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THURSDAY, 1 DECEMBER 2005

Legislative Assembly

Mr SPEAKER (Hon. T McGrady, Mount Isa) read prayers and took the chair at 9.30 am. 

ASSENT TO BILLS
29 November 2005
The Honourable A. McGrady, MP
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly
Parliament House
George Street
BRISBANE QLD 4000
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 date shown: 
Date of Assent: 28 November 2005

"A Bill for An Act to amend the Sugar Industry Act 1999."
"A Bill for An Act to amend the Police Powers and Responsibilities Act 2000."
"A Bill for An Act to amend the Police Powers and Responsibilities Act 2000, and for other purposes."
"A Bill for An Act to amend the Health Services Act 1991."
"A Bill for An Act to amend the Youth Participation in Education and Training Act 2003 and the Education (General
Provisions) Act 1989."
"A Bill for An Act to amend the Health Practitioner Registration Boards (Administration) Act 1999 and the Medical
Practitioners Registration Act 2001."
"A Bill for An Act to amend the Duties Act 2001, the Gaming Machine Act 1991 and the Land Tax Act 1915, and for other
purposes."
"A Bill for An Act to amend the State Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971, and for other purposes."
"A Bill for An Act to amend the Liquor Act 1992, the Liquor Amendment Act 2005, the Body Corporate and Community
Management Act 1997 and the Property Agents and Motor Dealers Act 2000."

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)
Governor 

COMMENTS BY MEMBER FOR MAROOCHYDORE
Mr SPEAKER: Honourable members, on 25 November 2005 the Minister for Small Business,

Information Technology Policy and Multicultural Affairs wrote to me alleging that the member for
Maroochydore misled the House in a debate on 24 November 2005. A complaint of deliberately
misleading the House must provide some basis for demonstrating not only that a statement made is, in
fact, misleading but also that the intention was to mislead. I have considered the material available and
find that it discloses no basis to find a prima facie contempt of deliberately misleading the House and
intend to take no further action in respect of the matter. 

AUDITOR-GENERAL’S REPORT
Mr SPEAKER: Honourable members, I have to advise the House that today I received from the

Auditor-General a report titled Report No. 5 for 2005: Results of performance management systems
audits of output performance reporting—phase 2. 

MEMBERS’ DAILY TRAVELLING ALLOWANCE CLAIMS

Report
Mr SPEAKER: Honourable members, I lay upon the table of the House the annual report of daily

travelling allowance claims by members of the Legislative Assembly for 2004-05. 
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OMBUDSMAN

Report
Mr SPEAKER: Honourable members, I have to advise the House that today I received from the

Ombudsman a report titled Complaints management project phase 1 report, December 2005. 

PHOTOGRAPHS IN CHAMBER
Mr SPEAKER: Honourable members, members of the media will be in the chamber taking

photographs but I have asked them simply to take photographs of members who have the call. 

PETITIONS
The following honourable members have lodged paper petitions for presentation—

Flying Foxes, Edmonton
Mr Pitt from 34 petitioners requesting the House to recognise the necessity of residents to enjoy their outdoor living areas and
direct Parks and Wildlife staff to remove/relocate the flying foxes currently in residence in Edmonton.

Daylight Saving
Mr English from 16 petitioners requesting the House to enforce upon the State of Queensland the daylight savings policy to
coincide with the NSW daylight savings policy.

PAPERS
MINISTERIAL PAPER TABLED BY THE CLERK
The following ministerial paper was tabled by the Clerk—
Premier and Treasurer (Mr Beattie)—
• Letter, dated 25 November 2005, from the Premier and Treasurer (Mr Beattie) to the Clerk of the Parliament enclosing a

copy of a letter from the Commonwealth Parliament’s Joint Standing Committee on Treaties listing the proposed
international treaty action tabled in the Commonwealth Parliament on 8 November 2005 and the National Interest Analysis
for the proposed treaty action listed

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Development Application, Montville

Hon. PD BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Treasurer) (9.34 am): This year our
government released far-reaching blueprints for how we can sustain and manage growth in south-east
Queensland over the next 20 years. This region is one of the most popular and fastest growing in the
country, and proper planning to meet the needs of a growing population is an issue that my government
takes very seriously. Our track record confirms that. Therefore, my government has taken an interest in
a significant development that was recently approved in the picturesque Montville area. 

Let me provide a brief history. On 27 August 2004, before the release of the draft South East
Queensland Regional Plan, the Links Group lodged a development application with the Maroochy Shire
Council for a residential golf club development at Montville. The proposal is for a master planned
community, including an 18-hole golf course, between 350 and 500 residential dwellings, 150 villas, an
80-room hotel, a 40-unit golf villa, a 9,000 square metre club centre and a 1,000 square metre
commercial development. On 28 September 2005 the Maroochy Shire Council approved the
development application in full, subject to a range of conditions. 

This decision raised some very strong community concerns. My government alone received
around 1,200 pieces of correspondence, with a significant majority of them in opposition to the
development. As such, in my capacity as the minister responsible for regional planning in south-east
Queensland and with Desley Boyle as the planning minister, I requested information from the council
regarding this decision. We received this information on 4 November 2005 and have since reviewed
these materials and have sought appropriate advice, including legal advice. 

As a result, we have made a decision that we will today call in the application in accordance with
the Integrated Planning Act 1997. We have several major reasons for this decision. Firstly, although the
application was made prior to the introduction of the draft regional plan, the council is required to have
regard to this plan and the final SEQ Regional Plan when deciding the application. In this respect the
development is significantly inconsistent with the regional plan, with a vast majority of the site located
within the regional landscape and rural production area. When we consider that this is the area in south-
east Queensland that this government has set aside and protected from future urban growth, this
development significantly erodes the intent of the regional plan. 
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Secondly, the majority of the site is included in rural zones within the Maroochy shire planning
scheme and is, therefore, inconsistent with the council’s own planning scheme. Furthermore, the
approval was granted against the recommendation of the council’s planning officer. 

Thirdly, the development would more than double Montville’s current development footprint and
population and create a far more intense development than otherwise exists on the mountain. As
members can see, this development has a range of characteristics which are of concern to the state
government, especially in the context of managing growth in the south-east corner. 

Let me finish by saying this: we have not yet made a decision as to what will happen to this
development. To explain, in calling in the application I now assume the role of the development
assessment manager under the Integrated Planning Act 1997 and take on the responsibility to
undertake a full review of the development application and then make a decision on the development. I
expect we will have completed this report and be able to make this decision early in the new year. 

By way of accountability, I table for the House the notice of ministerial call-in of development
application made under the Integrated Planning Act, which is dated 1 December. I also table a copy of
my letters to the Maroochy Shire Council; Links Montville Pty Ltd; Alan Tecsh, Acting Director-General of
the Department of Main Roads; Dennis Tennant, District Director of the North Coast Directorate of the
Department of Main Roads; Robyn Hesse, Planning Manager of the Southern Regional Planning
Division; Bob McCarthy, Director-General of the Department of Natural Resources and Mines; Jeff
Guinea, senior officer of the South East Region of the Department of Natural Resources and Mines;
James Purtill, Director-General of the Environmental Protection Agency; and the Registrar of the
Planning and Environment Court of Queensland. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Transport Green Paper

 Hon. PD BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Treasurer) (9.39 am): Today I am
pleased to table, in partnership with the Minister for Transport and Main Roads, Paul Lucas, the next
crucial piece of vital transport planning by my government—that is, the ‘Smart Travel Choices for South
East Queensland—A Transport Green Paper’. This 97-page discussion document foreshadows some of
the most far-reaching transport related policy initiatives ever to be considered in Queensland. As our
state continues to grow, especially here in the south-east corner, we will face many challenges in
planning for growth, especially in the key area of transport. Smart Travel Choices looks at helping
address the pressure and congestion on our roads, with innovative options addressing car use, walking,
cycling and public transport. 

Let me say up front that some of the options are controversial, very controversial. But what we
need is public debate about these options to assist the government to make decisions about these
issues in the future. So by their very nature the controversial aspect of them is essential to ensure
appropriate public debate so that we can make sound decisions. I emphasise that these are not
government decisions; they are options. As I said, they are controversial. However, we need to think
outside the square if we want to encourage greater use of different and more environmentally friendly
public transport options. Otherwise the south-east corner of Queensland will simply choke. That is why
our strategy needs to be clear. 

For instance, we raise the option of parking licence schemes, which will require owners or users
of parking spaces in busy and popular suburbs, well-serviced by public transport, to pay for an annual
parking licence. We have made no decision to do this, but we will put that option out there to see what
the community thinks. The revenue from this levy can then be used to fund public transport
infrastructure and services. We also canvass the option of incentives for people to get rid of their pre-
1987 cars. Under the ‘scrap and ride’, we will encourage people to get rid of older, polluting cars with
discounts of up to $500 on a new bicycle or free rego on a smaller, cheaper car, if that proposal went
ahead. An option is also raised to extend the use of transit lanes by allowing freight vehicles to use the
lanes during off-peak times without compromising safety standards. 

We also want to push the federal government to include bicycles, cycling equipment and public
transport fares as part of salary packaging schemes. Salary packaging of bikes and public transport
currently attracts fringe benefits tax, but why should they be treated differently from cars, mobile phones
and laptop computers? That is a very important question if we are interested in the environment and
better public transport. 

The equation for south-east Queensland is pretty simple. We are relying on our cars more and
more to get around. If this trend continues, traffic conditions will worsen, air quality will deteriorate, travel
times will go up and quality of life will go down. The issue of traffic management is one of the most
significant issues facing the south-east corner of Queensland. It is one of the most, if not the most,
significant issue. That is why this green paper, produced by the minister, Paul Lucas, and his
department, is so important for the future.
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People make travel choices every day. And we want to encourage education, discussion, debate
and consideration of ways people in south-east Queensland can travel smarter. Information about the
Smart Travel Choices paper will be rolled out over the next month, and residents will be able to provide
feedback through a web site, via an 1800 number, by mail or at various public meetings and displays. 

Community consultation will be carried out until the end of February and then the government will
identify the transport policy initiatives we need to pursue to keep south-east Queensland a great place
to live. I would encourage everyone to have a look at the green paper and make sure that they have
their say. 

The minister for transport and I have arranged for copies to be distributed to all members. I table
a copy for the information of the House. I implore members to get hold of this green paper and have a
look at it. This is about quality of life. These decisions which we will make now over the next few months
will directly impact on our quality of life for the rest of our lives and the lives of our children. Some of
these proposals are deliberately controversial but out of that we hope to get some sensible and
balanced debate about the future of transport. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Regional Sittings of Parliament, Rockhampton

 Hon. PD BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Treasurer) (9.44 am): As the year
draws to a close it is appropriate to reflect on one of the highlights of 2005. In October, for only the
second time in this state’s history, our parliament visited regional Queensland. The central Queensland
sitting of parliament in Rockhampton was a great success and allowed the local community to actively
participate in our democratic and decision-making process.

Despite the obvious distractions of some members—and we saw some nonsense from our
political opponents opposite, and I will not deal with that today—I would like to reiterate that the
Rockhampton sitting of parliament was a great success. As of this week, the latest available estimate of
the additional cost for the central Queensland sitting was $424,047, exclusive of GST. 

I seek leave to incorporate a chart which gives a breakdown of the estimate of costs so that every
member will be aware of them. 

Leave granted.

REGIONAL SITTING —CENTRAL QUEENSLAND 2005

Notes
All amounts are exclusive of GST.
Costs do not include the value of sponsorship or in-kind support provided by Queensland Government agencies, the
Parliamentary Service, local government agencies or other organisations.
The actual final cost of the sitting cannot be determined until all outstanding invoices are received. 

Category Description Estimate
TRAVEL Includes travel for Members, support staff and Parliamentary Service 

staff 
$64,997

ACCOMMODATION & MEALS Includes accommodation, meal and incidental costs for Members, sup-
port staff and Parliamentary Service staff

$119,278

VENUE HIRE Includes hire of the Pilbeam Theatre and Walter Reid Centre (including 
associated overhead costs) and meeting room facilities 

$32,789

VENUE FIT-OUT, EQUIPMENT 
AND COMMUNICATIONS

Includes relocation of furniture and equipment, hire and operation of 
closed circuit television and sound system, professional fees for Cham-
ber design and layout, temporary partitioning for office and meeting 
rooms, phone line installation and rental, computer network data commu-
nications, hire of photocopiers, printers, and fax machines, air condition-
ing for exterior site pavilions

 $86,683

OPERATIONS Includes Indigenous Welcome ceremony, freight costs, security scan-
ning, St John Ambulance, water, tea/coffee service, photographer 

$12,370

KEY COMMUNITY EVENTS Includes joint State/Council Reception and Free Public Barbeque, and 
performance of Citizen Jane Performance 

$25,500

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES 

Includes Student Art competition, Youth Parliament, teacher Resource 
Kits, volunteer tour guides, Parliamentary education publications, and 
exhibitions on Parliament at the Walter Reid Centre

$65,429

PROMOTION Cost of radio and print advertising promoting the Regional Sitting, promo-
tional stationery 

$17,001

TOTAL $424,047
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These figures include the actual cost of goods and services where invoices have been received.
However, I ask members to please keep in mind that not all invoices have been received. I expect that
the final cost will be known in the next month when the outstanding invoices have been received. I thank
the members again for their contribution to the success of the regional sitting of parliament. As well as
providing the region with a wonderful insight into our democratic process, the sitting provided a boost to
the local economy. 

Mr Speaker, in particular, I would like to thank you, the parliamentary staff and all those who
worked incredibly hard to make it a success. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Retail Trade Figures
 Hon. PD BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Treasurer) (9.46 am): Consumer

confidence in Queensland in the lead-up to Christmas remains high, judging by the latest retail trade
figures released yesterday. The figures from the Australian Bureau of Statistics show we recorded the
strongest turnover in Australia last month.

Nominal retail turnover in trend terms rose 0.8 per cent in October 2005, compared with a
marginal rise of 0.1 per cent in the rest of Australia. Monthly growth in retail trade in Queensland in late
2005 has been much stronger than growth at the same stage in 2004. In fact, after declining in each of
the last four months of 2004, growth in turnover has strengthened through 2005, to reach a current
monthly rate of 0.8 per cent—easily above the long run average rate of growth of 0.6 per cent. As a
result, annual growth in retail trade in Queensland has more than doubled from a recent low of 2.6 per
cent in June 2005 to 5.7 per cent in October. Retail trade in the rest of Australia grew at a slower annual
rate of 2.9 per cent over the year. Consumer confidence among Queenslanders remains high and it is
one of the factors helping underpin the continued strength of our economy. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

World Swimmer of the Year
Hon. PD BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Treasurer) (9.47 am): I am please to

announce that the talent of our Queensland swimmers has once again been recognised on the
international stage. Queensland Academy of Sport athletes Grant Hackett and Leisel Jones have
earned the highest accolades in swimming, being named the male and female world swimmers of the
year for 2005. I seek leave to incorporate more details in Hansard.

Leave granted.
Grant won the award for his tremendous triple gold medal win at this year’s swimming World Championships in Montreal and for
breaking Ian Thorpe’s 800 metres world record. 
Leisel received the accolade for an outstanding double gold medal triumph at the World Championships collecting the 100 metres
and 200 metres breaststroke and a world record in the 200 metres breaststroke. 
This is only the second time in the 26 year history of the award that Australia has won both awards.
And once again they have been collected by two Queenslanders as in 1994 when Kieren Perkins and Samantha Riley were
crowned with the titles. 
Mr Speaker,
These achievements cap off another great year for our Queensland Academy of Sport.
This year our athletes at the Academy have performed exceptionally well bringing home more than 35 world championship
medals and breaking eight world records.
These achievements underscore the important role that the Queensland Academy of Sport plays in the development of our elite
and developing athletes. 
As Premier and Minister for Sport I am extremely proud of their efforts and I congratulate each and every one of them for their
stunning success on the world stage.
Their results reinforce Queensland’s reputation for producing international sporting talent and highlight the depth of athletic ability
in our State. 
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Queensland Sport Awards
 Hon. PD BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Treasurer) (9.47 am): Tonight I will be

presenting the 11th annual Queensland Sport Awards at the Brisbane Convention Centre. Queensland’s
athletes have had a great year and are very worthy of whatever medals or other awards they receive.

In this year’s budget, the government provided more than $190 million for a wide range of sport
and active recreation programs and facilities, from the grassroots to the elite level. Our support for sport
is not just about winning gold medals and building sports facilities around the state. We believe that
playing sport and getting active is one of the best ways to improve our quality of life, both individually
and as a community. 

Queenslanders are not active enough and we are committed to addressing this problem. Regular
physical activity helps prevent and manage many serious health problems such as obesity, heart
disease, cancer, diabetes, asthma, arthritis and depression. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Davies Report
 Hon. PD BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Treasurer) (9.48 am): I want to use

this opportunity to formally thank the Hon. Geoffrey Davies for his report on the Queensland Public
Hospitals Commission of Inquiry. His thorough investigation, which pulled no punches, provides
Queensland Health, when added to the Peter Forster report, with a clear way forward.

This government started to implement the major reforms demanded by the Davies report some
months ago because we anticipated many of the recommendations based on evidence and also they
were covered, in part, by Peter Forster. Some of the lessons are difficult. Many of the changes are
tough. We are determined to face them head-on. Let me be clear about this: there is no glory in this
report for anyone. Both sides of politics were criticised and appropriately so. 

This report puts the patients first, and our response to it will give patients the same priority. That
includes doing all we can to ensure Dr Patel is brought to account. Obviously that is an issue for the
Queensland Police Service, but we as a government will continue to do all we can to bring Patel to
justice. We are now rebuilding the health system. We are making the tough decisions and making the
changes required. 

In relation to Jayant Patel, I am advised that the Queensland Police Service has a team of
investigators that has been investigating Jayant Patel for almost six months. That team will use the
evidence already gathered to forward to the Director of Public Prosecutions so that she may compile an
application for extradition, and upon Dr Patel’s return he will be prosecuted. 

With regard to investigations, since June 2005 detectives from the State Crime Operations
Command have been investigating the death and serious injury of patients under the care of Jayant
Patel. Two detectives have travelled to the United States to conduct investigations, and the information
gained from their inquiries has been incorporated in the investigation in Australia. Police are being
assisted by a team of medical experts who are reviewing Jayant Patel’s medical files. In addition,
members of the fraud and corporate crime investigation group are investigating the alleged fraudulent
registration of Jayant Patel as a medical practitioner and his subsequent employment at the Bundaberg
Base Hospital. 

With regard to extradition and prosecution, the Queensland Police Service has advised that it is
working towards a brief of evidence and is on track to present it to the Director of Public Prosecutions
early next year. It will have officers working on the matter throughout the Christmas-New Year period. As
I have indicated, we are keen to see Jayant Patel face justice in Queensland, and we will do everything
we can to support Queensland police in seeing that Jayant Patel is brought to justice. 

I notice that Beryl Crosby is in the gallery today. I want to say to Beryl that we understand that the
victims—the Bundaberg victims support group—will only feel total closure on this matter when Jayant
Patel is brought to justice. We will be doing everything we can to do that. We are hoping, as I said, that
the police will be able to present a brief to the Director of Public Prosecutions early next year. They will
get every support they possibly can from my government. 
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Davies Report
Hon. S ROBERTSON (Stretton—ALP) (Minister for Health) (9.52 am): I join with the Premier in

recognising Beryl Crosby in the gallery today. I thank her for the work that she has done, in the time that
I have been Minister for Health, on behalf of so many wonderful people in Bundaberg. I hope that the
initiatives that we take will stand the test of time and receive the confidence of the people of Bundaberg
and, in particular, the patients support group and those wonderful Queenslanders who so tragically have
been impacted by the unfortunate events in Bundaberg.

The Queensland Public Hospitals Commission of Inquiry made a number of adverse findings
against current Queensland Health staff. The inquiry found that individuals working in Bundaberg,
Hervey Bay and Brisbane failed to adequately carry out their duties relating to various incidents and
problems in the public health system. It also recommended actions for the Director-General of Health to
pursue in relation to these adverse findings. I will not go over the findings, as they are quite clear in the
report. However, we are moving swiftly but fairly on these recommendations. 

Yesterday I asked for urgent advice from my director-general on the options available for her to
act on these recommendations. I am advised that, under section 87 of the Public Service Act, the
director-general is obliged to write to the named staff members. I can advise the House that today letters
are being sent to the Bundaberg district manager, Mr Peter Leck; the former Hervey Bay district
manager, Mr Michael Allsopp; the former Hervey Bay director of medical services, Dr Terrence Hanelt;
and former chief health officer and acting deputy director-general, Dr Gerry FitzGerald. The inquiry
recommended that the director-general discipline each of these individuals under section 87 of the
Public Service Act for carelessly and incompetently performing their duties. The letter to Mr Leck will be
copied to the Crime and Misconduct Commission in line with section 3.430 of the inquiry report. 

The director-general has also written to Hervey Bay orthopaedic specialist Dr Morgan Naidoo.
The inquiry recommended that the director-general conduct an investigation into whether Dr Naidoo has
been absent from duty without approved leave and without reasonable excuse and, if so, consider
disciplinary action under section 87 of the Public Service Act. The inquiry also recommended that
consideration be given to taking disciplinary action against Dr Naidoo for carelessly and incompetently
allowing two overseas trained doctors to perform unsupervised orthopaedic procedures which they
ought not to have been allowed to perform without supervision. In the spirit of natural justice, the
director-general has written to all five staff members asking them to show cause why she should not act
on these recommendations, and they have been given 14 days to respond. 

In relation to Dr Darren Keating, amongst recommendations of a criminal and official misconduct
nature, the inquiry also recommended that the director-general consider taking action under the Public
Service Act. As Dr Keating resigned from Queensland Health last month and is no longer a government
employee, this recommendation is no longer enforceable. Other former employees also had adverse
findings made against them with no recommendations for recourse, but I do not believe that they have
got off scot-free. While disciplinary action is no longer possible, the findings in themselves are a black
mark on their professional reputations. The events of this year have been very damaging to them, with
serious impacts on their careers. 

The inquiry will stand the test of time and will be on the public record forever. On that basis, there
have been no easy let-offs. Taking the appropriate action against individuals identified in the report will,
I believe, help restore public confidence in the Bundaberg Hospital and the Queensland public health
system. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Aerospace Development
Hon. AM BLIGH (South Brisbane—ALP) (Deputy Premier, Minister for Finance and Minister for

State Development, Trade and Innovation) (9.55 am): It is with great pleasure that today I can inform the
House that a whole new industry is about to open up over Queensland’s skies. With the help of a
$48,000 grant, the unmanned aerial vehicle industry will develop a manual of standards for the
industry’s designated test and training airspace at Kingaroy. This grant follows the state government’s
commitment in July to provide $3.53 million in funding to the Queensland University of Technology and
the CSIRO to establish the Australian Research Centre for Aerospace Automation. 

As you well know, Mr Speaker, this is truly exciting stuff. It is an industry that is worth a potential
$500 million to Queensland over the next 10 years. Unmanned aerial vehicles are the next big thing in
international aviation, and Queensland is set to become a leading centre for their development and
testing. The vehicles are the fastest growing area of global aerospace research and development. They
represent a new frontier in remote-area farming and offer seamless communications to the bush, along
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with strategic military applications. UAVs can be used for traffic and road monitoring, fisheries and
wildlife surveillance, emergency services and police surveillance, agricultural spraying, stock
monitoring, aerial photography and coastal surveillance. 

The QUT and CSIRO research facility will be based at the Da Vinci precinct at Brisbane airport
and will carry out research into the use of unmanned aerial vehicles in civil commercial applications. The
Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Airservices Australia and the federal Department of Industry, Tourism and
Resources have identified the airspace test area which will be developed to fit with the National
Airspace System and general aviation practice. As part of all of this, Kingaroy Shire Council—and I
would think that those opposite would support a brand-new industry at the Kingaroy airport—will build a
common user facility at Kingaroy airport to be shared by Australian and international companies. 

Unmanned Technologies Australia will be the primary operator for the Kingaroy facility and its
operations. The $48,000 grant that we are providing to Unmanned Technologies Australia is to ensure
safety and operational best practice at the Kingaroy air space test range. Unmanned Technologies
Australia will develop a comprehensive set of safety standards and operating protocols in conjunction
with the Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Airservices Australia, Defence and aviation stakeholders. The
government has given further support to this new industry, with $15,000 in sponsorship for the
Australian Research Centre for Aerospace’s unmanned aerial vehicle workshop, being held right here in
Brisbane this week. 

Queensland has a significant number of companies and research institutions involved in the
design, research and development, manufacture and operation of engines, structures, avionics suites,
sensor packages and software for UAVs. The availability of the Kingaroy test facility will benefit
researchers at the centre and the unmanned aerial vehicle industry in general, and it is anticipated that
there will be considerable interest from the international aerospace community. This all means the
generation of export revenue for Queensland. It is why we wholeheartedly support this industry as a
smart industry for a Smart State. Members who are interested in this cutting-edge technology may like
to join me today at 12 o’clock on the Speaker’s Green, where vehicles of this nature will be on display. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Apprenticeships and Traineeships
Hon. TA BARTON (Waterford—ALP) (Minister for Employment, Training and Industrial Relations)

(9.58 am): I am very pleased to be able to report more good news regarding the numbers of
Queenslanders undertaking apprenticeships and traineeships. As a matter of fact, the National Council
of Vocational Education and Research figures released yesterday show another all-time record in the
number of Queenslanders in training. 

According to the centre’s figures, as at the end of June 2005 there were 76,100 Queenslanders in
training. This is an increase of 4,000, or 5.5 per cent, on the previous 12 months and compares to a
two per cent drop nationally. We have now had 22 successive quarters of year-on-year record numbers
of apprentices and trainees in training. It means that over the five-year period from 2000 these numbers
rose by more than half—by 52 per cent, in fact. That is a great result.

It is encouraging to note that here in Queensland in the traditional trade areas, where we suffer
from the national blight of skills shortages, numbers starting traditional apprenticeships jumped by a
remarkable 36 per cent over the 12 months compared to 14 per cent nationally. This is great news for
Queenslanders and for our state.

Honourable members will appreciate that the skills level of a work force is one of the key
determinants of a successful economy. Increasing the skills of new entrants to the work force and also
the upskilling of lower qualified existing workers is fundamental to this government’s Smart State
Strategy. Our innovative skilling strategies, such as SmartVET, Skilling Solutions Queensland and
Breaking the Unemployment Cycle, are producing outstanding returns in increasing our skills levels. 

In the area of school based apprenticeships and traineeships, Queensland continues to lead the
nation. NCVER figures for the June quarter show secondary students accounted for 14 per cent of total
apprentice and trainee commencements, more than double the national six per cent figure. 

While we appreciate this confirmation that our skilling strategies are taking us in the right
direction, we are not resting on our laurels. We know there is much more hard work that needs to be
done, particularly in the face of the ageing work force. In the near future I will be releasing the
government’s white paper on skills reforms. These reforms will be the most comprehensive for decades.
They will help to give our industries access to the skilled labour they need to increase our economic
productivity and enable Queensland’s economy to compete successfully in the international
marketplace. 
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Electricity Industry
Hon. RJ MICKEL (Logan—ALP) (Minister for Energy and Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait

Islander Policy) (10.01 am): Queensland has a booming population and the fastest growing economy in
the nation. That brings accompanying pressures, especially on our energy sector. Annual growth in
electricity consumption in the state is forecast to average 3.2 per cent over the next 10 years, with peak
demand growing even faster. Peak demand growth across south-east Queensland has averaged almost
eight per cent annually for the past four years, with demand now approaching 4,000 megawatts. Our
government owned energy distributors are preparing to meet the challenge of providing for the demand
increase by investing in excess of $6 billion in capital expenditure in their networks over the next five
years.

But it is more than a question of financing this capital expenditure. Building and maintaining an
electricity network for over 1.7 million customers is a business that is all about people—dedicated and
professional people. Both Energex and Ergon Energy are investing heavily in recruitment campaigns,
attracting quality people to work in Queensland’s energy sector. Both Ergon and Energex are engaged
in sustained recruitment campaigns, both in Australia and overseas, to meet required staffing levels
identified through work force planning. This means increases in apprentices, tradespeople, professional
engineers and associated managers.

Both Ergon and Energex have taken on record numbers of apprentices in the past year. Ergon
recruited 80 apprentices in February this year, and Energex recruited a total of 82 apprentices in its
February and July intakes. Energex has another apprentice intake in January 2006 and has so far
received 566 applications for the 42 apprenticeships. Energex has an expected intake of further
apprentices in July 2006. Ergon Energy has recently advertised its 2006 intake and has received a
staggering 1,300 applications for the 80 apprenticeships. These 80 new apprentices will fill positions in
37 of Ergon Energy’s 75 depots across the state. After its January intake Energex will have 220
apprentices at work, and Ergon Energy’s 80-strong intake will add to the 230 already in training.

Not only are Energex and Ergon Energy meeting their own needs for a skilled work force through
this investment in apprentices; they are helping to address a nationwide skills shortage—a shortage that
is hampering many industries’ ability to grow and succeed. They are helping to build and strengthen
communities across this state. Many of these new apprentices will have the opportunity to forge
worthwhile and rewarding careers in their own towns and regions, returning to those communities the
social and economic benefits that flow from a vibrant work force.

The Queensland government is committed to giving young people and the employees of
Queensland a fair go. This is in contrast to the federal government’s IR legislation, which does not give
anyone a fair go. The federal legislation puts employees in the firing line for uncertain and unfair working
hours to receive whatever the employer decides to pay them. That is the glaring difference between our
government and the Howard government: we care for the employees of Queensland, and we should not
tolerate any suggestion of lowering the standards of families.

In closing, I want to pay tribute to one of our longstanding employees who has served this
government, Mr Cameron Dick. He is a friend of ours who is leaving our employment after seven years.
We pay tribute to him for his professionalism. We wish him, his wife, Theresa, and their two boys all the
very best for the future. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Capital Works Projects
Hon. RE SCHWARTEN (Rockhampton—ALP) (Minister for Public Works, Housing and Racing)

(10.06 am): This year has been business as usual for the Department of Public Works, which has had a
significant role in many key construction projects across the state. Public Works is managing the largest
single capital works program undertaken in Queensland education—the roll-out of facilities for the
introduction of prep year in 2007. This four-year, $230 million project involves new and refurbished
classrooms at 467 Queensland primary schools. 

In south-east Queensland, construction programs will see 41 schools ready for the start of the
new school year. Three schools—Newmarket, Clontarf Beach and Caboolture East—are already
completed. In regional Queensland, a further 24 schools will be ready for next year’s students with three
schools already completed. Construction of nine new two-storey preparatory buildings in the south-east
is also under way, and these facilities are expected to be ready for handover in mid-2006.

The conversion of the heritage listed Lady Bowen Building into accommodation for Brisbane’s
homeless is also progressing. The departments of Public Works, Housing and Communities have been
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working together on this landmark project. The $30 million refurbishment will ensure all heritage
aspects, including the former hospital and nurses’ quarters facades, are preserved throughout the
redevelopment. Work has started in the nurses’ quarters and when this is completed work will get under
way in the hospital building. Stage 1 is due for completion in May 2006.

The Department of Public Works is also managing the restoration of another historic site, the
South Brisbane Dry Dock. This $2.9 million restoration project will see the replacement of the caisson at
the dock’s mouth which has rusted through, allowing river water to float the World War II frigate HMAS
Diamantina off her keel blocks. The old gate is being dismantled and removed. Later this month, when
the tide is right, the Diamantina will be removed from the dock and placed back on new keel blocks.
Construction of the new gate for the South Brisbane Dry Dock is expected to be completed in March
2006.

I would also like to remind members that applications for Q-Build’s 2006 apprenticeship intake
need to be lodged by next Friday, 9 December. There are 100 positions on offer throughout the state
including full-time apprenticeships, school based apprenticeships and construction traineeships.
Apprenticeships are being offered in a variety of trades including carpentry, plumbing, fitting and turning,
painting, refrigeration mechanics and stonemasonry. A Q-Build apprenticeship is a great way to kick-
start a construction career, and I strongly encourage young Queenslanders to apply for a training
position.

I am proud of this government’s capital works record, which continues to stimulate business as
well as employment and training opportunities in the Smart State. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Prison Security
Hon. JC SPENCE (Mount Gravatt—ALP) (Minister for Police and Corrective Services)

(10.09 am): Today I would like to highlight some achievements made in prison security in Queensland’s
jails this year. We are proud of our record of no escapes from secure custody since this government was
elected in 1998. Within our jails, we have a team of intelligence and investigation officers who are
working diligently to intercept drugs, seize weapons and foil escape plans. In fact, a number of escape
plots were uncovered this year. A notable example was an elaborate escape plan where prisoners at
Lotus Glen Correctional Centre in Cairns were plotting to use firearms and a helicopter to make their
dash for freedom. Their plan was foiled by intelligence officers who retrieved SMS messages from a
mobile phone that had been smuggled into the prison and found in the possession of a prisoner. 

Our prison intelligence system is strong and working well. This year intelligence officers
uncovered 251 drug items and drug related implements in Queensland prisons, including
heroin, amphetamines, cannabis and syringes. A further 96 prohibited articles, including six mobile
phones, numerous weapons and tattoo guns, were also confiscated. As a result of those investigations,
and other reported matters, 392 people have been charged in relation to a total of 437 offences.

Illicit and prescription drugs, weapons and other contraband place the community, staff and other
prisoners at risk. This year a number of successful operations have been conducted by the Department
of Corrective Services Intelligence Group and the Corrective Services Investigation Unit to crack down
on drug offences. In June a sting targeting visitors attempting to smuggle contraband into Borallon
Correctional Centre resulted in 14 arrests and netted drugs and cash worth more than $18,000.
Intelligence officers worked closely with police, the dog squad and centre staff to intercept contraband
and lay charges.

These types of operations are held randomly throughout Queensland’s correctional centres in
response to local intelligence. They send a clear message to visitors who try to smuggle drugs into our
prisons: they will be caught if they try to flout the law and may face up to two years in jail. And it is not
just inside our prisons. Earlier this year a three-day operation by police and a Corrective Services dog
squad team on the Bruce Highway near Maryborough resulted in 41 charges being laid and 8.5
kilograms of cannabis and 300 ecstasy tablets worth around $10,000 being seized during the roadside
operation.

Our tough approach is working. Drug use in Queensland jails has dropped from 17.9 per cent of
inmates in 1996-97 to around 5.1 per cent this year. We now have 50 intelligence and investigation
officers, including 21 police officers, working around the clock to gather intelligence, undertake
surveillance, monitor prisoner phone calls and identify informants. These dedicated officers are helping
combat crimes on both sides of the razor wire. 
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Rail Freight Industry
Hon. PT LUCAS (Lytton—ALP) (Minister for Transport and Main Roads) (10.12 am): Change is

under way in the rail freight industry. Road transport operator and freight forwarder Toll Holdings is
engaged in a hostile takeover of its Pacific National partner, Patrick Corporation. The Australian
Competition and Consumer Commission is now examining in detail the potential for increased
concentration in transport industry ownership and reduced competition in national freight haulage
markets. 

Pacific National is already the dominant operator in some market segments. In fact, regardless of
the outcome of the Toll Holdings bid for sole control of Pacific National through gaining control of Patrick,
Queensland Rail is likely to be Pacific National’s only significant competitor in the rail freight and
broader logistics market.

QR is already responding to the significantly changed competitive dynamics of the Australian rail
freight industry, underpinned in part by the strong growth in its core business of hauling coal in
Queensland. In 2004-05 QR achieved record freight tonnages, including a new coal haulage record of
156.3 million tonnes.

The coal market in Queensland is set to grow by 30 per cent over the next five years. QR has
retained its coal haulage contracts, including winning 12 per cent of the Hunter Valley coal market in
New South Wales. QR has around $920 million invested in its coal haulage operations, including rolling
stock. QR is also adapting to other markets with the creation of QRNational in May 2005, which
combines QR’s coal, bulk and general freight businesses. It also acquired CRT in July of this year, a
successful national freight logistics company, and established six container services per week between
Melbourne and Brisbane—the north-south corridor.

Clearly QR is strengthening its potential to become a competitive force in the national freight
market to countervail the dominant position of the Pacific National entity, whatever its ownership. The
concern is that rail competition generally will be hamstrung if the ACCC does not decisively address the
key issues facing any rail operator seeking to break into the national market, namely the allocation of
track slots between the major centres in Australia, in particular on the eastern seaboard, and access to
the key freight terminals in Sydney and Melbourne to ensure that both are not ‘hoarded’ by the dominant
operator to the detriment of a truly competitive rail freight market. 

Pacific National, as a takeover target in the Patrick/Toll Holdings dispute, already has a dominant
share of the national containerised rail freight market by virtue of its control of key terminals, particularly
those in the major freight origin and destination centres of Sydney and Melbourne. These are difficult to
duplicate and present a significant barrier to entry into the market. 

If the ACCC were to concentrate its interest on the purely structural company arrangements of
any potential acquirer of PN so as to ensure no dominance in the national freight and logistics market by
one entity, it risks ‘missing the mark’ on the real issue in rail competition, namely, control of track access
slots and rail terminals. Pacific National is the issue, not so much Toll Holdings or Patrick.

I am pleased to see that the concerns of the ACCC include the issues of control of track access
slots, particularly in the east-west corridor, and terminal access in Sydney and Melbourne. I support the
ACCC raising issues in its recent letter of 29 November 2005 to key industry participants requesting
comments about the proposed acquisition of PN by Toll Holdings. Quick and decisive consideration is
required by the ACCC. I also note ARTC’s concerns on access issues. I want to make it clear that this is
not about the takeover of Patrick by Toll Holdings but about the non-competitive terminal access
arrangements in terminals controlled by Pacific National.

