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THURSDAY, 11 SEPTEMBER 2008

Legislative Assembly

The Legislative Assembly met at 9.30 am.
Mr Speaker (Hon. MF Reynolds, Townsville) read prayers and took the chair.
Mr Speaker acknowledged the traditional owners of the land upon which this parliament is

assembled and the custodians of the sacred lands of our state. 

PRIVILEGE

Referral to Members’ Ethics and Parliamentary Privileges Committee
Mr GIBSON (Gympie—NPA) (9.32 am): I rise on a matter of privilege. The former minister for the

environment, the member for Mundingburra, it appears has misled the parliament with regard to an
answer to a question on notice in relation to a Mr Michael Gloster and visitors centres in the Noosa
parks area. I will be writing to you with the details and asking you to refer it to the Members’ Ethics and
Parliamentary Privileges Committee. 

Mr SPEAKER: I will await your letter.

Further Answer to Question; Shield Laws
Hon. KG SHINE (Toowoomba North—ALP) (Attorney-General and Minister for Justice and

Minister Assisting the Premier in Western Queensland) (9.32 am): Yesterday I made a ministerial
statement in response to a question from the member for Cunningham asking if I had been made aware
of a situation where a member of the media has been called before the Crime and Misconduct
Commission and asked to provide details of the source of their information. At the time, and on advice
from the CMC, I informed the House that I had not been made aware of a situation where a reporter had
been asked to reveal a source. 

The advice given to me by the CMC was that within the CMC’s corporate memory no journalist
has been called to a CMC inquiry and asked to reveal the details of the source of his or her information.
Last night after my statement in the House the Chairman of the CMC, Mr Robert Needham, advised my
office that the information provided to me by the CMC was not correct. The CMC has now informed me
that there was one previous occasion where a journalist was asked for information about sources. The
chairman has advised me that the commission took no action against that journalist as a result of the
journalist’s failure to reveal a source. Mr Needham reinforced my statement yesterday that the CMC has
a policy that it does not call journalists to hearings to reveal their sources. 

Of the many CMC or CJC inquiries since 1989, this is the only case of which I am now aware
where a journalist was asked for a source. I repeat that no action was taken against that journalist when
the journalist declined to reveal the information. 

SPEAKER’S RULING

Tabled Papers, Out of Order
Mr SPEAKER: On 21 February 2007 I made a statement regarding tabled papers. I noted that

with regard to the tabling of documents the Queensland Legislative Assembly is very liberal compared
to other houses of parliament. The particular distinction in this House is that members have an almost
unfettered right to table documents, at least in the first instance, unless those tablings offend standing
orders. In most other houses of parliament the tabling of documents is limited to particular classes of
documents or tablings by ministers of the Crown only, unless the leave of the House or the chair is first
sought and given. For example, in the UK House of Commons, the Canadian House of Commons and
the Australian House of Representatives, private members have no right to table papers without the
specific consent of the House. 

It is with a growing sense of disappointment that I note that this week there has been a number of
matters tabled that are bulky and the tabling of which serves no purpose. I would ask members to
carefully consider the items they are tabling, given that such items, when tabled, have to be stored at
public expense forever. It is simply not necessary to table documents and items such as placards, a
ream of photocopies of front pages of documents probably already tabled and extracts from the House’s
own records of proceedings. Members can make their point without tabling those items. If members
wish the right to table matters to remain unfettered then they must be responsible in their tablings. If not,
I will have no hesitation in taking this matter to the Standing Orders Committee myself. 
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Last night the member for Warrego tabled two placards in the House which, under previous
rulings, would not be allowed to be displayed in the chamber. The tablings are essentially a way to
circumvent those rulings. I have therefore ruled the tabling of these placards out of order and directed
the Clerk to return the placards to the member.

Mr Hobbs interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: The member for Warrego may well joke about this. He has form in this and he will

not wriggle his way out of it next time. 

SPEAKER’S STATEMENT

Cairns Charity Bike Ride
Mr SPEAKER: In June this year I announced to the House that I had approved the parliament

partnering with the Queensland Royal Flying Doctor Service to raise funds and awareness for this
valuable organisation during the upcoming far-north Queensland sitting of the parliament in Cairns.
Today I announce that our very own parliamentary staff member, Stephen Finnimore, who is a keen
cyclist, will be cycling from Brisbane to Cairns next month as part of the parliament’s program of
awareness and fundraising for the Queensland Royal Flying Doctor Service.

Honourable members interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: I know there are a number of volunteers who are volunteering their cycling

expertise at the moment. 
Mr Lucas: The member for Gregory and I are running.
Mr SPEAKER: I will look forward to seeing that. To help make Stephen’s journey a great success,

I will be calling on members and electorate office staff who live along the route of Stephen’s journey to
help provide him and his two support drivers with overnight accommodation. I would also be calling
upon all members and parliamentary staff to support Stephen’s bike ride by making donations to the
Queensland Royal Flying Doctor Service. I am sure that all members will join with me in wishing
Stephen well for his upcoming Brisbane to Cairns bike ride. 

PETITIONS
The Clerk presented the following paper petitions, lodged by the honourable members indicated—

Dysart, Police Resources
Mr Reeves, from 740 petitioners, requesting the House to review police numbers allocated to Dysart with the view to increasing
the number of officers attached to the Dysart police station on a permanent basis and to ensure relief is provided for Dysart
officers on leave.

Moggill and Grandview Roads, Pedestrian Crossing
Dr Flegg, from 148 petitioners, requesting the House to provide a safe crossing for pedestrians at the intersection of Moggill and
Grandview Roads, Pullenvale.

Kingaroy Hospital, Dialysis Machine 
Mrs Pratt, from 74 petitioners, requesting the House to supply the promised dialysis machine to the Kingaroy Hospital.

Agnes Water, Sewage and Desalination Scheme
Mr Messenger, from 549 petitioners, requesting the House to halt all work on the Agnes Water sewage and desalination scheme.
Petitions received.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS

Gas Industry
Hon. AM BLIGH (South Brisbane—ALP) (Premier) (9.39 am): The ambition of my government’s

Toward Q2: Tomorrow’s Queensland is to make the Queensland economy the strongest in the country.
Our aim is to overtake Western Australia as the state economy with the highest growth rate in the
country. We want a diverse economy powered by bright ideas. We also want to grow new industries in
both new and traditional areas of strength. This is a big ambition and it is built on confidence in what is
happening here in Queensland.

Queensland is on the verge of an entirely new industry in our resources sector with the
emergence of LNG, liquid natural gas. This was further highlighted on Monday when US gas operator
ConocoPhillips announced it will pay up to $9.6 billion for a 50 per cent share in Origin Energy’s
Queensland coal seam gas project. The announcement brings to six the number of established
consortia vying to build LNG processing facilities in Gladstone based on coal seam gas from the Surat
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Basin. Origin and Conoco have hopes for a 14 million tonnes a year project. British Gas and
Queensland Gas Co. want a 12 million tonnes a year capacity, while Santos and Petronas have plans
for seven million to eight million tonnes a year.

Gas is a whole new exciting industry not only for the Gladstone region but for those areas which
will be supplying the coal seam methane. However, I am very aware that with opportunity comes
challenge. The challenges in this new industry include exploration company access to property;
community infrastructure—for example, the Warrego Highway; planning and environment issues,
including management of coal seam water; and even down to the on-farm interaction between
resources companies and rural producers.

In parliament on Tuesday I announced how many challenges being faced in our mining areas are
being addressed by our Sustainable Resource Communities Agreement signed last week in Blackwater.
That agreement—backed by $100 million over the next three years—is between my government, the
Local Government Association of Queensland and the Queensland Resources Council. The first
meeting of those involved is being held today in Moranbah. But there are other more specific localised
issues in other areas, especially linked to rural producers.

My government wants strength and growth, but we do not want this at the cost of our rural
producers. Many rural producers do not just want exploration and mining simply imposed on them.
They, rightly, want to be at the table shaping the decisions and shaping their futures. Now the boom,
with its diversification opportunities, offers farming families the chance to have the farm, their family and
very good off-farm incomes as well. There can be a balance—a balance between fuel and food—but we
must work together to get that balance right. 

For that reason I am pleased to advise the House today that the Deputy Premier and Minister for
Infrastructure and Planning, Paul Lucas, will undertake three summits in three mining communities—
one in the Surat Basin, one in the Bowen Basin and one in the north-west minerals province. They will
be held in November at Dalby, Dysart and Mount Isa. These mining community summits will give the
mining industry, rural producers, local communities and local governments the chance to sit down
together with state government to contribute to developing long-term plans for each of these regions. 

The Deputy Premier will be travelling through each of these mining towns in advance of these
summits, talking to local people in each of the communities in the lead-up to the summits. He will sit
down with locals to hear what they think we can do to sustain the environment, economies and lifestyles
in these communities. My government wants and is planning for this, and we are also looking beyond
the resources boom to preserve our rural communities so that careers and lifestyle will still be there for
decades to come. 

Health Services
Hon. AM BLIGH (South Brisbane—ALP) (Premier) (9.43 am): Mr Speaker, nowhere in the world

will you find an organisation that provides the range of free, quality health services across a more widely
dispersed population than Queensland Health. Nowhere in Australia does any state government fund
more public health services than here in Queensland. But our public health system is under great
pressure. It is under pressure because of a rapidly growing and ageing population, and it is under
pressure because of an increase in preventable chronic illness caused in part by our increasingly
unhealthy lifestyles.

My government wants to continue to provide world-class health services to Queensland with
record investment of an extra $10 billion in areas like public hospitals, mental health care and
Indigenous health. But we cannot do this alone. We need the Commonwealth to step up to the mark. 

Under the former Howard government, the Commonwealth share of public hospital funding to
Queensland fell to just 35 per cent of the full costs of our healthcare system. In fact, over a number of
years the Commonwealth share has fallen from 50 per cent to 35 per cent. That means that Queensland
was short-changed by $2.6 billion worth of Commonwealth funds. You can do a lot with $2.6 billion. You
can build and rebuild hospitals, upgrade emergency departments, employ more doctors and nurses and
allied health workers, and provide greater access to health services for regional and rural communities.

The Queensland government has moved to compensate for the retreat of the Commonwealth
government, but there is a limit to how long this can continue. That is why our submission to the
Commonwealth’s recently established National Health and Hospitals Reform Commission has proposed
that the Australian government should consider moving back to a fifty-fifty funding arrangement for
public hospitals. That is why we have asked the federal government to fully fund primary care such as
GP services and specialist outpatient services. 

I am not sure that all Queenslanders understand and realise that in Queensland we pay for more
outpatient services, such as physiotherapy to help people recover from accidents and consultations for
orthopedic surgeons before health replacements, than any other state in Australia. This has been part of
Queensland’s free hospital system for decades. In other states, the federal government effectively pays
for outpatient services through the Medicare system or individual patients bear the burden of the cost
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through their own healthcare arrangements. We believe that it is time, in the context of the Health and
Hospitals Reform Commission’s work, for the federal government to take full responsibility for outpatient
services in Queensland. 

