
continue to have the confidence of the general
public. At the end of the day, it is terribly
important that that occur. Once tribunals or
courts lack the confidence of the general
public, one finds that they tend to fall into
disrepute, whatever one does to try to
overcome that situation.

The member for Warrego, who did a lot of
work when he was Minister to update and
modernise this legislation, tried to overcome
the then huge backlogs in the court. Certainly,

with all the procedures that are now in place,
there should not be any justification for any
backlog. Perhaps the Minister can give the
House an indication of the current situation. I
understand that there are virtually no delays at
the moment, but I would like to hear from the
Minister in relation to that. My information
might be wrong and I stand to be corrected if
that is not the case.

There is certainly a need to have speedy
access to the court. As I am sure the Minister
and you are aware, Mr Deputy Speaker, one
of the worst things one has to face is a
constituent who is very angry or unhappy over
his or her valuation or a compensation matter
and who wants to get to the Land Court to
have the case heard but cannot do so
because of delays. Constituents can become
very concerned. I look forward to a response
from the Minister in relation to those matters
that I have raised. 

As I said at the outset, I believe this
legislation will be of significant assistance in
streamlining and modernising this whole
process. It is in the interests of the people of
Queensland, whether or not they happen to
be landowners and irrespective of what
direction they are coming from. At the end of
the day, this legislation will streamline and
improve those processes as far as the public is
concerned.

Mr WILSON (Ferny Grove—ALP)
(4.35 p.m.): It gives me great pleasure to
support the Land Court Bill. It is yet another
example of the reform agenda of the Beattie
Labor Government, moving to tidy up the law
in the important area of litigation concerning
land valuation and resumption and other
issues falling under the Land Act.

The chief details regarding the legislation
have been well canvassed by my colleague
the member for Greenslopes, and I shall not
recite all of them again. Suffice to say that a
number of the key benefits of this Bill are that
proceedings before the Land Court, now
created as a separate part of our judicial
system, are greatly streamlined from what they
were before. Secondly, there is a lower cost
involved in parties litigating before the Land
Court. Thirdly, the Land Court is made into
more of a specialist tribunal that brings great
expertise to bear on the factual circumstances
regarding valuation and resumption matters.

Overall, it is greatly welcome reform in this
area of the law. It makes access to the legal
system that much easier and quicker for
ordinary people in the community. After all,
that is what the legal system should do. It
should provide not only justice in the resolution
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of disputes but also easily accessible and
speedy resolution of those disputes.

There is one area in my electorate in the
Samford Valley which I very much hope never
has to make use of this greatly improved Land
Court system. The matter which I want to draw
to the attention of the House arises from a
meeting of the Samford State School P & C
which occurred about 10 days ago. At that
meeting a report was given on progress being
made by the subcommittee of the school
P & C to build at the Samford State School a
new school building and a large community
hall that will hold about 1,000 people and will
also provide a venue for sporting activities
such as basketball.

The key issue which remains to be
resolved, and which is presently standing in
the way of the commencement of construction
and then finalisation of this school and
community hall, is a fairly complex land
transfer between the Pine Rivers Shire Council,
Education Queensland and the Department of
Natural Resources. It is my understanding that
fairly sound progress has been made by all of
the parties concerned to effect a simultaneous
transfer of rights to property between these
parties to create a new, enlarged block of land
upon which the school and community hall
and a large car park will be built.

If that simultaneous transfer of rights is
not able to take place in a timely fashion or at
all, it may be that the parties involved have to
reach agreement about an alternative means
by which interests in the relevant parcels of
land that are involved in this complex situation
are transferred. If that were to happen, that
would probably involve valuation of the parcels
of land, particularly the land owned by the
Department of Natural Resources. It would
also raise questions as to what is an
appropriate market value for the land so that
negotiations could then proceed about the
transfer, perhaps at market price. That would
significantly increase the total cost of the hall
and, therefore, the transfer of land interests at
market price before this project could be
concluded. I would hazard a guess that, if this
alternative course had to be pursued—heaven
forbid that we have to go down this track—
there would be a lot of controversy about the
appropriate valuation of the parcels of land in
question.

The purpose of my raising this matter in
the debate about the broader question of the
Land Court is to impress upon the House the
importance of the resolution of this
simultaneous transfer of title taking place in a
timely fashion and to impress upon the

Minister for Natural Resources and the Minister
for Education, both of whom are sitting in the
House today, how vitally important it is that
their respective departments process very
quickly the remaining steps that need to be
taken before this transfer of land can occur.

I want to provide some background,
because this is an extremely important issue in
my area, so I ask that members are attentive
for a couple of moments. I know that members
are well aware of the important issues that
affect their constituents and how they see this
place as providing an opportunity to draw to
the attention of other parliamentarians the
need to fix those problems.

The Samford State School and
community hall project has been under way for
about two years. The project was initiated
through local community and school
fundraising activities. Similar to all good, strong
local communities, everyone in the local
community of Samford Valley has joined
together, put their shoulder to the wheel and
worked hard to progress the local community.
Community fundraising activities, such as a
talent quest, a Christmas raffle and many
others, have been conducted by the Samford
Rotary Club. The Samford Reconciliation
Committee also conducted a successful
fundraising activity in cooperation with the
Samford State School and other groups,
including the Samford Valley Steiner School,
which has also raised money for this hall. It
has been a great focal point for drawing
together the local community and engaging
the public to raise money for this worthwhile
project. In total, over the past two years
approximately $25,000 has been raised from
these sorts of activities. In addition, Education
Queensland has agreed to contribute the
standard contribution available for these types
of buildings across the State, namely,
$125,000, and up to $30,000 is also being
made available to help defray the costs of
seating in the hall. As I said, that is the
standard figure available to primary schools
when building school halls.

Another hall is being built by the Ferny
Grove State School, which is in the
metropolitan part of my electorate. Similarly, it
will benefit ultimately from the Queensland
Government's Statewide program which
provides $125,000 for capital costs and up to
$30,000 for seating. This financial year the
Pine Rivers Shire Council has budgeted for a
$500,000 contribution towards the Samford
school hall. A reasonable sum of money still
needs to be raised to complete the total
package of funding for this worthwhile project. 
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However, because the simultaneous
transfer of interests in property held by three
different entities is critical to the continuation of
this project and its finalisation, I am raising this
issue in the context of the debate on the Land
Court Bill. The parties involved do not wish to
end up before the Land Court—albeit a
remarkably improved structure as a result of
this Bill—fighting over the market valuation of
the land parcels involved. The community has
worked very hard to put together the funding
for the project. It does not need to be put on
the back foot through having to look for
additional funding from whatever source to
help pay for increased costs associated with
the land transfer. 

The timing over the next several weeks is
critical, because tenders have been called and
a successful builder for this large project will be
selected within the next seven to 14 days. The
plans for the school hall and the large car park
have been approved by the Pine Rivers Shire
Council and also by the Department of Public
Works, as I was advised today, and are ready
to go. They are being retained by the
Department of Public Works, working in
conjunction with the Facility Services Section of
the Department of Education, pending the
conclusion of the land transfers. Once the
builder is selected in up to 14 days' time, I am
advised that the builder will be given a short
time before he is authorised to commence
work. Under the contract, the construction work
is planned to take approximately 26 weeks to
complete, including all of the associated
access roads and the car park that I spoke
about earlier. It is anticipated that four to six
weeks will be spent on site preparation before
actual construction of the school hall can start.
I am told that they hope to turn the sod to
symbolise the commencement of construction
in May.

As I said, the potential for a logjam to
exist within the Departments of Education and
Natural Resources over this complex land
transfer was raised with me for the first time
about 10 days ago at the P & C meeting.
When it was raised, I willingly indicated to the
meeting that I would be very happy to assist
the parties in expediting a resolution to this
problem if they thought that I could give them
any assistance and if they made contact with
me after the meeting. That has since
happened and I organised a meeting for this
morning. It is foremost in my mind that I bring
this matter to the attention of the House and
to the attention of the two relevant Ministers,
to whom I have spoken, so that I can get
things moving and clear this logjam. 

Tonight there will be a meeting of the
parties involved and tomorrow there will be
another meeting with the Pine Rivers Shire
Council, which has had carriage of the issue of
land transfers up to this point. In relation to my
ability to assist as the State member for Ferny
Grove, having been invited by the P & C, I
indicate that I am happy to lend a hand to the
Pine Rivers Shire Council to assist in finalising
this important remaining problem that exists at
a State level. At the meeting I had this
morning I was advised that, following the
meeting tomorrow with the Pine Rivers Shire
Council, the parties will contact me with further
details about the stage at which the matter
has reached with the Department of Education
and the Department of Natural Resources so
that we can convene a meeting of the relevant
officers, a representative from the offices of
the Minister for Education and the Minister for
Natural Resources and I so that this matter
can be finalised as expeditiously as possible
and with an outcome that is satisfactory to all
involved. 

It is a complex matter. The Land Court,
about which this Bill is concerned, is designed
to handle not just straightforward matters but
also complex matters. That is why the
proceedings before the court have been
streamlined as far as possible. This complex
matter involves, firstly, the transfer of a large
section of land owned by the Pine Rivers Shire
Council to the ownership of Education
Queensland and, secondly, and at the same
time, the creation of an easement by the
Department of Education over an existing
section of land owned by the Department of
Education. Thirdly, and at the same time, it
involves the creation by the Department of
Natural Resources of an easement over a
large portion of its land that abuts the
Education Department's land such that, at the
conclusion of the simultaneous transfer of
interests in those three parcels of land, there is
an enlarged and consolidated block of land
that will hold the school and community hall
structure, together with an expanded car park.

As members would know, from time to
time in this House I have raised matters in
relation to the Samford Valley. The other
reason why it is so important to finalise this
matter as quickly as possible and avoid any
litigation or recourse to the Land Court is that
last year the State Government—this Beattie
Labor Government—made a very welcome
decision to spend approximately $2m on a
major redevelopment at the Samford State
School. The first stage of that redevelopment
has just been concluded—in late January.
That was the building of a second preschool
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unit at the school. That has been very, very
warmly received by the local community and is
now being well and truly used by the school
community. The development work, including
final plans, community and school community
consultation for the development of the
remainder of the enlarged State school
complex that is going to be built at that site is
now proceeding apace.

The school and community hall that is
being developed and will be built on the site is
going to be augmented by a marvellous
redevelopment project for the Samford State
School. So at the end of the day, we will have
a very significant educational and community
campus in the Samford Valley: 710 students in
the Samford State School and approximately
100 students in the two preschool units.
Measured against the average standards
across the State, that is a very large State
school. The Samford area is growing apace.
Overall, this is a very, very significant
development.

I commend this legislation to the House,
and I trust that the members of the coalition
will wholeheartedly support this legislation so
that the streamlining amendments to change
the way in which the Land Court functions can
be put in place as quickly as possible. As I said
earlier in my contribution, I hope that the
parties that I have been working with recently
on this issue of land transfers in the Samford
Valley never have to have recourse to this
greatly improved Land Court system, because
commonsense and cooperation will continue
to prevail amongst the officers of the
Department of Education and the Department
of Natural Resources in arranging for a speedy
resolution of the land transfer issue with the
Pine Rivers Shire Council and me. I commend
the Bill to the House.

Dr PRENZLER (Lockyer—CCAQ)
(4.52 p.m.): I will take only a few minutes of
the time of the House this afternoon. In doing
so, I give my support to the Land Court Bill of
1999. There is no doubt that our legal system
was, and still is, in need of some tidying up.
The present structure leaves many in a state
of confusion as to which court to deal with and
which court must be attended to for different
matters. There is much uncertainty and
insecurity. The Minister has stated that the
intention of this Bill is to remove some of that
instability by placing the legal basis of the
Land Court into its own Act, reorganising the
appeal system and modernising the court's
processes and functions.

There have been many changes over the
years with regard to the issues dealt with by

the Land Court. The native title fiasco and the
resulting confusion would surely have placed
the Land Court in an uncertain position. I am
pleased that, with the passing of this Bill,
native title issues will be dealt with separately
by the Land and Resources Tribunal, rather
than cluttering up and complicating the
functions of the Land Court.

Although I will not be speaking for long, I
feel it necessary to comment on the new
appeal arrangements as outlined in this Bill.
The new appeal arrangements are important
and an improvement on the existing
processes. A balance is required between
allowing the calling of new evidence and the
seeking of justice. If new evidence is allowed
into any appeal proceedings, it immediately
devalues the initial case of the litigants. This,
of course, is unacceptable and denigrates the
stature of the courts themselves. It would
reduce the timeliness of outcomes and
increase the expenses. On the other hand,
however, justice may be thwarted if a particular
piece of new evidence is not considered. I
believe that this Bill would create some sort of
balance in this regard.

A number of speakers here this afternoon
have raised concerns regarding land
valuations under the Department of Natural
Resources system and their relationship to the
rates paid on many landowners' properties. I
would just like to raise one point, which is that
this system of land valuation is causing some
uncertainty and problems, particularly in those
rural areas that abut our expanding cities.
Those areas are now being valued at much
higher figures and causing many, many
landowners in those areas to pay exorbitant
rates to shire councils.

I would also like to point out to the
Minister that a lot of those areas, particularly
on escarpments, are very environmentally
sensitive. Because of this and particularly
because of the provisions of the new
Vegetation Management Act, many
landowners will not be able to use their lands
as they would wish. Consequently, they are
deemed to be environmentally insensitive
landowners. This is causing a lot of problems,
particularly with rising land valuations and the
increasing rates that those people have to
pay.