Finally, I also support QR’s initiatives to extend its operations and alliances nationally as a way of
ensuring effective competition and growth in the Australian rail freight sector. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Liquor Licensing Flying Squad
Hon. MM KEECH (Albert—ALP) (Minister for Tourism, Fair Trading and Wine Industry

Development) (10.17 am): I am pleased to inform the House that the Beattie government’s Liquor
Licensing Flying Squad is already a resounding success.

The mobile tactical squad was formed in August of this year to undertake compliance and
enforcement activities across the state. The four-person squad supplements the operations of Liquor
Licensing staff located in regional centres and provides a high-profile presence in and around licensed
premises as well as the capacity to immediately respond to and investigate major incidents. 
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The flying squad initiative is a direct result of the Beattie government’s commitment to preventing
and reducing harm associated with alcohol misuse in Queensland and improving community safety. The
initiative is clearly working. Since commencing operations, the flying squad has attended nine regional
centres across Queensland, some on several occasions. Members have undertaken compliance and
enforcement activities at a number of high level events, including the 2005 Gold Coast Lexmark Indy
and schoolies. 

To date, well over 300 premises have been visited by the squad. Members have checked the
identification of more than 400 patrons in relation to possible underage drinking offences and more than
250 security providers have been assessed for compliance with the licensing requirements of the
Security Providers Act. The squad is not just committed to compliance checks but also takes
appropriate enforcement action where warranted. 

To date, I am advised that its operations have resulted in a total of 85 infringement notices being
issued and more than $35,000 in fines being imposed. More than 100 warnings have been issued to
licensees and/or their staff, three prosecutions have been initiated, and one premises was temporarily
closed due to its unsafe trading environment. I am advised that this premises subsequently re-opened
following the licensee’s rectification of the issues uncovered by the flying squad.

The flying squad has also worked closely with other agencies to ensure patrons of licensed
premises remain safe. As a direct result of the operations of the flying squad, more than 70 fire safety
matters have been referred to the Queensland Fire and Rescue Service, 14 suspected breaches of
security provider legislation have been referred to the Office of Fair Trading and six matters have been
forwarded to Queensland Health for examination in relation to antismoking legislation. 

The Beattie government remains committed to developing Queensland’s liquor industry within a
socially responsible environment. The flying squad initiative is yet another example of our government’s
work to improving community safety in and around licensed venues and reducing any harm associated
with the misuse of alcohol in Queensland. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Development Application, Montville
Hon. D BOYLE (Cairns—ALP) (Minister for Environment, Local Government, Planning and

Women) (10.18 am): I support the Premier’s decision to call in the Montville Links development. As
planning minister I remind Maroochy shire and the other councils of Queensland that their planning
schemes must be taken seriously. It is a concern to me that some councillors seem to think of their
planning scheme as a kind of guideline only. It is much more than that. Their planning schemes are
statutory documents which the community has helped develop through public consultation and about
which locals feel a sense of ownership.

The Montville Links development is clearly contrary to the Maroochy shire plan and not what has
been envisaged for the Montville area. The population of Montville is currently 673. The development,
were it to proceed, would double the size and population of Montville. This in turn would generate a
need for additional infrastructure for which there is no plan. Further, about one-third of the site is
identified as good-quality agricultural land. Any development on this land may be in conflict with the
state government’s planning policy for the conservation of agricultural land. 

In supporting the Premier’s call-in, I give recognition to the large number of letters and emails to
my office which have, in the great majority, been against this development. I have noted the views of
many people who consider Montville a special place. This is not just an issue for locals—a not-in-my-
backyard issue. On the contrary, people from throughout Queensland who have visited Montville have
expressed strong views that Montville should retain its character despite the pressures of development.

I also take this opportunity to again clarify the role of the EPA in the Montville Links story. At no
time did the EPA ever indicate support for the Montville Links development as a whole. The EPA did not
give the overall project the green light despite claims to the contrary. The EPA’s involvement was strictly
limited under the Integrated Planning Act to just two aspects of the development: the sewage treatment
plant and the effects of the proposed golf course on Kondalilla National Park. In short, this is a
development application that would appear to be in conflict with the SEQ Regional Plan, in conflict with
the Maroochy Shire Council’s planning scheme and an issue of great community concern—concern
which has been expressed to me directly and through the repeated representations of the member for
Nicklin. I support the Premier’s action in calling in the Montville Links development. 
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Red-Tape Reduction Initiatives

Hon. CP CUMMINS (Kawana—ALP) (Minister for Small Business, Information Technology Policy
and Multicultural Affairs) (10.21 am): Today I am announcing an expanded role for the Red Tape
Reduction Task Force which will help shape Queensland’s submission to the Council of Australian
Governments national regulatory reform agenda of COAG. We are already having success in this area.
Over the last five years our red-tape reduction initiatives have netted business total savings of more
than an estimated $78 million. But it is an area where we cannot be complacent, which is why last year,
as part of our small business policy, we promised to undertake industry-specific reviews. Today I am
announcing reviews of the impact of regulation on the tourism and retail industries. However, as well as
these industry-specific reviews, I am also announcing a review of hot spots for regulatory reform.

Together, these reviews will form part of Queensland’s new reform agenda. They will identify
areas where the burden of regulation is considered excessive by business and the community and will
make recommendations to government on ways to address it. These three reviews will come under the
umbrella of the Red Tape Reduction Task Force, which I chair, which is also overseeing the annual red-
tape reduction stocktake. To accommodate that broader agenda, membership of the task force has
been extended to 13 and now includes regional business and peak industry association representatives.
Regulatory reform is an issue across the nation, and the Council of Australian Governments, COAG, will
consider a new national regulatory reform agenda in February 2006.

The Queensland government is keen to inform and influence COAG’s regulatory reform agenda
by providing it with the regulatory hot spots identified by Queensland businesses and the community.
The federal government is also undertaking a review into federal regulatory burdens. Any federal
regulatory issues raised by Queensland businesses in the retail, tourism or hot spots reviews will be
forwarded to the federal government. Those interested in participating in the hot spots, tourism and retail
reviews can lodge a written submission or complete a questionnaire online at the State Development
web site. The consultation period for the tourism and retail regulatory reviews closes on 24 February
2006, while the hot spots review closes on 31 March 2006. Comments received before 13 January will
be used to shape Queensland’s COAG submission, so I encourage all interested parties to log on now
at www.dsi.qld.gov.au/qldregulations. I look forward to working with business, the community and the
Red Tape Reduction Task Force to ensure that Queensland continues to provide a competitive business
environment and maintains its extraordinary economic performance. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Department of Natural Resources and Mines

Hon. H PALASZCZUK (Inala—ALP) (Minister for Natural Resources and Mines) (10.24 am): The
year 2005 has been another year of achievement in the Natural Resources and Mines portfolio under
our government. The recent passage of the Wild Rivers Bill 2005 through this parliament and its
enactment, due tomorrow, honour our election commitment to protect these fragile ecosystems.
Queensland’s new framework for vegetation management was also a key election commitment of the
current government. Today the final 200,000 hectares of clearing is being allocated and all approved
permits have a completion date of 31 December next year. 

The $8 million Dee River dams remediation project was publicly recognised by Engineers
Australia, receiving a high commendation in the environment category of the 2005 Engineering
Excellence Awards. This unique project helped reverse past environmental destruction of the Dee River
catchment and downstream ecosystems. The staff working on this project were recognised in the
Premier’s Awards for Excellence in Public Sector Management last week.

In November last year ammonium nitrate was declared an explosive under the Explosives Act
1999. Queensland introduced its licensing system on 1 July this year, as per the COAG agreement. The
year 2005 also saw the registration of Queensland’s 100th Indigenous land use agreement. Today our
state accounts for around 56 per cent of the total number of Indigenous land use agreements registered
in Australia, which is by far the highest in the country. 

There have been more than 500 bores rehabilitated, or capped, throughout Queensland under
our government’s innovative Great Artesian Basin bore-capping initiative. Through subsidies, the
government has spent $10 million on rehabilitating bores and replacing piping in bore drains. It has
meant that since 1989 the total amount of water saved amounts to about 130,000 megalitres per year. 

In October the government opened up an area of more than 3,600 square kilometres for
competitive tendering for geothermal exploration following the enactment of the Geothermal Exploration
Act 2004. I am also proud of the strong bipartisan support we have had in this parliament in recent
months on water, vegetation management, mining and land administration. I have guided four bills with
some 277 clauses through this parliament as natural resources minister in the last four months. The
department is in safe hands. 
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TRAVELSAFE COMMITTEE

Report
Mr PEARCE (Fitzroy—ALP) (10.27 am): I lay upon the table of the House the Travelsafe

Committee’s issues paper No. 11, Inquiry into the Q-Ride rider training program. Motorcyclists
are among the most vulnerable road users. Motorcyclists are four times more likely to be involved in a
fatal crash than are car drivers. Even if the rider does not die, their injuries are likely to be more severe
than those of car drivers and passengers. Unfortunately, 2005 is shaping as the worst year for
motorcycle fatalities on Queensland’s roads since 1986, with 44 motorcycle riders killed on our roads in
the first eight months of this year. Given this troubling fact, the committee believes that we need to
review how riders are licensed.

To this end, the committee will inquire into Queensland Transport’s competency based training
and assessment program, Q-Ride. Since its introduction in August 2001, Q-Ride has become the
favoured method Queenslanders use to obtain a motorcycle licence. Over 90 per cent of new
motorcycle riders this year have obtained their licence through Q-Ride in preference to Queensland
Transport’s practical test system. The committee’s inquiry will focus on whether Q-Ride trained riders
have greater crash risks than unlicensed riders and those licensed through Queensland Transport’s
practical test system. We will also inquire into whether the Q-Ride program has reduced unlicensed
riding in Queensland and areas where the program can be cost-effectively enhanced. I commend the
committee’s issues paper to the House and urge all honourable members to support the inquiry. 

SCRUTINY OF LEGISLATION COMMITTEE

Report
Hon. KW HAYWARD (Kallangur—ALP) (10.28 am): I lay upon the table of the House the Scrutiny

of Legislation Committee’s Alert Digest No. 14 of 2005.

LEGAL, CONSTITUTIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW COMMITTEE

Report
Dr LESLEY CLARK (Barron River—ALP) (10.28 am): I lay upon the table of the House a

discussion paper of the Legal, Constitutional and Administrative Review Committee entitled The
accessibility of administrative justice. The committee has resolved to conduct a review of the
accessibility of administrative justice mechanisms under the Freedom of Information Act and the Judicial
Review Act. I commend the discussion paper to the House. 

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

Report
Mr LIVINGSTONE (Ipswich West—ALP) (10.29 am): I lay upon the table of the House Public

Works Committee reports on the redevelopment of the Darnley Island Primary Health Care Centre, the
redevelopment of the Warraber Island Primary Health Care Centre and the Weipa Hospital precinct. I
want to thank all of those who assisted the committee. We appreciate the time of all of those people who
appeared before the committee. I also want to thank my fellow committee members for their assistance
and support. Thanks also to the committee staff for their assistance. I commend the report to the House. 

MEMBERS’ ETHICS AND PARLIAMENTARY PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE

Report
Mrs ATTWOOD (Mount Ommaney—ALP) (10.29 am): I lay upon the table Report No. 71 of the

Members’ Ethics and Parliamentary Privileges Committee entitled Matter of privilege referred by the
Speaker on 9 November 2005 relating to an alleged threat against a member and alleged reflections on
the chair. I commend the report and the committee’s recommendations to the House. 
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COMMONWEALTH PARLIAMENTARY ASSOCIATION

Report
Ms JARRATT (Whitsunday—ALP) (10.29 am): I lay upon the table of the House a report on the

Commonwealth Parliamentary Association’s 16th Australian-Pacific regional seminar held in Rarotonga
at which I had the privilege of representing this parliament. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! It is now time for questions without notice.
Mr LINGARD: I rise to a point of order. Quite obviously the government this morning has taken

the whole first hour—
Mr SPEAKER: What is your point of order? 
Mr LINGARD:—and has not allowed the opposition any time to speak. 
Mr SPEAKER: What is the point of order? There is no point of order. 
Mr Lingard: It’s a matter of decency. 
Mr SPEAKER: Member for Beaudesert, that is a reflection on the chair. I ask you to withdraw. 
Mr LINGARD: I withdraw, Mr Speaker, and I ask you from now on to make sure that the

opposition gets a chance to make some two-minute statements. 
Mr SPEAKER: Member for Beaudesert, this is the first time in many months that we have not had

the two-minute statements. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Davies Report; Minister Nuttall
Mr SPRINGBORG (10.30 am): I refer the Premier to the Queensland Public Hospitals

Commission of Inquiry report handed down yesterday by the Hon. Geoff Davies AO, which is an
indictment on the 7½ years of neglect and maladministration of the health system under his
government. In particular, I refer to the Premier’s Cabinet Handbook, which says—
The Cabinet process requires the highest standard of propriety to ensure public confidence in the decisions of executive
government.

I ask the Premier: given that Commissioner Davies, a highly respected former judge of appeal
and Solicitor-General, found that evidence under oath by his Minister Nuttall was untrue, how can he
claim that his cabinet, in which he has personally decided to keep this man, has any shred of propriety
or any right to public confidence? Why does he refuse to take the appropriate action of a true leader and
sack this ‘misleading, unreasonable and careless’ minister? 

Mr BEATTIE: I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his question. Any fair assessment of this
report reaches a conclusion that there is no glory for either side of politics. On reflection, it quite
appropriately criticises both my government and the Borbidge government, of which the Leader of the
Opposition was a minister, for not releasing sufficient information on waiting lists and associated
material to the community. I am happy to go back and quote from the report; I have the report here. It
basically says that both sides of politics should lift their game. That is exactly what we are going to do.
We have already passed legislation to ensure that the information requested by the commissioner to be
released will be released, and it has now been released in accordance with the law. Every year it will be
published in this parliament and widely disseminated. Have we taken it on board? Have we listened?
The answer is yes. We are not going to run away from our responsibilities here. We are going to tackle
them head-on. That is exactly what we have done. 

We reach a stage where enough is enough. The people of Bundaberg and the people of this state
want a health system of which they can be proud, and that is what my government is going to build. We
started on that months ago and yesterday I tabled in this House and incorporated in Hansard the details
of what we are doing. We are going to focus on what is important and that is the people, not politics. I
say to the Leader of the Opposition: yes, play your game; that is fair enough. But he should just
remember that at the end of this there are patients who are more important than him, me or anyone
else. 

Let me deal with these issues involving Minister Nuttall. Let me turn to the findings in respect of
the former minister for health. Commissioner Davies has provided us with a rigorous and detailed report
which recommends specific action be taken against a number of individuals. Despite making some
criticism of Minister Nuttall’s behaviour at a meeting of staff at Bundaberg Hospital, the commissioner
makes no recommendation of any action against him, and I refer the Leader of the Opposition to page
495. Let me be very clear: the report of the Davies commission of inquiry makes no recommendation for
any action whatsoever against Minister Nuttall. However, it is true that Commissioner Davies has made
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a serious criticism of Minister Nuttall’s behaviour at a meeting at the Bundaberg Hospital on 7 April
2005. I acknowledge that Commissioner Davies found the minister’s behaviour in the terms described
by the Leader of the Opposition.

As Premier, I accept my responsibility to satisfy myself of the appropriate behaviour of all
ministers and to take action where necessary, whether it is recommended or not. In this regard, I have
read the entire chapter relating to this matter. Given the nature of the finding, the minister is entitled to
have it read in the context in which the finding was made. It is only fair that the commissioner’s finding is
read in the context of all his material and comment leading up to the finding. Having read all the
material, I say it is clear that Commissioner Davies accepts that Minister Nuttall was not appropriately
informed by senior officers—

Time expired. 

Davies Report; Minister Nuttall
Mr SPRINGBORG: I refer the Premier to his much vaunted and lauded policy of no duds, no liars

and no dinosaurs for his cabinet and to his personal decision to not only keep Minister Nuttall in his
cabinet but also send him overseas to represent the people of Queensland. I ask the Premier: will he tell
this parliament and the people of Queensland, particularly the member for Clayfield, why he refused to
sack this ‘misleading, unreasonable and careless’ minister? 

Mr BEATTIE: Let me continue. Having read all the material, I say it is clear that Commissioner
Davies accepts that Minister Nuttall was not appropriately informed by senior officers that a report on
Dr Patel had been completed and that he had not been advised of its contents when the minister made
his remarks at the staff meeting. This refers to the staff meeting. Commission Davies’s findings that
Minister Nuttall misled staff at the meeting must be read in light of the evidence accepted by the
commissioner that Minister Nuttall made his comments on the basis of departmental advice, or the lack
of it, and to the best of his knowledge at that time. It is only with hindsight that it becomes clear that the
report in question had been completed some time earlier. He had not been told and he should have
been. It is very simple. Further, I have been provided with a letter by Minister Nuttall which outlines his
involvement in this meeting and disputes some of the evidence provided by other witnesses to the
inquiry. Last night I tabled that letter for the information of the House. 

Given the context of the findings, the assurances I have received from the minister and the
absence of any other material, I am satisfied that the minister’s behaviour was reasonable in the
circumstances and that he should remain in cabinet. Let me make it clear: this is my decision and I
accept full responsibility for it. I will examine each one of these matters, including the behaviour of every
one of my ministers, and I will make a determination as to whether they are fit to remain in the cabinet or
not. I have made a determination in this matter and I have done it on a considered basis of reading all
the material, not just the silly political nonsense referred to by the Leader of the Opposition. 

In terms of the letter provided to me by the minister, let me refer to some aspects which I believe
are important. He says—
I continue to stand strongly by what I have said in both oral and written briefings to the Commission.
While there has been some criticism, evidence does not and has not warranted the making of adverse findings or
recommendations against me in the Report.

The commissioner made a number of recommendations against a range of people but none
against the minister. The letter goes on—
Any reasonable person, who has read the Report in its entirety, would ascertain that at all times I acted in accordance with advice
provided to me by those within the Department, from the Medical Board of Queensland and from the Chief Medical Officer.
The Commission of Inquiry is as much about the future as it is about the past.
There were systems failures, which this Government has recognised and is already addressing.
What happened at Bundaberg is a tragedy which should not have happened and must not be repeated.

He goes on—
While I deeply regret the events surrounding Bundaberg Hospital and Dr Patel, I can assure you that at all times I have performed
and will continue to perform to the best of my abilities as a Minister in this Government. 

I have made a determination on the evidence. I accept responsibility for this decision. He will
remain in my cabinet. 

Medical Board of Queensland
Mr McNAMARA: My question without notice is to the Premier and Treasurer. Can the Premier

advise what the government is doing to fix the Medical Board following the tabling of the Davies report? 
Mr BEATTIE: I thank the honourable member for the question. As I indicated, we will face up to

this report head-on, warts and all. There will be no excuses from us. There will be no politics. We will
face up to it. 
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In his report Commissioner Davies is scathing in his criticism of the medical registration process
that allowed Jayant Patel to wreak havoc with so many lives. The member for Hervey Bay knows this.
He has been pursuing the issues of health in his electorate with both the Minister for Health and me. I
expect him to continue to do so and I know he will. We will do everything possible to protect our
community from further tragedies of this kind. 

 Everyone attending hospital in Queensland has a right to have complete confidence in the
credentials of the medical practitioners treating them. We have acted swiftly to tighten up the medical
registration process. We have provided $4.2 million in the current budget for the Medical Board of
Queensland and the Office of the Health Practitioner Registration Boards to ensure they have the
resources they need to get it right. 

On 10 June this year legislation came into effect introducing new offences and severe penalties
for people providing false information to the Medical Board of Queensland or pretending to be
registered. Other changes to the Medical Board procedures will ensure that comprehensive reference
checks, checks of practice history and appropriate supervision for registered doctors are in place. 

Among the most important changes are the following: the applicant must provide a certificate of
primary source verification from the International Credentials Services of the US Educational
Commission for Foreign Medical Graduates directly to the board, and certificates of good standing must
be provided directly by the registering authority in all jurisdictions in which the applicant has practised
and from the applicant’s jurisdiction of training. In addition, an internet search of an applicant’s
disciplinary history is now being used. Further, the applicant has to provide a full practice history in the
form of a standard curriculum vitae from the time of qualification to the time of application and is required
to provide an explanation for any gaps in their practice history to the board’s satisfaction. The applicant
also must acknowledge that making a materially false or misleading representation or declaration in the
application is grounds for cancellation of registration and that the giving of materially false information or
a document to the board in connection with the application is an offence punishable with a maximum
penalty of $150,000 or three years imprisonment. 

In his report Commissioner Davies also recommends that the Medical Board obtain legal advice
upon the meaning and effect of the act under which it operates so that it does not issue misleading
certificates or give misleading advice. I am pleased to inform the House that the Medical Board has
already obtained that legal advice. The advice says that the board’s processes and procedures in
relation to area-of-need registration and the deeming of specialists in the area of need is fully compliant
with the letter and the spirit of the legislation. However, the board will review its certificates to ensure
that the public is fully aware of the registration status by including the information in plain English on
certificates and on the publicly available register. 

Davies Report; Minister Nuttall
Mr QUINN: My question is directed to the Premier. After carefully examining all the evidence and

the facts, Commissioner Davies has described the conduct of the former health minister, the member for
Sandgate, as ‘misleading, unreasonable and careless’. Yesterday the Premier’s minister rejected that
finding and said that his actions could not be regard as misleading, unreasonable or careless and that
the evidence does not warrant any adverse finding against him. Given the consequences of the member
for Sandgate’s conduct, why does the Premier continue to stand by his minister? Is it because he also
rejects the findings of Commissioner Davies? 

Mr BEATTIE: I say to the Leader of the Liberal Party that I am very happy to answer this
question. In terms of issues relating to being sacked, last week the Leader of the Opposition wanted the
Leader of the Liberal Party sacked. It is a little hard for us to work out the consistency on the member’s
side of politics. 

Ms Bligh: There’s one every week. 
Mr BEATTIE: Yes, there is one every week. I will come to the point. The commissioner has not

found anything deliberate in relation to the behaviour of the minister—nothing deliberate. Under those
circumstances, I have weighed up and read the material. It is my responsibility to do that in an open
way. 

The member has to remember that yesterday the health minister, the director-general of the
health department and I met with the commissioner from 11.30 to 12 o’clock before he handed me the
report. We discussed many of the recommendations in that report, including the recommendations in
relation to Gordon Nuttall. It was made clear in those discussions that the commissioner was not
recommending that any action be taken against him. That is confirmed in the report. 

So we have a report that makes no recommendations at all of the kind the member is pursuing.
Frankly, as the Minister for Health will confirm, that discussion took place in a conversation that we had
with Commissioner Davies. So the member is suggesting that he is some higher authority than an
independent commissioner. 
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Let me make it clear: no side of politics has shrouded themselves in glory when it comes to
health. We have to ensure that we put patients first. That is what we have been doing. We have had the
courage to establish this inquiry and we will have the courage to implement the recommendations, as
we have done with Peter Forster’s recommendations. We will put patients first. 

We are not going to get into grubby politics. Indeed, we could be in here today making references
in great detail to the evidence in relation to the member for Toowoomba South, which is referred to in the
report. Are we doing that? No, we are not. We are going to move on because, frankly, the people of
Queensland expect politicians not to squabble, take credit or do all the things that the members
opposite are trying to do. The people of Queensland expect patient care. That will be the priority of my
government. That is exactly where we are going.

Mr Copeland interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Member for Cunningham, I warn you under standing 253. 
Mr BEATTIE: This is part of the solution and I am interested in the solutions. I invite the

opposition to be part of the solution, not part of the problem. The members opposite either fight or
whinge while we work. That is fine, but I would hope that somewhere along the line—

Opposition members interjected.
Mr BEATTIE: Yes, the members opposite can fight. The Medical Board will review its certificates

to ensure that the public is fully aware of the registration status by including the information in plain
English on certificates and on the publicly available register. 

The recommendations provided by Commissioner Davies give us a way forward. This
government has moved quickly to make the necessary changes to ensure all Queenslanders have
confidence in their medical practitioners. 

Davies Report
Mrs NITA CUNNINGHAM: My question is also directed to the Premier and Treasurer. I refer to

the Queensland Public Hospitals Commission of Inquiry, which the Premier went to great lengths to
create when the Morris inquiry was closed down. I ask the Premier: what is being done to ensure action
is taken on the various disciplinary recommendations made by Commissioner Davies? 

Mr BEATTIE: As I have made it clear, we will take this report head-on. We will not hide. We will
not run away. We will face up to it head-on, and that is what we are doing. 

I can inform the House this morning that, in relation to the disciplinary recommendations of the
commissioner, the following actions are being taken. In relation to Jayant Patel, a letter has been sent to
the Queensland Police Service referring the commissioner’s allegation of possible offences of fraud in
relation to his registration as a doctor, assault, assault occasioning bodily harm, negligent acts causing
harm and manslaughter. A letter has also been sent referring Patel to the Medical Board of Queensland
in relation to the conduct of Patel in holding himself out as a general surgeon. I also mentioned earlier
the police action in relation to Jayant Patel. 

In relation to Dr Darren Keating, a letter has been sent to the Australian Federal Police referring
for investigation the commissioner’s finding that Dr Keating may have committed an offence against
section 137 of the Criminal Code—Commonwealth—on the basis that he may have misled the
department of immigration and multicultural affairs. A letter has also been sent to the Queensland Police
Service in respect of the commissioner’s finding that Dr Keating may have breached section 273 of the
Medical Practitioners Registration Act 2001 on the basis that he may have given false or misleading
evidence to the Medical Board. A letter has also been sent to the CMC referring the recommendation of
the commissioner that the CMC prosecute Dr Keating for official misconduct. 

A letter has been sent to the CMC referring the recommendation of the commissioner that the
CMC prosecute Mr Leck on the basis that he may have committed a disciplinary breach sufficient to
warrant dismissal. 

The Queensland Police Service is already investigating a range of matters in relation to Vincent
Berg. A letter has sent to the Queensland Police Service referring the recommendations that the
following matters be investigated in relation to Vincent Berg: fraud in falsely gaining registration as a
doctor, forgery and uttering in relation to the same issue, attempts to procure unauthorised status and
assault. 

In relation to the recommendations of disciplinary action made by the commissioner in relation to
Dr Naidoo, Mr Allsopp, Dr Hanelt and Dr FitzGerald, disciplinary action is also being investigated by the
Director-General of Queensland Health. 

I table for the information of the House my letter to Robert Needham, head of the CMC, in relation
to Dr Darren Keating and Mr Leck. I table for the information of the House my letter to Mick Keelty, the
Commissioner of the Australian Federal Police, in relation to matters raised in the commissioner’s
report. I table for the information of the House my letter to the police commissioner, Robert Atkinson, in
relation to matters referred to in the report for investigation. I provide these three letters to demonstrate
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quite clearly to the victims of Jayant Patel that we are determined that they will get justice. I emphasise;
we are determined that they will get justice.

Time expired. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Before I call the member for Callide, I welcome to the public gallery staff

and students of the Walkervale State School in the electorate of Bundaberg, which is represented in this
parliament by Mrs Nita Cunningham. 

Davies Report; Minister Nuttall
Mr SEENEY: My question without notice is to the Premier. In his report on the state’s public

hospitals, Commissioner Davies used the following words to describe then health minister Gordon
Nuttall and his evidence: ‘untrue’, ‘vague’, ‘untrue’ again, ‘poor’, ‘naive’, ‘disingenuous’, ‘reprehensible’,
‘nonsense’, ‘a disposition to conceal’, ‘misleading’, ‘unreasonable’ and ‘careless’. Can the Premier
explain how anyone with such adverse findings can still be a minister in his government? 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Before I call the Premier to answer the question, I ask all honourable
members and people in the gallery to switch off their mobile phones. 

Mr BEATTIE: I thank the honourable member for his question. I have answered these matters, as
all members would have heard. I know what the agenda here is today—we all do. That is fine.
Accountability is about ensuring that governments are held accountable in this place. As a democrat, I
accept their right to continue to pursue these matters. I have answered the question. Let me reiterate
two things that I have not dealt with here. The first relates to an earlier question from the opposition
raising issues about why Minister Nuttall should be embarking on a trade minister’s visit. 

I make the point that the minister for primary industries is an important portfolio in my government.
Gordon has been a minister since 2001. On only one previous occasion has he gone on an overseas
trip, and that was to Fiji and New Zealand which involved representatives from all parties. The mission
that he is being sent on—and I have approved it—is an extremely important trade mission during which
the minister will open doors for Queensland producers. 

We need to visit North and South America, particularly Brazil, to encourage foreign buyers and
investors to attend the World Meat Congress in Brisbane and the Beef Australia event in Rockhampton
next year. The gross value of beef and cattle exports in Queensland in 2004-05 was more than
$3.7 billion and a major export earner for the state. The USA’s feedlot oriented industry of 100 million
cattle provides considerable opportunities for the exchange of knowledge and technologies in beef
production systems and genetics. 

In Texas, the minister will visit the world’s leading feedlot company. South America has several
hundred million cattle on broad pasture production systems which represents a potentially significant
market for Queensland livestock products and services. In Brazil, he will be promoting Queensland
technology including genetics, pasture systems, traceability and a research centre for ethanol. He will
also be exploring ways to expand the ethanol industry in Queensland. 

One in five jobs in Queensland depends on exports and that rises to one in four in the regions. I
would have thought that a party that masquerades as representing the bush would want to see my
government do everything it possibly could to expand and support the beef industry and the ethanol
industry. I will make sure that every one of my ministers goes to the world where appropriate and where
necessary to do the best for Queensland. I make no apology for doing what has to be done to see a
growth in the beef industry and growth in the ethanol industry. Let us be really clear about that. 

Let us come back to the question the Deputy Leader of the Opposition asked. 
Opposition members interjected. 
Mr BEATTIE: I have already answered the question four times. I am quite happy to answer it

again. There are three issues that I have dealt with. At the end of the day this is my decision. I have read
the report. I have read the recommendations. I stand by the minister. It is very simple. He has done
nothing that warrants his removal and he will not be removed. 

Time expired. 
Mr Seeney interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member for Callide, I warn you under standing order 253.

Davies Report; Queensland Health
Mr FINN: My question without notice is to the Minister for Health. Can the minister advise what

the government is doing to change the culture of concealment referred to by Commissioner Davies? 
Mr ROBERTSON: I thank the member for the question. Our government has faced up to the

criticisms of concealment in Queensland Health and we have acted swiftly. Even before the release of
the commission of inquiry report yesterday, we committed to openly inform Queenslanders about the
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performance of our health system—something those opposite never did. This commitment is a key
focus of our action plan for building a better health system. 

Last month this parliament passed legislation to make it mandatory for public hospital
performance reports to be published every year by the Queensland government. That means that
governments—not just Labor governments but also Liberal and National governments should they ever
occupy this side of the House—can never conceal this sort of information. The only way they can
change that is by an amendment to the legislation passed through parliament. This is something which
has never been done before by any Queensland government until now. This is all about being open and
accountable. 

Opposition members interjected. 
Mr ROBERTSON: I take their interjections because when we announced our intention to do this

they opposed it. They criticised us to make it l-a-w, to actually—
Mr Caltabiano interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member for Chatsworth, I warn you. 
Mr ROBERTSON:—pass the legislation to make sure that not only us—
Miss Simpson interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member for Maroochydore, I warn you under standing order 253. 
Mr ROBERTSON:—but also those members opposite, the Liberal and National parties, cannot

squirm out of it. The only way they could do it, should they ever occupy this side of the House, would be
to come to the floor of the parliament and amend the legislation openly so that all Queenslanders would
know that they were squibbing, that they were trying to squirm out of our standards for publicly releasing
the performance reports of hospitals in Queensland. 

These reports will include relevant data about waiting times for elective surgery and specialist
outpatient services and will be published and tabled in state parliament each and every year. Quarterly
reports of waiting list figures published on the internet will continue. These reports do contain complex
and complicated information and the nature of these reports is such that I am in the process of
establishing a health public reporting advisory panel. We need a panel of experts to advise government
about—

Opposition members interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Minister.
Mr ROBERTSON:—privacy issues. 
Opposition members interjected. 
Mr ROBERTSON: Mr Speaker, I appreciate your patience with the childish antics of those

opposite. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Take your seat, Minister, please. Tomorrow we will be having Speaker’s

drinks. There are two more days left of this parliament before the end of the year. I am not going to
tolerate the nonsense which has gone on here this morning. I have been a member of this parliament for
16 years tomorrow. I know tactics when I see them. I am just warning all members that I will not tolerate
the nonsense that has started to come into this place today. 

Mr ROBERTSON: Thank you, Mr Speaker. The advisory panel will comprise—
Time expired. 

Davies Report; Queensland Health
Mrs LIZ CUNNINGHAM: My question without notice is to the Minister for Health. It is

approximately eight months since the member for Burnett raised the concerns of whistleblower nurse
Toni Hoffman in this House. Since that time it has become clear that her concerns were never given the
consideration required by senior managers at the hospital, nor by the minister or ministerial staff. What
specific and practical procedures have been implemented to ensure that any similar complaints are not
locked in by any local hospital staff, nor by ambitious managers or decision makers? 

Mr ROBERTSON: I thank the honourable member for the question. Quite frankly, these are the
kinds of questions that we should be getting in this parliament if we are to have a debate about policy
and responses to the Davies inquiry as distinct from the questions we have received from the
opposition. 

We have done a lot. As I have said in answer to the previous question, we have acted swiftly to
address issues such as the member for Gladstone has just brought up in terms of ensuring that good
people like Toni Hoffman do not have to go through the pain, the frustration, the harassment, and
sometimes the bullying that occurred when Toni Hoffman sought to bring forward the concerns that she
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had. That is why we have put in place a new complaints procedure which is currently being rolled out. I
made it clear from day one when I came into this portfolio that I would not tolerate any harassment of
people such as Toni Hoffman who bring forward and bring out into the open concerns that they may
have or events that they may have witnessed. 

If we are to be truly transparent then we need a robust complaints-handling process. That
complaints-handling process, combined with the new Health Commission which is currently under way
in terms of being established, will ensure a level of transparency, openness and, importantly,
confidence—confidence not just amongst staff but patients as well—that if they have a complaint they
can expect that that complaint will be dealt with seriously, openly and in terms of set time frames so that
those elements of the whole complaints-handling process will have to perform to set standards and will
have to report openly. 

I note Commissioner Davies in his report has put forward a number of recommendations in
addition to the recommendations that we are already acting on with respect to former commissioner
Morris and with respect to the recommendations that came out of the Forster review. The
recommendations from Mr Davies will be a welcome addition to our consideration of how we put
together the new Health Commission, what powers it will have and what will be the requirements for
reporting along the whole complaints-handling process. I say to the member for Gladstone that I would
hope that when we are in a position to announce the details of a new Health Commission, which will, in
fact, be next year—once all of those details are put together—she and, in particular, people like Toni
Hoffman will see that we are serious about ensuring that Queensland Health is as transparent as can
possibly be and, importantly, is not just a caring employer but cares about its patients as well. 

Davies Report; Protection of Whistleblowers
Mr LEE: My question is to the Premier and Treasurer, and I ask: can the Premier indicate further

what the government is doing to ensure that whistleblowers are protected? 
Mr BEATTIE: I thank the honourable member for Indooroopilly for his question. Commissioner

Davies noted at the start of his report that the events at Bundaberg Base Hospital came to light mainly
because people were prepared to make complaints and raise concerns about matters that posed a
danger to the people of Queensland.

As much as possible we must ensure that the tragic events in Bundaberg will never be repeated.
Part of that is making sure Queenslanders who do the right thing by exposing dangers in Health or
anywhere else are confident that they will be supported and protected. Commission Davies’s report
supports that position. Also the Forster review recommended amendments to the Whistleblowers
Protection Act 1994. Peter Forster recommended that whistleblowers should be able to lodge public
interest disclosures with members of parliament but not the media—that was his recommendation—and
have protection under the act and any person, not just a public officer, should be afforded protection for
disclosing danger to public health and safety. 

The Queensland government will examine the recommendations of both Peter Forster and
Commissioner Davies as part of the major review of the Whistleblowers Protection Act 1994. The
recommendations are not totally consistent so we will have to make a decision as to what we do. This
work had been put on hold until the review and the inquiry had been completed. That work can now
continue. There will also be a new complaints management system in the independent Health
Commission to protect the public, as indicated by the minister. 

Today I want to pay tribute to Toni Hoffman. One of the reasons this inquiry was established was
Toni Hoffman. I have seen many suggestions as to why—

Mr Springborg interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition!
Mr BEATTIE: You see, it is interesting; the credit should go to Toni Hoffman, not to anyone else. It

is a really interesting question. Let me make this point. 
Miss Simpson interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Member for Maroochydore, this is your final warning. Do you understand? Your

final warning. 
Mr BEATTIE: It is interesting, because I hear this nonsense from the opposition. The reality is

that the opposition must be able to read my mind. I was the one who went to cabinet and made the
recommendation, and I did it for two reasons. I wish to be really clear about this. The first reason is that
it is a matter of principle. I am someone who believes in natural justice and the rights of individuals. I
believe that the people of Bundaberg were entitled to have these matters properly investigated. The
second reason was how I regarded Toni Hoffman. They were the reasons I made this decision and went
to cabinet and recommended it. This was my decision and my recommendation to cabinet and those
were the reasons the decision was made—and no others. Those were the reasons. 
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I just want to say to Toni Hoffman that she is a very courageous woman. We are talking about
whistleblowers. She sought during this time a number of assurances from me personally and from my
office that if she made comments she would have my protection and would not run into any difficulties. I
gave her that, as I would give any other whistleblower that same protection. 