We also want the federal government to take full responsibility for aged-care services. When the
Commonwealth government fails to properly fund aged-care services, as we have seen over the last 12
years under John Howard, frail aged people who really need a nursing home bed instead end up in our
public hospitals. In fact, every day across Queensland we have around 450 aged-care patients who
have been waiting in our hospitals for 35 days or more occupying acute care beds in our public hospital
system. Our submission to the Health and Hospitals Reform Commission proposes that, where the state
government continues to provide these hospital beds for patients assessed as aged-care patients, the
federal government should pay the full cost of that acute care bed. We believe that this would create a
new imperative in the system to ensure that wherever possible the service matches the need of the
patient in whatever health setting is being considered.

It is the interface between primary acute and post-acute care that the dysfunctional aspects of
Commonwealth-state relations can be best seen. It is those interfaces that we believe have to be
tackled in the context of the Commonwealth health reform work. Our submission also advocates that
states remain responsible for public hospitals. To meet our target of making Queenslanders Australia’s
healthiest people, we need every level of government to play its part. In this new era of cooperative
federalism, we have a real chance to make a difference, and through the COAG forums we will be taking
every opportunity to do just that. 

Indigenous Communities

Hon. AM BLIGH (South Brisbane—ALP) (Premier) (9.47 am): Our vision Toward Q2 aspires to a
fair Queensland, a Queensland where prosperity is shared and opportunity is created. To this end, my
government is working to ‘close the gap’ in the lives of Indigenous Queenslanders. This year my
government committed to report quarterly on progress on the issues affecting Queensland’s Indigenous
communities. Today I table the second of these reports, which examines indicators for health and
wellbeing in Indigenous communities.
Tabled paper: Quarterly report on key indicators in Queensland’s discrete Indigenous communities April—June 2008.

These indicators include violence against people, hospital admissions due to assault, court
appearance for breaches of alcohol restrictions, and school attendance. Two additional indicators have
been added in this report. These are for children subject to substantiated notifications and children
subject to a finalised child protection order.

The data shows that closing the gap will take concerted effort, and for some of these issues it will
require generational change. There is no doubt that the information in the report documents that in all of
these communities on most indicators they are still a long way from achieving the same level of
performance as the Queensland average, and that is what we should aspire to for each and every
person living in these communities. But it is important to document progress when it is being made and
the information does reflect some hope and some improvement for our Indigenous Queenslanders in
the past year. For example, there has been a rise in the average student attendance rate at Woorabinda
State School from 71½ per cent in the second semester of 2007 to 81.9 per cent for the second term
this year. That is a very important achievement for that school and I congratulate it.

The report also outlines progress on reform initiatives in Indigenous communities, in particular
alcohol reforms and the Cape York welfare reform trial. This report is crucial in monitoring our progress
and informing Indigenous policies and programs to close the gap of Indigenous disadvantage in
Queensland, and I commend it to the House. 

Ministerial Gifts Register

Hon. AM BLIGH (South Brisbane—ALP) (Premier) (9.50 am): I table a list of the reportable gifts
received by ministers for the period 1 July 2007 to 30 June 2008.
Tabled paper: Ministerial Gifts Register—Reportable Gifts 1 July 2007 to 30 June 2008.

This continues a commitment made to the parliament to table reportable ministerial gifts annually.
Reportable gifts are those whose wholesale value is greater than $300. Eighteen gifts worth more than
$300 were received by ministers during the year. Currently, four of these 18 are either on display or
have been donated, another four are stored in the gift store and will be auctioned for charity at a later
date, and 10 were purchased by ministers in line with the ministerial guidelines.

There were no reportable gifts for parliamentary secretaries over the period covered by the report.
I also note that neither the opposition leader nor any shadow ministers have recorded any gifts over the
reportable value for the same period. The gifts register is maintained by the Ministerial Services Branch.
The rules relating to ministerial gifts are published in the Ministerial Handbook on the internet. 
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Belmont-Chandler, Community Cabinet
Hon. AM BLIGH (South Brisbane—ALP) (Premier) (9.51 am): This Sunday and Monday my

government will be holding a community cabinet in Brisbane south’s Belmont-Chandler region. This will
be an excellent opportunity for my ministers, parliamentary secretaries and the state’s top public
servants to sit down and listen to locals and hear what they have to say, and it is a chance for
individuals, groups and organisations to put their issues and concerns directly to us.

I know that the local members—the member for Chatsworth, Chris Bombolas; the member for
Mansfield, Phil Reeves; the member for Bulimba, Pat Purcell; and the member for Greenslopes, Gary
Fenlon—have all been encouraging residents and businesses in the local area to make the most of this
opportunity to meet face to face with me and my cabinet colleagues. My government wants to work
hand in hand with the people of this state to create a stronger, greener, smarter, healthier and fairer
Queensland, and the best way to do that is to hear what people have to say at the grassroots level. That
is also why we will be hosting 30 regional Toward Q2 forums over the next two months, and we will start
with one on the Gold Coast this Monday evening. 

We want to hear from the people of Queensland—to gather their ideas and receive their feedback
about our blueprint for the Queensland of tomorrow. We know we cannot reach the targets we have set
on our own, and we want to take the people of Queensland with us on this journey. We will be sitting
down with people in communities around the state to hear their thoughts and ideas. We have already
been listening closely during community cabinets over the past 12 months. This weekend will in fact be
the 10th that my government has held in the past 12 months. We have undertaken more than 830
deputations in that time. 

Olympic Welcome Home Parade; Beijing Paralympic Games
Hon. AM BLIGH (South Brisbane—ALP) (Premier) (9.53 am): Next week the people of

Queensland will have the chance to personally congratulate our Olympic heroes at an official welcome
home parade here in Brisbane. Queensland’s Olympic athletes as well as medal winners from other
states will parade through the Queen Street Mall at midday next Friday, 19 September, before a public
reception in Reddacliff Place at the intersection of George and Queen streets, where members of the
public will be able to get up close and personal with their Olympic idols. This event is about honouring
the individuals who have inspired us all with their efforts competing on the international stage.

Queensland athletes led the way in Beijing, bringing home 32 medals. We make up just on 20 per
cent of Australia’s population, but we brought home almost 70 per cent of the country’s medal tally. If
Queensland had been competing as a stand-alone country, we would have finished in the top 10 nations
of the world. The success of our athletes has filled Queenslanders with pride and demonstrated what
can be achieved through dedication and hard work. I know that the people of Queensland will not miss
this opportunity to speak to our Olympic champions, and children and young people will be lining up to
get an autograph from their favourite sporting star. It will be a day for families and fans to show our
athletes how proud we are of their achievements.

The Australian Olympic Committee determined the date for Brisbane’s welcome home parade as
part of the national tour and, unfortunately, I will not be able to attend myself. I have a longstanding
arrangement with my own family and will be on leave from next Thursday until 29 September. However,
the Queensland government will be ably represented by the Acting Premier Paul Lucas and the sports
minister, Judy Spence, who will cohost the Olympic reception and parade on my behalf, together with
Lord Mayor Campbell Newman and the Australian Olympic Committee. I encourage the people of
Brisbane and sports fans from around the state to show their support for our athletes and congratulate
them on their great achievements. I look forward to seeing them welcomed home in true Queensland
style next week.

As we prepare to recognise our Olympic athletes, I would like to update the House on the ongoing
success of our Paralympians. Since I spoke on Tuesday about their initial success, Queensland
Paralympians have racked up a further five medals taking the state’s total to nine, including one gold,
two silver and six bronze. These athletes are a real inspiration to me and I am sure they are to
everybody else in the chamber.  

Rural Futures Strategy for South-East Queensland
Hon. PT LUCAS (Lytton—ALP) (Deputy Premier and Minister for Infrastructure and Planning)

(9.55 am): The Bligh government’s focus on planning for south-east Queensland’s future goes far
beyond our suburbs here in the south-east corner. Rural communities are the backbone of this state.
That is true of every corner of Queensland, from the far north to the south-east to the west.
Unfortunately, it is also true that the contribution the rural sector makes in the state’s south-east can
sometimes be overlooked. This week I announced the release of the draft rural futures strategy for
south-east Queensland which outlines the Bligh government’s support of vibrant and vital rural
communities now and into the future. I table that document.
Tabled paper: Draft Rural Futures Strategy for South East Queensland, Actions to improve the economic prosperity, environmental
wellbeing and quality of life of rural south-east Queensland.
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Rural communities in south-east Queensland are home to 300,000 people. The region’s 4,000
farms provide our cities with high-quality agricultural produce. Agricultural production accounts for
1.2 per cent of the gross regional economy. However, the farm dependent economy is worth around
$8 billion, or 11.4 per cent of the region’s gross domestic product. 

South-east Queensland’s rural communities have many challenges in common with those in
other parts of the state and some unique challenges as well. They are strongly affected by the
accessibility and cost of water, the availability and affordability of skilled labour, especially given the
resources boom in recent years, uncertainty around climate change and increasing energy and
transport costs. The draft rural futures strategy for south-east Queensland is a blueprint to encourage
sustainable economic and community development in rural communities from Rathdowney to Kin Kin
and west of Toowoomba. 

It highlights five requirements needed to sustain rural south-east Queensland—economic
development, healthy and productive rural landscapes, water resources, community development and
future coordination. It also promotes 50 actions, including ongoing research and planning, protection of
waterways and ecosystems, workforce initiatives, infrastructure provision, social support, and promotion
to enhance products and activities. These include the removal of impediments to agriculture and
planning policies, encouraging rural businesses to take part in carbon trading and climate change
management plans, and a one-stop shop for government support programs. 

The Bligh government’s commitment to rural south-east Queensland is real and tangible. More
than $11 billion from the South East Queensland Infrastructure Plan and Program and other sources will
be spent on rural areas and the western corridor by 2026 for road, rail, water and energy upgrades plus
other facilities. This draft strategy is the next step in delivering on that commitment. It will be out for
community consultation for the next eight weeks and I encourage people to take the chance to have
their say on the draft strategy. We particularly want to hear from those people who live and work in rural
south-east Queensland. To them I say, ‘You know your communities, you know what makes them great
and you know what’s holding them back from being even greater.’

This strategy cannot be the solution to every challenge facing rural south-east Queensland but it
will be a far stronger strategy if people have their say, so I encourage people to make a submission on
how the economic prosperity, environmental wellbeing and outlook for rural south-east Queensland
could be improved. We need rural industries to expand and diversify so regional communities can grow
and prosper and continue to support the urban centres. That is why this government will make sure
good quality agricultural land is protected from urban sprawl. 