I would like to impress on the Minister that
this is becoming a festering sore in some
areas. One example in my own electorate is in
the Flagstone Creek area, which abuts the City
of Toowoomba. Many of the people who live in
this area own land that has been in their family
for many generations. Because of the
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expansion of the City of Toowoomba, their
valuations are rising astronomically—they are
going through the roof—and their rates are
rising accordingly. Many of these people are
elderly people who wish to retire on their land.
However, they are being forced off the land
because of the exorbitant valuations and rising
rates.

I would like to impress on the Minister that
at some time in the near future these
problems with land valuations and their effects
on the councils' rating systems will have to be
looked at to try to provide a buffer for these
people against these problems because, as I
said, they are becoming a festering sore.

Before I finish, I would like to express the
support of my colleagues and I for this Land
Court Bill. We think it is a step in the right
direction. We think that the Minister has done
a good job with this Bill and we believe that it
will improve the purpose and functioning of the
Land Court itself.

Mr NELSON (Tablelands—IND)
(4.56 p.m.): I also do not intend to rehash all
the issues that have been placed before the
House today. I will support the Bill because of
its intended purpose. One issue that has been
raised with me with regard to the Land Court is
that of delay. It is not only how long it takes to
get a hearing but also the determination of
that hearing and the length of time that can
pass between those two points. I know that it
is not something that is endemic to the Land
Court; I know that it is an issue throughout all
jurisdictions, whether it be the Magistrates
Court or the Supreme Court.

Just recently I was informed about a
person who is awaiting trial on a charge of
murder who has been on bail for two years.
That is totally unacceptable. So I know that
delay is not an issue that applies only to the
Land Court. I think that the delays that have
been reported to me could be easily dealt with
by listing more sitting days or longer hearing
times or by appointing more members to the
court. Again, these are problems to which I do
not have the answers. I do not know how
much it costs to run the Land Court and so
forth, but the issue of delays is something that
I would like addressed in the near future. I am
looking at private members' legislation with
regard to the judiciary.

The point I would like to make in relation
to this Bill is that there are unreasonable
delays within the judicial system. I have not
been able to find that issue addressed
anywhere in the Bill, but it must be addressed
in the future. With those comments, I support
the Bill.

Mr HOBBS (Warrego—NPA) (4.58 p.m.): I
am pleased today to speak to the Land Court
Bill. The Land Court has been an integral part
of the administration of Queensland for 103
years. It is an important part of the State's
legal structure. It deals with matters such as
land valuations, water licences, land
categorisation, and compensation claims.
There are some 32 different statutes that refer
disputes to the court for resolution. Of course,
these days the court handles multimillion-dollar
compensation claims involving, in many cases,
senior barristers and large numbers of
witnesses, as well as allowing lay people to
conduct their own valuation appeals.

On taking over the portfolio of Natural
Resources in 1996, I was quite horrified to find
that the Land Court had basically been
abandoned by the Goss Government. All that
was left was really a shell of a once proud
organisation. As at January 1996 there was a
backlog of something like 1,030 cases. People
in the department were demoralised. The
department was underresourced.
Appointments had not been made. There was
speculation that the Government was heading
towards a Land and Environment Court and
that, therefore, the Land Court was being
wound back.

Coupled with that—and this is very
important—in the six years of the Goss Labor
Government something like $90m, or
$300,000 a week, was chalked up in potential
compensation claims before the Land Court.
That is quite an extraordinary record that I
hope is never broken. It stemmed from a lot of
compensation claims from landowners who
claimed that the Government had acted
unfairly in relation to acquisitions of their land
and from developments that had been
knocked on the head. Basically, the
Government, generally speaking, was trying to
walk over land-holders. It was a very serious
situation.

The valuations situation was also quite
serious. Hearings were so far behind that new
valuations were issued before the disputes
over the old ones were resolved. In many
cases disputes over valuations were won by
the land-holders. Then the new valuations
issued would be higher again. So the land-
holders won the first case, yet the valuation on
which their rates were based was higher again.
We were heading towards total chaos.

As soon as we got into Government, we
looked at the situation and appointed two
additional members, former Land Court
member Harry Carter and former Surveyor
General Neil Divett. That certainly helped to
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relieve the backlog. The backlog went from
1,030 cases to 647 cases in just over six
months. We were working after that to try to
get the number of cases down to somewhere
between 300 and 400. We were happy with
that because, in many cases, sometimes
plaintiffs have their own delays and their own
reasons for not pursuing the case. The court
needed to have some cases up its sleeve, and
we believed that was about the right number.

We also set up at that time an alternative
dispute resolution or mediation system. Neil
Divett was set the task of doing that. He did a
great job. I was very happy with the amount of
work that was done to reduce the workload of
the Land Court system. The mediation system
we put in place at that time was a forerunner
to what is now proposed in this legislation. In
some cases, that mediation process was able
to arrive at a solution for people who were not
happy with the original departmental decision.
They were able to get some more advice and
perhaps a better understanding of where they
were going, plus the fact that sometimes the
department was able to negotiate a solution.
That prevented a logjam of cases building up
before the Land Court.

In November 1996 I implemented a
review of the court and its powers, rules and
procedures to be undertaken by Mr Barry
O'Connor who, at the time, was a principal
legal adviser of the Department of Natural
Resources. I believe that review had bipartisan
support across-the-board. It is pleasing to see
that some outcomes of that review are now
being put in place. It is good that we have a
common aim to try to put in place a system
that will serve the people. One of the problems
we had in the past was the fact that the Land
Court in many instances was a trial by
ambush.

People who went to that court as lay
people to try to fight their case in a democratic
process found that the aces were stacked
against them even though there were not a lot
of barristers and other professional people
there. The reality was that the department kept
all the information to itself and would not let
anything out, except at the last minute or
under some discovery process. I believe we
did break down the system to a certain degree
to make it a fairer system that gave lay people
an opportunity to feel confident that they were
getting a fair hearing and were able to take
their case to a court without costing them a
great deal of money.

The Bill deals with a lot of issues. I will not
go through all of them because they have
been covered by other speakers today, but I

will refer to the issue relating to the uniform
time limits for lodgment of appeals. The Act
says 42 days, but the Explanatory Notes
say—and perhaps the Minister can answer
this—that "Treasury have requested a 30 day
limit remain with any appeals to the Court from
Acts they administer". Does that mean that the
Land Court will have only 30 days for those
Acts or is it a full 42 days for the whole lot?

One of the problems we had before was
that in some cases people were using every
means at their disposal to create delays and
looking for a trial run, in some instances by
using judicial review, to try to manipulate things
with every possible tactic. That stifled things
and did not really help in the overall
professional running of the Land Court. The
amendments that have been put in place here
appear to fix some of those problems. Let us
hope they do. We will be watching it very
closely. There certainly has been a need for
something to be done, and this may resolve
some of those problems.

The judicial registrar position, which deals
with new case management and alternative
dispute resolution issues, follows on from what
was in place before. I think that is quite good.
That will certainly help. It will allow the court's
members to be able to get through the cases.
But there is a problem that needs to be
pointed out, particularly in relation to
administration costs. The Bill's Explanatory
Notes state—

"While no precise costings of the
proposals—to be largely implemented in
the Rules—have been attempted, it would
seem there is potential for savings for a
number of reasons."

There should be savings under this system,
except for the fact that the overall policies of
this Government will once again—in a very
similar way to what happened under the Goss
Government—drive people back to the courts.
I am talking particularly about the tree clearing
episode, the proposed water allocation
management legislation and general
Government policy. The way this Government
implements these policies will again jam the
courts with legitimate cases where people
believe that they have not been given a fair
go. I give the Government that warning,
because the cost savings the Government
thinks it may get out of this will not be there
because the court will be jammed with many
additional cases. I support the Bill. I am
pleased to see that we are progressing. I am
sure the House will welcome this legislation.

Hon. R. J. WELFORD (Everton—ALP)
(Minister for Environment and Heritage and



29 Feb 2000 Land Court Bill 75

Minister for Natural Resources) (5.09 p.m.), in
reply: I thank all honourable members for their
contributions to the debate on the Land Court
Bill. This Bill, as members have indicated,
basically consolidates and updates the law
relating to the administration and constitution
of the Land Court. The Land Court has
performed a range of functions which I think
justify the court remaining separate from other
jurisdictions. As some members commented, a
few years ago some consideration was given
to whether the functions of the Land Court
might be appropriately amalgamated with
other planning jurisdictions such as the
Planning and Environment Court. I formed the
view that the role of the Land Court is
appropriately a discrete role and that, providing
the court functions effectively and efficiently, it
is unlikely that an amalgamation of the Land
Court with any other court of similar jurisdiction
would yield any substantial benefits. 

The Land Court, in effect, does function
very similarly to the Planning and Environment
Court, the Planning and Environment Court
dealing with appeals under the Integrated
Planning Act and the Land Court dealing with
matters arising under the Land Act and other
legislation in regard to valuations and water
resources in relation to compensation matters.
The Land Court is very much a specialist
tribunal in both its form and its functions, and,
of course, a component of the court deals with
Aboriginal land matters, although not native
title matters, which will go to the new Land and
Resources Tribunal. 

Appeals from the Land Court are to the
Land Appeal Court, and also from that court to
the Court of Appeal, but only by leave. This
puts in place a more appropriate system of
appeals than was previously available and
avoids the need for people to forum hunt for
other options or avenues of appeal such as
judicial review. 

I think one of the most innovative
components of the new legislation is indeed
the case management arrangements which
are now formally incorporated in the
procedures of the Land Court, following the
reform of conciliation processes, which, as the
member for Warrego mentioned, were initiated
by Neil Divett, who is a member of the court,
and the president of the court, Mr John
Trickett. The case management process will
not only make the court's procedures
substantially consistent with the uniform civil
procedure rules that will apply in other courts
but also enable the judicial registrar to exercise
all the powers of a member of the court to
organise alternative dispute resolution

processes and deal with minor matters, other
than contempt of court. 

A number of issues were raised by the
Scrutiny of Legislation Committee, and I will
deal with those in a moment. 

The preliminary conference procedure is
provided for, and, as mentioned by a number
of members, this provides an opportunity for
mediation to occur. It is mediation on the basis
that both parties have a commitment to seek
to resolve the dispute, and can be effective
only where there is that voluntary commitment
by both parties. However, there has been
significant success in the informal conciliation
processes that have been implemented so far,
and up to one third or more of all court
applications have been able to be resolved by
that process. 

The member for Greenslopes referred
specifically to the issues arising in his
community affecting valuations, and I have
had constant contact and representations from
him in regard to the occasional anomalies that
arise in relation to the valuation system,
particularly in urban areas, where the task of
assessing unimproved value on properties
where there are very few vacant land sales
occurring is a complex task. We are, however,
addressing the issue of apparent disparities of
valuation between different districts to ensure
that there is some parity between the
valuations in one district compared to others
in, for example, the southern side of Brisbane. 

The member for Greenslopes has set up
a community reference group, which is
consulting with him on issues in relation to land
valuation and the particular complexities of it
as it relates to unimproved value in his area,
and I look forward to the ideas and
suggestions that will come out of those
consultations. 

The member for Indooroopilly also
mentioned the valuation process and the issue
in relation to the conciliation or alternative
dispute resolution mechanisms provided for in
the Bill. The precise details in relation to the
role of the judicial registrar are specifically not
spelt out in the Bill, because the rules of court,
which have yet to be resolved between the
president of the Land Court and the Chief
Justice, will provide more detail in relation to
those day-to-day procedures of the court. 

The member for Indooroopilly and the
member for Tablelands both raised issues in
relation to delays in the court. I am pleased to
say that the appointment of two temporary
members of the court has assisted
considerably in the reduction of the number of
outstanding matters before the court. I am not
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currently aware of the precise state of the
pending matters list, but in my last discussion
with the president of the court, I recall there
were in the vicinity of 75 outstanding matters,
but that the turnover time was around about
three months, and many of those matters
were likely to be resolved by mediation in
advance of formal hearings. Nevertheless,
there has been a recent retirement of
Mr Carter, a member of the court, which leaves
us now with one temporary additional member
of the court and the consideration of the need
for new members having regard to the
workload of the court. Any anticipated increase
in that load will be something that the
Government will consider as part of the Budget
review process. 

As the member for Indooroopilly and the
member for Warrego pointed out, the Land
Court Bill now provides for a consistent or
uniform time limit on the lodgment of appeals,
so that appeals from the Land Court to the
Land Appeal Court and thence to the Court of
Appeal are all brought into line to provide for a
42-day appeal period. Most of the legislation
administered by my portfolio, such as the
Water Resources Act and the Valuation of
Land Act, currently similarly provide for a 42-
day time limit on lodgments of appeals to the
Land Court. However, as the Explanatory
Notes mention, the time for an appeal against
a land tax decision under the Land Tax Act is
currently 30 days, and the Department of
Treasury has asked for that time limit to remain
for the time being, because it happens to be
consistent with other appeal periods in relation
to revenue legislation administered by the
Treasury Department. But subject to those tax
and Treasury revenue matters, all other appeal
periods will now be brought into line with the
appeal periods that are standard in the rules of
court of other courts, and that will be the 42-
day period.

The member for Ferny Grove has been a
very keen representative of his electorate and
is aware of a number of issues relating to land
management in the Samford Valley area. He
is currently working with me and my
department in order to negotiate suitable
arrangements with land-holders and the Pine
Rivers Shire Council to give effect to
appropriate land exchanges for the benefit of
community facilities—in particular in relation to
the Samford State School. I will continue to
work with the member for Ferny Grove to
achieve a successful outcome. Matters may
currently be difficult to resolve pending the
local council elections, but I am sure that in the
foreseeable future we will be able to address
the issues which the member for Ferny Grove

has been so dedicated in pursuing on behalf
of his constituents.