Davies Report; Aroney, Dr C
Dr FLEGG: My question without notice is to the Premier. Evidence from the Queensland Public

Hospitals Commission of Inquiry report established that on 16 December 2003 Dr Con Aroney wrote to
the Premier advising him of the serious and deteriorating state of public cardiac services in Queensland
and the death of three cardiac patients on the waiting lists. When the Premier took no action, Dr Aroney
was forced to write to him again on 25 January 2004 advising him that three further patients had died on
cardiac waiting lists at the Prince Charles Hospital. Why did the Premier ignore repeated desperate
warnings by one of the state’s top cardiologists that patients were dying due to what has now been
established as gross under resourcing of cardiac services? Did he not realise that taking no action
would expose other patients to the risk of unnecessary death? 

Mr BEATTIE: I thank the honourable member for his question. Quite contrary to what he said,
what happened is very simply this. My government established a royal commission to which Dr Con
Aroney gave important evidence. That evidence would never have been provided publicly if my
government had not established this inquiry. In terms of the material referred to me, that material—I do
not have the details with me, nor would the member expect me to—was either sent to Health or, indeed,
sent to the inquiries. Indeed, the facts were considered as part of this report and Dr Con Aroney, as the
member would know, is referred to in the report. So Dr Con Aroney actually had an opportunity to have
these matters aired publicly—and so he should have. These matters were seriously considered and are
now the basis of a report. 

What happened to Dr Con Aroney? He was one of the many people who came forward and gave
good public service in providing information and giving evidence to that inquiry, and I made certain that
he had an opportunity to do so. Now let us move on and deal with other matters.

Dr Flegg interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member for Moggill, almost every day in this place you ask a question and

then you interrupt the minister or the Premier. Please, as a special occasion today and again tomorrow,
if you ask a question, do not interrupt. 

Mr BEATTIE: I was also about to say before I was interrupted that if my memory serves me
correctly, prior to the inquiry, based on material and complaints by Dr Con Aroney, we actually had a
review of cardiac services at Prince Charles Hospital. That review was done prior to the inquiry so—
contrary to what the member has asserted, which is incorrect—his letter and related correspondence
were taken very seriously both in terms of that review and investigation and—

Dr Flegg interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member for Moggill, I have just asked that when you ask a question to the

Premier or any other minister you wait and allow them to answer. I have just warned you. You keep on
doing it. If you do it one more time I am going to ask you to leave this chamber. 

Mr BEATTIE: I think I have adequately answered the question. These matters were taken
seriously. They were assessed both in terms of that review of cardiac services at Prince Charles
Hospital and then, indeed, by the Morris inquiry and then, eventually, the Davies royal commission. 

I am happy to report to the House on the results of our campaign to recruit health professionals.
We will talk about positive things, Mr Speaker. My government is going to move on. We are going to talk
about the positive things and do the positive things necessary to give Queensland Health the support it
deserves and Queensland patients the support and health services they need. I am happy to report that
expressions of interest by health care professionals received in response to our recruitment campaign
has now reached 618, of which 375 are doctors. There is one problem, though, that we are confronting
at a Queensland Medical Board level. We have now brought in such tough measures that our measures
to protect Queenslanders are tougher than those of other medical boards in Australia. Unless we get
those boards to follow our lead, doctors will be encouraged to go elsewhere. We need to encourage
other states to do what we have done.

Queensland Health, Complaints System
Ms CROFT: My question is to the Minister for Health. Can the minister please inform the House

what new processes are being implemented in Queensland Health to ensure complaints are properly
monitored and dealt with?

Mr ROBERTSON: I thank the member for the question. Having, in response to the question
asked by the member for Gladstone, outlined the philosophy underpinning the new complaints system it
is useful to actually consider in detail what we are in fact planning to do.
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One of the cornerstones of a good health service is that complaints be handled and treated
appropriately, fairly and quickly. Both reports into our health system this year highlighted that further
work needs to be done in this area. We are already acting on those findings. Queensland Health is
changing the culture and processes to allow patients and staff to more easily lodge complaints. We are
going to deal with complaints quickly and, where appropriate, use the information we gain to improve
our systems. 

We are going to appoint district complaints coordinators, but where complaints cannot be solved
at the local level they will be referred to a new strengthened, independent Health Commission. This new
body will be better resourced than the current Health Rights Commission. Where the Health Rights
Commission is funded at $2.7 million a year—that is the current funding—we are going to top that up by
another $5 million a year for the new Health Commission. That is $38.5 million over five years to
establish this new body. The commission will coordinate health care complaints from the public and also
monitor the performance of Queensland Health services. It will oversee the development of quality,
safety and clinical practices for Queensland’s public and private health facilities and will report directly to
the health minister. 

From a quality and safety point of view the commission will: oversee the development and
implementation of quality, safety and clinical practice standards throughout the state’s public and private
health facilities; monitor compliance of all public and private health facilities with the agreed standards
including regularly publishing reports on a comparative basis; encourage hospitals to ensure that clinical
government systems are in place throughout the public and private hospital network and perform as
intended; investigate on its own initiative and, where necessary, report on systemic failures within the
state’s public and private health facilities—that was something that Commissioner Davies mentioned in
his report yesterday; and investigate matters referred by the minister or the committee where there is a
suspicion of systemic weakness or failure. 

In relation to complaints, the new commission will receive, investigate and manage complaints
about the state’s public and private health facilities and health services raised by individuals, patients,
clinicians and consumers of services. It will also establish an independent patient support service to
assist complainants. In addition, the commission will also advertise, recruit and nominate district health
council members to the minister for appointment. 

I can report to the House that we are making significant progress in establishing the new
commission by mid next year. Queensland Health will soon appoint a principal adviser, who will be
responsible for its establishment. The adviser will collaborate with the commissioner of the Health
Rights Commission and the director-general in crafting its specific functions and roles under
requirements of Queensland Health to allow it to work effectively. 

Davies Report; Senior Cardiologist
Mr COPELAND: My question is to the Minister for Health. I refer to paragraph 5.268 of the

Queensland Public Hospitals Commission of Inquiry report. Evidence was given that one of the state’s
top cardiologists at Prince Charles Hospital was threatened with the sack for successfully using a life-
saving heart device because it was expensive. The threat to sack this top cardiologist was so serious
that he was saved only by a large petition of the staff. Why does the minister’s government put dollars
ahead of the life of a patient when it is more than happy to spend money on self-serving
advertisements? Why does this government allow administrators to stand over a critically important
senior cardiologist simply because they act to save a life?

Mr ROBERTSON: I suspect that the honourable member, in asking the question alleging that we
put dollars before patients—

Mr Copeland interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Member for Cunningham, you have asked the question in silence; allow the

minister to answer in silence. 
Mr ROBERTSON: I assume that while the member has been interrupting he has not been

listening because over the last month we have presented to this parliament and to the people of
Queensland a $6.4 billion health action plan that will take Queensland Health forward. It will go to the
heart of reports such as the Davies report, the independent review by Peter Forster and the interim
report provided to us by former commissioner Morris. 

That health action plan, and I would encourage the honourable member to actually pick it up and
read it for a change, details the actions and the funding supporting it across a whole range of clinical
services; the new Health Commission that I have just spoken about; the extra $5 million that we are
providing for a complaints system on top of the $2.7 million already provided to the Health Rights
Commission; the expanded role of the new Health Commission that will allow a greater level of
transparency than ever before in terms of how staff of Queensland Health can make complaints and
how the complaints will be handled; and a more transparent system of patients making complaints in
cases where they have received inappropriate service or clinical outcomes from our hospitals. 
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If only the member had been listening over the last month and if only he had actually taken the
trouble to read our health action plan he would see for himself that we are serious about getting on with
the job of ensuring that Queensland has the best public health system in Australia. That is our
commitment to the people of Queensland. Yes, it has been tough. Yes, reports such as the Davies
report have exposed some serious problems in our health system in the past, but we are committing to
fixing it. To demonstrate how serious we are about fixing the health system we put $6.4 billion of new
money on the table. 

We have listened to the people of Queensland. When they said to the Premier and cabinet, ‘What
we want is you to use your surplus,’ we responded. Where is the $6.4 billion of new money that is
coming into Queensland Health coming from? It is coming from the surplus. The people of Queensland
can be assured that each and every day we will be rolling out new initiatives. We will be responding to
recommendations coming out of reports such as the Davies report to ensure that Queensland has the
best public hospital system in Australia. That is our commitment to the people of Queensland. 

Health Funding
Mr WILSON: My question without notice is to the Premier. Can the Premier advise what is being

done to solve the historical underfunding of Queensland Health? 
Mr BEATTIE: The answer to that is yes. We are not going to hide from the Davies report. We are

going to take it head-on, and we are going to resolve the issues that need to be resolved to ensure that
patients are put first. 

Before I answer the question, the member for Moggill asked me about a matter involving Dr Con
Aroney. I remind him that on 19 October 2004 Hansard says—
It is an independent investigation by an Adelaide doctor who is a board member of the Cardiac Society of Australia and New
Zealand. He is not being paid for this service. 

The member for Moggill knows that Dr Con Aroney’s matters were investigated and, frankly, I am
surprised the member asked the question. But let me move on. Let us leave the politics behind and
move on. 

Last month our government announced the most significant funding boost to Queensland Health
ever undertaken—almost $6.4 billion in just over five years to help build the best public health system in
Australia. The money will grow to an extra $1.5 billion a year every year. The money is being pumped
directly into our health system to provide more doctors, more nurses and more allied health staff. The
health system in Queensland has never been funded like this before. We have invested funds in a way
that no government in the history of Queensland, in real terms or money terms, has ever put into the
system. It is about time it was done. We are the first government to do it. 

On other matters, the record funding package includes $463.7 million for cancer services,
$280.3 million for emergency departments, $259.7 million for elective surgery, $229.8 million for
intensive care units, $210.9 million for cardiac services, $201 million for mental health services and
$127 million for work force training. It also includes an extra $733 million for pay increases recently
negotiated with Queensland doctors as well as existing provisions for future enterprise bargaining
negotiations with nurses and other clinical staff. It will also help recruit about 1,200 additional staff to the
public health system during the next 18 months including 300 doctors, 500 nurses and 400 allied health
professionals such as physiotherapists, occupational therapists and speech pathologists. 

The $6.4 billion action plan has already rolled out with an immediate response of $547.6 million in
2005-06, which will beef up Queensland Health’s current annual budget of $5.75 billion. The Health
budget will increase to $6.22 billion in 2006-07, $6.58 billion in 2007-08 and $6.84 billion in 2008-09. By
2008-09 my government will have increased the Health budget in nominal terms by a staggering
109 per cent in the 10 years since 1998-99. We are funding health at historic levels in a way that it has
never been funded before. Instead of dealing with those sorts of negativities of the opposition we will
deal with positive things. 

Urinals, Water Consumption
Mr CHRIS FOLEY: My question is to the minister for environment. It is my understanding that an

electronic sensor was fitted to a urinal at Sunnybank High School reducing water consumption from
230,000 litres over 14 days to 4,000 litres, a saving of 226,000 litres over 14 days for one urinal. In light
of the fact that I have signalled my intention in this House to bring in a private member’s bill next year on
this subject, I ask: what are the minister’s views on this stunning saving of water consumption for one
urinal? 

Ms BOYLE: I think I thank the member for the question. This is not actually a matter on which I
have very wide experience. In fact, I confess to the House that I had no interest in this matter until the
member brought it to my attention. I have since discovered, thanks to his efforts, that, while this might be
men’s secret business, at the same time it is business that over many years has unnecessarily used a
lot of potable water. I have discovered that there are better ways.
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I have put some intellectual effort into investigating the matter further. The honourable member
does mention a good example, where automatic sensors that are put into these devices can result in
very considerable savings in water use. I am told that there are now a number of manufacturers who
offer to install these devices, and I certainly encourage those in major buildings in particular, where there
might be high usage, to consider installing electronic sensored urinals. 

I am also told that there are other choices. There are automatic-flushing devices, but I am told
that these are not so effective because they operate on a time basis and so continue even through the
night when the usage may be quite limited and thereby waste water. I am also told that there are
waterless urinals, which work on the basis of an oil film and chemical treatment, but that these are not
yet working well in that they need repeated flushing with fresh water and cleaning. These are the
choices available to those who are concerned with building and refurbishment of buildings. In particular
for major buildings with a high rate of usage, opportunity should be taken to make sure that we have the
latest and the best. 

I have to say that the one bit of experience I have had in this matter came when I was working in
a place where there had been a switch of what had previously been a men’s toilet area to a ladies’ toilet
area. Those ladies then using this area discovered that as we walked into the toilet and we passed the
urinals on our way to the cubicles our very movement was sufficient to set off the urinal. There are
pitfalls for the unwary in this. It is probably a private matter but, nonetheless, I compliment the member
for Maryborough. If we are serious about water saving then these are matters that have to be attended
to. 

Mr SPEAKER: Thank you, Minister, for that very enlightening answer. I am certainly glad that this
is not a debate where the minister has at least 30 minutes to respond. The mind boggles as to what
would happen. 

Bundaberg Health Service District
Mr HAYWARD: My question is to the Minister for Health. Could the minister please advise of

improvements that are planned and under way in the Bundaberg Health Service District to improve
services in the region? 

Mr ROBERTSON: I thank the honourable member for the question because I think it is important
to outline to this House our commitment to the people of Bundaberg. It has been a tough year for that
community, but it is important to assure them that we will not walk away from them. 

I am pleased to provide just some examples of the many positive announcements and initiatives
that are under way in the Bundaberg Health Service District. We have committed an immediate injection
of more than $5 million to relieve pressures across elective surgery, emergency departments, intensive
care units and other important areas of health service delivery in Bundaberg. In October 2005 I
announced $345,000 for Bundaberg Base Hospital to perform 172 extra elective surgery procedures.
This was part of a $17 million elective surgery relief package the government is rolling out across
Queensland. 

We have also just announced another $390,000 in recurrent funding to boost oncology services
at Bundaberg and, more importantly, we have a new director of medical services at Bundaberg. Another
important initiative is the employment of more medical staff for a combined Bundaberg-Hervey Bay renal
service. 

Bundaberg will also benefit from additional clinical staff to support the community mental health
service. A new deal has been struck with the Mater Hospital in Bundaberg to allow residents to have eye
surgery and ear, nose and throat procedures as public patients. Additionally, staffing issues are being
improved. Review of the service capability framework, the medical work force requirements and nursing
services will ensure that appropriate staffing is available in the region. 

Initiatives are not just about services, though. An amount of $1.5 million for Bundaberg Hospital
has been committed to upgrade its electrical system. Funding has also been allocated for the
replacement and repair of equipment at Bundaberg Hospital. 

The patients of Bundaberg have been a priority for this government. Both Queensland Health and
the Department of Justice and Attorney-General have been accommodating the patients support group
to address their concerns as promptly as possible. I can advise members that the patients support group
is meeting tonight. As everyone can appreciate, it is a significant meeting coming after the handing
down of the commission of inquiry report. In recognition of the importance of the meeting, my
parliamentary secretary will be attending representing the Queensland government. The deputy
director-general of Queensland Health will also be there. This underscores our continuing commitment
to Bundaberg and, in particular, the people who have suffered at the hands of Patel. 

There are still some services in Bundaberg, I acknowledge, that require to be brought back up to
speed, but let no-one suggest that we will not be diligent or that we will not be trying each and every day
to bring Bundaberg Hospital back to a level of service that the people of Bundaberg can once again be
proud of.
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Mr SPEAKER: I welcome to the public gallery staff and students of the Bargara State School in
the electorate of Burnett, which is represented in this parliament by Mr Messenger. 

Minister Nuttall, Overseas Visit
Mr HORAN: My question without notice is to the honourable the Minister for Primary Industries

and Fisheries. I refer to the minister’s trip to Brazil and Texas next week whilst he is still being
investigated by the CMC for an alleged offence under the Criminal Code. The minister has claimed that
the trip is promote next year’s World Meat Congress in Brisbane and Beef 2006 in Rockhampton to
overseas meat industry figures. Given that cattle industry sources have publicly said that most of the
promotional work to attract international delegates was done 12 months ago, is the minister again being
‘misleading, unreasonable and careless’ in explaining why he is embarking on this farewell junket? 

Mr NUTTALL: I think a number of things need to be said in relation to the question asked by the
honourable member. Firstly, the Premier has outlined in detail the purpose of the trip. I do not intend to
go into that any more in terms of the importance of the trip not only to Texas but also to Brazil. It is also
about technology, it is also about research and development and it is also about the fact that Brazil is
one of the fastest growing primary industry sectors in the world. Nothing has changed from yesterday;
the importance of primary industries is just as important today. 

In relation to the issue around the investigation, since the estimates process what we have seen
from the opposition is, as has been coined by a former federal member of politics, the politics of
personal destruction. What we have seen here is the opposition in a deliberate attempt, because of a
lack of policy and an inability to articulate that policy to the general public, to destroy me in a very strong
and a very personal way. That can be seen from a number of statements that have been made in this
House over a long period of time. 

In terms of the estimates process, the following day, in accordance with standing order 182, I
responded to the committee. That is where the matter should have ended. I will not pursue that any
further because we will wait for the report from the CMC. 

Mr SPEAKER: This matter is before the committee, so please.
Mr NUTTALL: I will then make a detailed statement.
In anyone’s fair-mindedness in relation to the report that was handed down yesterday, it is very

easy for any member in this parliament to pick bits and pieces out of it. That is what those opposite have
done—select bits and pieces out of it. They should read the report in its entirety. When they read the
report in its entirety they will see why Commissioner Davies has not made any adverse findings against
me. With the greatest respect to Commissioner Davies, I do not agree with his findings. It is about one
meeting—one meeting—in Bundaberg. With the greatest respect to the commissioner, I do not agree
with that. I would not wish on any member of this parliament what I have been through since Easter of
this year.

Mr Messenger: Try Patel’s victims!
Mr NUTTALL: I said ‘members of this parliament’. It has been an extraordinarily difficult time.
Mr Messenger: Oh, poor Gordy!
Mr SPEAKER: Member for Burnett, I think that is a disgusting comment you just made. I ask you

to withdraw it.
Mr MESSENGER: I withdraw.

Health System
Mrs REILLY: My question without notice is for the Premier. Could the Premier please outline for

the House the representations that he intends to make to the federal government in the interests of
creating a better health system not just for Queensland but nationally for all Australians?

Mr BEATTIE: The issue here relating to health is very simple: unless we have a national program
of reform to complement the significant reforms we are bringing in to Queensland, then we will not have
the best system in the world, which is what we want. We will have a good system, but it will not be the
best in the world. I refer to Commissioner Davies’s report. I urge the federal minister to read it. I urge the
Prime Minister to read it, and I look forward to a partnership with the Commonwealth that means that we
can deliver a good health system to all of Australia.
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DISABILITY SERVICES BILL

First Reading
Hon. FW PITT (Mulgrave—ALP) (Minister for Communities, Disability Services and Seniors)

(11.31 am): I present a bill for an act to protect and promote the rights of people with a disability, and for
other purposes. I present the explanatory notes, and I move—
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.

Second Reading
Hon. FW PITT (Mulgrave—ALP) (Minister for Communities, Disability Services and Seniors)

(11.31 am): I move—
That the bill be now read a second time.

This legislation is a vital component of the Queensland government’s commitment to strengthen
and safeguard the rights of people with a disability. It is also an integral part of the process to continually
improve the quality of disability services across Queensland. Significant changes have occurred since
Queensland first enacted disability services legislation in 1992 and the establishment of Disability
Services Queensland in 1999. The Disability Services Act 1992 contains many positive features and
has contributed to greater community participation and inclusion of people with a disability in everyday
life. However, it was clear that a review of the act was necessary to ensure that it was keeping pace with
changing community expectations. In particular, there was a need to:
• safeguard the rights of people with a disability,
• support the delivery of quality services, and
• ensure service providers are accountable for the public moneys they receive.

The Disability Services Bill 2005 marks an important milestone in the reform activities initiated by
this government. It is right and proper that people with a disability, their families, carers and service
providers should have a legislative framework underpinning service delivery and that that service
delivery should have a focus on:
• recognising human rights,
• consumer safeguards,
• service standards,
• accountability, and
• monitoring mechanisms.

I am pleased to advise the House that this bill delivers on all of those important elements. The bill
recognises that aspirational statements about the way services should be delivered need to be
reinforced through sound legislation and governance. Consumers, families, service providers and
government all need to be clear about their rights, roles and responsibilities in accessing funding or
delivering disability services.

Given the record government spending on the disability sector, we must ensure that while the
sector grows rapidly it does not do this at the expense of quality. Since 1999 the budget for Disability
Services Queensland has increased from $156.6 million to $402.6 million. That is an increase of
157 per cent. Approximately 22 per cent of Queenslanders have a disability according to the latest
available Australian Bureau of Statistics’s figures. This bill recognises the need for people with a
disability to be considered in all aspects of government service delivery, not just the specialist disability
services provided, or funded by, Disability Services Queensland. For the first time all government
departments will be required, through legislation, to develop disability service plans which focus on the
services they deliver and how they might be improved.

Another important feature of the Disability Services Bill 2005 is the human rights provision that
applies to all people with a disability, whether they access services or not. This provision sets out the
important principle that all people with a disability have the same human rights as other members of our
society. The proposed new legislation retains the existing rights of people with a disability and adds two
new rights. They are:
• the right to live a life free from abuse, neglect or exploitation; and
• the right to receive disability services in a way that respects the confidentiality of personal

information.
The Queensland government made a commitment to listen to the views of all relevant

stakeholders, and those views have been considered and are reflected in the development of this new
legislation. A reference group assisted in the development of a series of nine issues papers for public
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consultation in 2002. Extensive consultation on the issues papers was undertaken in 2003, with more
than 800 Queenslanders attending public meetings or responding to the consultation papers. This was
followed up in 2004 with more focused consultation with people with a disability, their families and
carers. While it has been a significant investment in time and resources, the finished product is all the
stronger because of the contribution of ideas from many people. Additional targeted consultation was
also undertaken on a working draft of the bill in August and September this year. The Disability Council
of Queensland, the 10 regional disability councils, the Complaints Management Quality Committee and
a focus group of experts all provided feedback on the draft bill. I want to take this opportunity to thank all
Queenslanders who gave their time to provide comment. That participation has certainly been
appreciated and means that many Queenslanders have contributed directly to these historic reforms.

I now want to outline the parts of the bill. The objects of the bill are to acknowledge the rights of
people with a disability, including promoting their inclusion in the life of the community, and to ensure
that disability services funded by the department are safe, accountable and respond to the needs of
people with a disability. The aspects of the bill supporting the delivery of quality disability services are
predicated on a very important foundation—the disability sector quality system. This system provides for
a series of service standards that are recognised in the bill and that apply to all recurrently funded
services. Under this system, service providers must demonstrate how their services meet the service
standards. There is also emphasis on the importance of continuous improvement and sustainable
quality outcomes monitored over time. An independent assessment is conducted to verify the quality of
service delivery and certify each provider within the system. Certification is provided on a triennial basis,
with independent monitoring against the standards conducted on an annual basis. The system
contributes to strengthening safeguards for Queenslanders with a disability, ensuring that service users,
their families and carers are involved in the development and delivery of services they receive.

Disability Services Queensland, in partnership with disability sector peak bodies, has developed a
range of initiatives and resources to build the capacity and capability of service providers to assist them
in meeting the Queensland disability service standards. These initiatives include direct financial
assistance for activities related to development, implementation and/or maintenance of internal
management systems, and the costs associated with external assessment. All services receiving
recurrent DSQ funding must have achieved certification under the quality system by July 2008. 

The bill also includes measures to underpin the quality system and all other activities related to
services that are provided or funded by Disability Services Queensland. The bill gives government the
power to act swiftly when it needs to investigate instances of abuse, neglect or exploitation of people
with a disability within funded non-government services. It provides safeguards, accountability and
monitoring mechanisms—and establishes systems for service provider approval—before being eligible
for funding. 

The bill also recognises the complaints management system that enables consumers to raise
concerns about service delivery and gives powers to Disability Services Queensland to investigate
complaints or potential breaches of the regulatory framework or funding agreements. Another very
important part of the bill is the introduction of compulsory two-yearly criminal history checks on staff
working in DSQ-provided or DSQ-funded services. As I said earlier, the Queensland government is
determined to see that people with a disability are not abused or neglected, and the screening of all staff
is one step in making certain that vulnerable people are better protected. Along with these new
safeguards the bill also includes appropriate checks and balances, with the Commercial and Consumer
Tribunal able to review a range of decisions.

I want to acknowledge the high standards and calibre of most of Queensland’s service providers.
They are very dedicated and committed to delivering the best possible service and outcomes for people
with a disability. However, one very clear message received during our extensive community
consultation was the expectation that government should be able to respond effectively in cases where
people’s safety is threatened or where services fall below acceptable standards. The 1992 act gave very
few avenues to respond to complaints or allegations. This bill allows for a variety of responses, ranging
from:
• the use of compliance notices to services to rectify problems within stated time periods; 
• urgent responses such as the use of an interim manager appointed by the department’s chief

executive; or 
• the suspension or cancellation of funding. 

The bill also allows for the development of prescribed requirements through regulations which
may detail how the funded non-government service provider is to conduct its operations. 

The bill includes strict controls about access to—and use of—confidential information. This bill
only regulates service delivery in services that are either provided or funded by Disability Services
Queensland. However, the service delivery principles in the bill provide guidance to all general service
providers in the community, including government departments, general services and other non-funded
disability services.
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People with a disability—like any other member of the community—have a range of needs or
reasons to engage with the services that government delivers. This could include services such as
obtaining a driver’s licence, accessing education and training, or accessing disability services. It is
essential that when government delivers such services consideration is given to the profile of its
consumers. Each government department will have to develop a disability service plan, which identifies
service delivery issues for people with a disability and the way those issues will be addressed. Where
common themes across plans emerge, departments will coordinate their development and
implementation. Plans must be developed every three years. 

The significance of community engagement in informing public policy development has been an
ongoing feature of this government. It continues to be an essential part of the administration of disability
services and government policy making. The bill includes a power to establish advisory committees to
advise the minister for disability services on disability issues. It also allows for the establishment of a
committee that is dedicated to advising on the complaints management system for people with a
disability. These functions are currently performed by the Disability Council of Queensland, 10 regional
disability councils and the Complaints Management Quality Committee. 

In recognition of the extensive improvements to the disability service system delivered through
this bill, a provision is included to require a review of the act after five years of operation. This will allow
an opportunity to reflect on whether the provisions are working as they were intended and will allow for
any new trends in disability service provision to be incorporated.

Given the extensive improvements to the regulatory framework for disability service provision in
Queensland, the government proposes to support the implementation of the bill with information and
awareness raising strategies for all stakeholders. It is proposed to allow a period of time before
commencement for all stakeholders to prepare for implementation. I look forward to working with people
with a disability, their families and carers and service providers on the new disability legislation.

The introduction of this bill marks the beginning of a new, dynamic and positive change for
disability services in Queensland. I commend the bill to the House.

Debate, on motion of Mr Lingard, adjourned. 

FLUORIDATION OF PUBLIC WATER SUPPLIES AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 25 October (see p. 3443). 
Madam DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms Jarratt): Order! Before I call the honourable member for Moggill

I say to members that there are only three clauses to this amendment bill. While I know there will be
temptation to have a fairly broad-ranging debate on this matter, I warn members that I will not tolerate
discussion around the contents of the Davies report. This bill is a bill on fluoridation. 

Dr FLEGG (Moggill—Lib) (11.45 am): Madam Deputy Speaker, I would not have dreamed of
straying on to the subject that you mention.

The Fluoridation of Public Water Supplies Amendment Bill is effectively a bill that does very little
and changes very little from the current status quo in Queensland. We will not be opposing the bill. We
see no reason to oppose the bill. It is a disappointment in a number of respects; in particular, it will not
advance the cause of preventive health by implementing fluoridation of the water supply. In fact, the
best I can say about the introduction of this bill is that at least it has perhaps added to one more
occasion when the issue has been raised for discussion. 

Queenslanders have appalling dental health, particularly Queensland children. This situation,
unfortunately, has gone on for far too long. All of the other states of Australia have long ago recognised
that fluoride provides enormous preventive health benefits for their population. I myself grew up in
Sydney before the days when the Sydney water supply was fluoridated and since then we have had the
opportunity to see the dramatic benefits that the community obtains from fluoridation. It is, in fact, one of
the major preventive health measures open to us of which we have not yet availed ourselves.
Queensland Health has supported the principle of fluoridation and is no doubt disappointed that the
government has not hastened a little more quickly in introducing it.

Last year at the Health 2020 launch in Parliament House the issue of fluoridation was made the
No. 1 issue for preventive health. On the occasion of that launch, which was telecast all over
Queensland to dozens and dozens of Queensland Health sites, we saw a series of graphic pictures of
the appalling dental health of Queensland children. It is a mystery to me why a preventive health
measure that is so simple, so cheap and has been applied so safely just about everywhere else is so
difficult for us to deal with here in Queensland. We have a situation here in which hundreds and
hundreds—in fact, thousands—of Queensland children are subjected to avoidable general anaesthetics
and major dental procedures simply because we cannot make the hard decision about adding fluoride to
the water system. In fact, Steve Atkin, who is an orthodontist at the Royal Children’s Hospital, made the
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comment that Queensland children’s oral health is now so bad that he has to perform 500 general
anaesthetic procedures a year on toddlers as young as 18 months to remove their rotten teeth. That is
the experience of just one doctor in the public hospital system—

Mr Barton: It’s overservicing, like your mate behind you. 
Dr FLEGG: I am not sure that overservicing is a big problem in Queensland Health. The

experiences of Dr Atkin underscore the problem that we have through failing to grapple with this issue. I
know of a survey that was done of one primary school in Brisbane in which it was found that almost all of
the children in a year 1 class had dental caries. Predominantly, the handful of children who did not have
dental caries had moved here from interstate. Disturbingly, 15 per cent of the class had had a general
anaesthetic for dental work. That was a survey of just a year 1 class, not a survey of all of the children
who could need that sort of dental work later in life. 

One key factor involved in any preventive health measure is that it has to be applied universally.
In terms of infectious diseases we do not say, ‘Let us allow the people to decide if they will vaccinate
their children.’ We implement a universal program of vaccination. We do that because the burden of
these sorts of diseases falls disproportionately on those from lower socioeconomic groups—a fact that
members opposite ought to understand from their own electorates. The highly educated, well-
motivated, more affluent and more stable communities are better able to cope with decision making in
terms of preventive health. But a large proportion of people in our community do not fit into that category
in terms of their understanding of health issues or the level of organisation in their life. Without some
assistance from the government, the children in those families simply miss out. At those times when we
become slack in terms of promoting the vaccination of children, what happens? The vaccination rate
drops away. Making the decision to apply a preventive health measure universally is about protecting
the entire community, particularly those who will not or cannot make the decision to protect their own
children. 

Members on this side want to see fluoride added to our water. We are amending legislation that
was introduced in 1963. What did we get from that legislation? Three relatively small local government
authorities managed to fluoridate their water simply because this method of making each local council
fight the issue of fluoridation one after the other has been a failed method of delivering preventive
health. The years that have gone by simply demonstrate that that method has not delivered the end
result. 

I have read comments from the minister that down the track fluoride may be mandated in
Queensland. I look forward to hearing his comments in relation to that matter in his reply. The reality is
that we have waited for a very long time for water fluoridation and this bill does not contain any
provisions that will hasten the advent of fluoridation. I challenge the government to ensure that we get
the result we need to achieve in Queensland—that is, effective preventive health by ensuring fluoride is
added to the water supplies across the state. 

Madam DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms Jarratt): Order! Before calling the honourable member for
Bundamba I welcome to the public gallery students and teachers from Bargara State School in the
electorate of Burnett, represented by Mr Messenger. 

Mrs MILLER (Bundamba—ALP) (11.54 am): I rise to speak in support of the Fluoridation of
Public Water Supplies Amendment Bill 2005. The discussion about the benefits of water fluoridation
often focuses on the prevention of decay. The list of scientific studies showing the benefits of fluoridation
in children is long. A study in the UK in 1989 found 59 per cent fewer decayed, missing or filled teeth in
three-year-olds living in fluoridated Huddersfield compared to unfluoridated Dewsbury. Comparisons of
five-year-olds undertaken in the 1980s found between 54 per cent and 65 per cent fewer problems in
fluoridated areas. For 14-year-olds, the difference was around 50 per cent. Further studies of five-year-
olds, also undertaken in the United Kingdom, found that between 19 per cent and 33 per cent more
children were totally free of decay in fluoridated areas compared to children in unfluoridated areas. 

Closer to home, the comparisons in the incidence of tooth decay between Townsville and
Brisbane are well known. They show that children in Townsville have significantly less decay.
Comparisons between Queensland and other states and territories also show the dramatic benefits
experienced by children living outside Queensland. 

Following the introduction of water fluoridation in the Blue Mountains in the early 1990s, the total
number of decayed and filled baby teeth in five- to 11-year-olds fell by 50 per cent and the proportion of
children totally free from caries rose from 50 per cent to 70 per cent. In comparison, in 2001 the
proportion of Queensland children aged five to 11 years who had no decay was only 46 per cent. I will
repeat that: in the Blue Mountains, 70 per cent of young children had no decay in their baby teeth and in
Queensland that figure was 46 per cent. Nearly three quarters of those New South Wales children had
no decay; in Queensland that figure was less than half. 

But the benefits of fluoridation go beyond the prevention of decay. Not surprisingly, children in
fluoridated areas experience between eight per cent and 15 per cent fewer toothaches and are up to
15 per cent less likely to have a tooth extracted due to decay. Children in fluoridated areas are also less
likely to require a general anaesthetic to have their teeth extracted. Research shows that only one per
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cent of children in fluoridated areas experience tooth abscesses compared to five per cent of children in
non-fluoridated areas. Anyone who has had the misfortune of having a tooth abscess will be well aware
of the pain and discomfort it can cause and would appreciate that, although this difference in percentage
may be small, it is a very significant difference in terms of the individuals concerned. 

Many people mistakenly believe that water fluoridation benefits only children. Although children
certainly benefit greatly, the benefits of fluoridation to older people should never be overlooked. The
direct benefits of fluoridation will include a reduction in tooth decay. Older people are susceptible to
decay in the tooth root. That occurs as the gums shrink with age and the root of the tooth is exposed. 

A major survey in Ireland has shown that older people living in fluoridated areas have significantly
less decay than their counterparts living in non-fluoridated areas. In addition, people living in fluoridated
areas retain their natural teeth for longer. The proportion of people over 65 years of age living in
fluoridated areas who still had 20 natural teeth was more than double that of people living in non-
fluoridated areas. That will no doubt be of comfort to those members lucky enough to be among the
five per cent of Queenslanders who currently benefit from fluoridated water. The same survey found that
there was no difference in the general health of people living in fluoridated areas compared to those in
non-fluoridated areas. 

Gum disease and dental decay are very important issues in my electorate of Bundamba. That is
why I support fluoridation. In my area, you can tell whether a person has money or not simply by the
number of teeth in their head. We have to get away from that. We have to find long-term solutions to
tooth decay. So it is my great pleasure to support the bill before the House. 

Mr LANGBROEK (Surfers Paradise—Lib) (11.59 am): I rise to support the Fluoridation of Public
Water Supplies Amendment Bill 2005. I have made no apologies for the fact that the fluoridation of
Queensland’s water is one of my top priorities as a legislator, as a parent and as a qualified dentist. But
let us not gild the lily. This bill gives councils something they already have: the right to have a
referendum or make a decision on fluoridation without a referendum. Another point that needs stressing
is that legislation on other important public health measures—for example, smoking, seatbelts,
vaccinations et cetera—is not left in the hands of local governments and neither should water
fluoridation. 

I introduced a private member’s bill into this place last year that proposed the immediate
fluoridation of public water supplies in Queensland, a bill which I am glad was debated broadly, with
useful contributions made by many members of this House. It was defeated by 70 votes to six. I have
noted several councils across Queensland have recently ceased the practice of providing free fluoride
tablets to members of their local communities, including the Gold Coast City Council, which concerns
me somewhat. They were concerned about liability if they said they could provide them and could not
due to a shortage. They said, ‘We’d better not say we can provide them and we won’t even when they
become available,’ so our kids are now worse off than ever before. It is more concerning that councils
are deciding to stop distributing fluoride tablets, as I just mentioned, when the spiralling levels of decay
in our children’s teeth are taken into account. These two factors are very good reasons for immediately
putting fluoride into Queensland’s water supply to literally stop the rot. 

The prevailing attitude of government members towards fluoridation has been disappointing.
They have been happy to acknowledge that fluoridation is right and should be implemented but then, as
a government, they shy away from implementing something that may cause controversy in the
community. This unfortunate stance or lack thereof from government members has cascaded down into
the bill we are currently debating. The problem I speak of is a deep-seated one. Let us take, for
example, the health minister. 