Health Services

Hon. S ROBERTSON (Stretton—ALP) (Minister for Health) (9.58 am): The Bligh government’s
submission to the National Health and Hospitals Reform Commission sets out a clear agenda for
fundamental reform for how health services could be delivered in Australia, not just in the cities but in
regional, rural and Indigenous communities as well. It represents a well-constructed and thoughtful
proposal on how to end the blame game between the states and the Commonwealth and constructs a
sustainable health system designed to meet the needs of Australia in the 21st century.

So while the Liberal National Party remains locked in the past, we have been getting on with the
job of contributing to the national reform agenda and looking over the horizon identifying tomorrow’s
challenges while expanding our health system to meet today’s pressures. The first point made in the
submission is that the Bligh government fully supports greater government accountability in relation to
the health system and a clearer delineation of responsibilities and funding. We also believe that states
are best placed to be responsible for delivery of those health services which require an integrated
service delivery response. This means states should be responsible for areas such as Indigenous
health, mental health and public health. We emphasise that our public health system has been
undergoing significant growth and improvements over the past few years. We are investing more than
$10 billion over five years to achieve better hospitals and healthcare services.

Over the past three years the clinical workforce has increased by an additional 1,592 doctors,
5,108 nurses and 1,847 allied health professionals, and we are committed to providing an additional
2,500 hospital beds by 2016 as well as more non-hospital based services. This additional investment is
already delivering results. It is estimated that in 2007-08 our public hospitals will have admitted over
805,000 patients and delivered over 10.6 million occasions of service in emergency and outpatient
departments—an increase of over 42,000 and $1.79 million respectively compared to three years ago.

In return for accepting our accountabilities, we expect the Commonwealth to accept full
responsibility for primary and aged care and to return to a fair share of funding for acute services. The
Commonwealth share of public hospital funding has decreased from 50 per cent to 35 per cent in an
environment where the pressures on the acute health system have grown. This has resulted in the state
having to compensate for failures to meet the growing demand in primary and aged care.
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To address these issues and embrace fundamental reform, the Commonwealth should, one, take
full responsibility for primary care including those provided through hospitals or other states including
rural and remote settings. This would include non-emergency services provided in accident and
emergency centres. Two, the Commonwealth should pay for the full cost of providing those services in
hospital and rural and remote settings to provide the right financial incentives to ensure that the primary
healthcare system meets community needs. Three, the Commonwealth should reform the Medicare
Benefits Schedule to better support chronic disease prevention and management in primary health care.
Four, the Commonwealth should allow all specialist outpatient services provided by the states to be
bulk-billable to ensure an equitable funding approach across states and the public and private sectors.
Five, the Commonwealth should pay the full hospital cost for persons requiring aged care who remain in
an acute public hospital setting for reasons other than clinical need.

These are just some of the proposals contained in our submission to the National Health and
Hospitals Reform Commission. It reflects the Bligh government’s commitment to looking beyond our
hospital system to deal with the growing incidence of chronic disease in the community and to helping
our communities enjoy better standards of health by adopting healthier lifestyles. It is now up to the
Commonwealth to be a true partner and ensure that we have not just the funds but also the political will
and a commitment to fundamental reform to ensure that Australia continues to enjoy not only one of the
best health systems in the world but also a health system that can aspire to be even better in meeting
the challenges of the 21st century. 

Tourism Industry
Hon. D BOYLE (Cairns—ALP) (Minister for Tourism, Regional Development and Industry)

(10.02 am): Following from the tourism network review, an action taken under the Queensland Tourism
Strategy, it gives me great pleasure today to unveil five reforms that will shape a new future for
Queensland’s tourism industry. The five key reforms will see more money and more resources allocated
to Queensland’s tourism zones than ever before. It is time to deliver a comprehensive set of actions that
position Queensland tourism towards a bright future. 

We will deliver better resourced regions, stronger and more diverse networks, increased private
sector investment in tourism product, partnerships with industry within new tourism zones, and a
refocusing of Tourism Queensland on national and international marketing. It is important to note that
Queensland’s 14 regional tourism organisations will continue to receive at least the same level of
funding. However, this will be for specific projects rather than for administration or overheads. There will
also be additional funding of $3 million for tourism development, new projects and building stronger
industry networks. 

The reforms define seven tourism zones. These are the outback, the tropics, the Whitsundays
and islands of the Great Barrier Reef, the Coral Coast, the Sunshine and Fraser coasts, Brisbane and
south-east Queensland country, and the Gold Coast and hinterland. Fourteen new senior officers will
live and work in the tourism zones that it will be their responsibilities to grow. Within each zone the
tourism industry will have its own one-stop shop for getting tourism projects off the ground. These
officers will ensure a smooth passage for projects through the plethora of government agencies that can
be involved in licensing and approvals. For the first time ever, each tourism zone will run its own
agenda. 

We have such diverse tourism products in the state of Queensland that it makes sense to have
individual regions making the big decisions about tourism marketing and development. As we head
toward tomorrow’s Queensland, it is time to build stronger regions with new product and better focused
marketing campaigns. So the five reforms for the new future of Queensland tourism are additional
funding for seven tourism zones, deployment of two high-level senior officers into each zone, increased
private sector investment in tourism product with a stronger regionally based role taken by the
Department of Tourism, Regional Development and Industry, broader and better resourced tourism
networks, and a restructure of Tourism Queensland to focus on national and international marketing
strategies. 

Department of Main Roads, Achievements
Hon. FW PITT (Mulgrave—ALP) (Minister for Main Roads and Local Government) (10.05 am):

The Bligh government has a plan for Queensland’s future. Main Roads is helping build tomorrow’s
Queensland today and providing infrastructure needed to secure our state’s future. As part of this plan,
we have placed a high priority on managing traffic growth in south-east Queensland and planning and
managing for growth throughout the state.

In just 12 months since Anna Bligh became Premier, we have completed an extensive program of
road infrastructure projects that will make our state stronger. We opened the long-awaited $543 million
Tugun bypass on the Gold Coast—six months ahead of schedule—and started work on the $45 million
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upgrade of the Nerang South interchange on the M1. Work has started on the $700 million upgrade of
the Ipswich Motorway between Wacol and Darra. We turned the sod on the $355 million Houghton
Highway Bridge Duplication Project. 

We completed the second bridge over the Maroochy River, refurbished the original bridge four
months ahead of schedule, and opened the new Sippy Downs interchange on the Sunshine Motorway.
We turned the sod on the $127.9 million Forgan Bridge Replacement Project in Mackay. Further north
we finished flood immunity works on the Tokalon to Lannercost Street section of the Bruce Highway at
Ingham four months ahead of schedule. Just yesterday I joined the Prime Minister and the federal
infrastructure minister to turn the first sod on the $190 million Townsville Port Access Road. This project
will support economic activity worth an estimated $10 billion and get trucks off residential streets on
Townsville’s south side. 

During the past 12 months we have also completed the $91 million accelerated road rehabilitation
project in central Queensland, the $89 million Caboolture bypass, and the $16 million Yeppoon western
bypass. Work has also commenced on the $1.88 billion Gateway upgrade project and work has also
started on hundreds of other vital projects. 

We have deployed extra traffic response units across south-east Queensland to help ease
congestion, including a two-year contract with the RACQ to provide a 24/7 response to incidents on
Brisbane’s major roads. We have embarked on a $6 million initiative to synchronise more than 1,400
traffic signal sites throughout Brisbane to improve traffic flow and ease congestion. This list is just a
small sample of the works the Bligh government has completed as we look over the horizon and build
tomorrow’s Queensland today. 

Vehicle Impoundments
Hon. JC SPENCE (Mount Gravatt—ALP) (Minister for Police, Corrective Services and Sport)

(10.07 am): When we trialled type 2 confiscation laws in three police regions we confiscated nearly
1,500 vehicles driven by repeat offenders. The laws went statewide in July, and in that month alone we
confiscated more than 500 additional vehicles. By the end of July the total number of vehicles
impounded was 2,019. By the end of August the total number of vehicles impounded was 2,402. Of
these, 387 vehicles are eligible for up to three months impoundment and six vehicles have been
forfeited to the state. 

It is not just cars that have been impounded; we have confiscated a truck, a bus and dozens of
motorbikes. Police confiscate vehicles for repeat offenders who drive an unregistered or uninsured
vehicle, drive while unlicensed or disqualified, are high-level drink drivers, fail to supply a specimen of
breath or blood, drive under a 24-hour suspension, or drive an illegally modified vehicle. 

Get caught twice for the same offence and police can impound your vehicle for 48 hours. Get
caught three times and your vehicle can be taken for up to three months. Get caught four times and you
lose your vehicle permanently. Drivers who want their cars back after 48 hours or three months have to
pay towing and storage costs, which range from hundreds of dollars to more than $1,000. To date,
disqualified or unlicensed drivers have been responsible for 90 per cent of the impoundments.

We know these drivers are overrepresented in crashes. We are taking vehicles away from these
dangerous drivers and making our roads safer. In many instances we are getting unroadworthy vehicles
off our roads. Police are finding that many drivers simply do not bother to retrieve their vehicles. For
instance, last month police in Ipswich had to auction 34 vehicles which owners had left in holding yards.
That auction raised $24,000 which exceeded expectations. 

Police will continue to target all repeat offenders but have unlicensed and disqualified drivers
firmly in their sights. An operation dubbed Operation Scorn resulted in 12 vehicles being impounded in
just one day. Eight repeat offenders were caught driving themselves from the Holland Park Magistrates
Court and four people from the Richlands Magistrates Court after appearing on traffic related offences.
We will not tolerate drivers who have a complete disregard for the law and other road users. 

Queensland Rail, Safety
Hon. RJ MICKEL (Logan—ALP) (Minister for Transport, Trade, Employment and Industrial

Relations) (10.10 am): I welcome the debate and discussion this week about safety in Queensland Rail.
It is a key focus of mine and a key focus of the new CEO of Queensland Rail. For too long there has
been an entrenched culture at QR that when it comes to safety near enough is good enough. Let me
say this to the people who travel on QR services, the staff who work there and their families: near
enough is not good enough; it is never good enough.

There is a clear choice here whether we break a 140-year-old culture or whether we stand still.
We can have a smart and stronger QR that has a better safety culture or we can retreat with the forces
fighting change. There is an entrenched culture in QR that needs to be addressed and needs to be
changed. We are committed to doing it. We do not have another 140 years to address it. It needs to be
addressed now, and it is.
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I would like to reassure the public that there are systems in both Queensland Transport’s rail
safety regulator and workplace health and safety to oversee safety operations in Queensland Rail.
Decisions about investigations and prosecutions are made independently of me—entirely at arm’s
length from the minister. 

As I told the House yesterday, while there have been some safety improvements in the last
decade there still is a long way to go. Ten years ago QR’s injury rate was almost four times higher than
it is now. There is still more work to do, which is why in February Queensland Rail commissioned
recognised safety experts DuPont to improve safety. 