The member for Lockyer again raised the
issue of valuations and the difficulties that
potentially arise for people in areas where,
because of encroaching urban development,
we have significantly increased land
valuations. This situation is not unique to the
Flagstone Creek area to which the honourable
member referred; it is something that also
occurs in the inner city areas of Brisbane
where some of the most rapid land and
property value increases have occurred in
recent times.

I am certainly conscious of the difficulties
that this issue imposes particularly on elderly
people, or people who have lived on a
property for a long period of time and who do
not necessarily derive a very high income from
that property, or whose income, for any other
reason, is fixed—perhaps in their retirement.
Because of the increase in valuation of their
property, these people see a potentially
significant increase in the rates that are levied
by local government against those properties.

The Valuation of Land Act provides for
land to be valued at the market value of its
unimproved status; so it is the unimproved
value at current market rates. That valuation is
designed to provide a consistent and
legitimate application of market values of
unimproved land across the State. Although
that has implications for the way in which
councils levy rates, the primary responsibility—
and I guess many members have heard this
from me before and I apologise for repeating
the obvious—for levying rates and ensuring
the equity of the rating system rests with local
governments.

Unfortunately, there are many local
governments that shirk this responsibility and
when there are anomalies in the rates levied
between different constituencies, arising from
changes in demographics and land values and
so forth and increases in demand for
properties in some areas compared with less
demand for properties in other areas, it tends
to distort the rating system of different local
council areas.

Local councils can address this issue in a
number of ways. They can provide for
differential ratings for different areas. They can
also provide for a smoothing of the rating
effect by assessing the rates according to an
averaged value over three or four or five years
so that any impact of any rapid increase in
valuation is delayed and is incrementally
adjusted over a longer period of time. In that
way, in most cases, a person's income can
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accommodate some increase in that person's
rates.

But the rating process is fundamentally a
primary responsibility of local governments. It is
very difficult for the State, unless we are to
decide on some kind of differential valuation
system for discrete areas, to identify a fairer
system than one that values properties
according to a consistent principle, and that
principle currently is market unimproved value.

We are, however, in the process of
discussing this very issue with the Local
Government Association of Queensland. We
are looking at whether there are ways in which
local governments can take greater
responsibility for valuations in their local areas.
In this way, councils which are uniquely
positioned to adjust either the valuation or the
rating system can do so in a way that meets
the needs of their local communities, residents
and ratepayers.

It is something that I have under active
consideration. As I say quite openly and
honestly, I am not sure what the answer is, but
we are looking at it and we are currently
discussing it with local governments. It is
certainly one of the things about which
Ministers for my department, both now and
previously, have regularly received
correspondence—occasionally from local
government representatives, but, more often
than not, from local ratepayers who are
concerned at the potential impact of valuation
shifts in their areas on the rates that they are
required to pay.

The member for Warrego raised the issue
of a review of the legislation which was started
some years ago by Mr Barry O'Connor from
the Department of Natural Resources. Mr
O'Connor is a very dedicated public sector
employee and has carried that task from its
inception right through to the Bill that we have
before the Parliament today. I would like to
thank Mr O'Connor and the other staff of the
Department of Natural Resources who have
been involved in the extensive consultations
which have brought this Bill to fruition. They
have liaised with the president and members
of the Land Court. I acknowledge the
contribution of the president and members of
the court. We are in the situation where we
now have a Bill which fits neatly with the other
Acts which constitute the other courts in our
State, and one which will be seen to be a solid
foundation for the administration of the Land
Court into the future.

The Land Court receives a great deal of
respect from the community. It provides an
avenue for people to appear on their own

behalf, or through a representative, on a whole
range of issues which are very close to the
interests of individual citizens. It provides a
measure of formality and access for which the
court system as a whole, I suppose, is not well
regarded. It also is seen in rural communities
as a way in which the occasional excesses of
bureaucratic decision making can be
addressed in a fair, independent and impartial
manner.

The Land Court has a long history and, by
virtue of that history, has earned a great deal
of respect across the Queensland community.
This respect is well established in regional and
rural communities.

The Scrutiny of Legislation Committee
has raised three issues in its report on the Bill
and I thank the committee for drawing those
matters to my attention. The main issue that
the committee raised was the failure of the Bill
to identify the qualifications necessary for
appointment to the court. The Bill did not
contain a requirement for specific qualifications
and experience. I am pleased to advise the
House that I will be moving an amendment at
the Committee stage to address that issue.
Under that amendment, a person will be
required to have specific legal experience, or
other experience as a professional valuer, or to
have operated in a related discipline.

The Scrutiny of Legislation Committee
also queried whether it was appropriate for a
Land Court member to have the power to
punish for contempts of court. It is true that
other tribunals of the various institutions of
Government have a more limited power.
However, in these circumstances, the court
operates in a quasi-judicial manner. Although it
operates in most respects as informally as
possible and as accessible as possible to
ordinary members of the community, it
operates in a manner that I think requires
those who appear before it to show the
appropriate respect to the court and to the law
that the court administers. For that reason, I
think that it is appropriate to retain the power
of the court to deal with contempt. 

I think that is reinforced by the steps that I
am taking to specifically define the
qualifications for members of the court. By
specifying the qualifications required for a
person to be a member of the court, it
demonstrates the level at which the court is
expected by the Parliament to operate and the
level of respect that the community should
give to the court in those circumstances. Of
course, it needs to be remembered that the
president of the court is and must be a lawyer
and, for that reason, has the capacity to give
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counsel to members in the administration of
any matter that gives rise to the exercise of the
contempt power. 

However, I might mention that it is more in
the existence of that power than in its exercise
that the value of the power has effect. In other
words, simply having the power to exercise is
often sufficient in order to achieve the proper
functioning of the court that all of us in this
House would expect. It is very rare—if
ever—that the power would, in fact, need to be
exercised by a member of the court. 

The final issue related to the power of the
judicial registrar, which the Bill creates to deal
with preliminary conferences under clause 36
and alternative dispute resolution under clause
37. There are no specific heads of power in
the Bill itself in relation to the role of the judicial
registrar as distinct from other members of the
court. I do not think it is necessary to deal with
that in the Bill, because those procedural
issues will be dealt with in more detail in the
rules of the Land Court, which, as I mentioned
earlier, have been the matter of discussion
between the president of the court and the
Chief Justice. As I understand it, currently they
are before the Office of Parliamentary Counsel
for final drafting and will be tabled in this
House in due course. 

I think that those matters respond to the
legitimate and valuable contribution of the
Scrutiny of Legislation Committee and, in that
regard, I thank that committee for its
assistance. As I mentioned, at the Committee
stage I will be moving an amendment that has
been circulated in the House. I thank the
Opposition spokesperson for his cooperation in
the introduction and debate on this Bill. I
appreciate the support of the Opposition for
the passing of this Bill, because it will usher in
a new era of streamlined operations of the
Land Court and, in a very real sense,
rejuvenate the Land Court as a court that
plays a very valuable and up-front role as a
key component of our courts system in
addressing the needs of ordinary Queensland
citizens for justice on a range of fronts. I thank
all members of the House for their
contributions to today's debate. 

Motion agreed to.

Committee

Hon. R. J. WELFORD (Everton—ALP)
(Minister for Environment and Heritage and
Minister for Natural Resources) in charge of the
Bill. 

Clauses 1 to 15, as read, agreed to. 

Clause 16—

Mr WELFORD (5.36 p.m.): I move the
following amendment—

"At page 12, lines 3 and 4—

omit, insert—

'(4) A person may be appointed as a
member only if the person is—

(a) a barrister or solicitor of the Supreme
Court of at least 5 years' standing
with extensive experience in land-
related matters; or

(b) a valuer, or a person professionally
qualified in another land-related
discipline, with extensive litigation or
quasi-judicial experience.

'(4A) A member may be appointed as
president only if the member satisfies
subsection (4)(a).'."

As I mentioned in the second-reading
debate, this amendment addresses the issue
raised by the Scrutiny of Legislation
Committee in relation to the qualifications of
members of the Land Court. The Bill specifies
the formal qualifications necessary for the
appointment of the court president but no
qualifications are specified for the appointment
of members of the court. The purpose of this
amendment is to ensure that that issue is
rectified. 

As I say, the appointment of president is
dealt with in the legislation. Currently, the
provisions provide for the Governor in Council
to appoint both the president and other
members, and appointments are for up to 15
years. This confirms the arrangement that was
in place previously. As the Bill is drafted
currently, a member may be appointed as
president only if the member is a barrister or
solicitor of the Supreme Court of at least five
years' standing. 

The Scrutiny of Legislation Committee
has suggested that it may be appropriate to
now specify qualifications in accordance with
more recent models, such as appointments to
the Land and Resources Tribunal. I accept the
merit of their suggestion and accordingly now
propose an amendment requiring that persons
should have the following qualifications and
experience for appointment as Land Court
members. To be a member of the Land Court,
a person should be a barrister or solicitor of at
least five years' standing, with extensive
experience in land related matters, or a valuer
or a person professionally qualified in a land
related discipline with extensive litigation
experience or extensive quasi-judicial
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experience. The amendment I move
addresses that issue accordingly.

Mr SULLIVAN: The Minister said that this
clause dictates certain formal qualifications. I
am not sure what is meant by the experience
that is required of persons who are going to be
covered by this amendment.

Mr WELFORD: The clause as currently
drafted requires that a person be a barrister or
a solicitor of the Supreme Court of at least five
years' standing. That is a fairly common
requirement for the appointment of people to
judicial office. In this case, we obviously require
people who have experience that is related to
the work of the Land Court. So it is desirable
that a person have some experience,
particularly in relation to property and land
related matters.

It will be a matter for the Governor in
Council to determine whether the experience is
of a nature to satisfy the provisions that we are
proposing. By "extensive experience" we
simply mean someone who has had an active
legal experience in their practice, whether as a
solicitor or a barrister, in property related law in
a commercial environment.

I should make it clear to the Committee
and to those who may wish to interpret this
provision in the future that it may or may not
require experience in the Land Court itself.
Obviously it would be preferable for a person
who is appointed as a member of the tribunal
to have had some contact with the operations
of the court or to have appeared before the
court in some representative capacity and to
have done that on a number of occasions.
However, "extensive experience" in this
context does not necessarily mean that it has
to be all of the five years for which a person
has practised or, indeed, a majority of those
five years. It simply means that the person
must have had sufficient experience in
property and land related matters, in the case
of a barrister or solicitor, to enable them to
deal with the issues which the Land Court
deals with under either the Valuation of Land
Act, the Water Resources Act, the Acquisition
of Land Act or the Land Act itself.

Obviously, many of the issues that come
before the Land Court—indeed, the majority of
them—relate to valuations. The alternative
qualification of a person who is a valuer—that
is, a valuer registered as such in the State of
Queensland—is also open as a qualification
for appointment. Similarly, a person who may
not be a registered valuer or a practising valuer
but who nevertheless is professionally qualified
in a land related discipline—that is, a discipline
where they have received some formal training

in relation to property, real estate or property
management matters—may well have the
appropriate experience.

In those circumstances, a person with that
kind of property market or property
management experience would also need to
have had some reasonable exposure to court
processes of some kind. Again, it need not
necessarily mean that the person has specific
exposure to the Land Court or its operations,
but the person does need to have had
experience in litigation or the quasi-judicial
environment to some reasonable extent.

Obviously these appointments made by
the Governor in Council are made after
extensive deliberations. In some respects the
word "extensive" in this amendment will be
superfluous, because only people with
considerable experience in the field are likely
to satisfy the needs of the Governor in Council
for appointment in the first place. But, for
example, someone who has worked—and
there have been appointments to the Land
Court of this nature in the past—for the
Department of Natural Resources or in the
administration of the court but who has not
appeared as an advocate or representative
before the court may also have sufficient
qualifications and experience to deal with the
matters here.

What we are trying to ensure is not only
that the issues raised by the Scrutiny of
Legislation Committee are adequately
addressed but also that the president of the
court is supported by members who are
members of substance and, as is the case
with other legislation such as the Land and
Resources Tribunal, provide the opportunity for
the appointment of people who by statute
have minimum qualifications.

This provision will also give guidance to
the Governor in Council in the selection and
the consideration of potential appointees to
the position of members of the Land Court.
That will be a matter which the Governor in
Council will need to perhaps address in the not
too distant future, depending on the changing
demands of the court's workload and the
current consideration of the court's budgetary
circumstances.

I think this is a significant improvement on
the Bill. It is an improvement that was not
picked up in the normal process of the Bill's
drafting. I think it demonstrates the great value
of parliamentary committees. Committees
such as the Scrutiny of Legislation Committee
can play a constructive role in identifying
improvements to legislation that comes before
the Parliament, albeit minor adjustments, but
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improvements that nevertheless improve the
quality of law making of the Parliament and
the quality of the law which guides institutions
such as the Land Court and its functions.

Amendment agreed to.

Clause 16, as amended, agreed to.

Clauses 17 to 86, as read, agreed to.
Schedules 1 and 2, as read, agreed to.

Bill reported, with an amendment.

Third Reading

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

NATURAL RESOURCES AND OTHER
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Resumed from 23 November 1999 (see
p. 5158). 

Hon. V. P. LESTER (Keppel—NPA)
(5.49 p.m.): The Natural Resources and Other
Legislation Amendment Bill seeks to amend
the Body Corporate and Community
Management Act 1997, the Land Act 1994,
the Land Title Act 1994 and the Integrated
Planning Act 1997 to make important policy
and administrative changes. The amendments
to the Body Corporate and Community
Management Act are designed to achieve two
things. The first amendment retrospectively
validates orders made in particular
circumstances by the adjudicators under the
dispute resolution provisions of the Body
Corporate and Community Management Act
1997. The second amendment to the Body
Corporate and Community Management Act
1997 will establish the capacity to delegate the
investigate powers of an adjudicator under that
Act. 