The health minister in many ways emulates the federal opposition leader, Kim Beazley. He is
continually full of hot air in question time, choosing to attack opposition members instead of answering
questions. Yet, when it comes to tough controversial issues such as fluoridation, he is out of touch. He
always wants to have a bet each way. He always wants to walk both sides of the street like Mr Beazley.
He loves to come in here and berate me for being a new boy who does not understand the standing
orders. But I put it to him that, as a long-term member, his lack of respect for the standing orders, his use
of the first person in naming people, is far worse than my enthusiastic—

Mr ROBERTSON: I rise to a point of order. Mr Deputy Speaker, I ask you to rule on the relevance
of this contribution by the member. I see no section in the bill that talks about standing orders. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Copeland): Order! The member will return to the content of the bill. 
Mr LANGBROEK: I conclude by saying that I enthusiastically embrace the standing orders, and I

refuse to apologise for that. The health minister said in his second-reading speech on this bill that
fluoridation ‘is recognised as the safest, most cost effective and equitable intervention available to
reduce tooth decay’. That makes sense to me. I found it more than a little confusing then to note that
when the Liberal Party brought a private member’s bill—and I was proud to introduce it—before this
House to introduce fluoridation immediately he, along with 56 of his Labor colleagues, voted against it. 
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The Howard government has mocked Mr Beazley for managing to walk both sides of the street on
so many issues, but I think our health minister deserves an honourable mention. He is willing to concede
that fluoridation is the most effective form of prevention for tooth decay and yet voted against a bill that
would introduce it across Queensland. I am sure the parents of Queensland will be shocked to know the
political games this minister is playing with their kids’ teeth. The health minister criticised my private
member’s bill for not giving a choice to the people of Queensland on whether fluoride will be introduced
and now has told councils, without consulting them first, that in five years time it will be introduced
anyway. 

I do not want to be unfair to the health minister. There have been many other government
members who have been made to look silly by the comments they have made on the public record with
regard to fluoridation. I received a letter recently from the Local Government Association of Queensland,
which blasted the Beattie government for breaching the state-local government protocol by unilaterally
determining their position on this issue. I was scoffed at by the member for Bundamba, who still has not
taken me up on the lessons I offered in how to introduce a private member’s bill, when I spoke in this
place in favour of mandating fluoridation throughout Queensland for not consulting with councils. Yet
how embarrassing for the member that her own government has now deliberately done the same thing. 

The member for Stafford probably offered the most pointed remarks on this issue when he said
that the bill we previously debated in this place on the introduction of water fluoridation reflected ‘poor
process’ because I as a mover did not consult with the LGAQ before bringing the bill before the House.
I need not criticise the minister; the member for Stafford has done it for me. The member for Stafford
went on to say that if the local authorities did not address the problem of dental decay the state may
need to step in. That time is now. 

The member for Pumicestone referred to fluoridation without consultation as ‘a con job, a real
veneer’. In Queensland we now live in the qualified state, not the Smart State—the qualified state
because we have ministers who tell qualified truths and who offer qualified choices, such as the
qualified choice this health minister is offering councils in telling them they can either implement
fluoridation within five years and thus do the government’s dirty work or face it occurring in five years
time. Why does this government continue to defy the truth that our kids’ teeth are rotting and that
fluoridated water is the best method of improving our children’s teeth universally? If this were a disease
with a different name with an occurrence rate of up to twice the national average, there would be an
outcry that the government had not acted. 

In an advertisement for dental health in Queensland—not that there is a great deal to advertise
the way it is being administered by this government—the Premier claims that if a community wants
fluoridation his government will make it happen. The Premier neglects to mention that they have no real
choice but he is offering them a qualified truth as part of his qualified state program. So, if the people do
not have a choice in the long term, why offer it to them and make them believe that they do? It is
because the media tart cannot stand to be unpopular. 

When this House last debated fluoridating Queensland’s water supplies, the then health minister,
the member for Sandgate, claimed that the Beattie government’s policy with regard to fluoridation
supported the introduction of fluoridation only where it received the consent of the community affected.
Clearly the Premier’s overarching policy of changing stripes to avoid crises overruled the government’s
health policy. The health minister said that the government supported fluoridation only after proper
consultation with local councils and communities—a clear example of the bet each way mentality that
dominates the Labor caucus. A stand should be taken by this government now and a decision should be
made. 

But undoubtedly the member with the most egg on her face is the member for Bundamba. For the
benefit of those members not present during her comments on the previous bill, she said this—
The member is talking about mandating ... The member proposes that the state override local government ...
The member went on to say—
I ... ask the member for Surfers Paradise if he has actually consulted with local government in relation to this bill. 

Now I ask the member for Bundamba: has her government bothered to consult with councils?
Has the government consulted with the Brisbane City Council, or the Ipswich City Council, or the Logan
City Council, or the Gold Coast City Council, or the Caloundra City Council, or any other of the 170
councils in this state? The answer is no. The member for Bundamba, once again, is exposed as just
another dogmatic, policy-barren member of the Australian Labor Party who has very few positive
remarks to contribute to this House and whose frequent and futile interjections reveal a distinct
shortcoming in her ability to partake in a rational debate, whining in the background as my good friend
the member for Chatsworth says. 

The LGAQ labelled this unilateralism by the Premier as ‘self-serving, contemptuous and
disrespectful’ in a letter which I table. In fact, so impressed was the President of the Local Government
Association, Councillor Paul Bell, by the health minister’s form that he had this to say in his letter dated
28 October 2005—
Minister Robertson has a history of twisting the truth and breaking commitments in respect of the LGAQ and councils and no
longer has my confidence. 
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He goes on to say—
In central highlands terms he is a redback spider in Local Government’s pants—he’s nasty, sneaky and you never know where he
is going to bite you next.

That is hardly a glowing endorsement of the health minister from the Local Government
Association. I do take heart, though, from the fact that the minister will be able to get some advice from
the member for Bundamba on how best to consult local councils. 

I still recall the member for Bundamba shrieking at me, ‘Did you consult the councils?’ It appears
now as though the councils are not too happy with the consultative processes of this government. That
consultation probably will not do a great deal for the government though, as Councillor Bell has said that
the LGAQ sees no particular merit in continuing with the protocol. I know I have been tough on the
government, but it ought to be congratulated because only incompetence of historic proportions could
frustrate the LGAQ such that it sees the established protocol as no longer tenable. 

Hypocrisy is one thing that creates more cynicism amongst the general public. Why is the health
minister pretending to give Queensland councils a choice over whether or not to fluoridate their water
whilst making it compulsory to do so in five years time? A succession of government members stood in
this place claiming that to not give the people a choice would be completely wrong, and now they
propose to do exactly the same thing in five years. So the minister has a baseball bat in his hands but he
does not have the fortitude to use it for five years. The vexatious issue of fluoride will continue. It is my
prediction that no or very few councils will be able to make the decision to vote on this themselves and
fluoridate as a result because of the highly emotive nature of the antifluoridation lobby, which will affect
their decisions as councillors because they will be concerned about being re-elected. 

We have seen how this government has reacted when presented with the opportunity of
improving our kids’ teeth in the face of the antifluoridation lobby. It has cowered and proposed a flip-flop,
bet-each-way piece of legislation that seeks to put the weight of this issue on the shoulders of others.
Logan City Council voted against this last September, eight to three. Similarly with a referendum, the
emotive nature of the debate causes people to throw up their hands and stick with the status quo. The
other examples of this are daylight saving, the republic and the GST. If we do not have something and
enough anti arguments are put forward, people will say, ‘We don’t want it.’ 

Another major problem I have with this legislation is that it proposes to put the financial burden of
water fluoridation on Queensland councils. Why did the health minister make the case for water
fluoridation by referring to evidence that supports its positive effects and then palm off the cost to local
councils? While the health minister was right in claiming that water fluoridation could be achieved at an
annual cost of less than $2 per person, this is the precise reason the state government should be paying
for fluoridation—to show that the government is really serious about making Queensland the healthiest
of all states and that it is not just a ‘ministry of hot air’. 

The latest update on water fluoridation from the Australian Dental Association of Queensland
makes the point that arranging for councils to hold referendums prior to introducing fluoridation is both
expensive and impractical. The Tasmanian royal commission into the fluoridation of public water
supplies stated that responsibility for water fluoridation should be taken by state governments, not local
governments. 

The Queensland state legislation covering water fluoridation was passed way back in 1964. It is a
model that is unique in Australia in that we are the only state that puts full responsibility for the
fluoridation of public water supplies in the hands of local governments. The ADAQ rightly says that to
hide behind this legislation, which is more than 40 years old, is ‘simply an abrogation of the state
government’s responsibility’. The fact of the matter is that this government needs to act with the level of
authority and responsibility expected by the people and rule on the matter of fluoridation and not pass
the buck to councils.

This government loves to take policies from other states, so let us look at what Forster had to say
about that. In his final report on page 52 under the heading ‘Water fluoridation—engaging the public
debate’ he says—
Responsibility for fluoridation of Queensland drinking water rests with local governments. In every other state and territory the
responsibility for decisions related to water fluoridation resides with the state or territory governments. Capital costs are funded by
the state or territory governments and the recurrent costs are generally borne by local governments. 

The task force on fluoridation set up by former Brisbane Lord Mayor Jim Soorley found that the
cost benefit of water fluoridation was likely to be substantial. The report found that if all towns with
populations greater than 5,000 were to be fluoridated the state would save more than $1 billion over 30
years. Mr Foley aptly highlights that even if the issue of tooth decay does not affect us directly it is still a
responsibility for all taxpayers because we are all paying for the epidemic of tooth decay in Queensland.
At present $132 million is spent annually on funding public dental health services through Queensland
Health. This is anomalous with other states and territories, but it is clearly not meeting the demand for
public dental health services. The Minister for Health in his second-reading speech said—
The bill represents an important step in ensuring improved oral health for all Queenslanders by removing the perceived legislative
restrictions on access to fluoridated water.
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Most of the general public would be able to see through this and realise that what the minister is
effectively doing is wiping clean the hands of the Queensland government on this issue and leaving the
tough decisions to other people. The old adage goes that there is no moral difference between those
partaking in evil deeds and those who witness these deeds and do nothing about it. The same applies
here. 

The health minister and government members have acknowledged that fluoridation is the right
thing to do. Then I say: have the ticker and do it. Mr Beazley has been proven not to have any political
ticker on tough issues but it should not be that, just because it copies his action on walking both sides of
the street, this government needs to emulate him in not having any ticker. Michael Foley has said that it
is easy to argue that tooth decay is ‘not my problem’ at a personal level, but if this government is being
honest when it says that it is concerned with the future of public health in our state it should be
legislating to immediately fluoridate Queensland’s water supplies rather than giving the councils the
qualified choice I spoke of earlier. 

An article in the Australian of 14 November entitled ‘Rot sets in over fluoride deadline’ highlights
the problems that can occur when there is ambiguity over where the decision-making responsibilities lie
on fluoridation. The article outlines that in New South Wales the decision to fluoridate lies with local
governments, not the state government. However, councils that cannot reach a decision on fluoridation
can refer the matter to New South Wales Health to make the decision on their behalf. Five councils were
directed by New South Wales Health in May to put fluoride in their water by November. Four of them
failed to meet this deadline but are now complying and the fifth, Gosford City Council, is refusing outright
despite, the article notes, the city having a higher rate of tooth decay than neighbouring towns. A study
by the Australian Research Centre for Population Oral Health of 250,0000 children in New South Wales
revealed last month that almost 70 per cent of children living in non-fluoridated areas had more dental
decay. 

The minister said in his second-reading speech that in the circumstances where a water supply
and treatment plant is shared between two or more councils, such as in south-east Queensland, the
decision would be made by a number of councils. I would like to know whether what the minister
proposes may occur in a shared situation where one council is in favour of fluoridation and the other is
not. Possibly the minister can address this in his reply. 

The Premier, in answering a question from the member for Gladstone on 10 November said that
in a number of already fluoridated communities, such as Thuringowa and Townsville, the people did not
appear to be suffering any side effects of fluoridation. In fact, the only side effect apart from fluorosis that
I know of would be better teeth. This was acknowledged by Peter Forster, who referred to evidence that
children between five and 12 in Townsville had 45 per cent less tooth decay than children of the same
age group in Brisbane, where water is not fluoridated. What a frustrating message the Queensland
people must be getting. They have elected a government that is willing to acknowledge fluoridation of
public water supplies as good public policy but that is then unwilling to sully its hands implementing it.
Peter Forster said in his review of Queensland Health, at recommendation 3.5—
The Queensland Government should engage with the Queensland community to clarify what the community expects from its
health system, what it is prepared to pay and how it is prepared to pay for it. This needs to occur in the context of Queensland
Health developing comprehensive health service planning and development of options with the community. 

So he is saying that we should have a debate because the dental system cannot cope. We spend
more on dental health than any other state, but our teeth are the worst. Forster then says, under the
heading ‘Water fluoridation—engaging in a public debate’—
Oral health is provided as an example of a public health debate Queenslanders have not managed to have in a meaningful way. 

They have had it in an emotive way, coloured by histrionics and exacerbated by the Australian
Labor Party members in this House. Forster then goes on to say—
All too frequently, the threat of controversy and a failure to understand the consequences of alternative choices subordinates the
need for informed decision making and action. 

So we have a government that says it is dealing with this issue, but with this bill we are not really
dealing with it—or at least not for five years. But the government will say, ‘We have implemented
recommendation 3.5.’ We all understand that good public policy is often controversial. The tough gun
laws implemented by the Prime Minister in the wake of the tragic events that occurred at Port Arthur
were very controversial but, I think we will all agree, necessary. In the same vein, the continual
deterioration of our kids’ teeth will only escalate as a problem until this government stops the rot and
implements policies that, while being controversial, are, as many government members have agreed, in
the long-term interest of our state. Being a good representative is about standing firm on what you
believe. I implore the health minister to immediately fluoridate Queensland’s water supply if that is what
he and the government believe in. I know that the Premier does. I refer to page 4171 of Hansard from
Wednesday, 23 November 2005, when he said—
We are in favour of fluoridation. 

He has had a conversion, like the apostle Paul on the road to Damascus. Last December he
doubted the science when he said that the government would not be supporting the fluoridation bill that
the Liberal Party brought into this House. When I introduced a private member’s bill into this place last
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year, the debate that ensued was confusing. I have already spoken about how the health minister walks
both sides of the street, but it appears that he is not alone. Government member after government
member rose and spoke on the previous fluoridation bill, telling the House that they supported the
fluoridation but only if local councils and the people were consulted. In a letter to the member for Nicklin,
the Premier said that fluoridation was not a matter for a conscience vote. It is, however, a matter of
conscience for government members, because it is they who have stood and one after the other said
that fluoridation is the right thing to be done but have refused to mandate it. 

This is a conscience issue because the ongoing pain Queensland kids and the whole community
will suffer as a result of the government refusing to implement fluoridation will be and should be on their
conscience for a long time to come. All I can say is that I hope that the 57 government members who
voted against the previous private member’s bill will vote against the bill before this House if they want
to be consistent. But I will be proudly voting for it, as anything that can aid our children’s and the
community’s teeth I will enthusiastically embrace. 

Ms MALE (Glass House—ALP) (12.19 pm): I rise to support the Fluoridation of Public Water
Supplies Amendment Bill 2005. This bill is a technical bill which simply clarifies that local governments
do not have to poll constituents before fluoridating the water supply. Local governments may ascertain
the wishes of their residents by a variety of other methods including their usual consultation methods.

Tooth decay is the single most common chronic disease in children in Queensland and far
outstrips that in other states where water fluoridation exists, but it should be realised that it is the easiest
to address and prevent. I have read a lot of information on water fluoridation. I believe it is a safe and
effective way to reduce dental caries. However, it cannot be assumed that the expansion of water
fluoridation in Queensland will totally address the imbalance between Queensland and other parts of
Australia. Improving oral health requires multiple strategies. Water fluoridation is a cornerstone initiative
as it benefits all people regardless of age, income and social status. Other important strategies include
improving diets and optimising healthy food choices. The government is very active in this area. By June
2006 all state schools will be required to have implemented the Smart Choices program. This program
will ensure that the sale of high-fat and high-sugar foods and drinks is minimised. The government has
also commenced a program to increase the consumption of fruits and vegetables.

During Dental Awareness Month this year, Queensland Health collaborated with the Australian
Dental Association of Queensland, the Australian Medical Association of Queensland and Nutrition
Australia to raise awareness of the damage that soft drinks and sports drinks can do to teeth. ‘RU
buying a gross smile?’ was the theme of Dental Awareness Month and it highlighted very graphically the
effect of acid-rich drinks on tooth enamel.

Self-care is another important component of improving oral health. While it may seem routine to
most people, the simple acts of toothbrushing and flossing are critical to the maintenance of good oral
health. Access to professional dental care is also important.

We are all aware of the ever-increasing demand for public dental services, with over one million
adults and 750,000 schoolchildren eligible for public dental services in Queensland. The government
has committed an additional $5 million in 2003-04 and a further $3.3 million a year for three years from
2004-05 to improve access to oral health care. As a result of this investment, an additional 40,000
dental services were provided in the 2004-05 year compared to the previous year. Water fluoridation
alone is not the answer, but there is no doubt that it will make a difference. I commend the bill to the
House. 

Ms LEE LONG (Tablelands—ONP) (12.21 pm): I rise to contribute to this debate on the
Fluoridation of Public Water Supplies Amendment Bill. Like many members, I have received copious
quantities of antifluoridation material over a long period of time. This bill proposes to amend the
Fluoridation of Public Water Supplies Act 1963. According to the explanatory notes, these amendments
are to increase public access to fluoridated water. The bill will do this by removing the need for local
government to hold a poll or a referendum of constituents before fluoridating its water. It leaves this
controversial issue squarely with local government. Local government can still ask the people, if it
wishes, or it can simply ignore them and make its own decision. 

This is the second time this year that we have debated a bill about this matter. The first time was
in February, when 57 ALP members vigorously opposed a bill to introduce fluoride into our water system
across Queensland. The then health minister spoke in that debate and opposed the bill, saying that it
removed any requirement for consultation with local councils. He praised the existing policy under which
fluoride can be introduced anywhere if the consent of the community is given via a poll held in that
council’s area. It was a policy the Labor government vigorously defended and voted to keep. 

But what do we have here today, less than 12 months later? We have a bill that tries to force
fluoridation on to our communities through what is believed to be outright bribery. Local governments
with a population of 5,000 or more are to be lured into introducing this chemical into their drinking water
over the next five years. If they do that they will get state funding towards capital works associated with
this introduction. 
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Local governments are incensed because they have not been consulted. The majority do not
want this and feel that it is being forced onto them. They feel they are being made bunnies on this issue
so the Beattie government can try to disguise the shambles that its public dental health system in
Queensland is in. The Beattie government cannot escape the fact that, under ALP management, for
most of the past 16 years our public dental system, along with the broader public health system, has all
but collapsed. However, despite the claims of the minister in his second-reading speech, I do not believe
the lack of fluoridated water is the major cause of our children’s dental problems. As we would all be
aware, there has been an explosion in recent decades in cheap, fast rubbish food, in less parental
involvement in the detail of many children’s lives and a quick-fix attitude to misbehaviour. A lolly or a
pack of chips or a soft drink is a quick pacifier for a cranky child. I firmly believe that this focus on
fluoride, despite scientific evidence that at minimum leaves questions about its safety still open, smacks
of convenience. 

I have been contacted by members of local governments in my electorate who feel that they have
been bushwhacked on this and that they have had no input whatsoever. It is clearly the Local
Government Association of Queensland’s view that this is an issue the state should have taken to the
electorate. The LGAQ has written to me offering legal opinion significantly differing from that of the
Beattie government and the current health minister. 

This government’s track record is clear. I do not believe that in introducing this bill the Beattie
government is motivated by any interest in public health at all, as its track record shows that it does not
care one jot about that. It is prepared to go back on its word. It is prepared to turn its back on its
principled stand of earlier this year so it can try to look as if it is serious about dental health. If the Beattie
government ever really were serious about dental health, we would have clinics, dentists and support
professionals in place across Queensland or coming out of training now, and we would never have the
present situation where we are trying to import dentists from foreign countries. 

Why are we doing this? Because under this government we now have six-year waiting lists at
public dental clinics. This is a fraud on all the people who have paid their taxes, fees, levies and charges
over a lifetime only to be told that if they want timely treatment they will have to pay again to access the
private dental system, which costs a heck of a lot more and which pensioners and other low-income
earners can ill afford. 

We get report after report on subject after subject that is then used to justify the government’s
actions. The simple fact is that a report being done does not guarantee its conclusions are faultless. The
Hilmer report, resulting in national competition policy, is one example that has forced the restructure of
so many industries after many flawed reports that were long on theory and short on reality. 

I think it is clear the Forster report, which is behind this move, has missed many important factors
relating to dental health. It also appears to have ignored questions about the safety of fluoridation. If this
government were serious about fluoride, it would not have taken this path. If it were serious, it would
have simply sudsidised fluoride tablets or drops for those who wanted them. It rings hollow in light of the
pain and deaths of Queenslanders who have suffered for years under this dysfunctional government
and health minister after health minister. 

I will quote from the comments of the member for Bundamba earlier this year where she
addressed an area on which I, too, hold grave concerns. She spoke of doubts about the safety of
fluoridation and how countries around the world, including France, the Netherlands, Belgium and others,
do not fluoridate their water. These concerns still exist. In the last few months fluoride has not become a
safe, harmless substance. The private member’s bill on fluoridation was, according to the member,
‘ignorant of community views on this controversial topic and current world trends’. Exactly the same can
be said about this bill today. 

The member for Barron River gave some fascinating statistics in the debate in February. One that
struck me was that there was no statistically significant difference in the health of children’s teeth
between fluoridated and non-fluoridated water supplies. Here is the truth. The benefits of fluoride are not
proven beyond doubt. The safety of fluoridation is not proven beyond doubt. The risks of fluoridation are
real. Yet this government wants to bribe local councils into forcing it onto their citizens. Is there a large
body of scientific evidence about the cavity-preventing action of fluoride? Yes, there is. But there is an
equally large body of scientific evidence about the damage it can cause. It has been identified as a
powerful central nervous system toxin. It is implicated in bone weaknesses and reduced fertility. 

A 1994 study on the psychological and behavioural effects of sodium fluoride involved the
Harvard Medical School amongst others. It found that fluoride does have an effect on our brain’s central
processor and interferes with the way we engage environmental memory and motivational stimuli, and
hence the way we make decisions. The doubts and confusion spread to other areas. For example, there
is a dispute between the health minister and the LGAQ about whether or not the state government has
the power to hold a referendum on this issue. The LGAQ refers to ‘blatant untruths’ from the minister. It
is a heated matter on many levels. 

I think also we need to remember that anything added to our water supply will not only affect
those who drink it but the wider environment. Fluoridating Brisbane and our major coastal cities’ water
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supply will result in tonnes of toxic chemicals pouring down our toilets, showers and sinks straight into
the environment and onto the reef. How much are we talking about? A kilo of fluoride for every 100,000
litres of water. Brisbane’s average house or flat’s daily consumption on 1 July this year was 550 litres. At
that rate, over a year each home will be responsible for dumping around two kilograms of a
carcinogenic, toxic chemical into the ocean. Brisbane, as a major population centre, will be pumping
literally tonnes of the chemical out into the ocean. It seems the Queenslanders whose teeth will get the
claimed benefits of the fluoride will be the fish and the sharks. 

This is a shockingly cynical piece of legislation. It does just one thing—it takes away a
requirement for local government to go to the people on this matter. This government has added the
offer of bribes to councils to introduce fluoride regardless of the doubts, risks and questionable benefits.
The fact is that properly funded dental health care has always been the best answer. This bill is nothing
more than a cop-out. Those who want fluoride can buy tablets or drops, for example. Those concerned
about the risks should have access to clean, unfluoridated, unpolluted water. 

According to the LGAQ web site, less than one per cent of urban water is actually consumed. On
that basis I suspect that, even if fluoride is good for the teeth, there are far more efficient and effective
ways of administering it than putting it into water, 99 per cent of which will never be drunk by anyone.
This is incredibly wasteful and, despite some promises of financial aid in the initial stages, the long-term
costs will be borne by ordinary mums and dads and ratepayers. The people do not have bottomless
pockets, but they are continually being asked to pay more and more on top of their taxes for an
increasing number of government services such as transport, health, public information and so on. 

This bill takes away the requirement to have a referendum and that means it could take away the
voice of the people. In reality, we have a state government saying to councils that they do not have to
ask what their constituents think and if they just go ahead and fluoridate then they can have some state
money for doing so. It is a cheap cop-out answer. Instead of properly funding decent public dental health
we have a few million set aside to bribe councils into picking up what is really another state
responsibility. 

Today we are essentially being told that the way to healthy teeth is by taking away the voice of the
people on this issue. It is certainly a bizarre approach to a serious public health issue. It is hard to find
anything to smile about in this bill and I will oppose it. 

Mr HOOLIHAN (Keppel—ALP) (12.32 pm): The Fluoridation of Public Water Supplies
Amendment Bill 2005 is really a very small bill which seeks to give local governments an option in how
they obtain the wishes of their constituents in relation to fluoridation of water. It seeks to amend an act
which was passed in 1963. This argument has been around for 40-odd years and it still has not been
resolved. Argument has raged since then about a referendum being required by any council which
wished to fluoridate the water and what they should canvass as part of such a referendum. There is an
endless supply of material on the internet and in other medical treatise warning of the dangers of
fluoride. There is competing evidence that the level of fluoride in fluoridated water may have a negative
effect on general health. It is claimed that fluoride can cause all sorts of illnesses and diseases and that
it is highly toxic and is a poison. There are wide community consultation issues that need to be
undertaken by councils which, in fact, provide the water in many cases. They are the organisations
which this bill is all about. 

Toxicity is not an issue of simple exposure to a substance. It is about how much exposure; it is
about the size of the dose. There are numerous substances that are beneficial and even essential in
small doses but that are dangerous in large doses such as iron, calcium, vitamin D and even water. We
all need oxygen to survive but extended exposure to pure oxygen would be very dangerous to one’s
health. It appears to be the same with fluoride. In Queensland the maximum level allowable under law is
0.9 parts per million, but allowable levels vary across the state depending on the average temperature
and the need for individual consideration exists in each community. 

Of course, that sort of consideration is overlooked by the people who have stood up today and
called for a statewide referendum. For the LGAQ to call for a statewide referendum is also ill-
considered, when any wish to fluoridate really relates to individual community considerations. 

Water fluoridation was first introduced in Australia in Beaconsfield, Tasmania, and subsequently
in every capital city in Australia. The dates of introduction are as follows: Hobart and Canberra, 1964;
Sydney, 1968; Perth, 1968; Adelaide, 1971; Darwin, 1972; and Melbourne, 1977. In Queensland it was
introduced in Townsville in 1964—over 40 years ago—and that was even after the passing of the
original bill. There are places where naturally occurring levels of fluoride are at the same levels
recommended for optimal dental health. 

I will return to the bill. Each local government needs to consider the matters of concern that I have
outlined. That is the basis for this amending bill. It is not a debate about the pros and cons of fluoride.
That is a matter for another forum and it is a rather large forum, as I have indicated. This act changes
the original act in that it clarifies how a council can ascertain the wishes of its community. It does not do
away with the possibility of a poll under the Local Government Act because that is one of the options
open to a council, but there are other ways considered in this amendment. These ways are: by
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considering the elected councillors’ views about adding fluoride to the water supply, and they would
obviously have to have the views of their own community; and by surveying persons who use water from
the water supply. In many areas, even in my own electorate, there are only about 45 per cent of electors
who, in fact, are connected to the water supply. Many have rural water supplies. The third option is to
conduct a poll under the Local Government Act. 

Let us take out of the picture some of the arguments that are being raised here in relation to a
small amendment to an existing act. I support the bill which will give local governments the right to
ascertain from their communities whether they wish to have fluoride introduced in their water. 

Mrs STUCKEY (Currumbin—Lib) (12.37 pm): I rise to speak briefly on the Fluoridation of Public
Water Supplies Amendment Bill 2005. All of a sudden the health minister, with the Premier’s blessing,
has decided to introduce a bill to—
... make it easier for councils to introduce fluoride into public drinking water supplies to address a serious health issue that sets
Queensland apart from the rest of Australia in oral health care. 

What an about-face this is when one reads statements declared in this House earlier this year.
Even though this is behaviour that Queenslanders have come to expect from the Premier, it is now
filtering through the ranks. Out in the suburbs the spin and grin is wearing thin. 

This bill seeks to permit local governments to fluoridate their water supplies without the need for a
referendum. In truth, what is happening here is yet another example of this Labor government
abrogating its responsibility. Obviously this is a ploy to avoid the costs associated with introducing
fluoride to this state. By doing so this government is demonstrating an unsupportive attitude instead of
contributing to preventative measures for the dental health of future generations. Over a period of five
years only $6 million is to be allocated to reimburse capital costs incurred by local governments that add
fluoride to their water supplies. 

I am hearing from Gold Coast city councillors on an increasingly regular basis that they are sick
and tired of this Labor state government shifting costs and responsibilities for services onto local
governments. We all know who will end up paying for this, don’t we? The ratepayer! Rather than impose
another state tax on the people of Queensland, this government is flicking this extra burden over to local
government to slug the poor local residents yet another levy. 

Ms Nolan interjected. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr English): Order, member for Ipswich!
Mrs STUCKEY: I have another 18 minutes I think, so—
Government members interjected.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr English): Order! The member for Currumbin has the call. I wish to

hear her.
Mrs STUCKEY: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. We hear the minister for tourism, who, like

myself, lives on the Gold Coast, constantly boasting of the huge profits that this industry produces. This
in itself is great news but is somewhat akin to Pavlov’s dog—dangle the goodies, watch the salivation in
anticipation of success, then deny a feed of the spoils, as most of what the Gold Coast generates in
tourist revenue is sucked out of the region.

I want to remind members of the House of the words of the Minister for Health in his second-
reading speech on the bill on this matter when he said—
A comparison between Queensland and the rest of Australia shows that, while initiatives such as fluoride toothpaste have had a
positive effect on tooth decay experience, the low access to fluoridated water in Queensland is significantly impacting on the
current and ongoing oral health of Queenslanders.

He continued—
It is no coincidence that Queensland has one of the highest rates of dental decay in Australia and, at the same time, the lowest
rate of fluoridation in the country.

Why is it that this government continually fails to uphold the role it is supposed to fulfil? Why have
those members on the other side of the House failed to address this issue since taking office in 1998?
Oral health was certainly a big issue whilst Brisbane had a Labor lord mayor, yet this government did
nothing. I am continually astounded by this government’s vacillation, indecisions and disgraceful waste
of taxpayers’ money. These amendments are nothing more than a sham—a farcical and pathetic
attempt to be seen to be responding to recommendations in the Forster report.

The honourable member for Surfers Paradise put forward a private member’s bill in February of
this year which was hotly debated, albeit by a relatively small number of members. Granted, some of
these members stated as their reason for voting against the private member’s bill the fact there had not
been sufficient, if any, consultation with local councils. That really begs the question: just how much
consultation has been undertaken with local councils prior to this bill being debated in the House?
Precious little I imagine. I do hope the health minister will enlighten us. This is simply the formation of
legislation for the sake of legislation. It would not surprise me if the minister has been watching re-runs
of the popular show Keeping Up Appearances. Even Hyacinth Bucket would not be foolish enough to
engage in these antics to get her way and to be seen to be doing the right thing.
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In his second-reading speech the Minister for Health was eager to relate a number of facts
supporting fluoride in public water supplies that Liberal members had already raised in this debate in
February. Mark my words: charlatans opposite will change their votes this time, but I shall not. I
commend the intent of the bill to the House with the comment that the state government has in a
cowardly manner abrogated its responsibility yet again. 

Mr WALLACE (Thuringowa—ALP) (12.42 pm): I have a pretty good set of teeth in my mouth.
Yes, they are all mine—no fillings, no falsies. I have lost a couple playing football and cricket, but they
are all mine.

A government member: Where’d you grow up?
Mr WALLACE: I grew up in Townsville. That is why I have good teeth, a fine set of teeth. As I

have mentioned to honourable members, I grew up in the north in Townsville.
Mr Barton: Big steaks!
Mr WALLACE: Big steaks do help. I take the honourable minister’s interjection. Being a former

north Queenslander, he knows that we have the best steaks in the world, so my teeth get a good
working over. As I was saying—

Mr Lawlor interjected.
Mr WALLACE: I will not take that interjection from the member for Southport. As he well knows,

my head is one of the rudest around. As I mentioned, I have been enjoying the benefits of fluoride for
years. My family has enjoyed it and now my 4½-year-old is enjoying it. We took her to the dentist last
month and the dentist gave her a clean bill of health and said that she had an excellent set of teeth as
well. So I can vouch for the benefits of fluoride in relation to what it has done to my teeth and what it has
done for my family’s teeth. The reason the twin cities have fluoride is as a result of the far-sighted
achievements of a strong local government and the fact that Townsville has had a Labor government
since 1976. The fact that next year the city of Townsville will celebrate 30 years of continuous Labor
government shows just how far-sighted Labor governments are. That is why I want to congratulate the
minister for introducing this legislation. Local government does have a strong role to play in this regard.
It is local government that looks after the reticulated water supplies across our state. It is therefore their
role to put fluoride in water, and that is what this bill does. It clarifies matters for local governments to
make it easier for them to decide if their respective communities want fluoridated water.

Mr Wilson: Are the Liberal members on the council opposed to fluoridation?
Mr WALLACE: There are no Liberal members on the Townsville City Council. There are a couple

of Independents who say that they are not really Liberals, but they are Liberals. So they are still trying to
make up their minds.

Mr Wilson interjected.
Mr WALLACE: Well, we do not really care about their views because they do not make them

known.
A government member: Who’s the mayor?
Mr WALLACE: The mayor is Councillor Mooney. He has been the mayor since 1988.
Mr Finn: He’s the best mayor Townsville’s ever had.
Mr WALLACE: I take the member for Yeerongpilly’s interjection that he is the best mayor

Townsville has ever had, and I will certainly be reporting that back to him. As I said earlier, unlike some
of the comments that have flowed as part of this debate, I do not have any problem with fluoride in my
water. As I have mentioned, I have lived with it for most of my life and have never had a problem. But I
do think that it is a step that each local community should decide if they want to take. As the Premier
said previously, people in Thuringowa and Townsville do not glow in the dark because of fluoride; we
just have good teeth. Indeed, for the many years that I worked for the mayor of Townsville not once did I
handle a complaint from anyone about fluoride in our water supplies—not once.

Mr Robertson: Because you knocked their teeth out of their head!
Mr WALLACE: I take the Minister for Health’s interjection. I am very careful about other people’s

teeth as well, especially on the football and cricket fields. But we have gotten on with life up north. We
are noted for our forward-thinking locals, so we have gotten on with life.

As an MP what I constantly hear from people in my electorate and elsewhere is that they are sick
of governments telling them what to do. People have had a gutful of governments saying, ‘You need to
be doing this and you need to be doing that.’ Then there are these new federal government workplace
reforms saying, ‘You can’t have Christmas. You can’t do this. You can’t do that.’ They have had a gutful.
They are sick of it. That is why I will not support the conservatives when they say, ‘We need to force it
down the throats of everyone. We need to force local governments to put it in their water.’ A lot of
communities will not put up with it and they do not want it, and that is why I particularly support this bill
that the minister has brought forward. I spoke to the mayor of Townsville, whom the member for
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Yeerongpilly just mentioned, yesterday. He is also the president of the Urban Local Government
Association of Queensland. I inform the minister that he is particularly supportive of this bill. Councillor
Mooney believes that the minister has the balance right in not forcing local governments but making it
easier for them to decide if they wish to do this. He is also on the executive of the LGAQ, and he has put
that view forward to the LGAQ. I hope the minister notes that.

This bill empowers local governments to decide not to be forced. It also assists with capital costs
that are incurred by councils. I ask the minister when he sums the debate up to inform the House
whether the cities of Thuringowa and Townsville may be able to apply for some of that funding. As I have
mentioned, they have had fluoridated water for many years but still have capital costs every year. I know
the minister will consider that in good faith and maybe they could make some application for some
assistance in that regard, but I know that the minister will decide wisely. This is a commonsense bill and,
if implemented by local authorities, could lead to health savings of around $1 billion over 30 years.

Because of my personal experience on the issue, I will support this bill. I would like to argue
against the assertions from members opposite that we need to ram it down the throats of local
governments and communities across Queensland. It should be up to each community to decide
whether they want fluoride or not. People have had enough of having decisions rammed down their
throats by various tory governments across Australia. I support the approach taken by the minister. I
congratulate him on bringing this bill to the House. I say to everyone and the communities across
Queensland: follow the lead of us in the north; we are always the first ahead. 

Mr HOBBS (Warrego—NPA) (12.49 pm): I am pleased to speak to the Fluoridation of Public
Water Supplies Amendment Bill. I acknowledge that the minister is welcoming my contribution to this
debate. 

Mr Robertson: It’s always a pleasure, Howard. 
Mr HOBBS: I thought so. We face a very interesting scenario as fluoridation is currently in the

water supply of some of our towns throughout this state. I personally do not have a problem with
fluoridation; it is just a matter of its implementation and how we allow local authorities to put that process
in place. It is my argument that, if the government wishes—and that is our view—to have fluoride added
to the water, it should be prepared to help local government with the costs of doing that. That is the very
point. The Jaguar report commissioned by Queensland Health itself quite clearly states that the capital
costs of adding fluoride to all the water in the state would be $85 million over a period, including ongoing
maintenance and work. Adding it to the water supplies of towns with a population of over 5,000 people
would cost $56 million, and the government is offering $6 million. 

Mr Robertson: $6 million in capital. 
Mr HOBBS: It is $6 million in capital, but the government has not announced that it is prepared to

pay the total cost of fluoridation that it is going to put onto councils. 
Mr Robertson interjected. 
Mr HOBBS: We would like to hear it. We have not heard it. All we have is $6 million offered at this

stage for the capital works. If the minister can announce that the government is going to pay $56 million
for those councils, that would be an interesting step. 

Mr Lawlor: Thuringowa does it for nothing. 
Mr HOBBS: Yes, but it has been doing that for quite a long time and that is already in place. We

are talking about a different situation relating to councils’ budgets. We are talking about a different
scenario now. The costs are probably a lot more. Yesterday we heard, for instance, that construction
costs are going up 18 per cent a year. It would be a darn sight more expensive for Thuringowa to add
fluoride to its water today than it was when it did it.