I suspect we will continue to see a concerted campaign to disrupt Queensland Rail’s renewed
focus on safety. Addressing safety issues while at the same time restructuring the business is going to
upset entrenched interests. I am aware that there are some people providing so-called leaks to the
media—not about legitimate safety issues but about rumours and personal attacks on the CEO.
Undermining the CEO in this way improves rail safety for no-one. The state government and I stand
squarely with the CEO in his efforts to improve safety and make Queensland Rail a better business, a
safer business, and one that can look to the future with confidence. 

Interest Rates
Hon. AP FRASER (Mount Coot-tha—ALP) (Treasurer) (10.12 am): Earlier this week the

Governor of the Reserve Bank appeared before the House of Representatives Standing Committee on
Economics. His testimony provided insights into the bank’s thinking on future monetary policy. The bank
indicated that further cuts were possible but by no means guaranteed. 

New housing finance and retail trade figures this week tell the story that they should be cut. Retail
trade, a leading indicator of household strength, is struggling at 0.2 per cent of growth. This follows a
decline of 0.6 per cent in retail trade in the June quarter—the second consecutive fall. ABS data
released on Tuesday shows the number of housing finance commitments for owner occupiers in
Queensland in July fell by 4.1 per cent to be 34 per cent lower than a year ago. Data on investor activity
in the housing market released yesterday recorded a decline in the June quarter to be 33 per cent lower
for the year. These levels of housing activity have not been seen for many years. 

This is the hard evidence that has underpinned my firm view that the Reserve Bank needs to
provide for a more accommodating interest rate setting. The quarter per cent cut was welcome as a
start, but only as a start. The last two times the bank has shifted from a rate hiking policy to rate
reductions, the first cut was a full 50 basis points. I maintain a strong view that there was a strong case
for the cut last week to be a full half per cent.

Confidence levels have been severely affected by the current high interest rate settings. While
the quarter per cent cut was expected, there was much to be gained from bringing forward a future cut
and bundling it together to give a confidence boost. Households have shut down, and the time for
recognising this is now. We need no further proof to demonstrate clearly that families—with the rising
cost of living, the rising cost of groceries and high fuel prices—are doing it tough.

The first casualty of high interest rates is consumer confidence, and this stark evidence puts the
challenge to the Reserve Bank to provide relief. Of course, interest rates are a dominant factor, but other
policy settings play a part. The economy needs interest rate relief, and in Queensland we are providing
stamp duty relief to stimulate investment and activity. 

As the Reserve Bank begins the start of what should be an interest rate reduction policy phase,
there has never been a better time for first homebuyers to get into the market. Our settings are about
maintaining a strong economy and dealing in those who have missed out, as we seek also a fair future
in tomorrow’s Queensland. We need to maintain our economic strength to deliver fairness. 

The Bligh government has stepped up to the plate with the recent cuts to stamp duty which, since
their introduction last week, can mean savings of up to $10,000 for first homebuyers on properties
valued up to $500,000. The RBA needs to carry through and deliver more relief. I repeat: in this
government’s strong view, further reductions are warranted in the next two months. 

The Reserve Bank has accomplished its task of tackling inflation. The job is done. The job before
it now is to ensure that the righting of our broader economic settings does not overcorrect. It is a task
that is firmly before the Reserve Bank board when it meets again in three weeks time. 

Disability Action Week
Hon. LH NELSON-CARR (Mundingburra—ALP) (Minister for Communities, Minister for Disability

Services, Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Partnerships, Minister for Multicultural Affairs,
Seniors and Youth) (10.16 am): This weekend I have the very great pleasure of launching the 2008
Disability Action Week in Townsville. I will also host a family fun day to celebrate the many
achievements of Queenslanders with a disability. Communities throughout the state are joining these
celebrations with some 100 events and activities, including art exhibitions, open days, karaoke nights,
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wheelchair dancing and awareness-raising workshops. There is even a world record-breaking attempt
in Hervey Bay to line up the biggest yet scooter and wheelchair convoy. My parliamentary colleague
Andrew McNamara is giving the event every support.

The symbol of this important week is the butterfly because butterflies undergo a series
of amazing changes in their lifetime, are free of prejudice and have no sight or hearing to guide them. In
just 12 months we have supported more Queenslanders with a disability than ever before. A highlight of
the upcoming week will be the butterfly tree in Townsville. Children will be decorating it with their own
colourful butterflies. 

I congratulate the Speaker of the House for his support, which includes having a butterfly tree in
the Annexe so that visitors, schoolchildren, staff and parliamentary colleagues can get involved in this
statewide campaign.

A government member interjected.

Ms NELSON-CARR: He is a social butterfly. There is also the annual Disability Action Week
Awards which recognise the hard work and dedication of individuals and businesses who are making a
real difference to Queenslanders with a disability. I cannot miss the opportunity to highlight the popular
‘Share Your Story’ calendar, with nomination forms available from the butterfly tree display in the
Annexe.

A favourite story for me from this year’s calendar is gorgeous Dylan Wright from Mareeba—or
Mr May—who is 15 years old and has cerebral palsy. Dylan’s best friend is his assistance dog Piper who
goes everywhere with him, including—and I am not biased about this—going to the Cowboys’ home
games and to the State of Origin.

The Bligh government promotes Queenslanders with a disability because we recognise they have
a valuable role to play not only in our economic future but also in the very fabric of our community life. I
hope that all of my parliamentary colleagues will find a way to participate and celebrate Disability Action
Week in their own communities. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Before calling the minister, I point out that there is far too much audible
conversation across the chamber. I ask people to be aware of that. 

Apprenticeships and Traineeships

Hon. RJ WELFORD (Everton—ALP) (Minister for Education and Training and Minister for the
Arts) (10.18 am): The latest figures released today by the National Centre for Vocational Education
Research show that Queenslanders are successfully completing their apprenticeships and traineeships
at a rate four times the national average. More Queenslanders than ever are completing their
apprenticeships or traineeships. 

In the 12 months to the end of March 2008, 31,700 apprentices and trainees completed their
training in Queensland. That is an increase of eight per cent in Queensland—four times the national
average of two per cent. Queensland leads all other states and territories in the increase in completions
and also continues to make strong growth in the take-up of apprenticeships and traineeships. About
63,400 new apprentices and trainees commenced in the 12 months to 31 March this year. That is a
7.9 per cent increase on the previous year. The group which recorded the largest growth rate was the 45
years and over category where 6,600 people commenced their apprenticeships or traineeships,
representing an increase of more than 10 per cent on the previous 12 months. This is particularly
significant given that Queensland has a higher proportion of older people without training or tertiary
qualifications than the rest of Australia. Toward Q2: Tomorrow’s Queensland has set a goal of
increasing the number of Queenslanders with trade, training and tertiary qualifications from 50 per cent
to 75 per cent by 2020. One of the greatest barriers to achieving this goal is the number of older
Queenslanders without qualifications. But as this latest research shows, becoming an apprentice or
trainee is not just for young Queenslanders but for those over 45 years of age as well.

Meeting our target to boost the proportion of Queenslanders with trade, training and tertiary
qualifications to 75 per cent would increase innovation and the growth of our economy. Getting older
Queenslanders to upskill themselves will ensure that we have more workers in this tight labour market
with the right skills for the emerging jobs of our economy. In just 12 months the Bligh government has
delivered a new Queensland Skills Plan to tackle skills shortages, with a particular focus on boosting
workforce participation. And tonight we will honour Queensland’s top employers, apprentices, trainees,
vocational students and training providers at the state finals of the Queensland Training Awards. These
latest apprenticeship and traineeship figures show that we are on track to deliver more workers with
more skills to our state’s workforce to ensure that we can continue to build tomorrow’s Queensland. 
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Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries, Achievements

Hon. TS MULHERIN (Mackay—ALP) (Minister for Primary Industries and Fisheries) (10.21 am):
In just 12 months the Bligh government has taken strong action that will secure the future of primary
industries and fisheries for Queensland. It is part of the Bligh government’s Q2 vision to build a strong
and diverse economy powered by bright ideas. Our regional community and businesses will share in the
growth and prosperity that will flow from the Bligh government’s plan to ensure that our primary
industries earn in excess of $34 billion by 2020. This will almost triple the current earnings by 2020. This
plan is bold and ambitious. The Bligh government is setting our sights high. This ambitious plan can be
achieved by taking a look over the horizon and creating the practical plans needed to realise a great
vision for primary industries.

To make this growth a reality, services delivered to primary producers and industries will be lifted
to the next level. Under the Bligh government’s fresh approach, primary producers will enjoy the benefits
of a revolution in the way that government services are delivered. Enhanced technology, new research
partnerships and modernised services will give primary producers the boost they need to lift
Queensland’s primary industries growth. The fresh approach is based around three key pillars: building
skills for the future, delivering innovative research partnerships to grow investment and driving
profitability from the farm gate to the plate with modern networked services. These new strategic
directions will fast-track growth in primary industries, biosecurity and fisheries management.

Our first mobile service centre for primary producers is already on the road. As part of our efforts
to ensure Queensland is Australia’s strongest economy, we are already forging new partnerships with
key agricultural, education and research providers. This is vital if Queensland is to continue to reach for
excellence in research innovation into the future. I opened the final stage of the brand-new $33 million
Centre for Advanced Animal Science at Gatton last week. A strong partnership between the Bligh
government and the University of Queensland has made it a reality. As well, Queensland will become
the national hub of advanced agricultural research with a new $8.6 million world-class glasshouse
facility to be built at Redlands. For decades to come it will be Queensland’s agricultural researchers who
will work to develop the crops that will stand up to climate change and contribute to world food security.

Additionally, new cutting-edge nano and biotechnology projects have commenced to develop
improved sustainable pest and disease management systems. As well, the Bligh government has
already invested more than $110 million in practical funding for farming families who needed help to
tackle the burden of interest, freight costs and drought bills. That is easing the hip-pocket pain for
primary producers and small businesses. Rural families and businesses are close to the heart of the
Bligh government, which is taking strong action to bring about dramatic growth to primary industries for
Queensland. The Bligh government will ensure that regional communities and industries enjoy the
benefits of the strong financial future that they deserve. 

Mr SPEAKER: Honourable members, it is with a great deal of pleasure that I welcome to the
public gallery today the fellowship group of St Michael’s and All Angels Anglican Church in New Farm,
which is being hosted in the House today by Dr Paul Reynolds from our Community Engagement Unit.
Please make our guests welcome.

Honourable members: Hear, hear!

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE

Report

Hon. KW HAYWARD (Kallangur—ALP) (10.25 am): I lay upon the table of the House report No.
80 of the Public Accounts Committee titled Review of Auditor-General report No. 5 for 2007—results of
audits as at 31 May 2007—section 2.6—governance of public sector companies. The issue of the
governance of public sector companies is not a new one. The Auditor-General and the committee have
both examined this issue over a number of years. The committee has identified a number of areas that it
believes could be enhanced and has made recommendations aimed at improving the strength of the
process. The committee would like to thank all of the agencies that responded to its questionnaire and
all of the participants at the public hearing. I would also like to thank the other members of the Public
Accounts Committee, and the committee members themselves acknowledge the input and support of
the staff with the preparation of this report. I commend the report to the House.