I advise the Government that the
Opposition has been through this Bill very
carefully and is supporting it. However, there is
one issue in relation to the road closure
provisions, which will also be amended to
remove the limitation that only owners of the
land immediately adjoining a road may seek a
road closure. I would be grateful to the Minister
if he could explain a little more about these
road closures. One always seems to get many
questions on that issue. I believe the Minister
has tried to address this issue as best he could
in the Explanatory Notes, but further
explanation would be helpful. 

It certainly seems to me that the
legislation does not require me to speak at any
great length. It is plainly for the most part

housekeeping. The amendment to the Body
Corporate and Community Management Act
1997 corrects the situation whereby an
adjudicator's order was determined to be
invalid because the report of a departmental
community titles inspector did not have the
authority because that officer did not have a
proper delegation. There is no suggestion that
this was anything other than a technical
shortcoming, and an amendment fixes that. A
related amendment concerns retrospectivity
and protecting decisions of the adjudicators
based on reports where the same shortcoming
existed in relation to the titles inspector.
Ordinarily, retrospectivity in legislation is highly
undesirable. In the context of any other
situation, I would certainly be taking a much
closer look at it. However, in this instance it
goes simply to the issue of delegation, not to
the issue of the standing of a report where the
issues taken are unrelated to the question of
the delegation. Therefore, the Opposition has
no problem with that.

Similarly, there does not appear to be any
problem with the amendment to this Act
enabling the delegation of the investigative
powers of an adjudicator. The amendments to
the Land Act are for the most part simple
streamlining that is to be welcomed. Anything
that reduces the time it takes for clients and
line departments to achieve a particular
service—and, importantly, that is what we are
trying to do—and which makes the application
of the law clearer and simpler is to be
welcomed by the Opposition. The Opposition
does not intend to waste the time of the
House in speaking any further on this
legislation. We support the Bill. 

Mr PURCELL (Bulimba—ALP)
(5.53 p.m.): In speaking to the Natural
Resources and Other Legislation Amendment
Bill, I make the observation that we are not
making full use of the land alongside the roads
and lanes in rural areas. Were we to drive
through western Queensland, we would see
how much unused land there is between roads
and fences in rural areas. The Bill should
address the fact that the land and resources
out there are going to waste. 

Mr Seeney: Give us a break.

Mr PURCELL: Given the noise my
colleague opposite is making, I can only
assume that he does not put to full use the
land alongside the lanes around his property.
Something should be done about the timber
that grows, dies and falls to the ground on that
land. It should be harvested. For example, the
lanes could be leased and in return for those
timber resources the lessee could be
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responsible for keeping out the rubbish and
maintaining them. That would be a useful
exercise that would produce much-needed
revenue for the State. It would also preserve
the State's revenue, because at the moment it
costs money to control noxious weeds in those
areas. The land-holders along those roads
would probably welcome this initiative,
because it would mean that weeds would not
spread onto their properties. Some noxious
weeds are spread very easily. When graziers
take their cattle or sheep from one part of their
property to another via a lane or a road, the
seeds from weeds along the roadway get into
the fleece of sheep or onto the tails or legs of
cattle and are spread to other areas of the
property. Graziers then face the added cost of
removing those weeds from their properties.

Following the spread of the recently
introduced viral infections among rabbits, there
are probably not many rabbits left. Rabbits
have been a problem for many years.
However, I note that Inglewood is trying to
encourage Australians to farm enough rabbits
so that Akubra hats can once again be fully
Australian made. At present, rabbit skins are
imported into Australia to make those hats.
That is probably something that not many
honourable members know about. It is a
shame that Australian hats are no longer fully
Australian made; fur from overseas is used in
those hats. About seven rabbit skins are
needed to make one felt hat. I have spoken
with the Minister for Primary Industries about
setting up an experimental rabbit farm and
abattoir. Perhaps one day rabbit meat might
even become as popular as chicken meat is
today. When I was a kid, we had chicken twice
a year—Easter and Christmas. We were lucky
to get it. We probably only had chicken if we
had a few chooks out the back and we bowled
them over ourselves. These days, chicken has
become a very popular meat, and I think
rabbits could be similarly as popular. The
concern of some producers that rabbits may
escape from the areas where they were being
farmed would not be justified if concrete floors
and netting were used to enclose them. 

Returning to the Bill, there could be a
number of benefits to producers from having
the lanes and roads around their properties
leased out. As I said, they could also graze
their flocks or herds along them. Thousands
upon thousands of acres in Queensland are
lying unused beside the roads. That land could
be put to use and it could be a very important
revenue raiser for the State. It would also
assist in the control of noxious weeds. 

Debate, on motion of Mr Purcell,
adjourned.

TREE-CLEARING GUIDELINES
Hon. R. E. BORBIDGE (Surfers

Paradise—NPA) (Leader of the Opposition)
(5.59 p.m.): I move—

"That this Parliament supports the
repeal of the Beattie Government's
mandatory tree-clearing laws and the
development of scientifically based,
voluntary regional tree-clearing guidelines
for freehold land by local land-holder and
land care groups."

I think it is becoming increasingly obvious
that the Government and, in particular, the
Premier have made a monumental mess-up
on the issue of tree clearing on freehold land.
The Opposition is saying to the Premier and to
the Government tonight that they should admit
that they have got it wrong; they should go
back to the negotiation table; they should
forget about the cosy little deals they have
done with people such as Imogen Zethoven;
and they should address this issue in a
sensible, scientific way. The lesson of all these
issues right through history is that, unless a
Government brings the people with it, it will not
win. If it tells the key stakeholders—the
landowners of Queensland—that in this
particular debate they do not matter but
Imogen Zethoven does, then it is contributing
mightily to the city/country divide.

In recent years we have seen a number
of issues that have contributed to that
enormous divide. We see the lessons of
history where the previous Goss Labor
Government thought it would be a good idea
to close down one third of the Queensland Rail
system. We saw how that revolt, that rebellion,
went from the country right into the city. We
saw the rebellion against the Goss
Government's treatment in respect of
leasehold land and tree-clearing arrangements
there. We remember fiery meetings and fiery
demonstrations. I just make the point that it
was the coalition Government that introduced
guidelines in respect of leasehold land and
those guidelines, which by and large had
broad industry and land-holder support, have
contributed to a situation in which today—18
months down the track—the extent of land
clearing on leasehold land has declined by
between 12% and 15%.

I also want to say to the House that the
measurement of greenhouse gas emissions
as a result of tree clearing is very much an
inexact science. In fact, the Australian
Greenhouse Office in its Greenhouse Notes of
September 1999 stated—

"Land clearing emissions currently
are not included in the national total due
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to continuing uncertainty in the estimates.
The current best estimate of land clearing
emissions in 1997 is 65"—

carbon dioxide equivalents—

"down from 103 ... in 1990. (The estimate
of emissions in 1990 has been revised
since the previous inventory using the
latest methodology and data)."

So on the inexact science that we have,
according to the Australian Greenhouse Office,
there has been a substantial improvement. Of
course, what this Government will not accept,
what Imogen Zethoven will not accept and
what the extremists in the environmental
movement will not accept is that in
Queensland we have particular issues relating
to regrowth. If people do not clear that
regrowth, then they cannot farm. Of course,
the extremists in the debate use the regrowth
clearing in terms of the total clearing statistics.
So they are manipulating the statistics. They
are manipulating the figures.

We have seen the Government's
handling of this particular issue look like a train
crash. We have had the Vegetation
Management Advisory Committee request the
DPI to do an assessment on the economic
impact of this legislation. We know what
happened. On the last sitting day of the
Parliament when the Opposition revealed the
existence of that report and the fact that that
report estimated a cost to local authorities
across Queensland of at least half a billion
dollars, the Premier, the Minister for Primary
Industries and the Minister for Natural
Resources ridiculed that report and then,
realising that the Opposition had lodged a
freedom of information request for that
particular report, took it to Cabinet so it was
FOI exempt.

Mr Springborg: Thirty years.

Mr BORBIDGE: It will be 30 years before
we can get it. That is another example of why
people in rural and regional Queensland
simply do not trust this Government.

In the meantime we have draft work by
ABARE which estimates that the cost of this
particular legislation could be in the vicinity of
$380m. So we have ABARE saying $380m,
we have the DPI saying half a billion dollars
and we have the member for Brisbane Central
saying $100m. Why would we believe the
member for Brisbane Central? Of course, as
the Government has sunk deeper and deeper
into the mire, it has been using the Beattie
doctrine, "everyone else's fault". The first
excuse was, "We had to do it because of
Kyoto." Let us look at the record. Australia is a

signatory at Kyoto. The Kyoto Accord has not
been ratified by the Australian Government.
Kyoto has not been ratified by the chief
proponent, the United States of America, and
it will not be ratified this side of the presidential
election. If the Republicans win the White
House, there is a fair chance it will not be
ratified at all.

Now we have the other excuse from the
Government, "You are better off having State
based legislation, because if you do not the
evil Senator Robert Hill will come in and, in
respect of his biodiversity Act, override the
State Act and bring in and activate Federal
legislation." That was a porky if there ever was
one. The fact is that tree clearing was
specifically excluded from the
Commonwealth's Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act as a matter of
national environmental significance that would
allow the Commonwealth to intervene. It
purposely was not included in that legislation
following negotiations between the
Commonwealth and the States. That has
been confirmed by Senator Hill in the Senate
on 17 February. He said—

"... Honourable Senators will recall that
land clearing was not included in the
Commonwealth's ... legislation as a
matter of national environmental
significance that would allow the
Commonwealth to intervene, that would
trigger that legislation. And it purposely
was not included after negotiations with
the states, because we made the
decision that although a good natural
resource management outcome for
Australia is vitally important, the
responsibility for land clearing legislation
should clearly remain with the states: in
the case of Queensland, with
Queensland."

Senator Hill went on to say—
"So it wasn't included. In fact, we

were condemned by the Greens, and by
some others for not including it."

So that is another excuse, another fib, another
lie from this Government in respect of this
legislation that it pushed through the
Parliament on the final sitting day of last year.
The fact is that there has been lie after lie after
lie. In fact, the Premier indicated publicly that
this legislation would not be proclaimed at all if
the Federal Government did not come good
with compensation. The Federal Government
has not come good with compensation, and
the latest Labor lie is that parts of the
legislation relating to endangered species will
now be proclaimed. So we have another lie
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with regard to this particular legislation and this
particular issue.

The bush is burning. Mr Beattie should
not underestimate the depth of feeling on this
particular issue. We are saying to the
Government that from time to time all
Governments make mistakes. When they
make mistakes it does not hurt now and then
to admit it and to go back to the negotiating
table, not to present the key stakeholders with
a draft Bill as a fait accompli just before it is
introduced into the Parliament and guillotined
through this place. The Government will never
ever deal with this issue unless it takes the
people with it. I end as I started my
contribution to this debate: if the Government
tells the very people it needs—if it tells the
land-holders across Queensland—that they do
not matter, then it is treating them and this
issue with contempt.

Hon. V. P. LESTER (Keppel—NPA)
(6.09 p.m.): Is it any wonder we have had such
demonstrations as happened in Winton and
are going to happen again in Roma in the not
too distant future! It is because the tree-
clearing legislation was not treated in this
Parliament with the true respect that it was
due. One thing bush people have is respect
for authority and respect for one another. But
they were not given respect in this Parliament.
The tree-clearing legislation was virtually
guillotined well before it started, and it was
guillotined because some held the point of
view that the Bill presented to the Parliament
was structurally unsound. It has not been able
to work. It was not worked out properly with the
relevant stakeholders. As a result, we are
seeing one of the worst debacles I have ever
seen.

The Beattie laws attack the right of
primary producers to manage their freehold
properties. It must be remembered that
graziers and land-holders have paid a lot of
additional money to freehold their land. When
they will pass that land on to their families for
generations to come, do those opposite think
they are going to allow that land to be
degraded? Do those opposite think they are
going to mess their land up? Of course they
are not. No way in the world! They are going to
look after their land, yet this Government
brings in the tree-clearing laws. I really believe
it is all about politics. That is why the
Government has done it. It has not cared
about the people in the bush who contribute
so much in order to feed the people in the
cities.

This situation has been brought about in
an effort to appease an agreement the

Government made with the Greens. That is
what this is all about. The Government has
probably worked it out that, no matter what it
does, many of the seats affected in the bush
will not vote for the Labor Party anyway. The
Labor Party is going to run Queensland on a
political basis. That is very wrong. Our trust in
this Government is going to suffer in a very
bad way. It must be remembered that land-
holders are willing to work with the Government
and develop a sensible tree-clearing policy.
They have already indicated that. Yet, the
Beattie-Welford Government has not bothered
even to pay lip service to them on this issue.
The Government met with them and that is
about where it was left.

The Government has set arbitrary figures
and restrictions that cannot be justified
scientifically. Labor members are laughing
about what is happening to people in the
bush. It is either that or they are having a
private joke of their own. I am not sure which it
is, but that is probably what they are
doing—having a private joke of their own when
we are discussing these issues that are so
important for people in the bush. That is really
what it is about. These laws rely on the big
stick rather than the carrot. That is what it is all
about. They are based on the false
assumption that freehold land-holders want to
degrade their land. They are based on the
assumption that the Government knows best.
This Government knows best about the bush!
They do not even listen to the people in the
bush. That is what it is about.