This is a charade. The government has abused and walked over local government in relation to
the implementation of this matter. Once again, we can read the local government’s press release. It
says—
It is against this background that LGAQ has understandably reacted angrily to the State Government’s recent decisions on both
fluoridating urban water supplies and the management of the removal of asbestos from homes. In the first instance, all of the
consultation processes under the Protocol were breached as LGAQ was informed after the State Government’s decision on
fluoride. That decision effectively passed all political and financial pain associated with introducing fluoride onto Councils.

We have just had a federal inquiry into cost shifting onto local government which found that there
was a lot of cost shifting going on. It has to stop because local government cannot afford it.

I acknowledge the benefits of fluoride. The rate of tooth decay in Queensland is about 10 per cent
higher than other states, particularly in our younger people, and we need to fix that. By the same token,
the overall rate of tooth decay in Australia is actually increasing because more and more people are
drinking bottled water and more people have tank water at their homes and so are drinking less tap
water. By the time every council in this state does add fluoride to their water we might find that people
are not actually getting the fluoride from tap water that they need. There have been some great
improvements made in relation to toothpaste over the years. I acknowledge the fact that fluoride is good,
particularly for the young people. 
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The Local Government Association expressed great concern about this issue. The government
breached the protocol. This bill before the House today talks about allowing local governments to make
a decision and makes it quite clear that there is no need for a referendum. When I put the question to
the minister in relation to this issue I said—
I have advice from a Senior Counsel which says that there is no legal impediment to the state government conducting a
referendum ...
Of course, the minister said—
After what we saw yesterday, I thought that members opposite would use the time between the time allotted for their questions to
rewrite questions that had already been answered. Had the member for Warrego been paying attention he would have known—
and so it goes on.

The minister was misleading the House and the minister was wrong in his assumption. The
Premier has since come out and said that, yes, he now has some more legal advice that says exactly
what I was saying. Our advice from a senior counsel quite clearly says that the act provides for two
types of referendum; namely, a referendum to submit a bill for an act to the electors and a referendum to
submit a question to electors. In the case of the latter, the question must be one that the Legislative
Assembly has resolved to be submitted to the electors. Thus, in a practical sense the state government
of the day still has control of the Legislative Assembly; it has effective control over whether a particular
question is to be submitted to the electors at a referendum.

So the government can do it, and the Premier acknowledged that. The half-smart comment made
by the minister was that we were wrong, but clearly we were not. I am pleased the minister is back. I
was just pointing out that he ridiculed a question I asked in relation to the referendum. But, as the
Premier has just recently announced, you can hold a referendum along with a state election. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr English): Order! Would the member direct his comments through the
chair. 

Mr HOBBS: So that is possible. I notice that when the Premier came back and made a further
statement on that matter he said—
... it is arguable, but untested, that a referendum to approve any bill that has been passed by the Legislative Assembly may be
held concurrently with a state election.

At the time I was right and the minister was wrong and I hope the minister is able to acknowledge
that. The Premier also went on to say that the daylight savings referendum in the 1990s was a similar
case. In fact, that was a question; it was not a constitutional issue. That is a very important point. 

Fluoridation is a very sensitive issue with many people. We have heard lots of people talk about
the problems that it may cause and the toxicity and so forth. I do not doubt that not a lot of water would
be drunk that would contain fluoride. Probably less than one per cent is likely to be drunk in any manner
or form and the rest would go on the trees, gardens and whatever else water is used for. The reality is
that if there is a benefit to the community in relation to dental health we should do it. We have to make
sure we do it the right way. We must make sure we do it in a way that is in accordance with the
authorities that have to implement it, such as local government, and we have to make sure the money is
there. We cannot just keep talking, having a brainstorm, and then rushing out and asking local
government to pay for it. That is not reasonable in any manner or form.

This particular report that was done for Queensland Health talks about various scenarios. In
several areas it talks about quite a considerable amount of money. On a base case, as I said before, it
could be $85 million, or $56 million if it is only done in towns that have a population of 5,000 or above.
That is a significant amount of money that local governments will have to pay. I do not consider it
reasonable that we should force those costs onto local government.

We have to consider all the aspects of fluoridation very carefully. It is not as simple as saying,
‘Let’s save some money.’ I am sure there are significant savings that can be made through fluoridation
in relation to dental work for Queenslanders. Overall, there would be a benefit. So by paying local
government that extra $54 million—or whatever the figure may be—the government should also put in
place a system whereby it pays for the ongoing maintenance of those fluoridation plants. That would
certainly make a big difference. I think the minister should do it. Otherwise, it is just not fair. I hope the
minister will take those few words on board. 

Sitting suspended from 1 pm to 2.30 pm. 
Mr NEIL ROBERTS (Nudgee—ALP) (2.30 pm): I am pleased to say a few words in support of

this bill, which seeks to clarify once and for all that councils have a choice about the way in which they
can canvass the opinions of their constituents about the issue of the fluoridation of their water supplies.
At the outset, I want to place on the record clearly that I am a supporter of the fluoridation of water
supplies around Queensland. Although I recognise and respect the views of others to the contrary, if the
Brisbane City Council chose to hold a referendum or take a poll in my area on the issue of the
fluoridation of Brisbane’s water supply I would support the fluoridation of our water supply.

As I have said several times in this House, my wife, Jenny, is a dental therapist for Queensland
Health. She is a strong supporter of the fluoridation of water supplies. Through her work experiences
I am aware of the large number of children who present with serious dental problems at an increasingly
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young age. As the minister outlined in his second-reading speech, the number of children requiring
fillings or teeth to be extracted is of great concern. The simple statistic that around 2,000 Queensland
children aged four years or younger have tooth decay serious enough to warrant a general anaesthetic
while their teeth are being filled or extracted is enough to ring alarm bells. Just as serious is the fact that
between 1997 and 2003 around 14,000 Queensland children under the age of four were hospitalised to
enable dental treatment under a general anaesthetic. Fluoridation of our water supplies can significantly
reduce such impacts on our children’s lives. Another simple statistic highlights the seriousness of our
situation in Queensland. Nearly 45 per cent of our children aged 12 have tooth decay compared to a
much lower national average of 35 per cent. 

The extent of fluoridation across the Australian states sheds a little light on why Queensland is
performing so badly in the tooth decay stakes and why so many of our children are suffering
unnecessarily. All Australian capital cities, except Brisbane, have fluoridated water. Currently, more than
70 per cent of Australians living outside Queensland drink fluoridated water. In Queensland, only a
few per cent of people drink fluoridated water and that percentage of people is concentrated in places
such as Townsville, Dalby, Mareeba and Moranbah. Although I am not a scientist or a statistician, these
figures make a compelling case for us to consider a treatment that is shown to produce results. The
amendments in this bill will provide councils with the flexibility they need to consider this matter in an
informed way. I hope that it will herald the beginning of a sensible debate about fluoridation and not one
based on scaremongering and half-truths.

I want to place on the record some information about the current state of water treatment
processes in Australia. The information I will provide has been obtained from the Cooperative Research
Centre for Water Quality and Treatment and its web site is www.waterquality.crc.org.au. I want to put
this information on the record because all too often the opponents of fluoridation refer to apparent
research that points out so-called dire consequences of fluoride in water—issues and concerns, I might
add, that do not appear to have caused the mass health crises in these cities that I have mentioned and
indeed in the other states of Australia where fluoridation is so prevalent. 

The following is a list of some of the substance and treatment processes that are currently
adopted by water treatment facilities in Queensland and across Australia. In the first instance, chemical
alum—or aluminium sulfate—is used as a coagulant to help remove particles in the water that can
harbour bacteria and viruses. Many of the newer filtration systems use membrane filters, but there are
many that still use sand, gravel and charcoal filters to remove larger particles from the water. Chemical
filtration systems are also used to remove additional finer undesirable impurities. These systems use
activated carbon and ion exchange resins to remove certain soluble contaminants from our water
supply. Powdered activated carbon is also used, when required, to deal with problems such as blue-
green algae blooms, which, as we know, can be toxic to humans. Lime and sometimes carbon dioxide is
also used to chemically treat water when it becomes too acidic or alkaline. Sodium carbonate is used to
adjust the pH value of our water supplies to prevent corrosion in the pipes that distribute the water to
households. Two of the most common methods to kill micro-organisms in water are by oxidation of the
water with chemicals such as chlorine or with ozone. 

If the opponents of fluoridation applied the same tests that they apply to fluoride to some of the
substances that I have mentioned, we would have very many thirsty people in our communities. To be
consistent, those opponents would also have to campaign against the current use of those substances
in our water treatment plants. Of course, that proposition would be ridiculous. If a person ingested large
amounts of any of the substances that I have mentioned, I have no doubt that they would suffer serious
health consequences. Of course, the reality is that these substances are administered to our water
supplies in safe quantities and have been for many years. The scientific and medical evidence suggests
that fluoride, like the substances I have listed, is safe to add to our water supplies. Queensland and
Australia’s public water supplies are among the safest in the world. Our water treatment plants use to
varying degrees all of the chemicals and substances I have outlined and the public has benefited greatly
from their use. 

It is estimated that over a lifetime tooth decay can be reduced by between 20 per cent and 40 per
cent if fluoride is added to our water supplies. Fluoride is recognised throughout the world as the safest,
most cost-effective method by which to reduce tooth decay. It has the potential to save millions of dollars
in health costs that could be better spent in other areas. I welcome the minister’s clarification of the
provisions of the legislation for the benefit of local authorities and commend the bill to the House. 

Mr WELLINGTON (Nicklin—Ind) (2.37 pm): I rise to participate in the debate on the Fluoridation
of Public Water Supplies Amendment Bill 2005. After listening to many of the speakers who have
participated in this debate, I want to reflect on many of their contributions. I believe that we need to focus
on what this bill is about. This bill is not about the advantages or disadvantages of having fluoride in our
drinking water. In his second-reading speech the minister stated—
This bill will amend the Fluoridation of Public Water Supplies Act 1963 by removing the unclear references to local governments
being allegedly compelled to conduct a poll or referendum in order to decide the question of whether or not to fluoridate their
public water supplies. 
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This bill is about removing any doubt about a requirement for local councils to hold a referendum
on the fluoridation of water supplies. This debate is not about whether we support or do not support
fluoride in our drinking water. 

I refer to the debate that took place in this very chamber back in 1963 on the Fluoridation of
Public Water Supplies Bill. On 16 October 1963 at 11.37 am a Mr Hughes stated—
I am entering this debate because I believe that the matter under discussion is of great public importance, a measure of which
should be obtained, as far as possible, by search, surveys, and consideration of expert opinions. 
I pay tribute to the Opposition for making this a non-party matter, because I believe that it is beneficial to discuss something of
such public importance on a non-party basis. Hon. members on this side of the Chamber have had the privilege—many of us have
exercised it, as the record will show—of being able to vote as our conscience dictates—
and I will repeat that: ‘as our conscience dictates’—
and I am pleased to see that the Opposition is following a similar rule in discussing this motion. I am sure that by this means we
will tap public opinion at its various sources. 

I urge the minister, the Leader of the Opposition, the Leader of the Liberal Party and my
Independent colleagues to consider when they vote on this matter the issue of having a conscience vote
and not simply vote according to party lines. There is no doubt that this matter of fluoride in our drinking
water is very, very contentious. It has been debated a number of times already in state parliament. Many
speakers in participating in the debate on this bill have touched on the issue of whether they support or
do not support having fluoride in our drinking water. 

When I was first elected to parliament one of the first bills I introduced was a bill aimed at
ensuring that a citizens’ initiated referenda was possible in Queensland. At the time the Premier spoke
about why he was unable to support such a bill. Lawrence spoke on behalf of the opposition and
indicated on 11 November 1998—
The policy of the coalition is not in support of citizens’ initiated referenda. This was reaffirmed only recently by both the National
Party annual State conference and the Liberal Party annual State conference.

So in my mind this is a debate about trying to water down the requirement of having referenda on
contentious issues in our community. I personally believe that we should be reinforcing the right and the
requirement of local councils and local governments to conduct referenda when there are known issues
of controversy in our community and, more importantly, today when councils are elected for four-year
terms. When we had the debate on the four-year term many people said to me, ‘Yes, we think it is good.’
Since the last council election, I have been stunned by the number of people who have approached me
and said, ‘Peter, we wish this council would go to the people in three years so that we don’t have to wait
for four years.’ I have honestly been stunned by the number of people who have approached me with
reservations, wishing that their particular council was not elected for a four-year term. 

I will be unable to support this motion because I believe that a number of councils in Queensland
have already indicated that they are prepared to make decisions which are contrary to the wishes of
their constituents. The mere fact that they are able to make important decisions and not have to go back
to the people for four years I think is disappointing. I will be voting against the bill because I believe that
this bill is taking away rights of ordinary people to be consulted on important, controversial issues. I
would urge all members when voting for or against this important motion to consider voting according to
their conscience and not according to the dictates of their representative party machines. I cannot
support the bill. 

Mrs DESLEY SCOTT (Woodridge—ALP) (2.43 pm): It is a privilege to speak briefly on this
important piece of legislation, the Fluoridation of Public Water Supplies Amendment Bill 2005. This bill
will clear the way for councils to be able to introduce fluoride into water supplies without a referendum,
enabling them to decide how to gauge public opinion and to enlist public support for this important
health issue. Polls taken show wide public support for this measure, and I would encourage councils to
move on this measure quickly. 

It is clearly a very inexpensive initiative which will, in fact, save the state millions of dollars in
dental care and will also save many children from what is a severe health problem. Dental decay in teeth
can affect the whole system and it also affects the ability to eat, not to mention the pain caused by
decayed teeth as well as the trip to the dentist. Many detractors from the fluoridation debate like to insist
that it is an easy matter to correct through good diet, dental hygiene and the addition of fluoride tablets.
That is so. However, we are all well aware that there has been a significant breakdown in the knowledge
and practice of some parents in the diet and nutritional needs of their children. The debate now rages
about junk food advertising on TV and also the pester power of children at such times as exiting
supermarket checkouts when surrounded by lollies and chocolates. Unfortunately, many parents have
opted for the line of least resistance and always say yes. 

I have to admit that in areas such as I represent the teeth of many young children are a very sorry
state of affairs and much education is required. I remember back to my childhood when many children
grew their own vegies and had fruit trees. Diets were basic but very nutritious and treats were just that.
On a weekend when we walked to the corner store to pick up the paper we were occasionally allowed to
choose a few sweets at two for a penny, which we took home in a little white bag to ration over the next
few days. We wish those days would return. 
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Mr Wallace interjected. 
Mrs DESLEY SCOTT: I am old enough. However, changing the lifestyle habits of people is a

long-term issue, but we must. The future health of our nation depends on its success. 
As a young woman I spent 10 years as a dental nurse. I can attest to the fact that the teeth of

children have deteriorated markedly in recent years. Indeed, it is now epidemic in many areas where
diets are not healthy and dental hygiene is lacking. It is frightening to see water drinking substituted by
coca-cola and snacks eaten from breakfast through to dinner at night. 

I recently did a tour of the school dental service in Logan with director Trevor Holcombe. It is a
fantastic service with many dedicated dentists, therapists and assistants working long hours. We visited
one of the school dental vans at Burrowes State School and the Kingston Dental Clinic at the Kingston
Primary School, which is the hub of the school dental service in the Logan-Beenleigh-Beaudesert areas.
This is a first-class facility but it is a bursting at the seams. Here I met one of the University of
Queensland masters students who commended the operation in the district. Students are an integral
part of our dental services in schools. The public clinic at Logan Hospital was also visited and that was
impressive as well. 

The dental services in Logan are of high quality and I commend those who work there. However,
the needs are simply far greater than we can accommodate. It is to the shame of the federal
government that it removed funding for dental services, as our teeth are as much an integral part of a
person’s overall health as any other part of the body.

Fluoride is safe, effective, inexpensive and I urge our councils to move quickly. Parents will
applaud their move. I commend the bill to the House. 

Mr CHRIS FOLEY (Maryborough—Ind) (2.48 pm): I rise to participate in this debate. In some
respects I have never seen an issue like fluoride on which my community is so divided. In previous
forays into this issue in parliament I have voted for fluoride, and there is no doubt at all that fluoride is
effective in reducing dental caries. I read a news report from 13 November in a Scottish newspaper. It
talked about the fact that the Scottish Executive has pulled the plug on fluoride in water. But the critics
argued that the fluoride plans were an infringement of freedom and were also unsafe. I want to firstly
look at this concept of fluoride being ineffective in terms of preserving teeth. There is no doubt
whatsoever that fluoride appropriately added to a water supply does reduce decay. Scotland, for
instance, has one of the worst dental records in the UK, with 55 per cent of children having dental
disease by the age of five. 

Research shows that children at the ages of five and six in places such as Moray where the water
supply has large amounts of fluoride occurring naturally and Newcastle and Birmingham where fluoride
is deliberately added have over 90 per cent fewer decayed teeth than those living in non-fluoridated
areas. We have only to look closer to home—to Townsville—to see the efficiency of fluoride. We have
only to look at other states that have fluoridated water. There is no doubt in my mind whatsoever that
adding fluoride—or fluorine, as the chemical is known—to water supplies does reduce tooth decay. 

I have no doubt about that whatsoever. However, I also have a number of constituents who
believe that fluoride is somewhat the great Satan and are completely opposed to it. In fact, I had an
email this morning from someone claiming that fluoride, or fluorine, actually comes from atomic bombs.
I had not heard that one before, let me assure members. People run around reporting all sorts of
purported science to back the case against fluoride but I have to say that, in many cases where I have
looked into it, it really turns out to be urban mythology. In the UK, for instance, only around 10 per cent of
the United Kingdom’s water supply—mainly the Midlands area and the north-east—is fluoridated. That
10 per cent estimate comes from the British Dental Health Foundation. In the United Kingdom,
fluoridated water is supplied to around 5.5 million people. I said that the most extensively fluoridated
region, the West Midlands, has the lowest level of dental caries. So, if the antifluoride people want to
use Britain as an example, the reverse is true—Britain actually shows that the areas that are fluoridated
have far fewer cases of dental caries. 

I would hope that by looking at these particular issues we can put that claim to bed. Fluoride does
stop tooth decay. However, having said that, I must also represent the views of my constituents who are
very concerned that, whilst it might do that, it has all sorts of other toxic effects on people’s systems.
There is a compelling argument—I have said this before in the House—that it seems a bit of overkill and
waste to be adding it to water which is effectively then flushed down the toilet or used for washing cars.
However, the argument that it should not be added to water and it should be just topically applied falls
down in that many of the parents who would be charged with the responsibility of doing that, in the
absence of fluoride in water, would find themselves maybe choosing between that and a packet of
smokes on the weekend and saying that the smokes come first. The bottom line is that many parents
simply do not provide proactive care for their children’s health, especially dental health. In that respect,
fluoridation of water is a very, very sound concept. 

Let me say that I am very puzzled about this. My personal opinion is that fluoride is extremely
effective in preventing dental decay and I have always been pro-fluoride. But with the number of people
who are opposed to it and particularly with this bill allowing councils to proceed, I would certainly hope
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that councils spent a little bit of money and surveyed their constituents to find out just what percentage
do support it. We all know that using the mass media, letters to the editor and all sorts of other ways of
garnering public support can often end up with opinion being swayed into the hands of the lobbyists
rather than those of the general populace. I would certainly like to see a survey done in my city before
fluoride was introduced. 

In summary, I have moved a motion that this House put the issue to a referendum. I have done
that because this particular issue is such a hot potato that I would think that, no matter which way we go
as members of the Legislative Assembly, there will be people who believe that we have made the wrong
decision. I want to finish my contribution by urging all members to support the motion to put this to a
referendum so that the people can decide for themselves. 

Mr FINN (Yeerongpilly—ALP) (2.54 pm): Can I say at the outset that there is a great confluence
between my conscience vote and my party machine vote on this matter. I think that for many members,
who have spoken with some passion about their views in this debate, it is probably the same.

As the member for Nicklin pointed out, this bill is a short bill that addresses the ability of local
governments to deliver a fluoridated water supply to people in Queensland. What this short but
significant bill does is to provide a workable implementation model to fluoridate water supply. It does not
take away an ability of a local authority to determine the matter by referendum. In fact, it quite clearly
states that that is an option available to a local authority. But what it does do is provide no doubt in terms
of whether they are required to hold a referendum or not. 

What this bill does is to provide opportunities for local authorities to determine the best
consultation model for their local communities. Some, no doubt, will choose a referendum. Others may
be able to determine a high level of support in their communities without the need for a referendum. The
important thing is that local authorities are able to determine that best model and thereby go on to
decide whether or not to fluoridate the water supply. I am hopeful that that will lead to more fluoridated
water in Queensland. Let there be no mistake—this is a health issue. Yes, it was a recommendation of
the Forster review, but we are providing these opportunities because of the great health outcomes that
fluoridated water supplies bring in relation to dental health. 

We had a debate earlier this year on a private member’s bill regarding fluoridation. I spoke in that
debate and made my views about fluoridation clear. Whilst I was not prepared to support the mandating
without consultation that that bill contained, I think it is pretty clear from the wording of my speech that I
support fluoridation. Without going through all of the health issues that other members have raised,
clearly there are a few key things I want to say in relation to the health aspects. In Victoria, they have
had fluoridated water for over 25 years and believe that that has saved about $1 billion to the health
economy in Victoria. The member for Woodridge mentioned dental vans in her schools. A couple of
years after the fluoridation of Melbourne’s water supply, dental vans were removed from schools
because they were finding that there actually was not work for them to do as a result. 

Mr Wallace interjected.
Mr FINN: In Townsville, indeed, which has a fluoridated water supply—that was a very, very good

contribution from the member for Thuringowa. 
Mr Cummins: There is no dental van for the member for Thuringowa.
Mr FINN: Yes. He has got a good set of teeth, aside from the few that he lost playing footy, I

understand—that is why he has had that nickname of ‘Choppers’ around Townsville. I always thought it
was for other reasons, but it is clearly for his teeth. 

In Victoria we saw the removal of dental vans as a result of fluoridating their water. That is a pretty
clear indication of the impact of fluoridation. There is a whole range of reputable organisations that
support the fluoridation of water. Like other members, I have been bombarded by people with
information—apparent information—in this debate, but the pro-fluoride lobby is supported by
organisations such as the World Health Organisation, the US based Centre for Disease Control and
Prevention and a whole range of other reputable organisations, which I mentioned in the debate earlier
this year. 

Another aspect of fluoride is that it continues to work through the life span. It is not just about
dental issues for children. It also assists many people who are elderly and may have lost the dexterity
involved in proper oral and dental health. This allows benefits to the elderly as well. Just in relation to the
issue of tablets, other members have said, ‘Why don’t we provide opportunities for people to have
access to fluoride tablets?’ The scientific research in relation to fluoride says that its maximum impact is
topical; that is, when it comes into contact with teeth. Whilst it was thought for many years that ingesting
fluoride through tablets had the same effect, research has clearly shown that not to be the case. 

I believe that fluoride is a safe and naturally occurring chemical that, in measured doses, can be
an efficient health mechanism. Providing fluoride through the water supply is the best way to achieve
this. This is good legislation. Combined with the commitment of the government to provide financial
support for the capital works to implement fluoridated supplies, it is also a good partnership bill. I
commend the bill to the House. 
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Mr REEVES (Mansfield—ALP) (3.00 pm): As have many of my colleagues, I am sure that I have
received letters from my constituents referring to the information that they have seen on the internet
about fluoride. For many people, the huge amount of material and the varied views put forward can be
very confusing and at times worrying. It is essential that people in the community are able to filter fact
from fiction and fantasy from reality. 

I am pleased that Queensland Health has made information resources available on its web site.
The materials available on the web site are well researched with the source of the information well
documented. I particularly like the fact that much of the material is quoted from papers produced by the
authority of national bodies such as the National Health and Medical Research Council of Australia, the
Centers for Disease Control in the USA and the World Health Organisation. These organisations have
undertaken examinations of all evidence available to determine their recommendations in relation to
water fluoridation. These organisations and other organisations such as them are unanimous in their
support for water fluoridation as a safe and effective public health measure. 

The opponents of water fluoridation say that it can lead to increased risks of cancer, heart
disease, Alzheimer’s disease, low intelligence—obviously it is retrospective in my regard—and bone
fractures. There is no substantial evidence to support these claims. However, there is evidence that
shows that poor oral health is linked to heart disease, diabetes and blood-borne diseases including
hepatitis C. 

I am the father of two small children aged three and one, Brianna and Ashleigh. We make it a bit
of game when we go and brush their teeth every night to try to convince them to clean their teeth. It is
easier to get the one-year-old to brush her teeth than it is to get the three-year-old to do so.  A friend of
ours, Natalie Lobb, has two children, Thomas and Joe. Thomas, who is five, went to the dentist. He had
a couple of holes in his teeth. She said, ‘We brush our teeth every night. We look after them really well.’
The dentist quite rightly just said, ‘It’s the fluoridation.’ She went out to try to buy fluoride tablets. They
can hardly be found—not enough are being manufactured. It is all right for the opponents of fluoridation
to say, ‘Get the fluoride tablets,’ but they simply cannot be found. 

While some people in my electorate are antifluoridation, I think the overwhelming majority of
people are for fluoridation. This bill will start this process. I call on the Brisbane City Council, the Logan
City Council and the Redland Shire Council, which represents parts of my electorate, to get on with the
job and start fluoridating the water. 

Mr TERRY SULLIVAN (Stafford—ALP) (3.03 pm): In rising to support the Fluoridation of Public
Water Supplies Amendment Bill, I will refer specifically to the referendums on the issue of fluoridation of
public water supplies. 

Much has been said lately about the issue of holding a statewide referendum on the issue of
fluoridation of public water supplies. It is not as simple a matter as some would make it out to be. I refer
honourable members to the Premier’s statement to the House on 23 November this year. The Premier
explained two issues in relation to the holding of statewide referendums. The first issue was whether it is
possible to conduct a referendum on a question in conjunction with a state election and the second
issue was whether it is legally possible to conduct a referendum on a bill in conjunction with a state
election. 

There is no legal impediment in conducting a referendum on a question in conjunction with a state
election. However, in practical terms, it could be a futile and costly exercise because the new parliament
would not be bound to give effect to the referendum result. There is legal uncertainty as to whether it is
possible to hold a referendum on a bill conjointly with a state election. Briefly put, both section 2 of the
Constitution Act 1867 and standing order 157 of the Legislative Assembly require the continued
existence of parliament before the Governor may give royal assent to a bill. On that basis, it is
questionable whether a bill can be presented to the Governor for royal assent when parliament has
been dissolved. 

It is an entirely different situation for the conducting of polls by local governments on laws or
questions as the problem of a dissolved Legislative Assembly does not arise. To avoid the practical
difficulties associated with holding a question referendum or the legal uncertainty about a bill
referendum at a state election, it is preferable that a question referendum be put at the time of a local
government election. 

However, it is preferable that the issue of water fluoridation be decided at the local government
level rather than a state level. This is because the statewide referendum is decided on a majority vote of
electors and local community views will be subsumed within the general view of the entire voting
population. For example, consider the situation where a public water supply is under the control of one
local government—that is, the water supply is not shared with any other local governments—and the
electors of that local government are opposed to water fluoridation. If a statewide referendum is held
over water fluoridation and the majority of voters are in favour of fluoridation, the wishes of that
particular local government area will not be realised. Again I say that it is preferable that the question of
water fluoridation should be decided at a local community level rather than a statewide level. This bill
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allows for this by providing that local governments may gauge the views of their electors on water
fluoridation in a variety of ways including by taking a poll of their electors. 

I disagree with the comments by some of the members opposite who said that the members on
this side are doing backflips. That is not correct. When I opposed the previous fluoridation bill I opposed
the process of that bill, not the content. 

It is a shame to see the member for Surfers Paradise attacking individuals. He has started to
become the gutter boy of the Liberal Party in this House. I do not know whether he is taking his riding
orders from the member for Chatsworth, Mr Caltabiano, or the member for Chatsworth’s political
godfather, Santo Santoro, who used to do exactly the same thing in this House. Either way, neither of
them will succeed in their personal attacks. I support the bill before the House. 

Hon. S ROBERTSON (Stretton—ALP) (Minister for Health) (3.06 pm), in reply: I thank all
honourable members who participated in this debate. I thank the opposition for its indication of support
for this bill. As has been observed by a number of members, it is only a small bill but it has created a bit
of controversy. It has been brought to my attention that certain media releases and letters have gone out
to local governments expressing some interesting views about what was actually behind this bill. I find it
quite surprising. Such is the view of some people in the LGAQ that, I suppose, their view has to be
respected even though I do not necessarily agree with the views expressed by certain officer-bearers of
the LGAQ. I will move on from that but I will say this: I have never found it more difficult to give away
$6 million before in my life. It is difficult to actually offer local governments the 100 per cent cost of the
capital works associated with introducing fluoride into their water supplies. 

I note the contribution by my old sparring mate, the member for Warrego, who is always
challenging in his contributions to any debate. He highlighted the contents of the 2002 Jaguar report,
making claims about how unreasonable it was that I should offer local governments $6 million and not
the complete amount that it would cost to fluoridate water supplies on a recurrent basis. Of course what
he did not mention when he mentioned the $56 million total cost was that it is actually $56 million over
30 years for local governments with communities of over 5,000 people. If that is actually worked out it is
less than $2 million a year, throughout virtually the whole state, that it would cost all local governments
of communities with over 5,000 people on an annual basis. Looking at Townsville, I recall the Mayor of
Townsville, Tony Mooney, saying that it actually cost ratepayers in his city round about $1 a year in
recurrent costs to fluoridate the water supply. 

Putting $6 million on the table for the 100 per cent cost of introducing fluoride into the water
supply is not an unreasonable thing to do. As I said, I have never come across an initiative where we
have actually put money on the table for local governments for the 100 per cent capital cost of
introducing fluoride into their water supplies which has attracted so much attention. Nevertheless, I will
put on record this view: despite the interesting views that have been expressed over the last few weeks,
I remain open to discussions with either the LGAQ or any individual local government that is interested
in taking up this offer—and no pun intended—of tapping into that new initiative that we put on the table. 

Whilst I appreciate the contribution by the member for Moggill, I was interested to listen to the
contribution of the member for Surfers Paradise. One is starting to wonder about his understanding of
standing orders. I guess he is as much a stranger to the standing orders of this place as he is a stranger
to the truth, because he suggested that the government was going to compel local governments to
introduce fluoride into their water supplies in five years time. We did not say that. We have never said
that. What we said is that the $6 million that we have put on the table is there for a five-year period. After
that five-year period, depending on what has happened, we will reconsider the issue. We will have a
look at the issue in terms of where we go from there. To present our position as the member for Surfers
Paradise did is not correct, and I think it is important that we clarify the position accurately. 

The member for Tablelands in her contribution raised concerns about so much fluoridated water
going into the ocean. I am happy to advise that levels of fluoride in seawater are already at levels higher
than that contained in fluoridated water. That is part of the problem with this debate: one has to get the
science right. Fluoride occurs naturally in water supplies. It occurs in higher levels in the ocean than we
would otherwise get in artificially fluoridated water supplies. I do not think that will necessarily be a
problem, unless over time reducing the concentration of fluoride into oceans has some environmental
disbenefit that has not been brought to my attention yet. 

I do appreciate where some of those antifluoride people are coming from, because I know they
are coming from the member for Tablelands’s back door. I could not believe it when I saw that the name
Selwyn Johnson attached to the ‘antifluoride society of Australia’, or whatever it is called. He was an old
sparring partner from my days as natural resources minister. It is good to see him back. I have missed
him since I moved on from Natural Resources. I guess if one is interested in water one is interested in all
things.

I appreciate where the member for Nicklin is coming from. He is concerned that we are reducing
the rights of individuals to participate in a referendum to decide the issue of fluoridating water supplies.
Let me assure him that what we are doing is clarifying existing legislation. It was commonly thought that
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local governments had to conduct a referendum. That was the common perception, but that was never
the case. What we are doing is clarifying the existing situation that local governments, when making
decisions about fluoridating water supply, may conduct a referendum. In fact, what we are doing is
updating that to provide suggestions for local governments to consulting in ways other than
referendums. 

In these days of polling and web based means of determining communities’ attitudes to particular
issues, we think that is a 21st century way of conducting consultation amongst communities. I do not
want the member for Nicklin to be concerned that we are diminishing communities’ rights to participate
in referendums. What we are doing is clarifying the existing provisions. Therefore, whilst the member for
Nicklin has indicated his opposition to this bill on that point, I think it is important to put on the record
what our belief is in relation to this matter. 

As I have said, this has attracted some attention around the place—I think unfortunately so. What
the Premier and I have tried to do is advance the agenda for fluoridation in a way that has never been
done before: by putting money on the table to pay for the capital works of introducing fluoridating
equipment to the water treatment plant of local governments. My door remains open should any
individual local government wish to discuss this matter further with me or, indeed, even the LGAQ if it so
wishes. We are serious about helping local governments deal with this issue in a cooperative and
collaborative way. I commend the bill to the House. 

Motion agreed to. 

Consideration in Detail
Clauses 1 to 3, as read, agreed to. 

Third Reading
Bill read a third time.

PLANT PROTECTION AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 25 October (see p. 3419). 
Mr HORAN (Toowoomba South—NPA) (3.17 pm): This afternoon we are debating a very

important bill for agriculture and particularly horticulture in Queensland, the Plant Protection Amendment
Bill. The need for this bill has been highlighted in our state by the recent outbreak of citrus canker. It is a
bill that the National and Liberal parties will be supporting in this House, because we see it as very
important in moving forward to provide adequate compensation for those people who, through no fault
of their own, have been hit by exotic plant pests or diseases. It has national significance. It is significant
not only for Queensland but for all of Australia and for the particular districts in which people live. We do
see this as being very important. 

At the outset, I thank the members of the DPIF and the minister’s office who provided me and
some of my colleagues with a very courteous and professional briefing, as usual, at very short notice. All
the signs and indications were that this bill was not going to be debated this year but it has been brought
on quickly. I remember asking my electorate staff this week to organise a briefing, because you never
know what happens in the last week of parliament. I was told that it would not be debated until next year,
but I said to do it just in case. That is how this place operates. I am pleased that this bill has been
brought forward for debate, because it is an important bill. Another important aspect is the way in which
the states of Australia, the Commonwealth and the various plant industries are starting to work together
on this issue.

Historically, the livestock industry has always had the protection and compensation that is
available under this bill to the horticulture or plant industry. As I said, this bill gives that same sort of
protection to this industry. Apart from the obvious aspect that this bill provides people with basic financial
support—compensation—for having to undertake massive clearing of their crops or destruction of their
crops for their own good, their district’s good, the state’s good and the nation’s good for export, one of
the real bonuses of this legislation is that it provides people with the security to know that if they find
something suspicious they can report it so that the proper confirmation processes and eradication
processes can be put in place rather than be terrified that it will absolutely wipe them out if it is a disease
such as citrus canker which would then place rules and regulations on their property and would mean
having all of their trees destroyed. That will be one of the definite benefits of this legislation, because it is
a most stressful time for people.

This year I had the sad opportunity to talk to some of the people involved in the citrus canker
outbreak. The destruction of healthy crops in some cases was absolutely dreadful. I looked over Mr Joe
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Cordoma’s property, which he and his family have built up over a long period of time. I think the minister
also looked at that property at another time. Joe Cordoma and his family have built up that property with
their own bare hands and have put in place a magnificent, first-class packing and treatment facility
which cost an incredible amount of money and meant that they had to obtain extra finances. That
property had an absolutely magnificent lemon crop worth in the order of $1.2 million or $1.4 million.
Those trees had been pruned, sprayed, treated and irrigated so well over so many years and were
bearing a magnificent crop. I was taken to the mandarin orchard and saw rows and rows of magnificent
heavily-laden and healthy mandarin trees. However, all of that had to be bulldozed, stick raked and
burnt. It broke Joe’s heart. It would break anybody’s heart to see it. He was the innocent victim of the
citrus canker outbreak in that no canker had been found on his property.

Mr Johnson interjected.
Mr HORAN: I take the interjection from the member for Gregory. The legislation that we are

debating today will help good, hardworking families like that. Far from fixing all of their financial
problems, the bill provides a level of compensation per tree as well as some other arrangements
according to a set formula.

The fact that we are debating this legislation today will be of benefit to horticulture and agriculture
in Queensland. However, the citrus canker outbreak showed up some real shortcomings. I want to say
at the outset that there has been great concern about how citrus canker ever got into this district in the
first place. There were only about six farms in a very contained area, and the rest of the nation was
fortunate that the citrus canker outbreak was discovered in such a relatively independent and contained
area. With quarantining, the area was very much on its own. Imagine if the outbreak had been in some
other citrus areas of Australia such as the Riverland or Mundubbera. How on earth would those areas
have ever contained a situation like that? It would have had massive effects on those districts and the
industry and basically Australia would have been only able to export to those countries where citrus
canker already exists.

I commend the efforts of the DPIF last year. There was a massive effort by DPIF staff. The DPIF
pulled staff from all over Queensland such as stock inspectors and so forth. I did make the quip to one
stock inspector that, after clambering around mandarin trees in the heat, up and down ladders in special
protective suits, maybe preg testing was not so bad after all. Staff came from all parts of DPIF and from
all different levels of DPIF. It was a very big response. Following the first detection, there were
subsequent detections this year and it developed into an ongoing saga. In all, there were some three
properties where the canker was detected.