Tabled paper: Public Accounts Committee: Report No. 80, September 2008—Review of Auditor-General Report No. 5 for 2007—
Results of Audits as at 31 May 2007—Section 2.6—Governance of Public Sector Companies. 
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PARLIAMENTARY CRIME AND MISCONDUCT COMMITTEE

Reports
Mr HOOLIHAN (Keppel—ALP) (10.26 am): I lay upon the table of the House the report of the

Parliamentary Crime and Misconduct Commissioner, Mr Alan MacSporran SC, on his third inspection of
the CMC’s records regarding surveillance device warrants. This inspection covers the period 1
December 2007 to 30 April 2008 and was conducted pursuant to section 362 of the Police Powers and
Responsibilities Act 2000. Full details of the Parliamentary Commissioner’s inspection and findings are
set out in his report. The commissioner found that there was full compliance by the CMC with its
statutory obligations.
Tabled paper: Report of the Parliamentary Crime and Misconduct Commissioner titled ‘Report on the Results of the Inspection of
the Records of the Crime and Misconduct Commission Pursuant to Section 362 of the Police Powers and Responsibilities Act
2000’, dated May 2008.

I also lay on the table of the House a letter from the Chairman of the CMC, Mr Robert Needham,
dated 22 August 2008 and the annual report of the CMC on its activities regarding assumed identities
and surveillance devices for the year ended 30 June 2008 pursuant to sections 314 and 358 of the
Police Powers and Responsibilities Act 2000.
Tabled paper: Letter, dated 22 August 2008, from Mr Robert Needham, Chairperson of the Crime and Misconduct Commission, to
Mr P Hoolihan MP, Chair, Parliamentary Crime and Misconduct Committee relating to the annual compliance requirements for
assumed identities and surveillance devices enclosing Report of the Crime and Misconduct Commission titled ‘Annual Report to
the Parliamentary Crime and Misconduct Committee for the period 1 July 2007 to 30 June 2008 on compliance requirements
under the Police Powers and Responsibilities Act 2000 for assumed identities and surveillance devices’.

I also advise members that the PCMC will, in the next week, commence its three-yearly review of
the CMC by calling for submissions from the public and interested parties. Submissions will close on
Friday, 31 October 2008. The committee will, after consideration of submissions, hold public hearings
prior to preparing its report to the Legislative Assembly. It is essential that the CMC be both effective and
accountable. The public must have confidence in the commission. These considerations lie at the heart
of the committee’s review. The review will focus on the systemic issues, including the CMC’s
performance and its legislation. It is not the purpose of the review to examine complaints about
individual cases or investigate such cases. Complaints about the CMC in relation to specific cases will
be handled by the committee in accordance with its normal complaint-handling procedures. 

TRAVELSAFE COMMITTEE

Report
Mrs MILLER (Bundamba—ALP) (10.28 am): I lay upon the table of the House the Travelsafe

Committee’s report No. 51 titled Report on the inquiry into automatic number plate recognition
technology.
Tabled paper: Select Committee on Travelsafe: Report No. 51, September 2008—Report on the Inquiry into Automatic Number
Plate Recognition Technology.

The committee has found that numberplate reader technology could, if properly implemented,
revolutionise traffic enforcement in Queensland. It has been shown to be particularly effective for
dealing with unlicensed driving, speeding, heavy vehicle offences, fatigued driving and the driving of
unregistered vehicles. ANPR could also help police better detect stolen vehicles being driven on the
roads. These are problems that affect everyone’s electorates.

Our work has also identified a number of potential privacy implications for motorists when police
and other bodies start using ANPR technology. We have therefore recommended a range of safeguards
to govern how ANPR data is collected and used. I commend the committee’s report and
recommendations to the House and I thank my fellow committee members. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Queensland Children’s Hospital
Mr SPRINGBORG (10.30 am): My first question without notice is to the Minister for Health. In this

year’s state budget the minister said that the cost for the new Queensland Children’s Hospital had blown
out to $1 billion instead of the initial cost of $700 million. I table a leaked ministerial briefing note
provided to the minister in February by Professor Alan Isles.
Tabled paper: Queensland Health Ministerial Briefing Note for Information, dated 2 February 2008, ‘An update on the Queensland
Children’s Hospital Development Project’.

It states—
... the estimated budget is of the order of $1.5-$1.6 billion compared to the initial allocated budget. 
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Is there now another budget blow-out? If not, will the minister explain how he has cut $500 million
without impacting on the planned number of beds and wards for the Children’s Hospital? 

Mr ROBERTSON: I am happy to respond to that question by the Leader of the Opposition,
because that briefing note represents a progression in the consultation framework that was in place. Our
initial commitment was to build a 400-bed single children’s hospital by amalgamating the two existing
sites of the Royal Children’s Hospital with the Mater Children’s Hospital and, of course, bringing in the
paediatric cardiac services at Prince Charles Hospital. The paediatric cardiac services have already
gone over to the Mater. 

We have been engaged in a progressive consultation to design the new hospital. That has
involved an extensive range of clinicians, doctors, nurses, allied health professionals, parent groups and
children’s groups to design this hospital. As you go through that process, everyone gets the chance to
put forward their wish list. Once that is all put together, you start coming up with revised budgets. 

In that case, the $1.5—or whatever— billion figure represented somewhat of a blue sky figure.
That is what happens when everyone puts in what they want. They want the gold standard of
everything. What you do is then work back from there to achieve what was the original commitment to
build a first-class, world-class 400-bed single children’s hospital, which is what is happening. 

 We had a very successful day last Saturday. I notice that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
was very keen to stick his head into that forum on the Queensland Children’s Hospital. At the end of the
day, he was a no-show because there was no carcass to pick over. We achieved a remarkable level of
consensus among the 150 representatives to build a single children’s hospital. So despite the—

Mr Springborg: These initial costs are now $1.5, $1.6 billion. 
Mr SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, you have asked this question. You are getting an

answer and I would ask you to desist from interjecting. You are listening to the answer the minister is
able to give. 

Mr ROBERTSON: We achieved a remarkable degree of consensus that the path that we go
down to provide a world-class health service for our children—our sickest children—is a single hospital.
Of course, there remains a division of opinion as to where that hospital should be located—whether it
should be located adjacent to the Mater Hospital or whether it should be located on the site of the Royal
Children’s Hospital at Herston. That is an issue that will probably never be resolved, because people are
quite passionate about the place they come from. 

One of the big outcomes of last Saturday is that they wanted us to get on with the job. They
wanted us to get rid of the politics and get on with the job of building that single hospital. That is what we
will be doing. We have already revised the budget—and it is not a blow-out as the Leader of the
Opposition suggests. We have already revised it once and work continues to design that world-class
hospital. 

Mr SPEAKER: Honourable members, it is with a great deal of pleasure that I welcome Nita
Cunningham to the gallery today, the former minister for local government and the former member for
Bundaberg. It is good to see Nita in the chamber and I welcome her to the parliament.

Queensland Children’s Hospital

Mr SPRINGBORG: My second question without notice is also to the Minister for Health. I refer
the minister to the leaked briefing note from the man personally charged with progressing the proposed
new Queensland Children’s Hospital. In this briefing note he explains that the minister’s initial budget
had failed to include car parking, land acquisition, research facilities, adolescent health services,
roadworks and even, incredibly for a children’s hospital, neonatal surgical intensive care cots. As one of
Premier Bligh’s hand-picked kingpins of future planning, will the minister explain how he managed to
cost a children’s hospital without these most basic of essential items? 

Mr ROBERTSON: I ask members to contrast the proposal that we took to the last election. We
committed ourselves to a single children’s hospital, notionally at the cost of $700 million. Of course,
shortly after that the opposition also came out during that election campaign and said—

Ms Bligh: One of their finest moments.
Mr ROBERTSON: It was one of their proudest moments. They said, ‘We, too, will build a single

children’s hospital for the kids of Queensland.’ What dollar amount did they put to it? Zero—not one
dollar. So whilst we did the hard work of coming up with preliminary costings and being open and
transparent to the people of Queensland by coming up with a proposal for a 400-bed hospital notionally
costed at $700 million, what did the members opposite come up with? ‘Yes, we’ll build one too, but we
won’t attach any dollars to it and we won’t mention how many beds there are going to be.’ The
opposition did not commit itself to one bed, either. 
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I am happy any day of the week to stack our election commitments up against the opposition’s
pound for pound. We will always be more open, honest and transparent and thorough with the people of
Queensland than that mob over there. Go back, Lawrence, and read your own policy—

Mr SPEAKER: Minister, I would ask you to address the Leader of the Opposition in parliamentary
terms.

Mr ROBERTSON: The Leader of the Opposition should go back and read his own policy before
he comes in here. We get on with the job of building in Queensland and, as we have demonstrated this
week, when the opposition is in government they cut beds. No wonder the opposition did not mention
the number of beds it was going to put into its Queensland Children’s Hospital, because it knows it was
never going to be able to meet the thoroughness, the commitment and the sheer hard work that we put
into our infrastructure proposals. 

We remain committed to that 400-bed hospital. As a result of doing the hard work and adding in
the land, and adding in the car parks and all the other things, we revised that budget to $1.1 billion.
Work will continue to ensure that we deliver that world-class hospital on time for the kids of Queensland. 

Bligh Government, Achievements
Ms GRACE: My question is to the Premier. As the Premier’s government approaches its first 12

months in office, could she report to the House on any decisions that have been taken to improve the
lives of Queenslanders and benefit the future of our state? 

Ms BLIGH: I thank the honourable member for the question. I take the opportunity to recognise
that, as my government comes up to the 12-month anniversary of my becoming Premier, the member
for Brisbane Central is approaching her first anniversary as the member for Brisbane Central. I think
everyone would agree that she has had a marvellous debut and she is doing a great job on behalf of her
constituents. 

This morning, I am very pleased to advise the House that in the first 12 months of my premiership
we have got on with the business of delivering projects and initiatives for Queensland that will make
Queensland a strong, green, smart, healthy and fair state. We will be a stronger Queensland because
we have significantly reformed the payroll tax system, with more than 70,000 businesses benefiting. We
will be a stronger state because we have helped first home buyers by slashing $9,500 from the cost of
purchasing a first home by abolishing stamp duty for those homes valued under $500,000. We will be a
stronger Queensland because of our massive $17 billion investment in capital works right across the
state. 

We will be a greener Queensland because we have established the first stand-alone portfolio of
sustainability, climate change and innovation. We have established a Climate Change Council with
some of Australia’s best experts to ensure that we keep pace with this difficult policy area. We have
committed to increasing our national park estate by 50 per cent by 2020. We have declared Kulla
National Park. We have put out the Moreton Bay draft plan to protect our fishing habitats and we have
funded Queensland’s first solar thermal plant at Cloncurry. 