I believe the Beattie Government should
look at its own land management record. Let
us look at the absolutely dreadful record of the
Government managing Crown land. Look at
some of the national parks. The Government
has made a big issue in this place about
buying a national park, but then it has gone
away and forgotten all about it. What has
happened? It has allowed parthenium weed,
rat's tail grass and feral animals into these
parks in abundance. That is what it is about.
The Government does not even look after its
own parks. It does not know how to, yet it
expects that graziers who have paid extra
money for their land will let it degrade. No way
in the world! The Government does not care
about the people. It does not even want to set
an example.

If the Government wants to do the right
thing, it would carry out an audit of the
management of national parks to make sure
there are sufficient people to look after them.
Believe it or not, but $6,500 per annum is all
that is budgeted to look after Hellhole National
Park near Adavale. How do those opposite
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think the people on properties near that park
are coping with feral animals, weeds and every
other thing coming from this most magnificent
park—or what would be a magnificent park if it
were looked after?

Time expired.

Hon. P. D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—
ALP) (Premier) (6.14 p.m.): I move—

"Delete all words after 'Parliament'
and insert—

'commends the State Government for the
historic south-east Queensland Forest
Agreement which protects timber workers,
their communities and the environment;

and further,

this Parliament supports the State
Government's plan to proclaim those
sections of the Vegetation Management
Act that protect areas containing
endangered vegetation types on freehold
land, and the Government's strategy to
use regional vegetation management
plans to oversee the protection of areas
containing "of concern" vegetation types
on freehold land.' "

In recent months, there have been two
key initiatives that further demonstrate my
Government's commitment—

Mr BORBIDGE: I rise to a point of order.
Mr Speaker, I submit that an amendment
dealing with the RFA is inconsistent with the
wording of the motion and is therefore out of
order. It brings in new subject matter. It deals
with matters that are not mentioned in the
original motion.

Mr SPEAKER: There is absolutely nothing
in Standing Orders to say that that is the case.
I call the Premier.

Mr BEATTIE: I want the record to note
that the Leader of the Opposition is seeking to
reduce the time I have to respond in this
debate. In recent months there have been two
key initiatives that further demonstrate my
Government's commitment to delivering the
best possible outcome for rural and regional
Queenslanders and the environment. First,
there was the historic forestry agreement
covering south-east Queensland. More
recently, my Government introduced
vegetation management legislation.

Honourable members would be aware
that I went to Canberra on Monday of last
week for a meeting with the Prime Minister to
seek financial contributions from the
Commonwealth to the forestry agreement and
the vegetation management packages. After

that meeting, the Prime Minister said his
forestry Minister, Wilson Tuckey, and six
Federal coalition backbenchers still had
concerns with our RFA. I am assured by the
senior Queensland public servants who worked
with their Federal counterparts for about three
months that Queensland's agreement did fit
the Commonwealth model. In that meeting,
the Prime Minister also agreed that it fitted the
model. Even the National Party in Victoria is
saying that that State should adopt
Queensland's model, my Government's
model. So the National Party in Victoria
supports us. As I told the Prime Minister last
week, my Government will push ahead with
implementing our forestry agreement. We will
meet the full costs ourselves—that is, $80m
worth of commitment from the Queensland
Government to timberworkers, their
communities and the environment. That is not
one cent worth of commitment from the
Howard Government.

The other major initiative relates to
vegetation management. Much has been
written and said about my Government's
vegetation and management legislation since
it was passed by the House last December.
Most of this comment has been wrong
because of the fear and smear campaign
waged by members opposite and their cronies
in Canberra. I table this advertisement from
the National Party which shows that it is trying
to score cheap political points at the expense
of farmers and the environment. It is trying to
turn Roma into a political stunt. I table it for the
information of the House and I draw it to the
attention of farmers, who are being used by
the National Party as cheap election fodder.

Tonight I want to set the record straight.
Last December my Government released
proposed new rules for vegetation
management of freehold and leasehold land
across Queensland. These rules evolved over
nine months of protracted negotiations
between many stakeholders with strong
interests in and even stronger philosophies on
this issue. For the benefit of members
opposite, let me outline the facts. The vast
majority of freehold land-holders will not be
affected by the vegetation management
legislation. The section of the legislation that I
intend to proclaim will apply to endangered
plant communities and vegetation types found
on only 925,000 hectares, or 0.25%, of the
State. Protection of such areas is even
supported by the Queensland Farmers
Federation. The QFF stated during last year's
consultation period that the organisation seeks
to "comprehensively protect endangered
regional ecosystems from not only clearing but
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also, for instance, the invasion of pests and
weeds". 

The formulation of these laws was started
under the previous State coalition
Government, with the then Premier, Rob
Borbidge, signing an agreement with the
Prime Minister, John Howard, and
Environment Minister Senator Robert Hill to
reduce tree clearing in Queensland, particularly
on freehold land. The Leader of the
Opposition can try to deny this, but here is the
agreement and here is a copy of a report in
the Courier-Mail of 17 December 1997 which
says that the Borbidge Government planned
to introduce tree controls on freehold land in
1998. I table all the documents, including the
one signed by the Leader of the Opposition,
for the information of the House, and I will be
highlighting this to farmers at Roma. 

This all flowed from the agreement signed
by the Opposition Leader, the then Premier.
This agreement specifically required that a
dramatic reduction in tree clearing in
Queensland had to be enforced by legislation.
The then Premier even established a top-
ranking task force to make sure that this
happened. So much for the Leader of the
Opposition now trying to portray himself as a
friend of the bush! 

Mr SPEAKER: The Honourable Premier's
time has expired.

Mr BEATTIE: I just note for the record
that I was denied speaking time by an
interjection and a useless point of order by the
Leader of the Opposition.

Hon. J. P. ELDER (Capalaba—ALP)
(Deputy Premier and Minister for State
Development and Minister for Trade)
(6.19 p.m.): I second the amendment moved
by the Premier. As far as the arguments over
tree clearing go, it is the tired old re-run of a
familiar scenario: the Labor Party, in
Government, facing up squarely to the
problem created by years of National Party
neglect; not afraid to take our case to the bush
and not afraid to argue our case in the bush;
prepared to work with whatever level of
government is prepared to work with us to sort
out the situation; not putting the problems
away, but facing up to those problems and
facing up to them fairly and squarely. We have
seen that the National Party is unable to do
any of this. It put off everything that was
contentious till after the election. 

As the Premier just said, the Leader of
the Opposition signed a partnership
agreement with the Federal Government in
1997 which committed the Queensland
Government to have "effective measures in

place to retain and manage vegetation,
including controls on clearing".

Mr HOBBS: I rise to a point of order.
There do not have to be hard and fast rules,
the way the Deputy Premier is interpreting it.

Mr ELDER: Caught out! As I said, in 1997
the then Premier signed an agreement to
have effective measures in place to maintain
and manage vegetation, including controls on
clearing. He signed that Federal agreement. I
would like to know: what were being put in
place in terms of controls on clearing? What
were members opposite contemplating? The
simple fact is that they put off everything that
was contentious till after the election, and
there must have been many members
opposite who breathed a sigh of relief when
they lost the election, because it meant that
they did not have to introduce or deal with any
of those contentious measures. But the bush
know it, and don't they know it, because the
member for Surfers Paradise was in Winton,
and he went there expecting that crowd of
angry farmers to rally against us. He expected
to go there and be right beside them, rallying
against those socialists from the city. Instead,
he found he was about as popular as a motel
owner from Surfers Paradise with them. When
the member for Surfers Paradise was up there,
didn't they give it to him!

Mr BEANLAND: I rise to a point of order.
Mr Speaker, I refer you to page 346 of
Parliamentary Practice by Erskine May, which
states that amendments are to be relevant to
the subject matter.

Mr SPEAKER: I know exactly what the
member is talking about, and this is relevant to
the subject matter.

Mr ELDER: I have not seen this much
cowardice since this morning in question time,
you bunch of pussy cats!

Mr BORBIDGE: I rise to a point of order.

Opposition members interjected.
Mr ELDER: Have the guts to debate the

issue, then, you wimps. What a bunch of
wimps!

Mr Hobbs  interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Warrego! 

Mr Johnson interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Gregory will cease interjecting. That is my final
warning. 

Mr Seeney interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: The member for Callide will
cease interjecting. That is my final warning.
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There is a point of order from the Leader of
the Opposition. 

Mr BORBIDGE: Mr Speaker, I seek your
advice in respect of the reference in Erskine
May. Could you explain how the RFA is
relevant to a motion being moved on the
Vegetation Management Act?

Mr SPEAKER: I am not going to allow this
debate to continue with frivolous points of
order. I have made my ruling. If the Leader of
the Opposition wishes to dissent from it, he
may do so. I call the Deputy Premier.

Mr ELDER: We see when members
opposite are caught how they squirm. They
signed agreements with the Federal
Government that they never delivered on. 

The member for Surfers Paradise was
really popular in Winton. I can recall being in
the bar in the hotel talking with the member for
Callide and with the member for Gregory, and
with the people to whom I was talking—who
were all National Party supporters; they were
not mine—about the Leader of the
Opposition's popularity in Winton, and he was
not all that popular. In fact, he was an
embarrassment. We went up there and we
debated the issue with those people.
Members opposite will not debate those types
of issues with our constituency. The bigger
issue on the night, which actually got the
Premier a cheer, was the GST. Those in the
bush are waiting for the Leader of the
Opposition, and they are waiting for him on the
goods and services tax.

Mr Seeney interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I now warn the

member for Callide under Standing Order
123A.

Mr Hobbs  interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: I also warn the member for

Warrego under Standing Order 123A.
Mr ELDER: Members opposite walk away

from their responsibilities in terms of land
clearing and they walk away from their
responsibilities in terms of the RFA, because
they are cowards and they are playing politics
on it. They are cowards and they are deserting
their constituency on it. But they will not
escape the GST. I found that the turning
moment was when the Premier said to the
Leader of the Opposition, "Do something and
go and talk to John Howard about the GST."
There was a great cheer from the crowd, who
were not necessarily our supporters. 

I suspect that, due to their lack of
compassion for the bush, after the next
election not too many of the members
opposite will be sitting in this House.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I call the
honourable member for Warwick.

Mr Borbidge interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will cease interjecting.

Mr ELDER: I rise to a point of order. I find
that remark offensive. I did not go to the hotel
late in the day, but I went in the company of
the member for Gregory and the member for
Callide, and they spoke long and loud about
Mr Borbidge's leadership.

Mr SEENEY: I rise to a point of order. I
find the suggestion that I would go to the pub
with the Deputy Premier offensive, and I ask
that it be withdrawn.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Callide will resume his seat. The
commencement of the 1999 sittings was the
only time that this House was brought into
disrepute by the media. I am not going to cop
that this year. I am telling members now that if
this behaviour continues, they will all find some
place outside this Chamber to make their
noises and yell and scream. I now call the
member for Warwick. 

Mr Johnson interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: I now warn the member for
Gregory under Standing Order 123A.

Mr SPRINGBORG (Warwick—NPA)
(Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (6.26 p.m.):
The original motion moved by the Honourable
Leader of the Opposition must and should be
supported by all members of this Parliament
who have a conscience. The reason for that
will be made quite clear during the course of
this debate. 

Last year in this Parliament this
Government, without any proper consideration
of scientific guidelines or foundations or proper
consultation with rural industry leaders or rural
groups or other interested stakeholders,
brought into this Parliament the Vegetation
Management Protection Bill, which was all
about sucking up to the rabid conservationists
in this State without any proper consideration
whatsoever for the interests of private property
in this State, particularly freehold land. It was
the most gross attack on private property rights
we have ever seen. 

To try to dispel some of the humbug
which has been trotted out around this State
by honourable members opposite and also the
conservation movement, not only in the last
few months but also in the last few years, I
want to point out to honourable members
tonight the real issue with regard to tree
clearing in this State. Do members know who,
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historically, has been responsible for most of
the tree clearing in this State, and why? It has
resulted from conditions laid down by
successive State Governments dating back
100 years or more. That has been the issue.
Until the late 1980s and virtually into the
1990s, we had a situation in which it was
accepted by Government—and, most of that
time, by the Labor Party—that if a leaseholder
did not clear their land, down to 10% in many
cases, they lost it. It was a condition of their
lease. They had absolutely no room to
manoeuvre in most cases, and that went from
the boundary fence to the river. They lost it if
they did not clear 400 or 500 acres a year, and
Government members know it. 

What Government members are doing,
irresponsibly and disgracefully, is placing
contemporary values on past actions which
were mostly caused by Governments in this
State, but they do not have the courage to
stand up in this place and talk about that sort
of thing. Fortunately, in that time, land-holders
themselves had the commonsense to leave
shade clumps and shade lines. Nobody goes
out there to deliberately degrade their land,
because what they would be doing is flushing
their asset down the toilet. That is virtually it;
they would be degrading it for future
generations. So tree clearing in the past has
been a result of the actions of Government. To
say now that it is due to the actions of land-
holders going out there unscrupulously
clearing is completely and absolutely wrong. 

The point is that we have a set of
guidelines in this State that must be thrown
out. The Premier is talking about partially
proclaiming something. The legal guru over
there who claims to be an Attorney-General
would know the Acts Interpretation Act. The
Acts Interpretation Act says that legislation
which is assented to will, unless otherwise
expressly altered by the Government,
automatically be proclaimed one year and one
day later. Other than that, it is two years and
one day. The Attorney-General knows that, so
there is absolutely no option whatsoever— 

Mr Foley: Where does it say that in the
Acts Interpretation Act?

Mr SPRINGBORG: The Attorney-General
knows where it is. There is absolutely no
alternative. If the Government is serious about
stopping this whole Act being proclaimed, it
must support this motion. The Attorney-
General knows that, and the legal experts
know that, and when the Government
appoints the Attorney-General to the Supreme
Court, he might even find that out. The
Attorney-General comes into this House and

gives the impression that we are going to be
protecting some endangered species and that
the other species will be okay. That is not
correct, and the Attorney-General knows that.
There is automatic proclamation.