If only this legislation had been put in place last year it would have saved a lot of trouble, because
a proposal came forward from the citrus growers themselves in the Emerald area called the Pressler
plan—because it was the Pressler family who brought the idea forward—to destroy everything. They
could see the problems facing them. They made the courageous decision that if they could get a certain
amount of compensation they would eliminate everything. That was agreed to by all of the people in this
area. They could see that that was the only way to effectively get rid of the canker and to restore the
name and the viability of that industry, which is one of the best citrus-growing areas in the world for
particular varieties such as mandarins and lemons. That plan was not accepted. The minister at the
time, Mr Palaszczuk, should have accepted that plan. The reason the government did not move on that
plan when it had the support of all of the citrus growers is that the government did not want to spend
money on compensation. Had it been done then, almost three-quarters to a year of extra time would
have been gained.

With the total destruction of the area, which it has now had to face and has virtually just
completed, they face a quarantine period or a no-plant period of some two years. After the trees have
been bulldozed, stick raked and burnt, they then have to check for any suckers coming up. The
destruction has to be very complete and there are continual checks of the area for two years before they
are able to plant another citrus crop or similar type of crop. I understand that they are able to plant some
other crops in those paddocks, provided those crops are not host to canker, but again this is done under
strict arrangements and inspections. All of that time was lost. When we look at the high value of these
crops, the cash-flow arrangements for these properties, the export markets that they have developed
over many years, all of the jobs throughout the Emerald area—from the small businesses, pickers,
packers, temporary and itinerant workers to the long-term permanent workers—and the various
supplies for the farms, we see that it was a huge industry and from recollection was worth at least
$30 million or maybe more to the district. All of that time was lost by the indecision of the minister at the
time.

The government continued on with the cookie-cutter approach, which was a system developed in
Florida of 600-metre circles around each area where a new detection was found. It got more critical as
another and another case of citrus canker was found. This bill is putting some real certainty and some
rules and regulations in place so that if we have an outbreak like this again in any section of the
horticultural or agricultural industry—anything to do with plants—we will know what to do. The protocols
will be a lot simpler and more regulated and the decision making will be a lot easier. 
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Regarding this whole saga, at the end of the day it was pleasing to see that the new federal
minister, Mr Peter McGauran, went up there. A number of colleagues and I met with him and explained
the seriousness of the situation. I also give credit to the state minister, Mr Nuttall; he did the same. We
were quite concerned about the parlous plight of the people in the area. I give them both credit for going
there and putting together this package of some $11.2 million to help those people. That package only
applies to people affected after a certain period. Those who were affected before that period did not
have access to that package. It applies to those people who had to push out their healthy crops after
that final citrus canker detection was made.

The genesis of that problem was at Evergreen Farms. I know that my colleague the member for
Gregory, who takes that area into his electorate, has spoken in this parliament before about that matter.
It shows the vigilance that is required by state and federal governments to ensure the safety of our great
industries and the economic survival of our family farmers so that they are not overtaken by alleged
imports of product that can bring in these particular diseases. I know that an investigation was
undertaken to look at two particular citrus or grape viruses. What we are discussing here is an outbreak
of citrus canker. It clearly shows the devastation that can occur when something like this comes into a
district that is very isolated and has a relatively dry climate. The only humidity was in the area of the
overhead irrigation. That humidity is what helps the canker grow once it is there. In the areas of trickle
irrigation it probably did not have that humidity because it is not a humid area, anyway. 

This legislation that we are debating today removes any impediments to the payment of
compensation that may have existed under the original Plant Protection Act. I understand from the
briefings I have had that there was legal advice from crown law that these amendments were necessary
to make it quite clear that any compensation paid can be made exactly according to the legislation. It
was also necessary that the $11.2 million that was paid under another act gets clarification and
confirmation through this bill. 

Plant Health Australia is the primary forum of horticulture in Australia. From that forum has come
the idea of the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed. It is a national arrangement that sets out how the
states and the federal government act in the event that an exotic pest or disease arrives or is detected.
It is pleasing to note that the Commonwealth and virtually all of the states have signed that agreement.
Queensland has signed the agreement, and this bill certainly provides the icing on the cake in terms of
having all these particular processes in place. 

While talking about plant and pests, I should mention the work of DPIF in eradicating the black
sigatoka banana disease. To eradicate that was quite an achievement. Certainly the DPIF deserves
credit for that. I do not know whether the eradication of a disease like that has been achieved before in
very difficult circumstances. 

I do want to ask a few questions when we come to consideration in detail. At this stage I would
just like to say that it is good that this legislation has come into the House. It is good that all of the states
are now taking part in this emergency response deed. It is good to see that horticulture is getting the
type of protection and compensation that applies in the case of livestock.

Compensation never makes up for the side effects of some of these disasters, whether it be a
livestock disaster like foot-and-mouth, which we hope never occurs, or whether it is something like citrus
canker. At least categories of diseases and pests have been established under all of these
arrangements. Those categories delineate the diseases and pests on the basis of seriousness and
effect upon the national scene. They also set out the ratio of finance so we can get away from the
political argy-bargy between state and federal governments and industry. It involves the Commonwealth
and state governments and industry. For example, it sets out under each category what percentage of
funding is to be paid by government. In every case ‘government’ implies a fifty-fifty split between the
state and the Commonwealth governments. It also sets out the percentage that will be paid by industry.
This approach means that industry has to look at the issue responsibly. The various commodity groups
have to look at their own systems of levies, funding and fundraising in order to meet these particular
costs that they have to share in. There are some categories in which industry can pay up to almost
80 per cent of the cost, but in the more serious categories the cost to industry is far less. In the most
serious category government pays 100 per cent and in the next category government pays 80 per cent
and so on.

When we look at the citrus canker outbreak, which was a category 2 outbreak whereby
government would pay 80 per cent split fifty-fifty between the state and the feds and industry would pay
20 per cent, we realise the economic effect that the spread of citrus canker would have had on the rest
of Australia. It is very responsible for industry to be involved in this. It certainly provides it with protection
whilst the sacrifice is being made by others in another district. 

There are a few issues I want to discuss during consideration in detail. I do think this debate is a
time to reflect upon some of the issues. I have been critical of the previous minister for primary
industries for delaying decision making through this whole process. Last year I mentioned the Pressler
plan, which could have been implemented then. Earlier this year when the minister continued to say to
the people in Emerald that they were endeavouring to get access to the domestic markets of Australia, I
believe that was simply leading those people up the garden path. There was no way that the people in
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the Riverland or in the other states of Australia would want to see citrus from this confined district in
Queensland going into the other states when there has been a disease so serious as citrus canker. 

That dillydallying cost those people a lot of money. They had to continue to maintain their crops,
they had to continue to spray them, they had to pay people to prune them—and the pruning cost per
tree is expensive—and all to no avail. More outbreaks were detected. Those people did not get access
to the domestic markets they were promised—and we always knew that was going to be almost
impossible to achieve. As a result, those people simply lost nine months to a year of the eradication
process. 

We commend this bill as it provides security and a systematic and regulated approach to dealing
with exotic plant diseases. We will be supporting the bill and we hope that it can provide comfort and
assistance to those who have experienced the tragedy of their crops attracting these exotic diseases. 

Debate, on motion of Mr Horan, adjourned. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Bundaberg Patients Support Group, Compensation Claims
Hon. LD LAVARCH (Kurwongbah—ALP) (Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) (3.40 pm),

by leave: The settlement of compensation claims by former patients of Dr Patel is one of the highest
priorities for the Beattie government. I previously announced that a special process had been
established by the government to provide compensation in a timely and just way. Today the Premier and
I met with Mrs Beryl Crosby of the Bundaberg Patients Support Group and her solicitor, Ian Brown, to
discuss the special process. 

I am very pleased to inform the House about an agreement on legal costs and fees satisfactory to
those parties and to the government. These costs and fees will be paid direct to lawyers representing
the victims. The outcome of today’s discussion is good news for the victims of Dr Patel because it will
allow the special process to proceed as quickly as possible, which has always been the government’s
aim. 

Details of the agreement reached today are as follows. In cases where the amount recovered is
less than $50,000, the state agrees to pay the claimant’s legal fees and costs in the amount of $5,000
plus GST irrespective of whether the matter is resolved in the special process. We have agreed to this
increase of $1,000 to provide funds for barristers to assist the victims. It is up to the victims and their
solicitors whether a barrister will be engaged. The $5,000 will be paid regardless of whether a barrister
is engaged. 

In cases where the amount recovered is $50,000 or more, the state agrees to pay the claimant’s
legal fees and costs fixed in the sum of $6,500 plus GST where the matter settles in the special process.
The allocation of extra funds recognises that these matters may involve a higher level of complexity. In
cases where the matter is not resolved in the special process and the amount ultimately recovered
exceeds $50,000, agreement has been reached in relation to the treatment of legal costs and fees. Our
government has at all times been compassionate, sympathetic and reasonable in responding to the
victims of Dr Patel. 

PLANT PROTECTION AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from p. 4625.
Mr ROWELL (Hinchinbrook—NPA) (3.43 pm): I rise to speak in support of the Plant Protection

Amendment Bill 2005. Australia is an isolated continent. Because of that, in many respects, we are
lucky as many diseases can spread so quickly. The sea boundary around Australia is a great advantage
to us in the fight against the incursion of pests and diseases. Unfortunately, nowadays more people tend
to travel by air and sea. As well, small vessels can reach our coastline very easily and can bring a range
of pests with them.

In recent time AQIS has injected additional funding into improving our system of pest and disease
detection. But we have still seen the introduction into Australia of pests such as fire ants, crazy ants and
citrus canker, which has been referred to already in this debate. Citrus canker is a bacterial disease that
has created an enormous problem for the citrus growers in the Emerald district. It has caused them to
lose many millions of dollars. 

Australia’s plant industries are worth something like $20 billion. Plant pests and diseases can
have a very significant impact on our economy. They can cause a loss in production and trade
restrictions. Very often they can result in the termination of trade because the countries to which we sell
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our produce could impose very severe restrictions on our plant products. That is very significant
because Australia’s plant industry is worth approximately $20 billion and its export trade is worth
approximately $13 billion. So plant pests and diseases not only impact on our growers in Australia but
also on Australia’s export income. 

Plant Health Australia is the national forum in which this cost-sharing deed was developed. The
need for the cost-sharing deed between the industry and the government was identified by Plant Health
Australia back in 2000. But I can remember that the need for this agreement was identified well before
that. In fact, I can remember it was considered five to 10 years before that. At that time we had concerns
about a similar exotic disease that affected our animal industries. 

There has been no mechanism with which to deal with plant diseases until the introduction of this
legislation. This legislation is really about the creation of the cost-sharing deed, the Emergency Plant
Pest Response Deed. We have to ensure a rapid response to plant and pest diseases. If we do not have
a rapid response to such pest and disease outbreaks, as we have seen with the outbreak of citrus
canker, the situation can get out of hand. It ends up costing a lot of money and creating difficulties for
the ability of those farmers affected to trade in Queensland, in Australia and internationally. 

This deed is a contingency plan, which is essential to have well before there is any indication of a
pest or disease coming into this country. That plan will involve the government agencies—the DPIF in
particular—the industry people, and all those who are involved in identifying the pest. This bill provides
an incentive to growers to come out and say, ‘We have a problem.’ Previously, growers have hoped that
they could control the outbreak of a disease. But they cannot and the next thing is that the outbreak is
out of control. When that happens the growers’ neighbours become very vulnerable. If those growers
are selling their produce to another state, the problem then travels to that state. 

In the circumstances where crops have these pests and diseases, a range of protocols must be
put in place. An essential ingredient is to provide growers with an incentive to come forward and say,
‘There is a problem that we have to deal with.’ We have to make sure that we deal with the threat as
quickly as possible—isolate it as best we can and use the best technology that is available. Those are
the essential ingredients to stem the problem as quickly as possible. 

When we have had these incursions in the past it would have been helpful to have had in place
this system that we are hoping to put in place with this bill. Money is part of it but it is also about having
contingency plans and protocols to deal with the markets that we are hoping to maintain. All those
components have to be brought together. 

There are four categories of severity, and governments are clearly indicating the funding that they
are going to put into those. I do not want to go into that in any great detail because it is going to be an
ongoing situation in relation to the types of pests, the areas they represent, the significance of the crops
et cetera. It is fairly complex and, of course, there are volumes of these pests that have to be dealt with. 

I have heard just recently—and I hope it is right—that New South Wales is also coming on board.
The main thing is to have consistency across industries. I would like to give the example of the banana
industry because I had to deal with the black sigatoka outbreak in my electorate some time ago at
Alexanda Farm in about 1997. That was an organic farm just north of the Daintree. That farm had
something like 35 hectares of bananas that had to be destroyed and the area had to be left fallow for
some two years to ensure that there was no prospect of the disease reappearing. The industry
volunteered to pay a levy of 10c per carton. Some $340,000 was collected by the industry on a voluntary
basis to assist growers who were impacted, and in particular that grower that I mentioned. 

The banana industry has a protection board. Right throughout the cape there are isolated patches
of bananas. They are in backyards. We also see boats coming in from different areas. As a result it is
very easy to bring these pests such as black sigatoka into the cape area. But there are further
implications. 

On 4 April 2001 black sigatoka affected the Tully region, which is probably one of the biggest
banana-growing areas in Queensland and in Australia. That industry is worth about $350 million. Black
sigatoka was found on the banks of the Tully River. Eradication of the infested crop was tried but it was
very quickly decided that it was not an option. They then decided to spray fungicides and deleaf the
bananas on a regular basis. Of course a lot of DPIF inspections occurred, and the growers had chipped
in the necessary funding because there was no such funding mechanism then. Eventually the
Commonwealth government, the DPIF, did come in. The banana growers’ contribution to the campaign
meant that they could actually provide the funding to carry out the essential work that had to be done.
Eventually, after about two years, we had a world first in north Queensland with the eradication of black
sigatoka. If we had not been successful, countries such as the Philippines that wanted to import
bananas into Australia could have used black sigatoka as an issue in their import application. 

We need to control these diseases, even though they are costly, and if we can eradicate them
that is even better still. That is the ultimate objective, as I understand it, of this legislation. There are
numerous plant diseases around the world. There is the banana bract mosaic virus, moko, black
sigatoka and so it goes on. If Australia can clean up its act with regard to incursions that occur, then that
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is another defence when another country wants to bring in a product—and in this case it was bananas. I
can assure members that it was a very exhaustive process on the part of Biosecurity Australia. It made
representations at the various levels, using the best people and technology it possibly could, to refute
the concerns of bringing product into the country that could have brought in other pests and other
diseases that we did not have. 

There was also the papaya fruit fly campaign, which covered some 780,000 square kilometres. It
was first detected on 17 October 1995 in a pawpaw crop in Cairns. The restructuring that had to occur to
allow fruit to continue to be sold in some markets was a major challenge. The papaya fruit fly is amongst
the major severe pests in the world. It was confirmed by Dr Drew and Dr Hancock, who are world
authorities. 

Male annihilation was done by using caneite blocks treated with methyl eugenol as a lure and
using maldison to actually kill the fly. Caneite blocks were nailed to the tree and they were impregnated
with methyl eugenol and then maldison was used to kill the fly. The male PFF was drawn to the blocks
from up to about 1 kilometre. Females annihilation was done by using a protein bait insecticide under
the leaves. The sterile male technology was also considered but it was going to cost something like
$30 million. They were so successful with the blocks over the 780,000 square kilometres that they did
not have to use a plant that was going to be a quite costly alternative. 

Once again, this was a world-first eradication campaign of papaya fruit fly. There is still a threat
from PNG, and the DPIF continually carries out surveillance to ensure that there is not any incursion of
PFF into Queensland again. The process involved in being able to continue selling fruit was an
interstate certification program, called an ICA. There were different gradings with this program. With
bananas, they were able to dip them in dimethoate and then hard green bananas which were not quite
ripe which were not going to be infected or struck with the papaya fruit fly. But there are many other
crops such as lychees, longans, pawpaw and citrus which all had to be dipped. 

It was a very exhaustive process and very costly. It was very difficult for people who had to work
in these conditions because it was generally the hottest time of the year. There were also road
inspection stations on the boundaries of the papaya fruit fly areas. Anybody who went through those
inspection stations had to make sure that they had all their paperwork. There were a lot cars involved. I
know that there are people laughing about the process, but I can assure members opposite that it is a
very, very difficult situation to have to face and many people suffered greatly not only from the time that
they had to put into the program but also the difficult conditions they had to work under. 

The important part about the program was that, while we had to go through this process and
adhere to the protocols to satisfy the other states, we were able to continue to sell fruit all through the
duration of the papaya fruit fly program. Ultimately, in 1998, the papaya fruit fly was eradicated, and that
was a major plus. What it demonstrates is what can be achieved when there is the will of the industry to
work with governments. No money was provided then to the extent that we are talking about in this
legislation. It would not have been as easy to obtain money then as it will be now. Time was lost in
setting protocols and coordinating the process. Ultimately, what we are putting together here in this bill
is a process, provided the contingency plans are ready, that will enable us to hit the ground running in
the event of a future incursion. I think that is the essence of any prospect of future eradication. 

I congratulate the government. I know this process has been going on for quite some time. Both
the federal and state governments talked about this back in the early to mid-1990s. We got to a point in
2000 when the ministers had referred this through and eventually in 2005, as the wheels of government
slowly turn, we have a program that I am sure will be of immense benefit to Queensland. 

Mr JOHNSON (Gregory—NPA) (3.59 pm): It gives me great pleasure to speak to this legislation
this afternoon, the Plant Protection Amendment Bill 2005. This is a piece of legislation that two to four
years ago we thought may never be needed in Queensland or in Australia. However, the events at
Emerald over the last four years that we have witnessed with citrus canker have changed that. Citrus
canker has been a part of the environment in the citrus orchards at Evergreen Farms, in the Pressler
family’s 2PH operation, at Joe Cordoma’s operation, at Cottrell Farms, at Maurie and Connie Iddle’s
farms and at the Emerald Agricultural College. 

From the outset, I applaud the minister and the Queensland government for introducing this piece
of legislation, because it is certainly needed. It is overdue. I hope that in the future we will not have to
see this legislation acted on or used in any way, shape or form. 

If I go back to the early days of citrus canker and what happened at Emerald, there are certainly a
lot of unanswered questions there. When I say ‘unanswered questions’, I am pointing the bone well and
truly at the unanswered questions concerning Evergreen Farms. We know that over a period of time a
lot of issues have been levelled at that operation. It is a swearword to even use that name at Emerald
today or anywhere in the central highlands region. 

We have seen the total and utter devastation and destruction of some of the most magnificent
citrus orchards in the world. The 2PH operation was the biggest citrus orchard in the Southern
Hemisphere. It is now just ordinary, old grey dirt of the central highlands because that whole orchard
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operation has been razed. It breaks your heart. John Pressler, Craig Pressler, Pam and Bindi Pressler,
Sonja Pressler and their families, Maurie and Connie Iddles, Joe Cordoma and his family, and Andrew
Cottrell’s family were all affected. It is something that has to be seen to be believed. 

As my colleague the member for Toowoomba South has already done, I pay tribute today to the
department of primary industries staff including Chris Adriaansen, Garry Pidgeon and Paul Walmsley. I
put on the record the difficulties that those officers have faced. Many of these people are not qualified in
plant welfare or are unknowledgeable as to what diseases to look for in this type of plant. A couple of
these people are stock inspectors, I might say. However, they did an admirable job and they did it ably in
some very difficult situations. The emotions were high. The emotions of the central highlands people in
Emerald are still high. Those emotions are going to take a lot of years to dissipate. I have seen what
John Pressler and his family have done at 2PH over about 18 or 19 years. They had quality trees there.
Their export operation and export income which those trees earned for the central highlands—not only
the central highlands but for Queensland’s economy and Australia as a nation—was world class. When
I say ‘world class’, any members who have visited it, as the minister has, would know first-hand
precisely what went on there and what income was generated. 

There is one thing I want to talk about here this afternoon, and that is the operation of the National
Management Group. I hope that this group will be restructured. It hope that it will be gutted. I hope that
we see some commonsense put back into the operation so that we see industry representatives on that
group—industry representatives who can have some say in industry matters, not faceless people who
have a say but who know nothing about the industry. They are not the ones who go out there and
borrow millions of dollars. They are not the ones who have to make repayments every month or every
year. They are not the ones who will worry whether there is an international or a domestic market. They
are not the ones who will worry whether there are people in the area at the time to pick the fruit. These
are the situations that growers on the central highlands have been subjected to, and it is totally
unacceptable. The growers have one representative on the NMG who does not have any voting power.
This is a structure that has to be changed. I call on the minister here today in conjunction with his federal
counterpart and also his state colleagues to make that change.

I wonder whether we would have even seen any structural change or any compensation had we
not seen Peter McGauran become the federal minister and Gordon Nuttall become the state minister.
Back in July I made representation to Peter McGauran the day after he was commissioned as the
federal agriculture minister. I said to him, ‘Minister, would you do me a favour? Would you come to
Emerald and view first-hand the deplorable situation—the disastrous situation—confronting the citrus
growers of the central highlands?’ He was there within a week. Then I rang the state minister, Gordon
Nuttall, and I said, ‘Would you come to Emerald, the same as Peter McGauran?’ He said, ‘Yes, I will.’ He
was there the following week. By the end of July, we had both of those ministers in Emerald. At the end
of July or early August, they had a package in place for those central highlands fruit growers. 

I know that the growers are after $30-odd million and I know that they got only $11 million, but I
have to say here today that I cannot thank Peter McGauran and Gordon Nuttall enough for the work that
they did in bringing about that outcome. I know that Henry Palaszczuk also went there when he was the
minister, but I will put on the record today that Warren Truss as federal minister never went near the
place. I do not care what side of politics people are on. When it comes to standing up for what is right, I
will stand up for those people every day. It is not only the industry that was on its knees; it was those
people who work within the industry, who live in Emerald and in the surrounding region. They have
mortgages, they have families and they have repayments. There are people affected right across the
whole economy as a result of this terrible disaster. I say here today: if it is too hot, get out of the kitchen. 

While this legislation being debated here today will be enacted, I hope it is never again used. At
the same time there are other issues out there like the pig postweaning wasting disease that I have
spoken to the minister about in the past, too. That is not in this country yet. I hope the federal authorities
do not allow the importation of pork meat so that we can keep it out of this country. I heard the member
for Hinchinbrook and the member for Toowoomba South make reference to the fact that this is an island
continent. We have a unique situation where we can protect our shores from international or foreign
disease which would bring impurities into our livestock and our vegetation such as our fruit and
vegetables. It is absolutely paramount that we make every effort to protect our industries in question. I
do not make any excuse or beg pardon when it comes to protecting our primary industries. 

I know the hard yards that go on behind the scenes in relation to primary industries. I myself have
been a producer and I know the difficulties that primary producers are subjected to because of low
commodity prices, seasonal conditions and international markets or international currency valuations. At
the end of the day it comes back to one thing: we stand up for our own people regardless of whom they
are, where they are or what they do. That is why this legislation has had to be brought in here today: to
protect this industry in question. The one good thing about this piece of legislation is that the federal and
state governments will share 80 per cent of the cost of the eradication program, with industry meeting
the remaining 20 per cent. They are the people who have signed up to the deed and who have therefore
contributed financially to the agreed eradication program. 
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I wonder if Evergreen has signed up to that. I wonder if it is going to be part of the deed of
agreement. I wonder what is going on behind the scenes. I ask the minister: where are we at in terms of
finding out exactly what is happening with the regrowth at Evergreen? Has that regrowth been ploughed
in and burnt like 2PH, Cottrell and Iddles did? Has that been ploughed over and raked back? Have the
root systems been pulled out and burnt? I wonder. I will keep asking those questions because we
cannot revisit this. 

At the end of the day, if someone is going to burn over it I can assure members that it will not be
those good, honest growers of the central highlands. I have seen the pain, anguish and torment that
they have been through. I have seen the financial ruin they have experienced. I have seen the setback
to the region in question. Thank God there is a mining industry that Emerald hangs off and there are
other agricultural industries there. But we will not see that magnificent fruit industry back to full
productivity for about seven years. It will take a good seven years for it to get back to good commercial
gain. 

Those magnificent, multimillion-dollar packing sheds are standing there idle. Why? We have
asked that question. We have not received the answers. I want the answers. The people of the central
highlands want the answers. I can assure members that before I leave this place I will find out the
answers. A lot of people are asking the same questions. People who invest millions of dollars in not only
generating income for themselves but also providing a quality of life for somebody else deserve the
answers and they should get the answers. Where was the Australian Quarantine and Inspection
Service. Where is it now? Where has it been? It is still hiding and burying its head in the sand. AQIS has
a lot to answer for. I believe that the questions are still unanswered. 

I refer again to Evergreen. How many times have we seen illegal immigrants removed from that
farm and sent back to where they came from because they are in this country illegally? They are taking
Australian jobs. The police are moving them out, but every day we hear about these illegal immigrants.
They can come and get me if they want to, but at the end of the day I am going to represent the people
of the central highlands. I will make certain that the people working on those farms—picking fruit or
whatever—are legal immigrants, Australians or visitors to Australia with valid visas earning an honest
dollar. I will make certain that they are not there illegally, defrauding the system and turning their back on
the fair system that we have fought hard for. 

The citrus canker issue in Emerald is a situation that we never want to revisit. This disease is the
scourge of the fruit industry of Australia. Earlier the member for Toowoomba South said that, if this had
happened in the Murrumbidgee Irrigation Area or in the Riverland of South Australia, we would have
heard a cry that would still be ringing in the ears of this nation. The whole industry would have been
gutted. Thank God it never got into the Gayndah-Mundubbera area. 

There might have been only five growers in the Emerald area, but they were five very successful
growers who ran quality operations. They are resilient people, but they cannot continue to be resilient if
they do not get support from certain quarters. This piece of legislation will give those people support. 

I call on the federal government to make certain that AQIS is doing its job, regardless of what
industry it is looking at. The fruit industry is no exception to the rule. This year in the Riverland area
thousands of tonnes of oranges were ploughed in. We live in a world where there is starvation and
poverty. I wonder why we cannot do some sort of deal with nations that experience starvation and
poverty, perhaps in exchange for something else. 

We talk about being Christian and about being giving. I think governments can work out
arrangements and deals. I refer to Joe Cordoma’s lemon crop, which the minister and the member for
Toowoomba South saw. People just do not see a more quality operation. I have been told that one
lemon would have fetched $2 on the Melbourne market. It was magnificent fruit, but the whole lot is now
ashes and dust. 

I have probably said enough about this, but I put on the record—and I will stand by my record; I
put my life into this job—that I will stand for those people of the central highlands. I saw what they went
through. People such as Charlie Wilson, Geoff Kavanagh and Adam Lock started a rally in frustration
over nothing happening. As a result of that we saw the outcome that both Peter McGauran and Gordon
Nuttall delivered on. 

I also put on record today my sincere thanks and consideration to Kevin Parr, Chris Simpson and
Nick Ulcoq of Queensland Citrus Growers for the work that they did behind the scenes and for the
support that they gave to the Emerald growers. At the same time, they worked with the Queensland
Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries to get an outcome. This has not been an easy time for
the central highlands and it has not been an easy time for the hundreds of people who descend on
Emerald every year to pick fruit on those farms. 

I hope and pray that we never see this happen again in Queensland, or Australia for that matter. I
applaud the government for introducing this legislation. I applaud those people who were subjected to
so much criticism and hurt over this. I hope and pray that those farmers who have been financially
devastated will be able to regain their tracts. 
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I would like the minister in his summary to comment on where we are at with compensation for
Connie and Maurie Iddles. How is that progressing? I know that they had only about 8,000 trees, but
that was their superannuation policy. That is something they worked long and hard for. Regardless of
whether the farm has 1,000 trees or 300,000 trees it is still a part of the economy of the region and it is
still caught in the net of citrus canker. It gives me great pleasure to support this piece of legislation. I
hope that it will never have to be used again. 

Mr FENLON (Greenslopes—ALP) (4.17 pm): I rise to speak in support of the Plant Protection
Amendment Bill 2005. Plant production industries make significant contributions to the national, state
and local economies. Key cropping industries in Queensland include grains, cotton, tropical fruit,
vegetables, horticulture and forestry. Crop production is worth approximately $3.5 billion annually to
Queensland. It is not an insignificant industry. Some 40 per cent of the statewide value is exported, with
major markets including Asia, the United States of America, the Middle East and New Zealand. 

The importance of biosecurity in Australia, and Queensland in particular, cannot be
underestimated. Interstate and overseas markets are acutely sensitive to the threat of pests and
potentially will close access to Queensland produce should there be a significant pest incident, even if
the incident was in another state. These impacts tend to cascade throughout the plant industry
environment. Ongoing market access depends on being able to demonstrate the favourable health
status of Queensland’s plant industries. 

This reality means that Queensland must maintain its commitment to national preparedness,
surveillance and response programs. Plant health is also a key determinant of viability, productivity and
sustainability in Australia’s crop industries. Many pests, irrespective of their market and human health
impacts, may devastate industries or production systems at state, district or farm levels. 

The Queensland government maintains a commitment to the core principles of biosecurity as the
basis for its vision of profitable primary industries and its mission to maximise economic outcomes for
primary industries on a sustainable basis. Queensland’s plant primary industries contribute, as I said,
about $1.5 billion to the state’s annual economy, so protecting the sector from diseases and pests is
therefore of paramount importance. 

The detection of a pest in any plant industry has the potential to impact on markets and the long-
term profitability of Queensland’s plant industries. Plant Health Australia is a non-profit public company
which is the national coordinating body for national policy on pests and diseases affecting plant
industries in Australia. In 2000 PHA identified the potential for a plant industry cost-sharing agreement
based on the Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement, to which Queensland is a signatory.
Plant Health Australia subsequently developed the Government and Plant Industry Cost Sharing Deed
in respect of emergency plant pest responses known as the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed as
a formal agreement dealing with the respective roles and responsibilities of industry and government in
dealing with plant pests and diseases. 

The Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed is an agreement between industry and governments
to cooperatively manage risks posed by exotic plant pests and to effectively respond to plant pests.
Such uniform national policy for dealing with emergency plant pests is desirable to ensure responses to
pest incursions are consistent and effective. The Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed is therefore
significant as it advances a national approach to plant biodiversity. 

The Commonwealth, states and territories are the government parties to the deed along with
industry parties that are nationally representative of the plant industries. Signatories to the deal can
formally participate in the decision-making process. The Emergency Plant Response Deed sets out
agreement principles and mechanisms by which the parties to the deed propose to achieve the deed’s
objectives of preparing for pest incursions, preventing exotic plant pest incursions and rapidly and
effectively responding to exotic plant pests. It follows that the Emergency Plant Pest Response Dead
will increase Australia’s capacity to rapidly implement successful responses to emergency plant pests. 

What are the objectives of the bill before us? The Plant Protection Amendment Bill amends the
Plant Protection Act 1989. In simple terms, the amendment bill enables Queensland to enter into
national cost-sharing arrangements for plant pest responses and to pay financial assistance to
producers adversely affected by an emergency plant pest response. 

The amendment bill follows and complements Queensland’s decision to become a signatory to
the national Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed. The Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed has
been developed collaboratively by Plant Health Australia, all governments and industry to formalise this
national response. The Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed significantly advances the national
approach to plant biodiversity and the significance and benefits of this arrangement for Queensland
should not be underestimated, particularly in light of the recent plant pest responses that have been led
by Queensland. 

In relation to that I should mention the citrus canker outbreak where the Department of Primary
Industries and Fisheries, as the lead agency for the National Citrus Canker Eradication Program,
continues to make very good progress in the efforts required to successfully eradicate citrus canker
following its detection in Emerald in June 2004. On 3 June 2005 the National Management Group
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representing the Australian government, all state and territory governments and the national citrus
industry determined that all high-risk host plants within the Emerald pest quarantine area were to be
destroyed to support the ongoing strategy of eradicating citrus canker in Australia. Obviously this has
been a very painful exercise but one that had to be accomplished to make sure that we are free of that
disease. 

On 26 October 2005 the Primary Industries Ministerial Council approved a total revised program
budget of $19.412 million to facilitate this destruction process and the required surveillance in the PQA
through until December 2008. Extensive negotiations between the Queensland government, the
Australian government and Growcom, representing the Queensland citrus industry, have also resulted
in the establishment of an $11.5 million reimbursement and re-establishment package for the owners of
the remaining 115,000 commercial citrus trees in the quarantine area whose trees had to be destroyed. 

All commercial citrus trees in the Emerald quarantine area have now been destroyed and
additional cultivation of commercial orchards will be completed over the coming weeks to reduce
possible citrus regrowth, thereby completing the commercial orchard destruction process well in
advance of the target deadline of 31 December 2005. The efficient and effective implementation of the
entire citrus canker host plant destruction process means that the agreed target date of 31 December
2005 for the completion of this process will be met. This provides confidence to the commercial growers
who, as a result, should be able to commence replanting their orchards from 1 July 2007. While the
assistance provided through the Queensland Rural Adjustment Authority scheme has been in place,
these commercial growers have already placed orders for very large numbers of replacement citrus
trees to be planted post July 2007. 

The cooperation of the Emerald community in completing the required citrus tree destruction
program should indeed be applauded. As I said, this has been a very difficult process and the entire
Australian citrus industry should be extremely grateful for the efforts of these people in helping to protect
the Australian citrus industry from the devastating effects of citrus canker. I was in that area recently. It is
a tremendously vibrant area not only because of the mines located nearby but also because of the
tremendous primary industry generated from irrigation in that area. It is great to see Emerald and the
surrounding district doing so well. I know that they will be back on their feet soon and I wish that
community well, particularly the growers who have made their own particular sacrifices to achieve these
ends. I commend the bill to the House. 

Ms LEE LONG (Tablelands—ONP) (4.26 pm): I rise to partake in the Plant Protection
Amendment Bill 2005 debate. This bill introduces provisions into the Plant Protection Act 1989 and will
mean that farmers who lose crops and income from a plant pest outbreak can receive compensation.
Present provisions are extremely narrow and do not encourage people to fully participate in overcoming
such an outbreak. I am pleased to hear the minister recognising that producers are on the front line in
coping with any plant pest outbreak. In the past growers could only access compensation for the
destruction of healthy plants destroyed to stop the spread of a blight or canker or other plant disease. It
was only for the tree, not its productive value or the value of the crop that was lost or any of the other
costs such as actually destroying the crop, replanting and so on. 

As the explanatory notes outline, the new proposals will remove the financial disincentive for
growers to report suspected pest incursions. Under this bill growers will be financially compensated and
pest control plans can be put in place as soon as a problem is detected. 

The changes are coming in under something called the Government and Plant Industry Cost
Sharing Deed, a product of the Plant Health Australia national forum for the development of joint
industry-government approaches to pests. However, it will cover only signatories, including the
Commonwealth, states and territories and principal industry groups. If an industry is not a signatory then
these new provisions will not apply. Growers in industries which are not signatories can still be informed
and decide if they wish to become signatories to the deed or whether they do not wish to become
signatories. 

Under the proposals in this bill growers will be reimbursed for loss incurred as a result of
complying with a plant pest response plan which will vary depending on the affected crop and the type
of infestation. It is intended that they will not profit, nor will they be forced into bankruptcy, nor off the
land either. 

In the cost-sharing arrangements proposed these new arrangements will see the Commonwealth,
state and industry meeting the expense of coping with new plant pest outbreaks on a formalised cost-
sharing basis. That is, the state and Commonwealth will pay their share and so also will the varying
industries which will fund it from a continuing levy similar to an insurance policy. Generally, this provides
certainty for planning purposes. 

We are all well aware that, if a serious incursion occurs, an entire district is affected. Towns,
schools, shops and so on can be badly affected if an industry goes belly up, and it is not just the growers
who feel the impact. We have seen it in the past in my electorate from other causes with the demise of
the tobacco industry and the demise of the timber industry. We have also witnessed serious pest
outbreaks in the past such as black sigatoka, which did not affect tableland banana growers but
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seriously affected coastal growers in the Innisfail and Tully regions. We have all heard about the citrus
canker outbreak. While that disease, once again, did not reach the far-northern growers, those in the
Tablelands electorate were seriously affected financially by the Queensland-wide bans on interstate and
overseas sales, leaving a lot of produce to rot in the fields. Local mango growers have also been in fear
that the red-banded caterpillar coming down from Cape York could devastate their industry as well.

Every crop has pests and diseases to overcome and defend against, which is one thing. But,
when it comes to AQIS and DPI allowing 20 new pests and diseases into this state every year, one has
to ask: what are these organisations up to? We need to remember that it is unfailingly the new
introduced pests that cost us so many millions of dollars to overcome. I believe that in part this bill is
about ordinary people having to cope with the failings of national and state organisations which should
be doing a far better job of keeping these pests and diseases completely out of this country and this
state. But we also have the farcical situation where our own government bodies, under one or another of
the world trade agreements, want to force us into importing bananas, grapes, apples and so on from
other countries rife with diseases.

When Queensland’s own DPI allows borer-infected furniture to come into this state without any
action, it beggars belief. I have raised this issue with the previous minister and no action is apparent at
the retail level. Infested furniture is still sitting in showrooms here in Brisbane and across the state
waiting for unwary buyers. People take this furniture home, only to discover that it is riddled. They take it
back; it gets a hit from a spray can—hardly what I would call good quarantine practice or good pest
control. Our state and federal governments must make AQIS and DPI inspectors answerable and
effective organisations again. However, the provisions that are in this bill are an advance over existing
laws and the bill has my support. 

Mr MESSENGER (Burnett—NPA) (4.32 pm): In speaking to this legislation I am reminded of what
a strange old place this chamber can be. This morning the primary industries minister and I locked horns
but this afternoon because of a strong effort which was outlined by the member for Warrego I
congratulate and commend the current primary industries minister for hammering out this deal between
Plant Health Australia, the federal government, and grains, horticultural and other primary industries.
The Plant Protection Amendment Bill is a relatively small piece of legislation—eight pages or 10
clauses—but is a vital piece of legislation designed to protect a range of primary producers from
financial hardships if this state or indeed this country experience another outbreak of exotic pests and
disease.