We will be a smarter state because our government is doubling the number of kindergarten
places to enable 12,000 Queensland children to access these important years of early childhood
education. We will be a smarter state because we are moving to address the skills shortage with
$38 million this year to support 7,700 training places as part of our $1 billion Skills Plan. We will be a
smarter state because we have reorientated our Smart State Strategy from ‘bricks to brains’ with
$120 million to boost research. 

We will be a healthier Queensland because my government has committed to put fluoride in the
drinking water of Queensland’s towns and cities. We will be a healthier Queensland because we are
building new hospitals in Cairns, Mackay and Mount Isa on top of the $6 billion program that we had in
place. We will be a healthier Queensland because we are now providing record numbers of elective
surgery, providing new midwifery services for mums and babies and establishing community healthy
fitness awards. 

We will be a fairer Queensland because we have a new scheme to make sure the fuel subsidy
goes where it belongs—to Queensland motorists; we are empowering people at the supermarket check-
out with unit pricing; we have increased our police numbers and provided our police with tasers; and we
are leading the country on political disclosure laws and FOI. 

Redcliffe Hospital, Emergency Department
Mr McARDLE: My question is to the Minister for Health. I note the use of Redcliffe Hospital as a

benchmark of achievement under the Beattie-Bligh government in the Kaiser Q2 manifesto released this
week. Last financial year Redcliffe Hospital treated 49,000 emergency presentations. Can the minister
confirm that after spending $27.5 million redeveloping the Redcliffe Hospital it has increased capacity by
only 1,000 with the emergency department already overloaded?
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Mr ROBERTSON: If I recall correctly, the expansion of the emergency department at Redcliffe
expanded the number of beds from 13 to 31. If my recollection is correct, what we have done at
Redcliffe is more than double the size of that emergency department. I know that those opposite try to
talk these matters down at every possible opportunity, but let us consider the infrastructure build that we
have in place at the moment. We have new emergency departments at Prince Charles and Robina
hospitals; we have expanded emergency departments at Redcliffe and one underway at Caboolture; we
have an expanded emergency department up at Gympie; we have already expanded the emergency
department in Townsville and further expansion is underway; and there are further expansions at Cairns.
From the border to the cape, emergency departments right throughout the state are being expanded at
a great rate of knots. 

The fundamental challenge, and I have mentioned it time and time again in this House, is that we
have population growth in this state of two per cent yet an increase in emergency departments
presentations of 10 per cent—five times population growth. That is a challenge for anyone, no matter
who is in office, whether it be this side of politics or the other side. That is the kind of growth we are now
experiencing in our emergency departments. Why? Well, there are a whole range of reasons for that,
including ongoing shortages of general practitioners. Just this week, down the road from Logan
Hospital, two general practices have closed. Where will those people go for their treatment? The
hospital. We cannot just look at emergency departments alone; we also need to look at the primary
healthcare sector. That is why our submission to the National Health and Hospitals Reform Commission
is so important. It talks about the health system as a whole, not just our hospital system. That is why the
Bligh government leads the health debate in this country at this point in time. 

What we want to do is recognise the pressure points, look to the future and the challenges that
are coming our way and respond to them now. Again, I would put our infrastructure record over the last
three years in health up against the commitments made by the coalition at the last election any day of
the week because, pound for pound, bed for bed, those opposite turned out to be a joke. 

Toward Q2: Tomorrow’s Queensland

Ms JONES: My question is to the Premier. On Monday the Premier announced Toward Q2:
Tomorrow’s Queensland, which sets ambitious targets for Queensland’s future. Is the Premier aware of
any similar benchmarking processes around the world or any alternative approaches?

Ms BLIGH: I thank the honourable member for the question. As I noted yesterday, it seems to
have come as a revelation to the opposition that governments from time to time make plans and make
those plans public. I note that some other commentators find it remarkable. Yesterday I referred to other
governments doing similar things. I draw the attention of the House to Tasmania Together, a plan for
Tasmania for 2020; a vision for Victoria, Growing Victoria Together; and South Australia’s strategic plan.
I refer to plans from other countries. Arizona, the home of one of the world’s most conservative people,
John McCain, has a plan for the state. There is one for the state of Oregon—

Opposition members interjected. 

Ms BLIGH: There is one from the United Kingdom and, probably a little closer to home, one from
the Brisbane City Council. I applaud the Lord Mayor for Our shared vision: Living in Brisbane 2026. I
note Councillor Margaret de Wit’s comments about the plan and I endorse her comments. She says—
It is easy to set low targets and then achieve them, but that’s not what leadership is about; it’s about aiming high and doing your
best to achieve those targets.

Opposition members interjected. 

Ms BLIGH: My government believes in planning but we do not claim to have invented it. It
actually seems that planning has been going on by the human species for thousands of years. Even
Noah had a plan. It was not raining when he started building the ark, but he looked over the horizon and
thought he needed a plan. 

Opposition members interjected.

Mr Springborg: Under you, Noah wouldn’t have needed an ark!

Mr SPEAKER: Order! 

Ms BLIGH: The real reason the Leader of the Opposition has spent all week attacking our plan is
that he knows that he should have had one by now. He knows that when he set up the new party,
instead of confetti he should have had a manifesto and a platform and he does not. They plot; we plan.
That is what is going on here. John Lennon famously said, ‘Life is what happens to you when you are
busy making other plans.’ I would suggest that Lawrence is what happens to you when you are not busy
making plans. 
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Death of Mst RC Saunders

Mr JOHNSON: My question is directed to the honourable Minister for Health. This month marks
one year since the tragic death of little two-year-old Ryan Saunders after he was left unattended for 24
hours at Rockhampton Hospital. I note the Premier’s comments in November last year that further
investigations would be undertaken into this tragic case and that the findings would be made public, and
I ask: why, 12 months after the death of this little man, is the Saunders family still waiting for the
outcome of this Queensland Health investigation? Did the minister forget about this family and this
death once the media storm died down?

Mr ROBERTSON: I thank the honourable member for the question. We maintain regular contact
with the Saunders family, as we are obliged to do in this particularly tragic case. Both the Premier and I
have visited the Saunders on a couple of occasions and they are regularly contacted by district
management both locally and at Rockhampton. After the tragedy occurred we committed ourselves to a
full and open investigation in terms of that particular matter. As a result of that a work plan was put in
place which the district had to respond to across the range of issues that were identified. From my last
briefing, that work is virtually complete. I think there is only one recommendation that is still outstanding
in terms of its full implementation.

I undertook at that time to refer the matter to the Health Quality and Complaints Commission—the
independent health watchdog—which I did. The conduct of that investigation is a matter for them.
Sometimes those matters take longer than would otherwise be desirable, but that is a reflection of the
thoroughness of the investigation that is underway. 

The Health Quality and Complaints Commission has spoken with the family on a number of
occasions to explain the investigation process. Additionally, professional counselling services have
been made available and will continue to be made available to family members. As I mentioned,
Queensland Health and the Central Queensland Health Service District is also continuing to provide
support to the family. 

I am advised that the Health Quality and Complaints Commission investigation team has
conducted interviews with all staff involved in providing care to young Ryan. We anticipate the review
will be completed in the near future. Obviously, once those investigations are complete the honourable
member will be advised given his interest in the matter. 

Queensland Health, Achievements

Mr WETTENHALL: My question without notice is to the Minister for Health. I note that this year’s
budget delivers unprecedented funding to Queensland Health. Could the minister outline to the House
what Queensland Health has achieved over the past 12 months under the leadership of Anna Bligh? 

Mr ROBERTSON: This is an opportunity to contrast the delivery of our infrastructure program
and the additional clinical staff to expand our hospital system with the policies announced by the
opposition over the last two years. Once again, what we see is not just the delivery of a $6 billion
infrastructure program that will deliver a new $1.5 billion hospital on the Gold Coast, a $1.2 billion
Sunshine Coast hospital and a new Queensland Children’s Hospital, which I will return to in just a
moment. We have major redevelopment work underway or recently completed at Weipa, Mount Isa,
Cairns, Innisfail, Townsville, Ingham, Mackay, Yeppoon, Rockhampton, Gladstone, Bundaberg,
Nambour, Caloundra, Caboolture, Redcliffe, Prince Charles, Ipswich, QEII, Logan, Redland, Southport,
Robina and Toowoomba. I could go on. 

It is not just about infrastructure; it is about looking outside of our hospital system to the
challenges that we have. Earlier this week we set targets to have the shortest public hospital waiting
times in Australia and to cut by one-third the rates of obesity, smoking, heavy drinking and unsafe sun
exposure by the year 2020. Contrast that with the two announcements made by the Leader of the
Opposition. He is going to bring back hospital boards and he is going to tip more money into the patient
transport scheme. Both commitments he claimed were new. Both commitments he took to the last
election. It is a clear case of deja vu. 

I take the opportunity to return to this briefing note of now seven months ago in relation to the
Children’s Hospital. We found out this week what those opposite did when they were in office and they
stuck; they cut beds. They cut 150 beds out of the 28 busiest hospitals in Queensland in two years; that
is their record. We, however, remain committed to that 400-bed hospital. So what have we done since
that briefing note came out? Bear this in mind: the briefing note actually says that the original project
that was funded was for 60,000 square metres. The design that they came up with was 85,000 square
metres. So that backs up what I was saying. As a result of consultation, they designed something that
went well beyond the scope of the original proposal, which is why they came up with $1.5 billion.
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What has happened since then? We have put in place a major hospitals project team with a
senior official, at the level of director-general, to get these projects back on track. So all of the issues
that the Leader of the Opposition has mentioned are now back on track within the $1.1 billion budget
except for one thing, and that is the research facility. Work continues on that because we recognise that
the research facility has to be part of the Queensland Children’s Hospital development. But every other
issue that the Leader of the Opposition has mentioned has been dealt with over the last seven months.
I know the Leader of the Opposition wants to keep looking back, but over seven months we have sat
down and done the work to make it happen. 

Time expired. 

Mr SPEAKER: Before I call the member for Clayfield, I welcome to the public gallery today
teachers and students from the Forest Lake State School, which is in the electorate of Algester, which is
represented in this House by Ms Karen Struthers. 

Redland Hospital
Mr NICHOLLS: My question is to the Minister for Health. I note that the Redland Hospital is used

as benchmark of achievement of the Beattie-Bligh government in the Kaiser-Iemma Q2 manifesto
released this week. 

Ms Bligh: You’re very worried about it, aren’t you?
Mr NICHOLLS: Not as worried as you are. Can the minister explain why, following a $15 million

redevelopment this year which increased the Redland Hospital emergency department capacity by only
10 per cent, this same hospital was on emergency bypass less than two months after the
redevelopment was completed and was on capacity alert for 35 hours? 

Mr ROBERTSON: On a point of clarification, where did the honourable member get the
information that it was a 10 per cent expansion?