The other matter that has been
mentioned is that farmers want compensation.
They do not want compensation; they want
the right to be left alone to manage their land
responsibly. Members on this side of the
House have nothing against trees. When
those lease conditions on clearing were in
place in this State, Labor was in Government
and was enforcing them. Those are the things
to which this Government aspires. This
Parliament has absolutely no choice. If it
wants—

Time expired.
Hon. R. J. WELFORD (Everton—ALP)

(Minister for Environment and Heritage and
Minister for Natural Resources) (6.30 p.m.):
There is no point in my repeating what the
Deputy Premier said about the Opposition's
cowardice when it comes to dealing with
difficult issues. This is just one of a string of
matters that the Opposition failed to deal with
when it was in Government—a matter which it
had a clear obligation to address.

This Government is prepared to face up
to this and we are prepared to deal openly and
honestly with people in rural Queensland
about the real challenges that we face to
manage our land for a sustainable future. We
have to look after the land so that in the next
100 years we can ensure that future
generations derive the same benefit from the
land that we did over the last 100 years.
Already, both State and Federal Governments
are spending tens of millions of dollars every
year on land repair. That does not happen
when people are not making mistakes.

No-one is criticising rural people for the
mistakes of the past, but we are trying to avoid
the mistakes of the future. The mistake of the
future that we will all make—

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

Warrego! This is my final warning.

Mr WELFORD: We must ensure that we
achieve the obligations that the NHT
partnership agreement signed by the Leader
of the Opposition commits us to—namely,
managing vegetation on land throughout the
State in an effort to reduce the overall level of
clearing. The Federal Government demanded
this of our Government in that partnership
agreement which those opposite ran away
from and hid from—and are still running away
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from and hiding from as a matter of cheap
political expediency. The reality is that the
Federal Government, through that partnership
agreement and through its continued pressure
on our State, wants that issue addressed.

The proposition that this can be dealt with
in a voluntary way is contradicted by the
National Party's own actions. Under the Land
Act, the National Party introduced guidelines
on clearing on leasehold land. These
guidelines now have the force of law.

Mr Borbidge interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will cease interjecting.

Mr WELFORD: The Opposition ran away
from the proposition of dealing with freehold
land. The Opposition set up a committee, and
that is all it did. The matter was never finalised.
It was never dealt with by the Opposition. The
Opposition carried through what we started
with regard to leasehold land and made it law.
Those opposite made it law because they
knew that there need to be minimum
standards. That is all that this Government is
proposing.

I have made sure that we will have
consultation with rural communities. We
consulted with rural industry right throughout
last year. We agreed on most of the issues. It
is only at the margins where we did not have
final agreement. We have legislated according
to the substantive provisions which were
agreed. Now we are taking the matter to the
people in the rural communities. In the last two
weeks I have personally conducted forums in
Bundaberg, Mackay, Charters Towers,
Atherton, Beaudesert, Augathella and
Emerald. There will be further forums
throughout the State where I will be openly
talking with rural communities. I will be talking
with 150 to 200 people at a time in regional
town halls. We will work through these issues.
Most people understand that we need
minimum standards.

The proposition that one should be able
to do whatever one likes on one's land is not
something that rural people who are genuinely
concerned about land care subscribe to.
People on the land want flexibility, and they will
have that flexibility. The only thing we are
looking to achieve is to protect endangered
ecosystems. If the Opposition proceeds with its
motion tonight, it has to be prepared to stand
up and say to the whole Queensland
community that it does not care if endangered
ecosystems are driven to extinction. That is the
proposition that the Opposition will be
asserting if it opposes what our Government is
doing.

What this Government is doing with
regard to freehold land is protecting nothing
more than those ecosystems which have
already been fully cleared down to their last
10%. That is the only minimum standard that
the Premier is now requiring to be protected by
legislation. Beyond that, it will be up to the
regional process involving regional committees
and the local community to come up with
guidelines for protecting vegetation on
particular properties.

Let this be heard loud and clear: if the
Opposition opposes what our Government is
doing, it is advocating the freedom for people
to drive ecosystems to complete extinction. All
this Government is protecting are the
ecosystems that are most endangered.

Mr Borbidge interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will cease interjecting. That is my
final warning.

Mr WELFORD: If the Opposition is really
genuine and really believes that endangered
ecosystems should be protected across the
State, those opposite would join with us and
get Federal Government support to make sure
that the protection of those ecosystems does
not render anyone non-viable. 

Time expired.

Mr HOBBS (Warrego—NPA) (6.36 p.m.): I
notice that the Premier is not in the House. He
does not have the courtesy to come into the
Chamber and listen to the debate. At Winton
the Premier said, "We had to bring in the tree
clearing guidelines because of the Kyoto
agreement." Let me make it clear that that is
not the case. I challenge the Premier to
indicate where in the Kyoto protocol it says
that Australia must reduce tree clearing. There
is no such thing. That is another lie.

The Premier also said that it had to be
done because of salinity. There is no clear
evidence that salinity is a problem. The
Minister for Environment wrote to me and said
exactly the same thing. He said that he
challenged the report of the Murray-Darling
Commission. I wrote back to the Government
and asked, "Where is the data that you used
in determining that salinity was bad in
Queensland?" The Government wrote back to
me and said, "We haven't got data. We got it
from Mr Welford." Mr Welford eventually wrote
to us and said, "Oh, we have some preliminary
draft material which cannot be used. It is not
reliable. It should only be used in a very
preliminary manner." The information that the
Government is using in order to scare people
is inaccurate.
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The Premier told land-holders that they
must accept the advice of the experts in the
department. Adrian Jeffreys, a former Green
activist, for heaven's sake, is the manager of
vegetation management for DNR. We virtually
have Dracula in charge of the blood bank. The
Premier also said in Winton, "We had to bring
this in because Robert Hill's Bill is worse than
mine." Senator Hill has made it quite clear that
his Bill does not apply. I do not know how the
Premier can continue to say these things that
are totally untrue. The Premier should not
keep on saying those things because the
people do not believe him any more.

There are a lot of other issues concerning
the DPI report. However, the issue in this case
is that the Premier has talked about
consultations between the State Government
and the Commonwealth Government in order
to work out what compensation will be paid to
farmers. There has been no indication of any
consultations with the stakeholders. How much
do the farmers need? What compensation is
required? The Premier has not spoken to the
farmers. He has had discussions with a
handful of people.

The people involved will have their
incomes reduced. They will have their rights
reduced. However, the Premier is not talking to
those people. The Premier says that $100m is
all he wants. The Premier knows as well as I
that the ABARE report contradicts him.

Members opposite must realise this: this
vegetation clearing legislation is not based on
any scientific data. It is not based on best
practice. It is not based on what is best for the
land. It is purely a political decision which has
been arrived at for political purposes.

No-one would want to go out and destroy
endangered species or eco-systems. I ask the
Minister to name the eco-systems which are in
danger of dying. I ask him to name any
endangered areas that have been lost to
Queensland in the recent past. The
Opposition, when in Government, undertook a
lot of work in relation to vegetation
management. Earlier this afternoon the
Minister for Environment said that the
Opposition did nothing. The Opposition had to
fix up the mess left by the Goss Government
with regard to leasehold guidelines. The
Opposition was able to introduce a satisfactory
method to clear up that mess.

A lot of land-holders have written to us
about the issues and the way they see them.
One land-holder from Quilpie wrote—

"I hope you can use my comments
to convince the uninformed public to use
their common sense and defeat this Bill."

She stated further—

"The main concern with this Bill is it
gives ultimate control over land
management to the hand of the
Government. These people have no
practical working knowledge of the land
they are governing, so rely on what their
observers tell them. In previous
circumstances of this type of control, it
has proved to be a dangerous way to
manage affairs. 

Please don't run out and persecute
those honest business owners, with the
false hope of punishing those very few
dishonest ones. This legislation is not
designed to catch criminals, it is designed
to make more criminals and then try to
catch them."

 A lady from Nebo also wrote and stated the
following—

"We only have the division of the
conservative vote and the impossible
compulsory and optional preferential
voting system in Queensland to thank for
having a Labor Government in power.
One Nation voters gave us the Beattie
Government, and they are now carrying
out the vendetta of eliminating country
people by economics." 

Time expired.

Hon. H. PALASZCZUK (Inala—ALP)
(Minister for Primary Industries and Rural
Communities) (6.40 p.m.): This evening, in
rising to support the amendment moved by
the Premier, I would like to highlight one of the
major projects that the Department of Primary
Industries is progressing in partnership with the
Landcare groups in the Burdekin catchment.
Earlier this month in Charters Towers, I
announced State Government seed funding
for a Burdekin rangelands/reef initiative
covering a catchment of 13 million hectares.
Of course, the honourable member for
Charters Towers would be fully aware of what I
am talking about. In December last year at the
State Government's Community Cabinet
meeting at Charters Towers, following
representations from the Dalrymple Landcare
committee and other community
representatives, the $100,000 seed funding
contribution from the department was finalised. 

The Department of Primary Industries is
developing a whole-of-Government approach
to the initiative and driving the social and
economic development envisaged across the
catchment from the rangelands to the reef.
The Burdekin rangelands/reef initiative is an
exciting proposal that will promote broad
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community involvement. I believe that it will
demonstrate the win-win outcomes that a
positive partnership between industry and
Government at all levels can achieve. 

However, it is critical that the Federal
Government be involved, and already there
have been preliminary discussions with the
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority. The
rangelands/reef initiative is about achieving
lasting solutions to deliver long-term benefits to
communities across the catchment now and in
the future. The Department of Primary
Industries' funding will focus on the
implementation on the ground to achieve long-
term outcomes. The department will support
three pilot projects: establishing a model
property, a pilot in the Dalrymple Shire
demonstrating woody weed control and
sustainable grazing land management
practices; a pilot in the lower catchment
focused on the restoration of a fish habitat;
and the development of the proposal into a
broad community development initiative for the
Burdekin catchment. The pilot programs aim to
develop business plans and outline
management strategies required for long-term
sustainability and economic viability to benefit
the whole community. 

I note also that the Minister for Natural
Resources said that the experience and
knowledge of primary producers was vital to
the development of regional plans. I
understand regional committees will be formed
over the next two months. The Minister has
been discussing the issues with land-holders
face to face at a series of vegetation
management forums, to which I referred
previously. That face-to-face contact is
something that I as Minister have tried to
maximise. I believe that it is very important to
discuss matters with the industry organisations
but I also value my contact with individual
producers. To that end, I also praise the work
of Government MPs in ensuring that the views
of their constituents are heard. The
Government's Community Cabinet and
regional forum processes are playing a vital
role in giving Queenslanders greater access to
Government. I am looking forward to the
Roma Community Cabinet meeting this
weekend because, once again, it will be the
Government talking about relevant issues with
members of the community in the Roma area.
I understand that further vegetation
management forums are due to be held in
Augathella, Inglewood, Roma and Miles over
the next two weeks. 

With reference to the RFA, that is, the
South-East Queensland Regional Forest
Agreement, the State Government achieved

an historic outcome for Queensland. This
agreement protects jobs, regional communities
and south-east Queensland's native forests.
The agreement gives confidence in the future
of the industry and the sustainability of the
industry. A sustainable timber industry provides
sustainable timber jobs. The regional forest
agreement is a win-win for timberworkers, the
timber towns and the environment. The
regional forest agreement for south-east
Queensland creates new jobs while preserving
areas of high conservation value. 

In conclusion, let me put an end to the lie
that has been perpetrated by honourable
members opposite in relation to a report on
tree clearing commissioned by the Department
of Primary Industries. I refer to a Courier-Mail
article last year, which dealt with a letter from
the DPI's Director-General, Dr Warren Hoey, to
the Premier regarding the DPI report. I will read
from that article—

"In particular, it presumed all farms
were of equal size and the whole of
Queensland was suitable for clearing. A
letter obtained by the Courier-Mail from
DPI director-general Dr Warren Hoey to Mr
Beattie said the report's finding had to be
'treated with extreme caution'. Doctor
Hoey's letter says the report's author, a
DPI officer, 'considerably overestimates'
the amount of uncleared land." 

Time expired.

Mr SEENEY (Callide—NPA) (6.45 p.m.): I
rise to support the original motion that was
moved by the Leader of the Opposition. I note
that the Deputy Premier is again not in the
House. He scuttled out of here just like he
scuttled out of the meeting in Winton terribly
embarrassed by the performance of the
Minister for Natural Resources and his
venerable leader, the Premier. As each lie got
bigger to cover the previous lie until he got to
the desperate situation of blaming the GST for
the tree-clearing legislation, the Deputy
Premier—and anybody else in the
Government who had half a brain—was down
the pub hiding in the corner with a minder on
either side of him, which is where the member
for Gregory and I found him later in the night. 

It is also interesting to note that the
Minister for Primary Industries just took five
minutes of the time of this House and could
not even bring himself to address the
legislation. That is a measure of the
embarrassment that all members opposite feel
at the position that they have been put in by
the Minister for Natural Resources. He has
made a complete fool of all the members
opposite, and they know it. 
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From the very start, the Vegetation
Management Act was dishonest and deceitful.
It was preceded by a consultation process that
was a sham and an insult. It was accompanied
by a dishonest and deceitful media campaign
that was designed to split Queensland. It was
designed to sway public opinion against
Queensland land-holders by unfairly portraying
them as environmental vandals. The
legislation was forced through this Parliament
in a dishonest and deceitful manner with no
proper debate allowed and no opportunity to
examine the detail involved. 