There is a valid argument that the previous primary industries minister prevaricated, equivocated,
delayed and mismanaged this issue and it took the new primary industries minister to shake up the
department to see that this issue was properly addressed. The need for this legislation, which will spare
growers financial hardships through the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed cost-sharing
framework, has been highlighted by the way this Labor state government mismanaged and
procrastinated during the recent outbreak of citrus canker at Emerald. According to AgForce’s grains
policy director, the canker emergency may have been one of the reasons it took this government 12
months to sign the document.

Recently my media officer had a conversation with Mr John Pressler and recorded some rotes
and a transcript of that conversation. According to John Pressler—
When it all first happened—
that was the citrus canker outbreak—
we gave them advice which they ignored. We gave them advice on the basis that we understood the subject ...

Of course, Mr Pressler had studied it overseas and was intimately involved with the industry.
Mr Pressler says—
There was I think nobody or very few people in the QLD Government who had ever seen canker or knew anything about it.

Mr Pressler underlines in that point the lack of knowledge about this particular disease.
Mr Pressler continues—
And we gave them advice on a number of things which have all proved to be true ... But they were determined to adopt a
government department line of we know best ...

How often have we run across that particular line—that is, that the government knows best?
Government inspectors and government officers, at least in some of the instances I have been involved
with, have a ‘we know best’ attitude.

Mr Rickuss: ‘Trust us. We’re the government!’
Mr MESSENGER: Yes. As the member for Lockyer says, ‘Trust us. We’re the government.’

Mr Pressler continues—
... they adopted the Florida protocol—well they didn’t adopt the Florida protocol, they took one or two pieces out of the Florida
protocol which they then used to their own benefit.

According to Mr Pressler—
... the whole saga went on and on for something like 15 months.
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Mr Pressler also makes the point that—
... they—

that is, the government—
have to have the capacity to get independent advice.

I do not think that Mr Pressler thought that the government got that independent advice.
Mr Pressler continues—
Now I think independent means not necessarily other government departments from other governments, they need to be able to
get other people that understand the subject who are not locked into the government systems and I don’t know if that’s going to be
acceptable to them—

that is, the government—
or not but that is my view.

Mr Pressler continues—
For instance, they should also look at the engagement of contractual operators such as Florida—they have a coordinator of
farmers working—

who are working as a cooperative—
towards doing their own inspections.

Mr Pressler says—
Then of course they have this program put in place which is audited every year and there are certain checks that allow for it to
make certain the whole thing is being done properly.
So they should get away from this locked down closed doors government attitude which is what happens in this instance. 
They—

that is, the government—
hide behind a film of ‘we have got to have confidentiality and science has to be on this basis of what we’re doing’ ...

He said that he often heard that as an excuse for inaction. He suggests that the government
considers—
... the engagement of contractual expertise and Florida is currently in the process of expediting that as opposed to the government
saying we’re the government, we’re going to do it all.

Mr Pressler says—
... what happened to the Emerald growers is absolutely tragic in the sense that growers whole lives have been ruined and the
government didn’t—or chose—not to put in a mechanism where they could have assisted these people through it.

Mr Pressler said—
And you had Palaszczuk and Truss having their own little war amongst themselves. The tragic failure to help (I’m not talking about
me, but I’m talking about other growers) their lives have been ruined because of it all.

That is, that spat and that fight between state and federal governments. Mr Pressler says—
... I don’t know if you can do anything about this but ... When there was an amount of trees that was deemed to be affected on our
property—and it amounted to 55,000 trees.
And under the act it was possible for a government officer to say that there was a risk that these trees may have been infected so
therefore they can be deemed to be affected and because the legislation there was a little bit wishy-washy as to paying
compensation and they said well, we want to work through this issue with the affected growers, which was us right, and we want
to go through it and we’ll talk with the lawyers and we want to get a consensus and we want to get a good outcome of this.

Mr Pressler then described a process where he engaged lawyers and barristers from Sydney and
spent quite a lot of his own money—almost throwing good money after bad really—in legal fees.

In summary, Mr Pressler says—
They should have engaged an overseas expert to come and give them advice. They could have given them advice on the Florida
situation—its failed there of course and he could’ve forewarned us about the dangers and the risks ...
It was just farcical that they were going to go ahead and do that cookie cutter with only a 95% degree of assurety to enable them
to get all the canker within that radius.

I have also had conversations with Gin Gin citrus grower Terry McMahon. In common with
Mr Pressler, Mr McMahon is completely frustrated by the Queensland government over its dealings with
citrus canker to date. 

An honourable member: And the feds.
Mr MESSENGER: Yes, with the feds, too. Mr McMahon says that last year the Queensland

government spent far too long deciding what to do about the outbreak of citrus canker. The government
took America’s cookie cutter approach, which was to take out every tree within about 250 metres of the
affected tree, which incidentally, Mr Pressler says, did not work over there. The government knew
Australia had successfully eradicated the disease citrus canker previously but still chose to implement
the unsuccessful USA method which has been failing for 20 years. According to Mr McMahon, the
government eventually got around to ripping out the trees. If the government had acted straightaway
and done this, it would have cost it something like $12 million but, in the end, on Mr McMahon’s
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calculations, it spent closer to something like $20 million. Mr McMahon quite rightly stated to me that if a
person has a skin cancer, it is not isolated bit by bit; it is cut out straightaway. He said that politicians
should take less notice of the bureaucrats and more notice of the people in the industry—the people
with the expertise; the people on the ground.

If it happens again they will need to immediately eradicate the trees and compensate farmers.
I am pleased to support this bill because it allows that process to continue. The emergency plan could
have helped last year during the citrus canker outbreak. Mr Pressler is extremely disappointed with the
previous minister, Minister Palaszczuk, and believes that Minister Nuttall has 1,000 per cent more
commonsense.

He has also pointed out the possibility that, while the infected fruit were sitting on the trees,
people were taking the fruit of infected trees and possibly taking them to the market and selling them. He
describes that as absolutely insane. Quite rightly, he said if it did happen those people could ruin the
whole citrus industry for Australia. They could have taken them in the car to the markets at Sunnybank,
Nimbin or similar places and they could have spread this disease halfway through Queensland or New
South Wales. According to Mr McMahon, we will not know for a couple of years whether that has
actually happened. If it has happened, it will cost millions and millions, and no-one can guarantee that it
has not. He desperately hopes that it has not, but it was ridiculous that that situation was left to fester for
so long, that such a serious matter was just played around with. He said they were thinking more about
dollars—at least immediate dollars—rather than actually thinking of a solution and they probably did not
take a wide enough view. 

Mr McMahon also warns against the importation of what he describes as overseas experts from
Florida. He said that he was present when a conversation took place about flying in an overseas expert.
I guess it is a bit like the recent health saga: the backgrounds of overseas experts needs to be checked
to ensure that they are not, for example, in court defending their actions all the time. As a final note,
Mr McMahon would like me to announce that it went on for too long and it should never happen again.

On 16 December 2004 I put out a press release which was titled ‘Cut and burn is the answer to
canker, not cookie cutter!’ On 16 December I teamed up with my National Party colleague and member
for Gregory, Vaughan Johnson, in calling for quick decisive action from the state and federal primary
industries ministers to save Australia’s citrus industry, which is worth around $0.5 billion. At that stage
the primary industries minister had failed to act decisively. I called for his sacking then. Once again,
Henry Palaszczuk and his federal counterpart, Warren Truss, should have listened to citrus growers and
industry experts—not to bureaucrats and bean counters—and implemented an effective action plan to
destroy the citrus outbreak in Emerald. I said that the Labor state government’s response to the canker
outbreak was absolutely appalling, that the cookie cutter method was not working and that it allowed the
slow spread of the disease. I said that the current policy would fail to eradicate the citrus canker.

I spoke with citrus growers and I also spoke with experts such as Patricia Barkley, the National
Citrus Improvement Manager at Auscitrus. She said that the cookie cutter approach would fail.
According to her, all the experts had said that it had failed in the Northern Territory at the beginning of
the last century. It also failed in Florida in 1995 and also again in Brazil. When we are talking about such
a devastating disease as citrus canker, failure is not an option. The canker would not only destroy fruit; it
would also destroy jobs, families, regional communities, reputations and, of course, the valuable primary
industry.

The cut and burn option put forward by the citrus industry where all citrus trees in the Emerald
growing zone were destroyed was the best and most cost-effective option at that stage to avoid that
failure. A Gin Gin citrus grower, Terry McMahon, of whom I have just spoken said that the federal
government had already pledged at that particular point $8 million, or at least half the expected cost of
the $16 million, to implement the effective cut and burn eradication policy. At that stage primary
industries minister Palaszczuk really needed only to pledge $1 million from state funds to implement the
cut and burn eradication method. The rest of the Australian states would then gladly contribute the extra
$7 million. In December 2004 Mr McMahon wondered why Queensland had not signed up to the plan.
Obviously, Mr McMahon and other industry participants and experts are very pleased with this
legislation. For that reason, I commend the bill to the House. 

Mr RICKUSS (Lockyer—NPA) (4.47 pm): I rise to speak to the Plant Protection Amendment Bill
2005. I must congratulate the minister on bringing this bill to the parliament. It has actually been needed
for years and years. The papaya fruit fly was probably one of the first major outbreaks or incursions that
we had in north Queensland about six or seven years ago. We managed to contain that. Since then it
has gone on with western flower thrips, spiralling whitefly, lettuce aphid—you name it. Unfortunately
citrus canker has been a disaster for the industry at Emerald, one of the new era industries in that area.
It had gone from a cattle grazing area to a cotton area to a horticultural area. Unfortunately, this has
probably set it back 20 or 30 years. 

It does make a lot of sense. Plant Health Australia is supporting it. Growcom is supporting it.
When I was on horticultural industry bodies 10 years ago, the idea was floated of raising a levy of $4 per
container on incoming containers. We actually ran it past the Keating government and the Howard
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government and both of them felt it was a new tax. It would have given us a good fighting fund to at least
have some money with which to fight these incursions. We get 4,000 containers a day into Australia and
that is where the diseases will come from. Fire ants is an example of a pest that has come in via
containers. Citrus canker would be another example.

I am concerned that we do not overcomplicate the process. Please do not let the process become
too complicated. It seems a straightforward process as it is now. I encourage the minister to ensure that
the bureaucrats do not make the arrangements too complicated when they are put in place. When an
incursion occurs, let us have some action and knock it out straightaway. 

I note that the explanatory notes state that the New South Wales government is not involved. I
have since been advised that it is involved, which is good as there is a lot of fruit and vegetable trade
between Queensland and New South Wales. This really should be an Australia-wide process. I
commend the bill to the House. 

Mr HOPPER (Darling Downs—NPA) (4.49 pm): I rise to speak in support of the Plant Protection
Amendment Bill. In so doing I agree with the comments made by the shadow minister in his contribution.
Recently, we have seen the citrus canker outbreak. It does not matter who is the minister for primary
industries; when such an outbreak occurs there is no doubt that it presents challenges. 

During the outbreak of citrus canker the member for Toowoomba South, the member for Lockyer
and I were at the DPIF at Toowoomba for a briefing. At that time the department was very short staffed
because most of the staff were out in the field. We were shown around that centre and saw the
measures that have been implemented to combat foot-and-mouth disease and the research that has
been conducted into other diseases. I thought what they were doing was simply brilliant. I compliment
the DPIF at Tor Street, Toowoomba for the work they do. I came away from that centre feeling very
satisfied. If an exotic disease ever reaches this nation, I know that that centre can implement an action
plan straightaway. I cannot stress enough how important it is to have contingency plans. 

We have seen an outbreak of crazy ants. Recently, I have suggested to my party that we put
pressure on the federal agriculture minister in relation to that postweaning disease that could come into
this country by way of imported pork. If that disease ever reaches our nation, God help the pork industry.
This year this country has imported 60,000 tonnes of pork. We consume only 150,000 tonnes. There are
63 import permits. Only one import permit was challenged in court. That is not good enough. I want to
take up this fight very strongly with my federal colleagues. I hope to meet with the federal agriculture
minister very soon, because we simply have to protect our pork industry from this disease. 

God gave us oceans to separate countries. In this modern world, unless we put in controls in
recognition of the fact that we are no longer isolated from other countries, we open ourselves up to
incursions by exotic diseases. I think this legislation is good, as it is part of working with the federal
government to put in place plans to compensate farmers so that they do not suffer any loss, or make
any gain, out of an outbreak of a disease such as citrus canker. 

Our cotton industry has developed without the help of government. Cotton groups in my
electorate of Darling Downs employ their own agronomists and other people in the field. They are
working towards developing disease-free cotton. I think that is brilliant. If other industries could get as
switched on as the cotton industry, I think Australia would be a lot better placed. 

As I drive around my electorate I see that one of the biggest threats to our primary producers—
and I took this matter up with the previous primary industries minister and the previous natural
resources minister on many occasions—is African lovegrass. 

Mr Lucas interjected. 
Mr HOPPER: African lovegrass. If the minister had been listening in parliament over the past few

years he would have heard it mentioned many times. African lovegrass is having a devastating effect on
my electorate—from the northern end right through to the boundary with the electorate of Nanango.
Cattle cannot eat African lovegrass. In order to eradicate it, it costs something like $600 for a drum of
spray, which covers 30 acres. 

African lovegrass is a massive problem in Queensland. Recently a colleague of mine and I drove
to Rockhampton. We saw that grass growing on the side of the road from Dalby to Rockhampton.
African lovegrass is spread by vehicles and by council slashers. When it gets into a property it is very
hard to eradicate. Cattle cannot eat it as they cannot pull it out. The spread of African lovegrass is one of
the biggest fears I have. I commend this bill to the House. 

Mr WELLINGTON (Nicklin—Ind) (4.54 pm): I rise to participate in the debate on the Plant
Protection Amendment Bill 2005. I join with other members in this House to congratulate the
government on introducing this legislation, which is about giving financial assistance to producers who
are adversely affected by a plant pest. But can I say that it is disappointing that, through the introduction
of this bill, we are being forced to respond to the failures of successive federal governments in not
providing adequate and appropriate resources to ensure the protection and safety of primary production
in Australia. 
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Only last week we heard on the news about people from overseas who landed their boat in a
stream in northern Australia. Lo and behold, by the time our border protection staff arrived they had
gone. I really believe that the federal government needs to prioritise its attention to border security. It
was great to hear from the member for Darling Downs that he is going to lobby his federal colleagues on
behalf of Queensland. I say to the member for Darling Downs: thank you for taking on this important
issue. It is certainly great to hear that the member and his party are taking the fight up to the federal
government to stress to it the importance of allocating appropriate resources to ensure our borders are
safe at all times. 

Often we talk about who is responsible for certain things that go wrong in government and certain
things that go wrong in our communities. Someone has to take some responsibility. It is disappointing
that when it comes to border security so often the federal government does not appear to be prepared to
take on that full responsibility. The departmental staff do not seem to be able to get that message
through to the appropriate minister. Unfortunately, sometimes the appropriate ministers seem to have
their ears closed. 

 I really hope our federal government lifts its game, allocates more resources and delivers on
improving border security, not just for Queensland but for all of us. I commend the bill to the House. I
certainly look forward to the member for Darling Downs coming back to this House and informing us of
the success of his lobbying of his federal colleagues over the important issue of border security. 

Mr REEVES (Mansfield—ALP) (4.56 pm): It gives me great pleasure to rise to speak to the Plant
Protection Amendment Bill 2005. I particularly want to talk about how these cost-sharing arrangements
will work. The Plant Protection Amendment Bill is essential to protecting Queensland’s primary plant
industries and the economy of Queensland by enabling Queensland to efficiently enter into national
arrangements to combat a plant and pest outbreak and, therefore, limit the impact on producers and
regional economies. 

Under the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed arrangement, the costs will be shared between
the governments and affected industries based on a range of agreed factors. Those factors include
predetermined categories of plant pest according to their relative national impact on the industry and
according to predetermined mechanisms. The Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed applies only for
pests that have the potential to significantly and adversely impact the industry on a national scale. 

I understand that more than 90 per cent of Queensland’s plant industries are represented by the
Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed. I congratulate those industries on their participation in the deed
and I urge those that are not yet signatories to join in to commit to the cost sharing of necessary
eradication campaigns. An industry may become a signatory to the deed at any time through its national
representative group. 

It should also be noted that during the recent outbreak of citrus canker in Emerald the
Queensland government sought to apply the principles of the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed to
provide for financial assistance. I think we heard the member for Gregory talk about that today.
Unfortunately, this proposal was not supported by other governments and the Australian citrus industry.
Thankfully, and through the efforts of Minister Nuttall, the Queensland government secured the
development of the Citrus Canker Reimbursement and Re-establishment Scheme. I am pleased to note
that the formalisation of this deed will ensure a united, national approach to the protection of our vital
national plant industries. 

I also refer to the principal advantages of the amendments to the Plant Protection Act 1989 and
the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed. Currently, the Plant Protection Act provides powers for the
Queensland government to prevent, control or eradicate plant pests. However, it does not provide for
financial assistance for producers who suffer damage through complying with the act, except where
healthy plants are destroyed. This limit on financial assistance has significant financial consequences
for producers affected by plant pests and often limits their capacity to re-establish their production
capacity. Therefore, the bill will ensure that those who are adversely affected by a national emergency
pest response are not, therefore, financially disadvantaged. 

I turn now to the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed specifically. It has three principal
advantages. Firstly, it provides for a formal framework for responding to plant pest incursions. Secondly,
it provides for an agreed formal cost-sharing arrangement between governments and industry. The cost-
sharing arrangements are based on defined categories of plant pests. This categorisation is determined
according to the level of private benefit expected as a consequence of eradicating the pest. Thirdly, it
provides owner reimbursement costs for producers adversely affected by a plant pest outbreak. 

Another benefit of the ratification of the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed is that availability
of financial assistance will effectively remove any disincentive that might currently exist for growers to
report suspected pest outbreaks. It will also ensure that the affected producers have the capacity to re-
establish production within the shortest possible time. 

It is interesting to look at the state’s obligations under the deed to pay reimbursement. The
Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed introduces a concept of ‘owner reimbursement costs’, which is
reimbursements to be paid to producers who are adversely affected by a national plant pest eradication
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program. Such producers must be part of an industry that is a signatory to the deed. The payment of
owner reimbursement costs for plant pest responses is comparable to the compensation payable for
stock lost under the Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement to which Queensland is a
signatory. Owner reimbursement is based on the principle that producers should be no better and no
worse off as a result of a pest incursion. The Plant Protection Act 1989 is to be amended to reflect the
introduction of owner reimbursement, as the act currently places no obligation on the Queensland
government to pay compensation in such circumstances. 

I have listened to the urgers in the back row. I invite them to come and have a look at the
electorate of Mansfield, which has a reasonably large rural population in Burbank, Rochedale and
Sheldon. They are quite welcome to visit any time they like. I commend the bill to the House. 

Hon. GR NUTTALL (Sandgate—ALP) (Minister for Primary Industries and Fisheries) (5.01 pm),
in reply: I thank all honourable members for their contribution to the debate this afternoon on a very
important piece of legislation for the rural sector. I also thank honourable members for their kind words
about where we are at. I think it is also important to acknowledge the cooperation and the support of the
federal minister, Peter McGauran. This was the first issue that I had to address when I became the
primary industries minister. Mr McGauran and I were both relatively new ministers in our portfolios. We
were both determined to try to do what we could to assist the growers in the Emerald district. I am
pleased to say that on this occasion we managed to find some bipartisan support. We put our
differences aside and focused on the growers in the Emerald district to ensure that they could get on
with eradicating this terrible disease and start to build a new future. 

We all know that the plant production industries make a major contribution to the national, state
and local economies. Key cropping industries in Queensland include grains, cotton, tropical fruit,
vegetables, amenity horticulture and forestry. Crop production is worth some $3.5 billion annually in
Queensland, which is quite surprising. Some 40 per cent of the statewide value is exported, with major
markets including Asia, the United States of America, the Middle East and New Zealand. 

The importance of biosecurity in Australia and in Queensland cannot be underestimated.
Interstate and overseas markets are acutely sensitive to the threat of pests and potentially will close
access to Queensland produce should there be a significant pest incident, even if the incident was in
another state. These impacts tend to cascade throughout the plant industry environment. Ongoing
market access depends on being able to demonstrate the favourable health status of Queensland’s
plant industries. 

Australia’s competitive edge depends on maintaining our quality, clean, green and disease-free
status. The benefits of this can be seen already with Australia’s beef industry, which is responsible for
20 per cent of world beef exports. It is just as important with our crop industries. The reality is that
Queensland must maintain its commitment to national preparedness, surveillance and response
programs. Plant health is also a key determinant of the viability, productivity and sustainability of
Australia’s crop industries. Many pests, irrespective of their market and human health impacts, may
devastate industries or production systems at state, district or farm levels. 

The Queensland government maintains a commitment to the core principles of biosecurity as a
basis for its vision of profitable primary industries and its mission to maximise economic outcomes for
primary industries on a sustainable basis. This commitment has been consistently displayed by the
Beattie Labor government. The ratification of the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed and the Plant
Protection Amendment Bill 2005 before this House serves only to further demonstrate the government’s
commitment and further enhances the biosecurity capability of Queensland, the Smart State. 

This government has never just sat on its hands in relation to the issue of biosecurity. In the very
early days, as I said, in my tenure as the primary industries and fisheries minister, I did visit Emerald to
see first-hand the effects of citrus canker on growers in that region. In fact, I visited the area twice. The
second time was with industry representatives. We spoke with affected growers, including Growcom,
and on one of those occasions I was with my federal counterpart, Peter McGauran. 

Shortly after the visit I announced that the Queensland government would contribute $4.6 million
to a reimbursement and re-establishment package for Emerald growers affected by the detection of
canker. Queensland’s contribution formed a significant part of the $11.5 million package split between
the state government, the federal government and industry. This was in addition to the many millions of
dollars Queensland had already committed to eradicate the disease in areas such as the emergency
response phase and promoting market access. 

The total package provided appropriate reimbursement and re-establishment payments for
115,000 non-infested trees destroyed after 3 June 2005. It was on that date that the citrus canker
National Management Group directed Queensland, as the designated combat state for canker, to move
away from the cookie cutter approach of destroying all trees within a 600-metre radius to a new Emerald
protocol. It is important to note that the 600-metre cookie cutter destruction did not fail, as some industry
and other people have claimed. All infestations of citrus canker detected in the pest quarantine area
were already present on those properties before any destruction began in the PQA. The new approach
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required all trees, both commercial and domestic trees, in the Emerald pest quarantine area to be
destroyed. 

At this point, I would like to address a question that was raised by the honourable member for
Toowoomba South with regard to the government not implementing the Pressler total destruction plan at
Emerald. In October 2004, citrus canker was confirmed on a second commercial citrus property—that
was IP2—in the Emerald citrus pest quarantine area. Shortly after this second detection was confirmed,
the owners of IP2, the Pressler family—the 2PH farms—proposed the complete removal of all
commercial citrus trees in the PQA as a way of ensuring eradication of the disease and to give Emerald
growers a degree of certainty as to when market access for Emerald fruit would be restored to its pre-
outbreak status. The DPIF undertook a comprehensive analysis of the pre-emptive destruction
proposal, or the Pressler plan, on the basis of technical feasibility of eradication, economic impacts and
the legal implications. The outcome of this analysis was that the so-called Pressler plan did not provide
any greater confidence of achieving eradication than the nationally agreed process of destruction of
host plants within a 600-metre radius of a confirmed citrus canker infestation. 

At that time, confirmed infestations of citrus canker were confined to only two of eight commercial
citrus properties in the PQA, and DPIF had not completed surveys of citrus production areas outside of
the PQA. At that time there was no evidence that the disease was widespread across the PQA, nor was
there evidence that confirmed that the disease had not already spread to other parts of Queensland or
Australia. My department circulated its analysis of the pre-emptive destruction proposal to the national
consultative committee for consideration. It was nationally agreed that the proposal did not provide a
greater chance of eradicating the disease than the current approach. The combination of further
detections on IP2, the detection of disease on a third commercial citrus property in the PQA—namely,
IP3—and the completion of surveys throughout the rest of Australia has provided further information
which was not available when the Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries completed its
analysis in October 2004. With this additional information it was nationally agreed that there was now
sufficient evidence to justify the widespread destruction of host plants in the PQA. 

Moving back to the current state of affairs, all commercial citrus trees in Emerald have been
removed, as have at-risk domestic and native citrus trees. The Evergreen property will be monitored for
citrus regrowth as part of the ongoing national eradication program. Queensland was never going to
abandon these families—the Presslers, the Cordomas, the Iddles—with or without the help of the other
states. I met with those families and saw the great difficulty that they went through in this situation. It
was quite distressing to see beautiful farms and citrus trees being ripped out, put in piles and burnt. I
can understand the great distress that it caused those families. 

Despite our very best efforts, the Queensland and federal governments and industry, which
continues to work actively with the Iddles following discussions with me and Mr McGauran, have been
forced to go it alone in the case of the Emerald growers. Despite the citrus canker outbreak posing a
threat to the industry in all states, Queensland was the only state which had been prepared to put its
hand in its pocket. Queensland entered into a trilateral agreement with the Commonwealth government
and industry based on a 40/40/20 contribution. This approach, adopted with the Emerald growers, was
consistent with the spirit of the proposed Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed, which this government
later signed. 

The deed was a result of Plant Health Australia identifying in 2000 the potential for plant industry
cost sharing based on the Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement, to which Queensland is a
signatory. Plant Health Australia is a non-profit public company, which is the national coordinating body
for national policy on pests and diseases affecting plant industries in Australia. Plant Health Australia
subsequently developed the government and plant industry cost-sharing deed in respect of emergency
plant pest responses, known as the Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed, as a formal agreement
detailing the respective roles and responsibilities of industry and government in dealing with plant pests
and diseases. The Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed is an agreement between industry and
governments to cooperatively manage risks posed by exotic plant pests and to effectively respond to
plant pests. Such a uniform national policy for dealing with emergency plant pests is desirable to ensure
responses in pest incursions are consistent and effective. 

The Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed, the result of long, detailed and painstaking research
and consideration, is therefore significant as it advances a national approach to plant biosecurity. Under
the deed, owner reimbursement costs will now be shared by the Commonwealth, other jurisdictions and
industry. The deed will provide greater certainty for industry, governments and the community and will
provide reimbursement costs to the owners of destroyed plants. This is vital for getting industry back on
track and allowing communities to recover should a similar situation arise again.

The signing of the deed required changes to the Plant Protection Act 1989 which we are now
debating in the parliament. Under the current act, and also in terms of the current national plant pest
response, there has been no obligation for the state to pay any form of reimbursement. It has been
asked today by honourable members opposite: what will now be covered by cost sharing under the
deed? It will include salaries and wages, operating expenses, capital costs and owner reimbursement
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costs. Cost sharing is based on four predetermined plant pest categories, which are founded on the
public and private benefit of the relevant responses. These categories are: Category 1, government
funding, 100 per cent; industry, nothing; category 2, government funding 80 per cent; industry, 20 per
cent; category 3, government funding, 50 per cent; industry, 50 per cent; and category 4, government
funding, 20 per cent; industry, 80 per cent. Growers are eligible for owner reimbursement under the
deed. This covers direct eradication costs that are incurred by the owner additional to operating costs,
value of crops destroyed and costs and losses resulting from any fallow period imposed under the pest
response plan. 

The deed categorises 78 pests which are regarded as emergency plant pests of national
importance. For emergency plant pests that are not categorised under the deed—this is important—
there is a provision to treat them as category 3 pests until they are categorised. The deed sets out
mechanisms for categorising new pests. Pest categories are available on the Plant Health Australia web
site. The deed is triggered when a jurisdiction or industry notifies Plant Health Australia of a suspected
emergency plant pest outbreak. The deed then provides for a decision-making framework, during which
a national response plan is determined. The deed provides for the development of an emergency
response plan, cost sharing, and owner reimbursement for an emergency plant pest response. The act
enables Queensland to implement its cost sharing and owner reimbursement commitments under the
deed and to implement a national response as a lead agency. The act also enables Queensland to enter
into cost-sharing agreements with other jurisdictions and industries where the deed does not apply. 

All jurisdictions, including the Australian government, have ratified the deed and it is now fully
operational. I should add here in response to a very pertinent issue that was raised by the member for
Gregory that while it is true that previously industry had little say in regard to decisions by the national
management group, under the deed there is now the provision for industry to be formally involved in that
decision-making process. Under the new provisions of the act, Queensland will have the capacity to
enter into independent negotiations with the affected industry and other jurisdictions, such as the
Commonwealth, to develop an appropriate response. Localised incursions are dealt with cooperatively
between the Queensland government and the industry and are responded to based on national
recognised protocol for plant pest responses. The Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries has a
proven track record of working with industries to respond to plant pest emergencies. 

The Plant Protection Amendment Bill of 2005 amends the Plant Protection Act of 1989. In simple
terms, the amendment bill enables Queensland to enter into national cost-sharing arrangements for
plant pest responses and to pay financial assistance to producers adversely affected by an emergency
plant pest response. The amendment bill follows and complements Queensland’s decision to become a
signatory to the national Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed. Protecting the plant sector from pests
and disease is of paramount importance. The detection of a pest in any plant industry has the potential
to impact on market access and the long-term profitability of Queensland’s plant industries. This,
obviously, is something we cannot afford. 

Motion agreed to. 

Consideration in Detail
Clause 1, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 2—
Mr HORAN (5.18 pm): This clause simply states that the act amends the Plant Protection Act

1989. I thought this was an opportunity for me to ask one simple thing of the minister about this act. Why
was it not done earlier? All the debate today has been mostly about what happened at Emerald. If this
act had been brought into this parliament, let us say, at the beginning of this year it could well have
addressed a lot of those issues where the problems occurred. I think we need an explanation of why it
was not done earlier. 

Mr NUTTALL: The short answer is that I was not the minister. But it is a serious question. I say to
the honourable member that part of the reason it took so long was that all parties had to sign the deed.
That is what I am being advised by my department. I can understand the frustrations and the concerns
of people about the fact that the deed was not signed much earlier. If it had been signed we would have
been in a position to move, probably, a lot quicker. Nevertheless, that was the case. While that criticism
may or may not be justified, all I can say to the member is that we just need to move forward. 

Mr HORAN: I can understand that. I would just like to make the comment that one of the states
that was the slowest to sign the deed, as I understand it, was Queensland. The fact that Queensland
signed this very late has been one of the things that has held up this legislation. 

Clause 2, as read, agreed to. 
Clauses 3 and 4, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 5—
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Mr HORAN (5.20 pm): This clause deals with entering into agreements. There are probably a few
things here that the minister might be able to answer because it inserts subsections. In entering into an
agreement, does this actually mean the end of all the argy-bargy? Often someone from the Beattie
government says, ‘Oh, this is the federal government’s responsibility, they should be doing it,’ and the
feds say the same. Everybody is standing back. Meanwhile, the drama and the difficulties continue. 

My understanding is that these agreements set out the percentages under the categories, and it
is 50-50 by the federal government and the states. That is fair enough. I take it that the next step of
negotiation is going to be the quantum of how much. One government may be willing, for example, to
make a contribution of $10 million as its component and the other government is not prepared to
contribute its 50 per cent share. Then we are back on the merry-go-round. A lot of people got cranky
about this issue and many other issues. We have seen it with drought, with one government blaming the
other. What we need to get out of this is a way in which to determine these amounts. 

Could the minister outline if there is any particular process to get to the amount of money that is
needed so that it does not go on forever and a day with one government disagreeing with the other. It is
all well and good to talk about 80 per cent and of that 80 per cent half is federal and half is state. If we
cannot agree on the 80 per cent, then we are still in the same situation. I would ask the minister to
comment on that.

The minister also mentioned the National Management Group and some of the problems that
were outlined by the member for Gregory about the lack of grower representation on that National
Management Group. The clause refers to part 5A, and 21LA(1)(a) says—
between the State, 1 or more other jurisdictions and or more plant industry bodies;...

I would like a little bit more of an explanation as to how we can make sure that the National
Management Group is truly representative of the industry. The member for Gregory pointed out the
shortage of people on the ground or the lack of farmer representation on that group, and he wondered
how the minister would address that. Those two queries will suffice for the time being. 

Mr NUTTALL: I might take the latter issue first. There are grower reps that will now be on the
National Management Group as members. Obviously they have the ability to call in expertise as and
when required to assist them in the work that they do. 

On the first issue of the argy-bargy in terms of money, I am advised that the budgets for the
national group are brought forward on whatever the disease may be at the time. That is determined at
the national level so that we get rid of that argy-bargy. I understand what the member is saying. The
worst thing in the world is if we get to a situation where we say, ‘All right, it’s category 2. The government
funding is 80 per cent, industry is 20 per cent, but how much is it?’ I think that is what the member is
trying to get at. The department that is the lead agency at the time sets the budget and that is then
endorsed by the National Management Group. As we said, we will have grower representatives on that
National Management Group. 

I am told that the proper formulas are there for people to be able to work through to avoid the
problems that the member mentioned. I suppose we can only give it a go and see how it works. Bear in
mind that this has been signed by all the states and the Commonwealth government, and they have
worked through these issues. I do not actually have any concerns about that. I think industry itself is
quite happy with the fact that we are having the deed. The reality is that it will depend on each
jurisdiction. If there is a disease in South Australia, then South Australia will come up with the budgetary
amount first and take it to the group. 

Mr HORAN: Following on from that, the example under 21LB(1)(d) says—
Only a stated maximum amount is eligible for cost sharing under the agreement. 

Restrictions applying to cost sharing under the agreement are dealt with under the heading
‘Content of agreement’. It gives as an example ‘only a stated maximum amount is eligible’. Another
example is ‘only the stated types of costs are eligible’. Does that mean that there is set out a maximum
amount within those various categories, or does the set-out maximum amount actually get determined
when the event happens and, as the minister said earlier, the lead agency—if it was an outbreak in
Queensland it would be the DPIF in Queensland—then sets and establishes the budget? 

What I am trying to get at is: what is the extent of those restrictions? Are they already categorised
and set out, or is the restriction an amount that is determined at the time of the outbreak and determined
by the lead agency which then enters into an agreement at that stage with the other states, the industry
and any other bodies that are associated with the agreements? 

Mr NUTTALL: The member is referring to proposed paragraph (d); is that right?
Mr Horan: Yes.
Mr NUTTALL: The proposed paragraph states—

(d) restrictions applying to cost sharing under the agreement;
Examples of restrictions that may apply to cost sharing under the agreement—
1 Only a stated maximum amount is eligible for cost sharing under the agreement ...
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It further states—
2 Only the stated types of costs are eligible for cost sharing under the agreement.

That allows us to enter into alternative agreements outside the deed if we have to. It gives us the
flexibility to deal with a situation as it arises. I think there are only 78 that are designated. The National
Management Group will receive advice from the committee on technical issues. We have talked about
that. It will also have responsibility for key decisions in relation to the response plan including the setting
of an upper limit on expenditure from time to time at levels less than the agreed limit. My understanding
is that it gives the National Management Group the flexibility to enter into agreements outside the deed
so that we can organise funding as quickly as possible. I am not sure, though, if that answers the
member’s question. 

Mr HORAN: Basically the minister is trying to say that, outside of all the categorisation in the
national deed, this legislation provides the ability to make agreements. This clause is setting out whom
those agreements can be with. It also sets out what may be done within those agreements. The clause
also sets out the measures that can be undertaken in an agreement. It sets out the reimbursement
requirements, whether whole or partial, and it gives examples. It sets out how sharing between the
parties should operate and the restrictions that apply to cost sharing under the agreement. For example,
a lead agency making an agreement might come to a predetermined amount that would be the
maximum amount to be provided. So there would be some management of the situation. 

There could be cases where a maximum amount could be set out, but as the event occurs it
might blow out. You would then want to be in a position where that amount could be expanded. For
instance, it might be $5 million that is set out, and then it might absolutely expand as the area to be
contained is enlarged. Is there the ability to do that?

Proposed paragraph (b) refers to the ‘whole or partial reimbursement of costs incurred’. Perhaps
the minister can outline the situation for us. In the current agreement on citrus canker, a set amount is
being paid for the destruction of healthy trees. I think a value has been picked for the trees and a
certain amount is being paid. 

Mr Nuttall: Yes. 
Mr HORAN: Then there is another amount—possibly $20, if I remember correctly—that relates to

the maintenance of trees or the loss of income, to some extent. But it certainly does not cover the loss of
income that they have suffered over years and years—probably seven years—where they will not have
a crop. So that is my second question. In looking at the whole or partial reimbursement of costs incurred,
is the minister just paying for the costs incurred in the destruction and not providing them with funding
for all the losses that they will incur? I noticed that in either the explanatory notes or the second-reading
speech people would be left no better or no worse off. That was the principle being used. I do not see
how this $11 million package will compensate for the loss. That industry is worth about $30 million a
year and it will be affected for seven years. The losses suffered by people are far more than $11 million.

The second part of my question seeks an explanation of the reimbursement. Is there a formula
which the minister is working to per plant, or per plant area or per tree? Is there an amount to cover the
ongoing costs of maintenance, hardship and losses or a percentage of lost income? Some of those
people will have to live for a number of years without the income that they had to meet, in some cases,
very substantial financial arrangements with banks. 