Mr Nicholls: I’m asking you the question. 
Mr ROBERTSON: Okay, so you do not know. 
Opposition members interjected. 
Mr ROBERTSON: They got caught out once again. They put up any old figure—it does not

matter what the facts may be—to try to convince them upstairs that that is all we have done. 
Mr Nicholls interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member for Clayfield, you have asked the question.
Mr ROBERTSON: Mr Speaker, the other question I would ask the member for Clayfield is: has he

ever been to Redland Hospital? No. He has no idea what he is talking about. He has no idea
whatsoever because if he had ever visited the new Redland Hospital ED he would recognise that that
represents a significant expansion in the number of beds available for the people of Redlands. What is
happening in Redlands? When we look at the figures, what was the increase in ED presentations over
the last 12 months? It was around eight per cent—four times the population growth. I am happy to have
a debate, ladies and gentlemen, but please come up with the facts. On each occasion today, they have
been caught out misleading and telling untruths about what is happening with our infrastructure
program. They got caught out on Redcliffe and they just got caught out on Redland. 

Mr McArdle: You did not deny it.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member for Caloundra. You can talk through the chair as well if you do not

mind. 

Police, Corrective Services and Sport Portfolio, Achievements
Mr HINCHLIFFE: My question is to the Minister for Police, Corrective Services and Sport.

Considering we are approaching 12 months of the Bligh government, can the minister outline some of
the major achievements across her portfolios during the last year? 

Ms SPENCE: It has been a very busy 12 months. In the last 12 months we have employed an
additional 300 police, so we have almost 10,000 now. We have employed another 150 civilians to
ensure that 150 police go back on the beat. We have opened seven new police stations. We have
opened five new police beats. We have opened the new Caboolture district office. We have announced
the $14 million rollout of tasers. We have broken the deadlock with the federal government to pave the
way for telephone intercept powers. We have introduced new random roadside drug testing. We have
introduced Q-cars. We have given council officers new graffiti removal powers. We have launched the
One Punch Can Kill campaign. 
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We have opened the new Brisbane Correctional Centre. We have built another 180 beds at the
Arthur Gorrie Correctional Centre. We have completed the new Townsville Women’s Correctional
Centre. We have purchased land for the Gatton precinct. We are planning an expansion of Lotus Glen.
We have opened new probation and parole offices at Weipa, Aurukun, Woorabinda and Mount Gravatt.
We have opened the magnificent Skilled Park stadium and the Academy of Sport Recovery Centre. We
have launched the Find Your 30 campaign to make Queenslanders the healthiest people in Australia. 

What have we seen from the opposition in the last 12 months in a policy sense? What has the
opposition achieved in the last 12 months? I have to say that in my portfolio it is the same old, same old.
It is deja vu. It is very easy to analyse the opposition’s police policy position. It has only two. One is
mandatory sentencing. Is this a new policy? Of course it is not. In January 2004, Mr Springborg made it
clear that the coalition would introduce mandatory sentencing—

Mr SPEAKER: I ask you to call the Leader of the Opposition—
Ms SPENCE: Mr Speaker, I am just reading from the newspaper. In 2006, the Leader of the

Opposition said that he would introduce mandatory sentencing. In June 2008, the Leader of the
Opposition said that he would introduce mandatory sentencing. They go to every election with the same
old policies and wonder why they do not get elected. What is their other policy in the policing area?

A government member: Helicopters.
Ms SPENCE: Helicopters. You got it. They have two policies—they have got mandatory

sentencing and they have got helicopters. They are going to buy the police some helicopters. How many
elections have the opposition gone to the people of Queensland with the same tired, old policies? They
do not work one time so they roll them out yet again. I think this is not the Liberal National Party. The
LNP really stands for the ‘Laurie’s No-ideas-no-policy Party’. 

Provision of False Information to Police
Ms LEE LONG: My question is to the Minister for Police, Corrective Services and Sport. Given

that a tablelands teenage apprentice has wrongfully lost her licence, I ask: when an infringement notice
is issued by a police officer to an offender who does not have their drivers licence in their possession at
the time and the offender falsely gives the police officer another person’s name, what safeguards are in
place to protect that third person from subsequent enforcement action by the Queensland police or
SPER?

Ms SPENCE: What the member for Tablelands is talking about is identity theft—when people
pass themselves off as different individuals. When the police are giving someone a ticket for a traffic
infringement, they have set guidelines with regards to making people produce a drivers licence and
verifying their identity. It is important obviously for the holder of a drivers licence to be verified by police;
however, of course mistakes can happen.

The member has brought to my attention the fact that this happened to one of her constituents.
Someone pretended to be that person when they were pulled over by the police. I can now inform the
member of the good news that has just been given to me by the police. The police have reviewed the
particulars of that person’s matter. The complainant provided police with a stat dec stating it was not
them who received the traffic infringement and that person’s licence will be reinstated perhaps by this
morning. All traffic infringements incurred by any other person will be expunged from that actual
person’s driving record. While the police are vigilant, these mistakes can happen. It has actually
happened to a constituent of mine, when one brother passed himself off as another brother. The
photograph on the drivers licence looked remarkably similar so he was able to do that.

I thank the honourable member for bringing this problem of identity theft to the attention of the
parliament. It is one that the police take very seriously. It is a growing area of crime in Australia and last
week we talked at some length about how identity theft is being used more frequently in Nigerian fraud
scams. The police are having a symposium on this very issue next month. It will be an international
symposium. We are having police from all over the world come here and discuss these very serious
issues. 

Climate Change
Mr WEIGHTMAN: My question without notice is to the Minister for Mines and Energy. Much has

been said in lounge rooms and boardrooms right around the country about global warming. Can the
minister please advise the House what steps the Bligh government has taken in its first 12 months to
meet the challenges of climate change and its very real threat to our environment?

Mr WILSON: I thank the honourable member for the question. In just 12 months, the Bligh
government has increased our world-leading gas scheme to 15 per cent by 2010; installed the first solar
system on Magnetic Island as part of our solar cities project; driven the global push for clean coal
solutions with our oxyfuel project; invested in the ZeroGen project, which is shaping up as a potential
world first; opened 110,000 square kilometres for coal seam gas exploration; invested $7 million in the
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proposed Cloncurry solar thermal power station; put dollars on the table, $100 million, to develop a
cleaner, greener energy future for Queensland; forged a strong partnership with our fellow
Queenslander, Kevin Rudd, to develop a single national renewable energy target of 20 per cent by
2020—

Mr Springborg: The mining council thinks you are a one-man sovereign risk. 

Mr WILSON:—built Queensland’s first solar farm at Windorah; placed a 20-year moratorium on
mining shale oil to protect the pristine Whitsundays. Could you repeat that? Do you want to say it again?

Mr Springborg: The mining council thinks you are a one-man sovereign risk. 

Mr WILSON: Okay, yes! I think if you checked out Queenslanders they would probably think the
Liberal National Party is a sovereign risk. 

We discovered a new mineral and energy basin east of Mount Isa. This is what Q2 is all about. It
is the smartest and strongest. That is what we are working towards—a cleaner, greener energy future
with sensible working solutions for all Queenslanders. 

Contrast that with the record of the Liberal National Party, the so-called LNP. Today marks 202
days—and I will not stop counting—since the leader of the Liberal National Party said they would
introduce and put forward a renewable energy policy for Queensland. Where is it? I have been asking
each parliamentary week. I want to know where it is; Queenslanders want to know where it is. He has
not delivered. He has failed to deliver, and that reveals his shortcomings. What we know is that LNP
stands for ‘Look, No Policy’, just recycled ideas. In 2004, what did they say about the undergrounding of
powerlines? They said, ‘A Nationals government would also move the state’s power distribution lines
underground over the next 20 years.’

That was 2004. Fast-forward four years, and what does the Liberal National Party say? They will
progress to underground powerlines where ‘possible’. Fast-forward four years and there is nothing new.
They can fast-forward but they have no new ideas. It is like the old, battered utility of the Liberal National
Party. It has its rear wheels up on chocks, the wheels are spinning flat out but they are going nowhere.

Public Service, Jobs
Miss SIMPSON: My question is to—

Mr Johnson interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member for Gregory! One of your colleagues is up on her feet. Please
desist from interjecting.

Miss SIMPSON: My question is to the Minister for Transport, Trade, Employment and Industrial
Relations. As the chief architect of the state government’s employment and workplace policies, the
minister would be aware that in his department’s Service Delivery Statement for this year’s budget, it
says that a review of employment initiatives in his department ‘recommended a reduction in full-time
equivalent numbers, which is being achieved primarily through natural attrition and the non-filling of
vacancies as they arise’. Does the minister still support and champion the government’s policy of using
natural attrition as a means of reducing staff numbers?

Mr MICKEL: What I do support is the efficient running of the department—efficient running. I do
not support just waltzing in with a bit of a policy to dismiss a few people and not replace them. How
would I ever have inspectors if that was the policy? I support the efficient running of government
departments, and everybody in this House knows it. 

Department of Natural Resources and Water, Achievements
Mr BOMBOLAS: My question is to the Minister for Natural Resources and Water. Can the

minister inform the House of some of the important milestones he has achieved as Minister for Natural
Resources and Water in the past 12 months of the Bligh government? 

Mr WALLACE: I can actually inform the House of some of the achievements of my department in
the past 12 months. It has been a very, very busy last 12 months under the Bligh government. In just 12
months we have achieved a lot. The Water Supply (Safety and Reliability) Act created a new statewide
regulatory framework for drinking water and recycled water to ensure the safety and reliability of
Queensland’s water supplies. We announced an Indigenous wild rivers ranger program to create 20
new jobs in the Gulf of Carpentaria and on Cape York Peninsula. All 20 rangers have now been
employed to protect the river systems in those two regions. Indeed, I met two wild river rangers from
Pormpuraaw the other week. They are great men, member for Cook. 
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We have released a new school based water awareness program called Water: Learn it for life. It
helps teach Queensland children about how important it is to save water. I have been to a number of
schools right across Queensland with Whizzy the Water Drop—and I can see the member for Redlands
nodding—to teach them about saving water at home and how important this precious resource is. We
have had the second round of Lifestyle WaterWise grants totalling more than $3 million for 200 not-for-
profit organisations.

We achieved three consent determinations of native title—the Eastern Kuku Yalanji, the Ngadjonji
and the Strathgordon consent determination. Since Anna Bligh became Premier of Queensland, we
have handed land totalling more than seven times the size of the ACT back to traditional owners. We
passed the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Land Amendment Bill 2008 which enables long-term—
that is, 99-year—and renewable homeownership leases. We have encouraged economic development
in Indigenous communities and facilitated the construction of essential community infrastructure. 

The Delbessie Agreement enables longer leases to be granted to graziers who improve the
condition of their land. We have also instituted a new 30-year lease for Caloundra’s Tripcony Hibiscus
Caravan Park to preserve affordable beach site accommodation and protect long-term tenancies of
elderly residents living in the park. Anna Bligh said to me when she became Premier, ‘Take this out of
the too-hard basket,’ and that is just what we have done. We are looking over the horizon. 