The Vegetation Management Act has
quite rightly been rejected totally by land-
holders across Queensland. This dishonest
and deceitful legislation has failed before it has
even begun. It should be repealed, and it
should be repealed immediately. It has failed
to achieve any degree of acceptance by the
land-holders who are affected by it, and it has
and will continue to fail to achieve any degree
of compliance in the future. 

This legislation has produced an
unprecedented response of anger and
rejection across Queensland—a response that
was expressed by over 1,000 land-holders who
travelled many miles to attend a protest rally at
Winton, and that anger at and rejection of this
legislation will again be expressed at Roma.
This legislation fails totally to recognise that
there is an inalienable difference between
freehold and leasehold land. By the Minister's
own statements, he illustrates that he does not
understand that particular difference. It is that
point more than any other that is at the very
core of the angry rejection that the vegetation
management legislation has suffered. 

The distinction between leasehold and
freehold land has been recognised by land-
holders for generations, and that difference
has been reflected in land values. This
legislation ignores completely the rights of
freehold landowners. It ignores completely
those rights that landowners have paid
considerable amounts of money to acquire.
This legislation was forced through this
Parliament without debate by an ideologically
driven Minister in pursuit of his own personal
vision. It will never be accepted by Queensland
land-holders, no matter how big the lies that
are perpetrated by the Premier and the Deputy
Premier to try to recover the unrecoverable
situation.

Mr ELDER: I rise to a point of order. I find
the remarks offensive. I ask that they be
withdrawn.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member will
withdraw.

Mr SEENEY: I withdraw. Such has been
the angry reaction across the State, the only
way to achieve a resolution is to start again.
The Minister for Natural Resources should
accept that his attempts to bludgeon the land-
holders of Queensland have failed. They have
produced a stand-off that will never be
reconciled. He should recognise that this
draconian legislation will never be accepted by
land-holders and is likely to produce a
backlash against sensible and sustainable
practices.

The Premier and the Deputy Premier
should recognise that their attempts to
misconstrue the facts in a bid to defend this
legislation have likewise failed. They have
failed in their silly attempts to focus the debate
on getting Canberra to meet their childish
demands for money. The Premier's lies failed
to justify this legislation at the Winton meeting,
and his absurd contention with his nose
pressed up against the window of the
Government jet at 40,000 feet will long be
remembered by the land-holders he accused. 

This Parliament should be supporting this
motion tonight. This Parliament should be
repealing the legislation. This Parliament
should be urging the Minister for Natural
Resources to cease his blind pursuit of
ideology and begin some meaningful dialogue
with the land-holders of rural Queensland. The
Minister must support the development of a
workable system that gives encouragement
and support to land-holders rather than the
draconian regulation and the over-the-top
penalties enforced by the tree police.

Time expired.

Mr MICKEL (Logan—ALP) (6.55 p.m.): It
is a pleasure to join this debate tonight
because it gives us a chance to clear up a few
matters. This is not about tree clearing; this is
about clearing out the Opposition. If one looks
at today's Courier-Mail, one will see that those
opposite have not got their story straight. What
they are trying to tell us is that the Queensland
legislation is too tough. If one looks at the
Courier-Mail, one will see what Senator Hill is
on about. The Federal Government is saying
that our legislation is not tough enough. Those
opposite have not got their story worked out.
They have not got it worked out because the
Federal Government is about to clear those
opposite out at the next State election on a
number of issues which I am going to raise in
a few moments.

Opposition members have to get their
story right. It is okay to stand up in Winton, but
when those opposite go down to Canberra
they are arguing a different story. Why could
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they not stand up for the Queensland farmers
and argue for decent compensation? What is
unarguable, what is undeniable, is that there
was no money for Queensland, not a cent. My
friend the member for Burdekin is back with us,
all the way from the USA. Remember he was
not going to go anywhere. I bet they were
picking his brain and all they got was the
exercise.

There has been no compensation
awarded to Queensland—not a cent. All we
have got is the GST. If honourable members
opposite think that their constituency want the
GST, they should go back and look at the
footage from Winton. Sure they were angry
farmers. Sure they were upset. But what was
the basis of their anger and their rancour? It
was the GST.

Mr Johnson: I rise to a point of order. I
find the remarks of the honourable member for
Logan objectionable, and I ask that they be
withdrawn. The farmers at Winton certainly
were not pushy.

Mr SPEAKER: That is not a point of
order.

Mr Johnson: I am sticking up for those
people. They were good, honest citizens
standing up for what they believe in, Mr
Speaker.

Mr SPEAKER: The member for Gregory
will resume his seat.

Mr MICKEL: Mr Speaker, I have no
argument with the remarks of the member for
Gregory. Those farmers were upset. They are
decent people and they would not have a bar
of the GST.

Can any of those opposite who have
accepted that rubbish from the Federal
Government tell me what the price of petrol is
going to fall by in country areas under the
GST? They have swallowed it hook, line and
sinker. They have been dudded in the same
way that Queensland was dudded over tree
clearing and compensation money. 

If those opposite want confirmation of why
they were dudded, have a look at the six duds
who did us in on the RFA. Those six Federal
member duds convinced Wilson Tuckey not to
give Queensland a cent on the RFA. It is all
about little acronyms—GST, RFA, both of
them poisonous to the Opposition. It is not
about tree clearing; it is about clearing out the
State Opposition. And that is what is going to
happen.

The sawmillers of south-east Queensland
have been offered for the first time ever long-
term, compensatable wood supply
agreements at current allocation levels. These

agreements will underpin investment,
employment and economic security for the
sawmills and the 35 rural communities that
depend on them. 

An honourable member interjected.
Mr MICKEL: I heard the interjection from

the honourable gentleman saying that he
does not believe it. I was quoting from a press
clipping from Rod McGuinness from the
Queensland Timber Board. Have members
opposite become so out of touch that they
have even fallen out with the Queensland
Timber Board now?

The Liberal and National parties are sell
out merchants when it comes to Queensland
country towns. For a series of coalition
members to come out and say that it is not a
good deal, that the communities do not like it,
absolutely amazes me. Do those guys
understand what is going on? That is what
McGuinness had to say in the Oakey
Champion of 23 February. See how out of
touch those opposite are with their own
constituency!

The only thing the coalition members both
Federal and State have ever done for rural
people is make a good living out of them.
They have never stood up for them here or in
Canberra—never once have they stood up for
them. They cannot tell them what is going to
happen with the RFA. They did not get a cent
from them and they are selling them out when
it comes to the GST. The RFA would have
provided employment for 471 extra people. It
would have planted 10 million trees over five
years as part of an $18 million softwood and
hardwood plantation program. It would have
provided a $10 million incentive package.

Time expired.
Question—That the amendment be

agreed to—put; and the House divided—
AYES, 40—Attwood, Barton, Beattie, Bligh, Boyle,
Braddy, Briskey, J. Cunningham, Edmond, Elder,
Fenlon, Foley, Fouras, Hamill, Kaiser, Lavarch, Lucas,
Mackenroth, McGrady, Mickel, Miller, Mulherin,
Musgrove, Nelson-Carr, Nuttall, Palaszczuk, Pearce,
Reeves, Reynolds, Roberts, Robertson, Rose,
Schwarten, Spence, Struthers, Welford, Wells,
Wilson. Tellers: Purcell, Pitt
NOES, 40—Beanland, Black, Borbidge, Connor,
Cooper, E. Cunningham, Dalgleish, Davidson, Elliott,
Feldman, Gamin, Goss, Grice, Healy, Hobbs, Horan,
Johnson, Kingston, Laming, Lester, Lingard, Mitchell,
Nelson, Paff, Pratt, Prenzler, Quinn, Santoro,
Seeney, Sheldon, Simpson, Slack, Springborg,
Stephan, Turner, Veivers, Watson, Wellington.
Tellers: Baumann, Hegarty

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

Resolved in the affirmative. 
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Question—That the motion, as amended,
be agreed to—put; and the House divided—
AYES, 40—Attwood, Barton, Beattie, Bligh, Boyle,
Braddy, Briskey, J. Cunningham, Edmond, Elder,
Fenlon, Foley, Fouras, Hamill, Kaiser, Lavarch, Lucas,
Mackenroth, McGrady, Mickel, Miller, Mulherin,
Musgrove, Nelson-Carr, Nuttall, Palaszczuk, Pearce,
Reeves, Reynolds, Roberts, Robertson, Rose,
Schwarten, Spence, Struthers, Welford, Wells,
Wilson. Tellers: Purcell, Pitt

NOES, 40—Beanland, Black, Borbidge, Connor,
Cooper, E. Cunningham, Dalgleish, Davidson, Elliott,
Feldman, Gamin, Goss, Grice, Healy, Hobbs, Horan,
Johnson, Kingston, Laming, Lester, Lingard, Mitchell,
Nelson, Paff, Pratt, Prenzler, Quinn, Santoro,
Seeney, Sheldon, Simpson, Slack, Springborg,
Stephan, Turner, Veivers, Watson, Wellington.
Tellers: Baumann, Hegarty

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

Resolved in the affirmative.

SPEAKER'S RULING

 Motion of Dissent
Mr BEANLAND (Indooroopilly—LP)

(7.05 p.m.): I rise under Standing Order 117. I
move—

"That Mr Speaker's ruling that the
amendment to the motion moved by the
Premier was relevant to the subject matter
of Mr Borbidge's motion be dissented
from." 

ADJOURNMENT

Hon. T. M. MACKENROTH (Chatsworth—
ALP) (Leader of the House) (7.05 p.m.): I
move—

"That the House do now adjourn." 

Mobile Phone Towers; Milpera State High
School

Mr BEANLAND (Indooroopilly—LP)
(7.06 p.m.): This evening I wish to touch on a
couple of matters, the first of which is mobile
phone towers. With competition in the
telecommunications industry hotting up these
days, companies want their own
telecommunications towers. This means that
local government is faced with myriad
applications under town planning laws and
ordinances from the various
telecommunications companies, which are
required under local government town
planning laws to advertise tower proposals and
enable local residents to object if they so wish.
In many instances, communities do object,
because they already have a number of

telecommunications towers in their
neighbourhood. The increasing number of
telecommunications towers in suburbs is
quickly becoming a major eyesore. This is
occurring not only in Brisbane but in many
other cities and towns throughout Queensland. 

Clearly, these towers should be co-
located. Some companies are endeavouring
to do that, but others appear to be a little
tardy. I believe it is necessary for the Minister
to look at this situation with a view to giving
local government more powers to ensure that,
where possible, the towers used by
telecommunications companies are co-
located. There will always be instances where
that is not possible. However, I have
encountered situations where, even if there is
already a tower in one neighbourhood,
another company wants to put one down the
road. This is a growth industry. There are more
and more telecommunications companies,
and with them come more mobile phone
towers. Over the months and years ahead we
will see an explosion in the number of
telecommunications companies, which will all
want their own towers. This will mean that
residents will be faced with the problem of
retaining the character and aesthetics of their
suburbs, towns and cities. It is a growing
problem. However, I believe there is a simple
solution. 

Greater consideration needs to be given
to co-locating these towers; otherwise our cities
and towns will become eyesores, with towers
some 25 metres high littering the skyline. They
are not like a television tower. Mobile phone
towers are much taller and stand out against
the skyline. I appreciate that local
governments take a close, hard look at these
applications and in many instances go further
than that and refuse them. When that
happens, the companies have the opportunity
to appeal to the Planning and Environment
Court. The actions with which I have been
associated to date have achieved successful
results for residents. However, that does not
mean that this will continue in the future.
Therefore, I urge the Government to toughen
up the provisions in this area in relation to local
government. 

The second issue that I wish to touch on
is that of the Milpera State High School—a
magnificent high school in my electorate. It
specialises in teaching students English as a
second language. It is one of only a few
schools in Queensland that deals specifically
with this subject. We have experienced a large
increase in the number of people coming from
overseas who do not have English as a
second language and who need to go through
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this school. In particular, the school deals with
people in the 13 to 18 year age bracket, of
which there are growing numbers. 

I made reference to this issue once
before in this Chamber and I am somewhat
shocked to find that the Minister has not taken
up my concerns in relation to this school.
There is a need to replace some of the
classrooms and to provide upgraded facilities,
in particular a multi-purpose hall. This school is
not like normal high schools in that it does not
have a P & C committee. The students and
their parents, if they have parents here, attend
the school for only a few months. This means
that there is no ongoing commitment to the
school through a P & C. There is no parents
and citizens committee at all to support the
school. I have raised this matter before in
correspondence with the Minister. I again urge
the Minister to give further consideration to
providing assistance for the school in relation
to building a multi-purpose hall for these
people from a range of ethnic origins. From
memory, the school attracts students from 54
countries. Students with origins right across the
international community attend this school.
This is a one-off situation; it is not to be found
elsewhere in Brisbane or Queensland. Other
high schools have the ongoing support of P &
Cs. The Milpera State High School does not
have that support. I urge the Minister for
Education to give this school greater support.
The Federal Government provides much more
support than does the State Government. 

Australian Coal Exports

Mr PEARCE (Fitzroy—ALP) (7.11 p.m.):
The Federal Government's continuing refusal
to take control of Australia's coal export
contracts means that the Queensland coal
industry is yet again facing another round of
job cuts, the possible closure of small mines in
particular and further downsizing of the coal
towns. All these factors contribute to a
significant economic impact on the central
Queensland region.

The recent walkout by BHP coal workers
in New South Wales and Queensland
attracted the same rhetoric of previous years
from the Queensland Mining Council, the
Federal Government and the Queensland
Opposition. We heard them make claims
about production losses and the impact these
would have on the State and national
economies in a campaign aimed at attracting
public sympathy. They used this opportunity as
a smokescreen to hide from scrutiny the
bloody-mindedness of the Australian coal
producers and a Federal Government that is

committed to the destruction of the Australian
way of life.