Mr NUTTALL: In relation to the two questions raised by the honourable member, the answer to
the first one is yes. The National Management Group can review that amount. If the amount has been
set at $5 million or $10 million but it has to broaden out because it is not enough, the National
Management Group has the ability to review and change that. So that is the first issue. 

In relation to the second issue, I think there are two parts to it. What happened in Emerald is
different to what happens under the deed. In Emerald, we paid for all of the eradication. The $20 that the
member spoke about is not for the time that nothing is being grown but for the replacement trees. So
they receive $20 for that. However, under the deed there is a formula for the amount to be paid for the
period when crops are not grown. So it is different from the situation of citrus canker. Under the deed
there is provision for when the land is fallow, when nothing is being grown. So there is a formula for that.

Clause 5, as read, agreed to.
Clause 6, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 7—
Mr HORAN (5.36 pm): Clause 7 amends section 28, which prohibits payment of compensation

except in limited circumstances. This will ensure that anything that is paid under another act is allowed.
Specifically, I am talking about the Rural and Regional Adjustment Act. Clause 7 states—
(3) Subsection (2) does not affect the operation of—

(a) a government and industry cost sharing agreement; or 
(b) another Act ...
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I understand what that is trying to achieve. However, it further states—
(4) Further, the following payments do not constitute the payment of compensation under section 14 or otherwise under this

Act—
(a) the payment of an amount, however called, to a person under an agreement mentioned in subsection (3)(a);
(b) the payment of an amount, however called, whether the amount was paid before or after the commencement of

this subsection ...

I presume that further explains subsection (3), but it is a little complex and a further explanation
might make it a little clearer. As I said at the outset, my understanding is that this is simply stating that, if
compensation has been paid under another act or another arrangement, it does not affect compensation
being paid under this deed. 

Mr NUTTALL: The member has it right. I do not think that I can add much more. That is exactly
right. It might seem complicated, but the member’s comment is right. If people are eligible for money
under another act, the fact is that they will still be eligible for money under this provision of this bill. The
member has that right.

Mr HORAN: For example, if people are in a drought declared area—this probably pertains more
to stock, but let us say it is a badly drought declared area—there might be some arrangements such as
carry-on finance or it might be some form of government assistance. The dam might have run dry and
there is no water, so there is some special arrangement. Even though it might not be under an act—it
might just be some special form of assistance—does that assistance still apply in the event that they
have the double whammy of a pest and have to have destruction and so forth?

Mr NUTTALL: The answer to the first part of the member’s question is yes, and the answer to the
second part is that it will not affect it. So they will still be eligible.

Clause 7, as read, agreed to.
Clause 8—
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr HORAN (5.40 pm): I was just getting some advice on agriculture from the member for

Yeerongpilly. He has a very good DPIF research facility in his area, but I understand it is being moved.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr HORAN: No, the tennis centre is further up, actually—where the power station is. I digress.

There is not a lot to this amendment. It is purely about the delegation by the chief executive. This clause
is about determining the seriousness of particular events so that the delegation of power to bring in
these particular arrangements—that is, to move into an agreement and so forth—is restricted to people
at a very high level. As I understand it, this amendment means that the only person who can authorise
entering into these agreements that we have been talking about is either the minister or the chief
executive—that is, the director-general. That is how I understand it. I ask the minister to confirm that.

Mr NUTTALL: Yes. Again, the member has got it right. It is either the minister himself or the
director-general in Queensland—or whoever the person is at that equivalent level in the other states—
but nobody else. That is in Queensland, anyway.

Clause 8, as read, agreed to.
Clauses 9 and 10, as read, agreed to.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time.

SUCCESSION AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 23 August (see p. 2589).
Mr McARDLE (Caloundra—Lib) (5.42 pm): It gives me pleasure to rise tonight to talk to the

Succession Amendment Bill, and I start by saying that the opposition will be supporting the terms of the
bill. The succession laws of England became the succession laws of Australia upon colonisation.
However, during the 20th century the states and territories enacted their own legislation and, as a result,
no two states or territories currently have the same succession laws. There are numerous differences in
the legislation between each state and territory, with some being substantial and others minor. It is
important, therefore, to note that the bill before us stems from the uniform succession laws project as
initiated by the Standing Committee of Attorneys-General in 1991 and coordinated by the Queensland
Law Reform Commission.
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In 1995 the attorneys-general of each state and territory nominated a person to sit on a national
committee for uniform succession laws for Australian states and territories. This national committee
determined that four areas of succession law should be examined—the law of wills, family provision,
intestacy and estate administration. In December 1997 the QLRC released its report No. 52, Law of
wills, in which it was recommended that a model bill contained within the national committee’s
consolidated report to the Standing Committee of Attorneys-General on the law of wills should be
adopted. Consequentially, the Succession Amendment Bill 2005 was introduced into the Queensland
parliament on 22 August 2005.

Given the level of consultation that has occurred over the many years in relation to the issues
raised, it is fair to suggest that the bill has a strong level of general consensus within the legal profession
and the judiciary. As I said, the opposition does not believe that there are major issues with the
proposals advanced and will therefore be supporting them. There are, however, a number of comments
that can be made on the proposals as advanced. It is important for people to understand that the law of
wills is complex and that strict requirements exist which, if not complied with, can result in the will being
invalid. A fundamental principle is that a person to make a will must have testamentary capacity—that is,
the mental capacity to make the will and know and approve of the contents of the will. In many ways this
is the basic thrust of this bill—that is, to provide opportunities for people who do not have the capacity,
for one reason or another, to execute, revoke, amend or vary a will.

Under the current law, a person under the age of 18 years is not allowed to make a will unless
they are married. This means that if that person dies and leaves an estate it is dealt with under the laws
of intestacy, which means the minor has no control over where assets should be placed after their death.
Given today’s world and the capacity for young people to acquire a major asset base and in fact to
marry, that is simply untenable. The bill therefore provides a number of provisions in relation to minors
who intend to marry or who are married.

Firstly, section 6 will allow minors who are to marry to make a will in contemplation of marriage
which they may alter or revoke, but such a will is of no effect if the marriage contemplated does not take
place. Secondly, a minor who is married may make, alter or revoke a will. Thirdly, where a minor’s
marriage has ended either by divorce or otherwise the minor may revoke part or all of the will, but it is
noted that in those circumstances the minor cannot make a new will. Section 6 does not require a court
to consent to the making of the will, and these changes bring the law into line with Commonwealth
legislation concerning marriageable age.

The bill then proceeds to deal with how wills must be executed. In particular, there is now no
longer the requirement that witnesses must sign the will in the presence of each other, but they both
must see the testator sign the will. Witnesses and testator need not sign the will at the foot of the page.
Nor is there a requirement for an attestation clause and nor do witnesses have to be aware that they are
attesting to a document that is a will. The only possible question there is, of course, one of practical
impact. I would imagine that it would be rare for a legal practitioner to not have each page of the
document signed by the testator and witnesses, nor to not have an attestation clause.

The bill then moves to discuss interested witnesses who are in essence beneficiaries who
witness the will. In the past, dispositions to interested witnesses were in fact void. That is now partially
overturned within the terms of this bill. The new section 11 continues that premise but will allow the
disposition to flow in certain circumstances, including where at least two of the people who attested the
execution are not interested witnesses, thus of course implying that at least three people did sign as
witnesses or that all persons who would benefit directly from the avoidance of the disposition consent in
writing to it proceeding or the court is satisfied the testator knew and approved of the disposition and
such disposition was made free and voluntarily by the testator.

Similarly, in relation to interpreters the bill, through new section 12, makes it clear that an
interpreter can benefit if those who would directly benefit from the avoidance of the disposition consent
in writing or the court is satisfied that the testator knew and approved of the disposition and it was made
freely and voluntarily by the testator. Of course, it would always be more prudent in those circumstances
not to have a beneficiary as a witness under the terms of the will, and it would also be prudent not to
have an interpreter as a witness under the terms of any will or to be provided for by way of a disposition
under the terms of the document. That would avoid all problems whatsoever. In many cases I suspect
that that would be the attitude adopted by most people in relation to executing wills. In my opinion it
certainly would be prudent to take on board a safer attitude, thus avoiding any complications at a later
date. However, the amendment is a positive step forward in some aspects. Sections 14 and 15 deal with
the effect of marriage, divorce or annulment on a will, while section 16 deals with how a will may be
altered. Section 17 is concerned with reviving or revoking a will.

One of the most important sections within the terms of the bill is that under the heading of ‘Powers
of the court’. The Supreme Court in Queensland has jurisdiction in respect of all matters concerning the
estates of deceased persons. The District Court has jurisdiction as part of its general civil jurisdiction up
to its monetary limits but has no jurisdiction over the issue of grants or representation and associated
matters. Section 18 grants the court jurisdiction to dispense with the execution requirements in
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establishing whether a document or part was intended to form a will, alteration or revocation thereof.
The real question here will be intention—that is, the intention of the deceased. The court, in looking at
this question, can have regard to such matters it deems relevant to arrive at its decision.

Division 4 of the amending legislation is, as I said, headed ‘Powers of court’ and incorporates a
number of provisions. One of the most important of those provisions deals with the power of a court in
section 19 to authorise a minor to make, alter or revoke a will or part of a will outside of the rights of
minors to do so in contemplation of marriage or if they are married. Either a minor or a person on behalf
of a minor can make an application for such an order, but the court is required to make the order only if
certain requirements are met as contained in subsection 3 of section 19, including that the minor
understands the nature and effect of the proposed document. In particular, a court has to approve the
proposed will, alteration or revocation. It is made very clear that merely an order made by the court does
not of itself make, alter or revoke the will. The further step of putting the order into effect is required.

It is important to understand that the bill will not give a minor general capacity to make a will.
Rather, the approval is for a specific will. This is a significant departure from the current legislation, but it
is also an important departure. We have to acknowledge that changes in technology and the capacity to
earn income, to be awarded large sums of money by way of damages and to receive inheritance monies
is a norm in today’s society. There are many people under the age of 18 years who can acquire a
significant asset base over time or inherit or receive funds from a number of sources. In those cases,
that person upon his death prior to 18 years of age has no control over where monies are placed as they
are dealt with according to the laws of intestacy. In many circumstances, it would be prudent for such a
will to be made, and the provisions in the bill will allow the court to make appropriate orders.

However, there is also the additional protection in these circumstances in that one of the
witnesses to a will or other document approved by the court must be the registrar of the court. I note that
under the new section 19(4) the court may make the order on conditions that it considers appropriate. I
wonder if the Attorney could make comment in her reply on conditions that she could see being
applicable by the court making other orders that may well be appropriate in addition to the terms of the
will being made as asked for by the minor. To complement the power contained herein, the legislation
under new section 33X will recognise as valid in Queensland wills made in other jurisdictions that have
similar legislation. That is, a will made by a minor in a jurisdiction other than Queensland would be
recognised in this state under that jurisdiction’s act. 

One of the important changes contained within the bill are those in proposed new sections 21 to
28 permitting a court to authorise a will to be made, altered or revoked for persons who do not have
testamentary capacity. A person can be born without capacity or, through age, injury or ill health, that
capacity can be lost. Additionally, the need for this provision may stem from the fact that there are many
people in our community who, as a consequence of litigation or other circumstances, obtain a large
payment of money but do not have capacity allowing them to make a will. In addition, there are many
wills in existence at this point that are years old and may not be relevant to the testator’s circumstances
but which cannot be changed as the person no longer has the capacity. The prime example there is
people who made wills many years ago and then developed Alzheimer’s or dementia of some
description which removes their capacity to make a will. This provision will give the court jurisdiction in
certain circumstances to make such a will. Thus, this is a very important provision and one that can
rectify a real problem in our community, particularly if we consider that our population is ageing and, in
fact, we are living longer than any other time in the history of mankind. Further, the percentage of people
who are ageing is, in fact, greater than any other period of time. If I am correct, the average age now for
males and females is roughly 77 and 82. So these provisions with regard to people who suffer from
dementia or other capacity draining ailments are very important. 

These new sections, in fact, give the court the power to, as it were, stand in the shoes of the
person and can make, alter or revoke a will under certain terms and conditions.These new sections are
very strict as to the requirements that need to be met, in particular those contained within proposed new
section 23, which encompasses 12 pieces or types of information that must be presented with any
application seeking leave to apply for an order under new section 21. Of course, in these circumstances
the court in considering the making of orders will be concerned about many matters, one being that the
proposed order will eliminate potential beneficiaries under the laws of intestacy. As I said, the bill
provides a thorough check list before the court can move forward to grant leave. I note in particular that
a draft of the proposed will, alteration or revocation is to be included in any application.

Proposed new section 24 sets out very strict requirements with which the court must be satisfied
before it is prepared to make an order and proposed new section 26 again requires that one of the
witnesses to sign the will must be the registrar. The registrar is required under the terms of the new
legislation to hold certain wills. The first is any will made by a minor which must be held until that minor
attains 18 years of age and has capacity or where the court makes an order revoking the will of a minor
or authorising the will to be revoked. The same applies to a will made in regard to a person who does
not have the required testamentary capacity. This bill thus puts in place provisions whereby wills of this
nature are held by the registrar in a secure environment until an appropriate order or other trigger
occurs.
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A concept in the bill is the power of a court to rectify a will if there has been a clerical error or the
will does not give effect to the testator’s instructions, though an application for an order to rectify a will
must be made within six months of the date of death of the deceased. Such time limitations can be
extended in certain circumstances. In times gone by, it has been exceedingly difficult to have a court
look at other material to divine the wishes of a testator.

Recently, the Supreme Court heard the case of Prosper v Wojtowicz and others, with judgement
delivered on 24 June of this year. That case involved whether the court could read the contents of the
will with that of a letter signed and dated the day before the decease suicided. The court ruled that the
handwritten note could not be read with the will as it was not made at the time the will was executed,
which is one of the preconditions for that to occur. Further, it could not be read as a codicil as it was not
executed in the presence of, and signed by, two witnesses as required by the current Succession Act.
The question arose as to whether the doctrine of substantial compliance contained in section 9(a) of the
act could be utilised to validate the letter of instruction as a codicil. However, again the document was
not executed in substantial compliance with the requirement of the act and, therefore, could not be
incorporated into the terms of the will. I am not saying the circumstances in that case could be rectified
by the terms of this bill. However, it is possible that that type of case may fall within the ambit of the
meaning and intention of this bill.

In many circumstances, there has been great difficulty in people obtaining a copy of a will to
ascertain if that person is a beneficiary or people or persons with whom they live, such as children, are
entitled to receive a benefit under the terms of the deceased’s will. This can often occur when children of
a deceased are contemplating taking proceedings on the terms of the will, but the executor or executrix
is not prepared to release the document. Proposed new section 33Z makes it clear that certain persons
are entitled to inspect the will or a copy thereof or obtain a certified copy of the will. Those who are
allowed to either see or obtain a copy of the will are deemed ‘an entitled person’ which is defined to
incorporate many people, including a person who would be entitled to a share of the estate or, if the
testator had died intestate, the spouse, parent or issue of the deceased or a parent or guardian of a
minor mentioned in the will.

This provision will apply irrespective of when the testater dies as per new section 76 of the
transitional provisions. 

Mr Lawlor: You ought to table this and sell it.
Mr McARDLE: I intend to do several copies and pass it around the House. The member is dying

to get a copy. He cannot wait. I will do that immediately. 
Mr Lawlor interjected. 
Mr McARDLE: I will put a DVD out forthwith. Proposed new section 49A allows maintenance

distributions to be made in certain circumstances, and I will refer the Attorney to that in the consideration
stage of the debate providing I maintain the interest of the members at the back here who are clearly the
full bench in full flow at this time. The bill is said to have been a long time coming. I can also say that the
law in this state in regard to wills et cetera has been very badly neglected. It is now time for this sort of—

Honourable members interjected.
Mr McARDLE: Let me finish.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fouras): Order! I hope the members down the back have not

stopped you from continuing. 
Mr McARDLE: If I heard a negative cry, I would be devastated. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: All right. 
Mr McARDLE: If I may, let me have one more minute and then I will adjourn the debate. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: You can have two. 
Mr McARDLE: In this state, this area of the law has been neglected for some time. This is a very

forward-thinking process. I commend the Attorney-General for bringing it to the parliament. With those
few comments, to the accolade of my friends down the back and with their full consent, I ask that the
debate be now adjourned. 

Debate, on motion of Mr McArdle, adjourned. 

SPECIAL ADJOURNMENT
Hon. LD LAVARCH (Kurwongbah—ALP) (Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) (6.01 pm): I

move—
That the House, at its rising, do adjourn until 9.30 am tomorrow.

Motion agreed to.
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ADJOURNMENT
Hon. LD LAVARCH (Kurwongbah—ALP) (Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) (6.01 pm): I

move—
That the House do now adjourn.

Gympie Hospital, Public Dental Clinic
Miss ELISA ROBERTS (Gympie—Ind) (6.01 pm): This morning my office was contacted by one

of the dentists from the Gympie Hospital public dental clinic advising that two dentists had resigned and
as a result the clinic is not able to get through the waiting list as it had been able to over the past 18
months. When people require emergency treatment, the public clinic tries to refer patients to private
dentists in the area. However, there is only one dentist who is prepared to take public patients. I have
been advised that there are nine separate waiting lists for dental treatment, with patients allotted to a
specific list depending upon the urgency of the individual case.

 I find it amazing that the Beattie government can justify spending $1.7 million on artwork for the
state’s public hospitals but cannot offer enough money to private dentists in order to make it financially
worth while for them to take public cases. Pretty pictures in public hospitals are cold comfort to people
who have no teeth or painful gums. The time for the state to stop blaming the federal government for
withdrawing its funding for dental treatment is long past. The responsibility for public dental services
rests with the state government. It is time it stopped shirking its responsibilities and did something
proactive about reducing the Third World levels of waiting list times in this state for dental treatment.

 Putting fluoride in the water is not the answer to this problem. People who have lived all their
lives with fluoridated water can still have numerous dental problems. I can personally attest to that. With
an ageing population, teeth and gum care is going to become more and more of a problem for this
government. Placing fluoride in the water will not make much of a difference to people in my electorate
as my residents drink tank water and many others drink bottled water. Let us not wait until an inquiry into
the state’s dental hospitals is required; let us do something now, like subsidising private dentists in
regional communities. They may be then more inclined to assist in reducing the waiting lists for dental
treatment. The government could also work on improving the working conditions for public dentists so
that there is some incentive for dentists to work in the public sector. 

Breaking the Unemployment Cycle
Mr FINN (Yeerongpilly—ALP) (6.03 pm): The Breaking the Unemployment Cycle program is

delivering great benefits to Queensland and providing many long-term unemployed people with the
opportunity to develop skills that will see them restore their job market competitiveness. In recent times
I have been pleased to represent the Minister for Employment, Training and Industrial Relations on
three occasions in my electorate to recognise the achievements of people assisted under this program
and through the Community Jobs Plan. Twice I have attended graduation ceremonies at the
Construction Training Centre at Salisbury, where Community Jobs Plan funding has provided a paid
training program for long-term unemployed people.

A few weeks ago I represented the minister at a celebration of the work of trainees in the Setting
the Future in Concrete project. This project enabled 10 people who have experienced much hardship in
their lives—most of them had spent time in a correctional facility—to gain critical construction skills. The
project provided these people with 13 weeks employment and the delivery of a training program in 12
competencies ranging from an accredited Certificate III in general construction to the full Certificate I.
These people now have skills in concreting, steel fixing, forklift operating, scaffolding, workplace first
aid, confined place safety, elevated working platforms and safe work practices at heights. Such skills are
in demand in the workplace. Of the 10 participants at that graduation ceremony, eight had received
employment offers prior to the completion of the course. A similar result was also achieved by the group
trained in the first round of this project.

Clearly, the best outcomes of this project are associated with the opportunities and the new lease
of life that emerges for participants in the project. Following the graduation, I spoke with several of them
who said that without this program they would still be wondering how they were going to find work.
Perhaps most moving was the frankness with which many of these graduates spoke of how their
confidence was rebuilt by participating in the project. Several told me of a decline in their social skills
and their sense of self-worth taking a battering the longer they spent out of work. For some, the hardest
part of the project was not the hard work or the skill development—and if members looked at what they
achieved they would see that there was a lot of hard manual work involved in the project—but rather the
difficulty they had in fronting up to work with a group of strangers and being confident of their abilities. 

I pay tribute to the great work of Rick Elliott and all of the team at the Construction Training
Centre. The partnership between the construction industry and the state government at the centre is
delivering training programs to benefit both the industry and the Queensland economy. On behalf of the
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state government and, indeed, the participants I spoke to, I pay particular tribute to Ms Pam Anderson.
Although the state government was pleased to contribute the funds, Pam was the key to its success.
She provided great support and advice to all participants and worked very hard to find employment
opportunities post the training program. I thank her for her commitment and I congratulate all
participants. 

Queensland Racing, Central West Office
Mr JOHNSON (Gregory—NPA) (6.05 pm): I wish to bring to the attention of the House the

situation surrounding the Central West Queensland office of Queensland Racing, which is located at
Barcaldine. That office has been an integral part of the central west racing calendar since time
immemorial. Stipes have been based at that centre and it has been a very important part of western
Queensland racing. With the formation of the new Country Racing Committee, it has been brought to my
attention that this office will cease to operate. An officer will be retained in Barcaldine but the office will
close. 

I implore the minister to make certain that office is retained. Today I have spoken with Mr Bill
Ludwig, the chair of the board of Queensland Racing, and he has assured me that he will be looking at
every avenue by which to retain that office. 

Mr Horan: That’s where his tree is. 
Mr JOHNSON: That is right, the Tree of Knowledge. I take that interjection from my colleague the

member for Toowoomba South. Barcaldine is the home of the Labor Party. 
The country racing calendar is a very important facet of western Queensland life. I refer to the

famous Birdsville races, the Hall of Fame Cup, the Tree of Knowledge Cup and the Matilda Highway
Race series. All of these magnificent race meetings are organised out of the central west office. I ask:
has the Country Racing Committee been convened to reorganise country racing or is it just a rubber-
stamp for the major clubs in Queensland? The members of this Country Racing Committee are very
astute businesspeople and they are very astute racing people. That know what is needed for the
retention and the ongoing viability of country racing. 

Country racing is one of the few things that rural and remote Queensland has left. Country race
meetings are major social events. This Saturday night we will see the break-up of the racing association
at Longreach. I ask the minister, the Hon. Rob Schwarten, in conjunction with the major players in
Queensland Racing, to retain that office in Barcaldine. That stipe and other officials should be based in
Barcaldine so that they can take a hands-on approach to the operation of the central western area. I bet
if anyone said, ‘We are going to take the office for the south-west racing association out of Toowoomba
and put it here in Brisbane,’ their suggestion would go down like a lead balloon. The same would apply
if the northern office was centralised in Brisbane. That is not on. I ask the minister to intervene. 

Coffee Club Springwood, Franchisee of the Year
Ms STONE (Springwood—ALP) (6.09 pm): I would like to inform the House of a business in the

Springwood electorate that employs 65 team members. Those team members are 65 people who work
and live in the local community. Coffee Club Springwood and Loganholme are very proud to be
employers of locals. The franchise owners, the Lane family, are respected and well known in the Logan
community. They have informed me that they, along with their team, have had a champagne year. They
have won a list of awards as long as my arm. The first award, the Logan and Albert Quest Business
Achievers Award for the best casual dining, went to Coffee Club Springwood. The second award, the
Logan and Albert Quest Business Achievers and Logan Chamber of Commerce Award, went to Coffee
Club Loganholme. Coffee Club Loganholme is situated in the piazza area of the Logan Hyperdome. The
business is in its first year and to win this award is a huge achievement. Congratulations must go to
Kellie Lane and her team for building that success. 

There are 110 coffee clubs in Australia that are in the running for the National Coffee Club
Franchisee of the Year Award. This year I am very proud to inform the House that the national award
winners for the Coffee Club Franchisee of the Year are Springwood and Loganholme. Barry and Jenny
Lane, along with their daughters, have made these two coffee clubs award winning. Dining at their
establishments is always a pleasant experience and one that I like to do very often. Excellent customer
service and a high-quality product are their No. 1 priorities. They tell me they achieve this through
building a strong team that also has the same priorities and whose main focus is on achieving the best
dining experience for customers. This award demonstrates that they are certainly achieving their
priorities. However, it does not stop there. They were nominees for the Franchise Council of Australia—
Franchisee of the Year Queensland. Fifteen finalists of all franchises in Queensland—known in the
industry as the best of the best—compete in the Franchise Council of Australia—Franchisee of the Year
Queensland. Out of the 15 finalists they came second. That is an outstanding achievement. 

This champagne year, as the Lane family refers to it, gives recognition to their dedication and
commitment to high-quality service. It also pays tribute to the hard work of their team. The Lane family
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are well known for their community service. They believe in giving back to the community that supports
them. Shailer Park State High School hospitality students receive work experience opportunities and
recognition awards, and the student who wins the major Lane Award for hospitality also gets a job offer.
They support junior sports and various community organisations in the Springwood electorate and they
support the Logan City Special School. They employ locals and they certainly deserve the awards they
have won this year. I thank them for their important contribution to our community, and ‘where will I meet
you’? Coffee Club Springwood or Loganholme, of course! 

Harristown State High School, Special Education Unit
Mr HORAN (Toowoomba South—NPA) (6.11 pm): Tonight I want to speak about the very

important need for a purpose-built special education unit at the Harristown State High School in
Toowoomba. Harristown State High School is one of the great schools in Queensland. It has an
attendance of some 1,750 students. So big and popular has the school become that it has actually had
to have some restrictions placed on the entry level at year 8. It is a school that has excelled throughout
the state and nationally in its teaching and tuition, in the giving of life skills to those of all intellects—be
they high academic achievers or those who wish to get a good grounding at school. It has been
outstanding in its musicals, in its orchestras and in its rock eisteddfod. It has been outstanding in sport,
particularly in Rugby League and volleyball. It is a wonderful school. I stand in admiration of what that
school has achieved, and the pride developed in that school has been amazing. 

Next year Harristown State High School will have 85 special needs students. Of those students,
17 will be in wheelchairs. In the past that school had a number of demountables—about 12. Over the
years the education department has gradually got rid of them and there are only three left. But to now
think about putting another special needs unit in a demountable is just not right. These children and their
families deserve the best. I have been told by concerned parents who have looked into this that a
purpose-built building put on a concrete slab could be better orientated. It would not have the ramps
going to go up to the veranda, along and then down again and up to another building that they have.
Because of the topography of the ground, it would be just perfect on a slab. 

There are a number of other problems such as access and the setting down of the students
because many of these students come to school in taxis. Many of these students require assistance
during the day with toileting and so forth. As I said, there will be 85 students next year with special
needs and 30 teachers will be working in that special education unit. I think the parents, families, staff
and students deserve the best. If we can build a better building, a purpose-built building, for the same or
less money, let us do that. That is the least we can do for the children. I ask the minister and the
education department to look into this. 

I thank the regional director of the south-west region who has sent me some lists of modifications
they are going to do. But it is not about modifications to a demountable. The days of demountables are
gone. For a school of the size and achievement of Harristown, let us build a decent facility for the same
price that caters properly for the needs of these 85 kids, their 30 teachers and their proud parents. 

Schoolies Week
Mr LAWLOR (Southport—ALP) (6.14 pm): The provision of support and safety services for

schoolies week on the Gold Coast this year was a partnership between the Queensland government,
the Gold Coast City Council and event coordinators, Surfers Paradise Management. Together, the
partnership members developed, organised and delivered a coordinated program of diversionary
activities and support services. I actually visited Surfers Paradise during schoolies week and found
young people having a good time and the police were very pleasant.

Mr Langbroek: The oldest toolie there. 
Mr LAWLOR: No, I was not. Maybe we should have another category when people my age hang

out in Surfers Paradise—schoolies, toolies and droolies. The result was a safe and enjoyable schoolies
celebration for 30,000 Queensland school leavers. They were a credit to their schools, their families and
themselves. The media hysteria was completely unwarranted. I imagine that if there were 30,000 pigeon
fanciers in one place there would be more trouble than there was with these school leavers. It was a
schoolies week of which the organisers and the participants can feel proud because they all helped to
make it safe and enjoyable for the school leavers. 

Gold Coast Superintendent Brett Pointing said that on day 1 there were 39 people arrested and
none of them were schoolies. On day 2 there were 65 people arrested and nine of them were schoolies.
On probably the worst day, day 10, there were 58 people arrested and 22 of them were schoolies. So
we can see just from that sample of figures that most of the trouble is caused by non-school leavers.
Schoolies week is a gathering of young people which will happen despite the simplistic calls from some
quarters for the government to ban it. That is a ridiculous suggestion. When I left school in 1965, even
though it was not called schoolies—I went to boarding school—

Mr Horan: You had to repeat three times, too. 
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Mr LAWLOR: Grade 12 was the toughest three years of my life, that is for sure. We came home
and left Ashgrove to go down the coast. And there were students from St Laurence’s, Nudgee, Terrace
and Grammar—everyone. Everyone went down there. 

Mr Hayward: Who did all the drinking? 
Mr LAWLOR: We did a little bit of drinking, but it was not known as schoolies then. By the way, it

was going on long before 1965. Some schoolies do get into trouble because of high spirits and youthful
exuberance, but that is a minuscule percentage of those who are there to enjoy the activities and the
company of their friends before embarking on work or travel or further study. 

I thank everyone who worked at schoolies week, including volunteers, police, paramedics, other
Emergency Services staff, and representatives from charities and community organisations. More than
1,400 volunteers were involved in schoolies. They included people from the Gold Coast City Council,
Nick Ryan and Liz Pommer from the Queensland government, Colette McCool and Ray McNab from the
council, and Mark Reaburn, who was the independent chair of the board. Mark Reaburn is a personal
friend of mine but also a Gold Coast solicitor with a strong background in community involvement and a
legendary surf-lifesaver. Congratulations to all involved in schoolies week. 

Public Transport, Eastern Suburbs
Mr CALTABIANO (Chatsworth—Lib) (6.17 pm): The forced announcement of the eastern

busway by the minister two weeks ago is starting to turn into another eastern toll road for this
government. What has ensued has been of great concern to local residents: a proposal for a freeway
style bus corridor that goes down route option A—a new corridor through residential areas. The second
option, option B, is shown along Old Cleveland Road. It, of course, is not possible to build a freeway
style bus corridor along Old Cleveland Road because it would block off the side streets and conflict with
the intersections. In reality, the residents are being told that there is only one option—right through the
middle of their properties. 

It is time to stop the half-truths and consult properly over the need for mass transit movement in
the south-eastern corridor of Brisbane. Dumping a half-baked plan on the table and saying take or leave
it is simply not acceptable. Where has the consideration been for new bus lanes on Old Cleveland Road
not taking out existing road space? Where has the consideration been of a new underground suburban
rail link for the south-eastern suburbs of Brisbane? It should be back to the drawing board and start
again: identify the problem and work with the community to develop solutions, not tell them, ‘This is what
you are getting.’ 

Public transport throughout Brisbane over the last 13 years from 1991 to 2004 has highlighted the
failings of the Labor Party at multiple levels of government. Here in Brisbane Labor had 13 years to get
the city moving and they said they would. They did not integrate trains, buses and ferries. They had 13
years to achieve it—they did not. They said they would get more people on buses—they had 13 years to
achieve it and they failed. They said they would aircondition the bus fleet—they had 13 years to achieve
it and they failed.

Over the past 18 months, under Liberal Lord Mayor Campbell Newman’s direction, the council
has shown significant commitment to getting more people onto public transport. It has provided 240 new
airconditioned gas-fired buses and will aircondition 320 existing buses in the fleet. It is also working
cooperatively with the state to achieve the first integration of buses, ferries and trains Queensland has
ever seen.

In preparation for the 2006 school year, school bus services, particularly in Brisbane’s eastern
suburbs, need to be re-evaluated. I have had numerous complaints through my electorate office about
the inadequacy of school bus services. I table a non-conforming petition from residents regarding a lack
of appropriate afternoon services going to the Anglican Church Grammar School, Cavendish Road
State High School, Loreto and Lourdes Hill. It is hoped that the minister will review this and work with
these parents to see the problems rectified prior to the beginning of the next school year. 

Storm Damage
Hon. KW HAYWARD (Kallangur—ALP) (6.20 pm): On Sunday afternoon, a huge thunderstorm

passed through Narangba, a suburb in the Caboolture shire in my electorate of Kallangur. I am pleased
to see that the Minister for Energy is present in the chamber, because I am sure that Sunday afternoon
would have been a fairly demanding time for him and his staff. 

As has been reported, a line of thunderstorms caused disruption to the power grid and some
property damage in parts of south-east Queensland on that day. It has been reported that up to 30,000
homes and businesses were without power in the eastern and southern suburbs of Brisbane, in
Caloundra to the city’s north and in Ipswich to the west. More than 5,000 lightning strikes were recorded
in an hour. This delayed efforts to repair the damage. The storms dumped a record amount of rain on
some parts of Brisbane, and winds reached more than 40 kilometres an hour in Moreton Bay.  It was a
pretty demanding time for the various services throughout Brisbane. 
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The storm cell that occurred over the Narangba area was extremely intense and was
accompanied by lightning, rain and very high winds. The storm cell was so intense but so isolated. I had
to go to a meeting to hand out trophies at the Burpengary Pony Club in the neighbouring suburb of
Burpengary on Sunday afternoon and, seeing what was going on in Narangba, I rang them to ask
whether the event was still on. They said, ‘It’s okay here. There is no wind or anything like what you are
talking about.’ So I headed down to Burpengary. The interesting thing about the isolation is that nothing
else was happening, except in that Narangba area. 

We now know that something described as a mini tornado had ripped through a part of Narangba.
Apart from a number of trees and branches being blown down around Narangba and the Forest Ridge
area, the fiercest part of the windstorm concentrated in particular on partly unroofing and seriously
damaging two houses, and the local timber retail business, Narangba Timbers, received extensive
damage to its industrial shed. So the actual tornado effect concentrated on those particular three
properties. 

I met with the owners and residents of these properties when I went to the site on Monday
afternoon. The damage was extensive, but the residents were generally in good spirits. They all made
the point that they were pleased that, despite the ferocity of the event that had occurred, no-one was
injured. When asked, they told me that Emergency Services, the SES and the police had provided
support and that an insurance assessor was to determine the damage. It is a very stressful situation for
the people involved, and I look forward to the respective insurance companies quickly assessing the
damage and making due restitution to those affected residents. 

Telecommunications
Mr HOBBS (Warrego—NPA) (6.23 pm): Tonight I wish to talk about the changeover in technology

in relation to telecommunications in Queensland. Many people, particularly on the other side of the
House, have a belief that telecommunications, particularly in rural Queensland, are really bad. They are
not that bad. I mean, we could always have more improvements. But the reality is that the new
technology that will replace CDMA—what they call 3G—will be of great benefit and will be world-class.
We really should not be knocking it, because it is what we need. It will give wider and better coverage
than exists today. 

The new network uses the same 850 megahertz frequency and booster technology approach
used by Telstra’s existing CDMA network, thereby providing the same broad coverage in rural areas
without the need for extra base stations. So there is no need to replace the whole box and dice. CDMA
works on line of sight, whereas digital actually works from a distance. It goes to a certain distance and
then stops. CDMA is actually a far better system. Digital phones do not work in many places; however,
under the new system one phone will work all over Australia. That is very important. There is nothing
worse than people coming out and finding that their phones do not work. There is also a safety element
to this issue. 

This change will effectively remove the divide between city and country customers. The latest 3G
service includes video calling and fast mobile internet services. In other words, people can hop on a
horse and have access to high-speed internet as they ride around. 

Ms Liddy Clark interjected. 
Mr HOBBS: I would love for the member for Clayfield to come to my area and experience that

new technology. People in the city areas already have access to this technology, but people in my area
do not. 

Also, city based customers travelling in regional areas will have significantly improved service.
One aspect of 3G is that it will provide better service within buildings. There is nothing worse in marginal
areas than losing service upon entering a building. It also provides better highway coverage. CDMA
does not work too well overseas; the new technology does, because there is increased access to global
destinations and GSM’s extensive global-roaming service. It will be a great benefit. 

Time expired. 

Weipa Health Precinct
Mr O’BRIEN (Cook—ALP) (6.27 pm): Today I welcome the tabling by the member for Ipswich

West of the Public Works Committee’s report No. 94 on the soon-to-be-constructed Weipa health
precinct on western Cape York Peninsula. I would ask that honourable members take the time to read
the report. In particular I draw their attention to page 46. Page 46 shows a copy of an ad that was placed
in the Weipa Bulletin just prior to the 9 October 2004 federal election by the Liberal member for
Leichhardt, Warren Entsch, indicating that he had a plan to secure $5 million for a greenfield site for a
new hospital. I table for the information of members an article which appeared in the Cairns Post on 22
September 2005 indicating that the Commonwealth had announced it will contribute only $300,000
towards the project. This member of the Queensland Liberal Party shamelessly asked the electors of
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Weipa for their support on the basis that he would provide $5 million for a new hospital. Then after the
election, he could come up with only a fraction of that amount. 

This matter, occurring in an isolated community far from the media spotlight in Brisbane, should
stand as a clear warning that the word of members of the Queensland Liberal Party cannot be trusted
when it comes to health matters in this state. They will say anything to get themselves elected, even if
that means betraying the ordinary citizens of communities like Weipa and their aspirations for a new
hospital. The public record now clearly demonstrates the Liberal Party’s duplicitous nature on health
matters.

Thankfully, the Beattie Labor government has committed $27 million for the new hospital. I can
assure the citizens of Weipa that we will deliver every cent of it, as promised. Where the Liberals have
promised and not even attempted to deliver, we will ensure that Weipa gets the health facilities it richly
deserves. 

Motion agreed to.
The House adjourned at 6.29 pm.
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