The blame for the continued erosion of
coal prices falls at the feet of the Federal
Government and coal producers who have
allowed themselves to be outsmarted by the
Japanese steel mills who have always bought
coal as a cartel. The Federal Government has
failed dismally in protecting Australia's interests
in its valuable coal resources. Prime Minister
Howard is telling us that the GST is good for
the nation. Minister Reith tells us that no
worker is worse off under his IR policy and they
endorse the sell-off of our resources for an
ever declining financial return to our nation!
Ordinary Australians are the losers, suffering
the consequences of fewer Commonwealth
dollars for education, health, roads, legal aid
and other Government services.

As far as I am concerned, the Federal
Government and the likes of Howard, Costello
and Reith are traitors to this nation. They are
party to job losses, breakdown in family units
and the destruction of rural towns. The Federal
Government abandoned the only effective
means of protecting the interests of its citizens
when it withdrew its right to control export
markets. The Federal Government lacks the
ability to recognise the real problem and take
control. After decades of exporting coal,
Australia has learnt nothing about how to do
business in Asia, especially with Japan. Doing
business with Japan is not the same as doing
business with Europe or North America.

Robert Koerner, a senior lecturer in
strategic management at Griffith University,
wrote an article—I believe last year—about the
Japanese cartel, which he estimates has
probably cost Australia about $10 billion in
below market prices during the past 30 years.
Mr Koerner is spot-on when he says that
export controls could at least keep some check
on destructive competition among Australian
producers. I would like to quote from the article
that this gentleman wrote because the words
that he has used are spot-on and summarise
exactly what is happening. There could not be
a better way of describing this unsustainable
situation. The article states—

"Australia, Canada and the United
States provide four-fifths of the world-
traded coking coal, with Australia
exporting half this amount. The strategy
of Japan's buying cartel limits Australia's
market share to about half of their total
imports. Our producers have been up
against this ceiling for more than 20 years
now. This means that they compete
among themselves for Australian
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producers, rather than for a share of
Japan's total imports.

Formerly officials kept track of prices
and quality for coal export contracts. They
could refuse export approval when blatant
examples of destructive price competition
occurred. This effort would have been
more effective if similar information had
also been collected for Canadian and
American competitors.

Then comparisons could have been
made between the worth of Australian
coking coals to Japanese steel mills,
relative to the major international
competition.

The former controls at least
discourage coal companies from
accepting low prices offered by the cartel
in return for a larger share of the
Australian 'quota'. Now there are no
checks on our weakest players and the
Japanese cartel is very skilled at exploiting
these weaknesses."

During my time in the coal industry, I have
been privy to what has happened on many
occasions when our coal producers have gone
to Japan to try to sell coal to the Japanese
market. It is quite evident that one of the
things that they set out to do from the very
start was to try to find a benchmark.

Time expired.

Ultraviolet Radiation

Mr HEALY (Toowoomba North—NPA)
(7.16 p.m.): Given the amount of publicity that
was given last Sunday in the Sunday Mail to
the Premier's forthcoming operation to remove
a cancerous growth from around his eye and
his comments about the importance of proper
protection from the harmful effects of UV
radiation, I think that it is timely to raise an
issue that may be of interest to both the
Premier and hopefully every other member of
this House. Tonight I wish to bring to the
attention of the House the excellent research
work that is currently being conducted at the
University of Southern Queensland in
Toowoomba by two men in particular. Dr Alfio
Parisi and Michael Kimlin are physicists who
run the Centre for Astronomy and Atmospheric
Research at the university and are engaged in
groundbreaking research into ultraviolet
radiation measurements and its effect on
human and plant life. So good is the research
that the centre, through more than 36
research papers, 15 or more conference
papers and numerous other articles—all
published—have seen the centre recognised

as one of the leading institutions of its kind in
the world.

As most of us know, here in Australia we
have one of the highest levels of year-round
UV radiation levels in the world. This,
combined with our skin types, warm climate
and our outdoor lifestyle, has led to Australia
having the highest incident rates of skin cancer
in the world. In response to this situation, the
University of Southern Queensland is
investigating the research areas of human
ultraviolet dose measurement, the
measurement of ultraviolet radiation on plants,
and the distribution of ultraviolet and visible
energy with wavelength. Ultraviolet radiation is
strongly linked to the degradation of organic
materials, both natural and synthetic, and the
damaging and ageing of human skin and eye
tissue, including skin cancer. UV is also linked
to diseases in animals, including eye damage.

An increase in UV levels has motivated
the development of the expertise in UV
research at the Centre for Astronomy and
Atmospheric Research at the University of
Southern Queensland. Alfio Parisi and Michael
Kimlin have conducted some important
research into such things as the effects of
solar UV exposure on schoolchildren in south-
east Queensland during meal breaks and
during the summer months. Other topics that
they have researched include the effect of
solar ultraviolet exposure on outdoor workers,
the effect of solar UV exposure while driving a
car and the penetration of high levels of UV
through the windows and windscreens of a
motor vehicle. Serious research has been
conducted into the effects of solar UV on
people participating in various sports, even on
a fairly cloudy day.

It all sounds like good news in the fight
against skin cancer, but unfortunately it is not.
For some strange reason, the centre is battling
to maintain its level of research due to a
shortage of funds—funds that would see the
purchase of valuable equipment to carry out
further experimentation and detailed analysis.
It does seem strange that the front page of a
weekend newspaper, and indeed two whole
pages inside, could be dedicated to the
harmful effects of UV radiation and yet the
very research that is needed to assist with the
prevention of such effects is being hampered.
As I understand, Queensland Health did assist
with funding for the centre some time ago, but
the policy priorities changed somewhat to
some other focus and that funding is no longer
available.

Mrs Edmond: Most of the funding for
research comes from the national
Government.
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Mr HEALY: Given his commitment to the
cause and his personal experience with skin
cancer, I have written to the Premier today
requesting that he take a personal interest in
this centre. I have asked that officers from the
Premier's Department contact the centre to
avail themselves of further information on the
important work being carried out there. I also
issue a challenge to the Sunday Mail to
investigate the work that is being done at this
very important centre in Toowoomba. This is
the type of project that any Government
should be taking an active interest in. Far too
many Queenslanders, like the Premier, are
now paying the price for not knowing the
harmful effects of UV radiation when they were
young. That important research is now being
done. High skin cancer rates and the possible
increase of skin cancer incidence in the future
highlight the need for a reduction in UV
exposure.

Looking to our future, skin cancer is going
to be a greater killer in our society than it is
today. We are all guilty of being too slack
when it comes to protecting ourselves. At the
end of the day, this Government—and, in the
future, any Government—has to get fair
dinkum about this issue and start directing the
bureaucrats to hop off their favourite agendas
and get focused on the issues that really
matter. This will be a test for the Premier and
this Government or any future Government to
prove that they are serious about this issue.

Illegal Refugees

Mr NUTTALL (Sandgate—ALP)
(7.21 p.m.): The recent arrival of a larger
number of boat people on our shores and the
Commonwealth Government's response puts
Australia in a dilemma. On the one hand, we
need to protect our borders from smugglers,
including those who traffic in people. On the
other hand, we are a humanitarian, democratic
society committed to human rights and related
international conventions, as well as playing
our part in the processing and settlement of
legitimate refugees. There are currently
roughly 23 million refugees in the world, and
the number is continuing to rise. While many
come from areas experiencing war and
conflict, others escape conditions of
persecution or discrimination which are more
subtle. This does not mean that their need to
find a home elsewhere is not just as great.

Jason Koutsouki's report in the Age on 16
February this year reported that—

"... the arrest of more than 3500 people
trying to enter Australia illegally by boat

since January last year—1200 in
November alone—and the media reaction
that followed, has created the common
misconception that our borders are
suddenly under siege from foreign
invaders."

The recent wave of boat arrivals is the largest
ever to reach our shores in such a short time.
Just 3,227 illegal boat arrivals came between
1989 and 1998. However, let us have a closer
look at all illegal arrivals.

The Commonwealth reports that boat
arrivals make up only a small percentage of
the 53,143 people living in Australia illegally,
most of whom arrived via our airports. Most of
these people overstay their visas—be they
tourist, temporary resident or student visas—
and are among the millions who come here
each year. Compared to the USA and the UK,
our apparent illegal entry problems appear
insignificant. The USA illegal entry population
is growing by some 275,000 each year. Last
year, there were in excess of 51,500 people
seeking political asylum in the UK. The cost to
Australia in the 1998-99 financial year of
locating, removing and detaining people who
arrived illegally and those working illegally was
$128m. It will be more in the next financial
year.

The Commonwealth Government utilises
the capabilities of Coastwatch, the Navy and
Customs to ensure border controls. On 25
November last year the Federal Parliament
passed the Border Protection Bill, which
provides for interception, boarding, searching
and chasing ships in Australian or international
waters and requesting aircraft to land for
boarding and searching. In addition, the
Commonwealth has introduced penalties for
people smugglers, including a 20-year jail term
and fines of up to $220,000.

Honourable members will be interested to
know that boats are by no means the only way
in which people try to come to Australia
unlawfully. In the last financial year, in excess
of 2,000 people were refused entry at
Australia's airports. This year's figure is not yet
available, but obviously a jump in numbers is
expected. In the same year, over 3,500
people were admitted to Australia's
immigration detention centres, only 26% of
whom were boat people. The
Commonwealth's efforts to prevent and deal
with unlawful entry must be supported,
particularly those aimed at smugglers who are
profiting from human misery. The more recent
arrivals of boat people from the Middle East is
a new development for our country. People
are fleeing repressive regimes in Afghanistan
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and Iraq. It is highly likely that many boat
people will definitely be legitimate refugees.

We as a nation have international
obligations under the 1951 convention and the
1967 protocols relating to the status of
refugees to permit anyone who is likely to
suffer persecution in his or her own country to
lodge an application for asylum and be
provided with protection. We also need to
recognise that, no matter how many illegal
arrivals we get, there is an international
dilemma. So many people are on the move,
many fleeing persecutions. Most regrettable,
of course, is the negative image of Australia
projected overseas as a result of the
Commonwealth Government's response. We
should have learnt from previous experiences
with the waves of refugees we have
successfully settled. Refugees are the most
motivated citizens, because they have
nowhere to go but forward. If treated well by
us, they are grateful and put a lot of effort into
contributing to their new country.

Time expired.

Sydney-Mooloolaba Yacht Race

Mr LAMING (Mooloolah—LP) (7.26 p.m.):
I rise to bring an important issue to the
attention of this House. It is important to sport
and to Queensland in general and to the
Sunshine Coast in particular. I refer to the
annual Sydney-Mooloolaba Yacht Race. The
race has a 27-year history, but is in extreme
jeopardy thanks to a move by Mooloolaba
Yacht Club's race partners of long standing,
the Middle Harbour Yacht Club. In their
wisdom, they have gained the support of NSW
Tourism, several other sponsors and media
representatives to run a regatta to Coffs
Harbour at the usual time of the Sydney-
Mooloolaba Yacht Race, possibly sounding
the death knell of Mooloolaba's time-honoured
race.

In 1999 the race attracted 64 entries,
including a large proportion of the major
players in the ill-fated Sydney to Hobart race.
This number of boats equates to 700 sailors
plus their families visiting Mooloolaba and the
Sunshine Coast at race end. The main
ingredients in the running of any race, the boat
owners and sailors, have indicated that they
wish to continue the tradition. However, the
threat of this NSW-based Coffs Harbour
competition places this year's race at risk. To
ensure future races to Mooloolaba are as
successful as those in previous years, a
concerted effort needs to be put into this
year's event so that the competition from NSW
does not get off the ground.

The Mooloolaba club has approached the
Cruising Yacht Club of Australia, who are
responsible for the famous Sydney to Hobart
race, with a proposal to form a partnership in
the running of what is Australia's second most
important ocean race. Several attempts have
been made to secure a race sponsor,
including an approach to Tourism Queensland.
All have so far been unsuccessful, mainly due
to the short time frame brought about by the
Middle Harbour Yacht Club's failure to advise
Mooloolaba of their Coffs Harbour intentions.
Our concern is that, should Queensland not
take up the offer of the CYCA and find a
Queensland sponsor for the race, a wonderful
opportunity will be lost to the State, particularly
when we consider the future. This threat has
made us realise how easily our major event
could be lost and the effect it would have on
the Mooloolaba Yacht Club, the surrounding
business community and Queensland in
general.

It is an ill wind indeed that does not blow
some good. This change has seen the
emergence of a far more active partner in the
Cruising Yacht Club of Australia. This move
has provided the Mooloolaba Yacht Club with
enormous commercial opportunities that they
have not had the opportunity to fully develop
in the past. We as Queenslanders now have a
once only opportunity to cement this event into
the Australian yacht racing calendar, and we
have only six weeks in which to do it. The
Mooloolaba Yacht Club, of which I am an
active member, is committed to the
development of the race and has greeted the
CYCA's forward thinking and enthusiasm with
great anticipation.

To this end, I am calling on the
Government, whether through the Department
of Tourism, Tourism Queensland, the
Department of State Development or
Queensland Events, for assistance with the
promotion of this year's race as Queensland
strives to avoid losing a major sporting event to
a southern State and to set in place an
impenetrable barrier against future attacks.
The New South Wales Premier has evidently
also lent his name to the New South Wales
event which, according to Yachting News, will
be known as the Premier's Cup. This could well
become a battle of the Premiers. I seek the
support of all members, particularly the
Premier, who is the Honorary Commodore of
the Mooloolaba Yacht Club, to ensure that
Queensland's most important yachting icon is
not lost to New South Wales.

Motion agreed to.

The House adjourned at 7.30 p.m.