These highlights are only a snapshot of what we have achieved in my department over the last 12
months. The Toward Q2: Tomorrow’s Queensland sets out this government’s bold agenda for the next
12 years: strong, green, smart, healthy and fair. Compare that, though, to the opposition, which has no
policies. Indeed, it seems it has dusted off the Commodore 64 computer, booted it up, had a look at its
last election campaign and said, ‘That looks all right. We’ll just try that particular one with a press
release.’ Have a look at 2004 when we talked about vegetation clearing. We know their plan. Their plan
is to get back—

Time expired. 

Traveston Dam
Mr GIBSON: My question is to the Premier. I table a leaked copy of the supplementary EIS for the

proposed Traveston Crossing Dam—a report that this government did not want released to the people
of Queensland. But, thankfully, a public servant who believed in open and accountable government
thought otherwise. I note with interest the analysis of the carbon costs in the report which shows that, at
a carbon price above $30 per tonne, when you include the greenhouse gas emissions, the embedded
carbon costs and the associated pumping costs, Traveston Crossing Dam is more expensive than a
desalination plant. I ask the Premier: is this the first example of the Premier not achieving her Q2 targets
for Queensland’s carbon footprint? 
Tabled paper: Three folders containing documents relating to Traveston Crossing Dam.

Ms BLIGH: I thank the honourable member for the question. As usual, the questions that you get
from that quarter are based on either fundamental untruths or misunderstandings. There is no secrecy
to the supplementary EIS. It will be made fully public as part of the EIS—

Mr Gibson interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member for Gympie, you have asked the question. As I have indicated in
this House to you and to others, you have asked it; listen to the answer. 

Ms BLIGH: In fact, it has been provided to relevant stakeholders including the local government.
Its comments will be included in the material that is forwarded to the Commonwealth government and
made public. There is no secrecy on the supplementary EIS. It is a document that has been made
available to all of the relevant stakeholders. They have been given an opportunity to comment on it.
Their comments will be incorporated in all of the material—that is, forwarded to the state government,
forwarded to the federal government and made fully public. So that is the member’s mistake or mistruth
No. 1.

In relation to greenhouse gas emissions from various sources, it is true that dams all over the
place—all over the country and all over the world—do produce some greenhouse gas emissions. I
would draw the member’s attention to a very useful table in the Commonwealth government’s Carbon
Pollution Reduction Scheme green paper published in July. What that shows is that the proportion of
national emissions excluding deforestation from water supply, sewerage and drainage services is
0.9 per cent. What is the proportion of national emissions excluding deforestation from dairy cattle? It is
2.7 per cent.

Mr Springborg: So if you drown the cows it will be better? That is what you are saying.

Mr SPEAKER: Order!
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Ms BLIGH: I draw attention to this merely to make the point that there is so much human activity
that does produce greenhouse gas emissions. Are we saying that we should cease the cattle industry?
No, of course we are not. Are we saying that human beings should stop drinking water so we can then
close down our dams? 

Mr Springborg interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I warn the Leader of the Opposition. 
Ms BLIGH: Would the member for Gympie have us drain the Wivenhoe Dam? This is an absolute

nonsense. I am very happy to remind the House that the greenhouse gas emissions estimated to be
produced by the Traveston Crossing Dam will be fully and completely offset. 

Miss Simpson: It is not a gravity-fed dam. 
Ms BLIGH: The hydrological engineers are on the job over there, Mr Speaker. 
Miss Simpson interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I warn the member for Maroochydore. 
Ms BLIGH: All of the greenhouse gas emissions to be produced by Traveston Crossing Dam will

be fully offset by a very innovative plantation program that will not only offset them but will more than
offset them, and I recommend it to the House. 

Department of Infrastructure and Planning, Achievements
Mr GRAY: My question without notice is directed to the Deputy Premier and Minister for

Infrastructure and Planning. Can the Deputy Premier outline what the Bligh government has achieved in
infrastructure and planning in its first year in office? 

Mr LUCAS: I might add that dairy cattle per million dollars of revenue carbon equivalent is about
half that of aluminium smelting. So do not go down that path or else you might get an answer you do not
like. 

Mr Springborg interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Leader of the Opposition!

Mr LUCAS: In just 12 months the Bligh government has laid good foundations to build a bright
future for Queensland. Airport Link has the fastest approval time from registration of interest to
contractual closure in Australia—$4.8 billion worth of work for an outlay of only $1.7 billion, with 18 lights
to be bypassed. The finish line is in sight for the water grid. Ninety per cent of the pipeline is in the
ground. The Western Corridor Recycled Water Project is supplying power stations already. With regard
to the $1.2 billion Gold Coast desalination plant, we will see the first water in November. 

Planning for tomorrow’s Queensland today is about preserving our lifestyle. We have fast-tracked
the review of the South East Queensland Regional Plan, with 80 per cent green space protected. The
draft far-north Queensland plan is out for public consultation, as are the Blueprint for the Bush and Rural
Futures. Housing affordability is a critical issue for us, and the urban development areas have now been
declared at Northshore Hamilton, Bowen Hills and Fitzgibbon. 

Yesterday any member in this House would have noticed that the opposition leader—and this is
funny for a person who hates the Public Service—flexed off early. Why did he flex off? Who did he go to
talk to? He wanted to have some happy snaps taken with the leader of the federal opposition, Brendan
Nelson—of all people. As they say, misery loves company. They would have been swapping notes on
how to stand for nothing, because there is no better expert than Brendan Nelson and Lawrence
Springborg when it comes to that. Meanwhile the Bligh government—

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I would ask you to—

Mr LUCAS: The Leader of the Opposition and the federal Leader of the Opposition, Mr Speaker.
Meanwhile, the Bligh government will get on with the job of building tomorrow’s Queensland with Q2. It
is no passing coincidence that the Leader of the Opposition does not want to set benchmarks. Again,
what did he say in 2003? He said—

Setting benchmarks and high bars is something that I don’t do because what you do is you end up bumping your head trying to get
over it. 

The member for Maroochydore belts the opposition leader over the head with the limbo bar with her
inane interjections. 
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There they are on the other side with the limbo bar, but it is worse than that because they do not
even know where to set the limbo bar. The member for Gympie says, ‘Ban Traveston Dam.’ Put the bar
up a bit. The member for Darling Downs says, ‘No environmental flows in the Kolan River.’ Put it down
again. The member for Burnett says, ‘No Agnes Water desal.’ Put the bar up. Then the member for
Maroochydore supports a Bribie Island desal without any consultation. Put the bar down again. The
member for Callide has flexed off. He says, ‘Open slather on shale oil.’ Take the bar down. The member
for Warrego wants to end the tree-clearing ban. Take it down even further. It is limbo down, down, down.
No wonder the Leader of the Opposition is concerned: he will get whiplash watching the bar go up and
down.

Time expired. 

Shield Laws

Mr COPELAND: My question is to the Attorney-General and Minister for Justice. Earlier this
morning the minister made a second clarification in relation to his knowledge of the CMC asking
journalists to reveal their sources after yesterday advising that he had been informed of certain
information. This is a very serious issue that goes to the heart of government openness and
accountability. To seek further clarification for the House, has the CMC advised the minister of any
investigation where, if not asking a journalist to reveal their source, the CMC has at least asked a
journalist if someone was their source or asked the journalist what their relationship was with someone
who the CMC was investigating if they were a source? 

Mr SHINE: The matters the honourable gentleman raises are matters of some considerable
detail. To expect me to have that information at my fingertips is unrealistic. However, these are important
matters. I would suggest that he place the question on notice if he really does want a reply.

Mr COPELAND: I raise a point of order, Mr Speaker. I ask the minister to take the question on
notice as per the standing orders. 

Mr SPEAKER: Before I call the member for Redcliffe, I point out that I am afraid I did not quite
hear that question. I was talking to someone. An appropriate procedure for asking a question on notice
is to place it in the box on the table in an appropriate form. 

Mr SHINE: Mr Speaker, in order to assist the House, I would be pleased to provide that
information at the earliest possible opportunity. 

Mr SPEAKER: Thank you, Minister. I call the member for Redcliffe.

Department of Education, Training and the Arts, Achievements

Ms van LITSENBURG: My question is to the Minister for Education and Training and Minister for
the Arts. Every Queenslander at some stage in their life will benefit from the services delivered by the
Department of Education, Training and the Arts. What are some of the major achievements in this
portfolio of the Bligh government in its first 12 months? 

Mr WELFORD: I thank the honourable member for her question and for her keen commitment to
schools and education in her own electorate. If ever members need an example of a rejuvenated
government they have only to look at the government of Premier Anna Bligh. If members ever need an
example of a renewed and new government they have only to look at the government of Premier Anna
Bligh. 

In just 12 months the Bligh government has overseen a revolution in education well in advance of
what the federal government might achieve. The prep year has been fully implemented this year with
more than 98 per cent of 4½-year-olds and five-year-olds now enrolled in prep. Prep has given our
young children a fantastic head start in education. 

The Premier’s announcement this week that we will now be turning our focus to kindergarten-
aged children means that more of our children will soon benefit from another year of early education. In
the past 12 months I have announced almost $400 million to transform our state’s oldest schools in
communities that needed it most into new state-of-the-art facilities. These schools are in Inala, Brisbane
bayside, eastern Ipswich and Innisfail. These communities will benefit from these new high schools and
primary schools, upgraded facilities and new technology. 

We now have a new curriculum which will ensure greater consistency in what is taught in our
classrooms across the state. This is of great benefit to the 25 per cent of Queensland students who
change schools each year. 
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Our Queensland academies are going from strength to strength. The $35 million Queensland
Academy for Health Sciences was opened on the Gold Coast by Premier Anna Bligh. The $43 million
Queensland Academy for Creative Industries in the Kelvin Grove Urban Village was opened by Premier
Anna Bligh. 

Students are learning more about the benefits of physical activity by declaring this year the Year
of Physical Activity. That is a new initiative of the Bligh Labor government. The Smart Moves physical
activity program in Queensland state schools has seen every primary school student undertake a
guaranteed minimum of 30 minutes physical activity every school day. We have completed the
$120 million Asbestos Roof Replacement Program significantly ahead of schedule and under budget. 

We have unveiled a new blueprint to address Queensland’s skills shortages—the 2008
Queensland Skills Plan. This is another shining innovation of the Bligh Labor government. It aligns our
plans with the Premier’s new vision for Queensland—Toward Q2: Tomorrow’s Queensland—to boost
the number of Queenslanders with high-level trade, training or tertiary qualifications. 

In the arts, the new Gallery of Modern Art has now delivered under Anna Bligh’s leadership two of
the most popular exhibitions ever staged in the state—the Warhol and Picasso exhibitions. 

Mr SPEAKER: Before calling the member for Nanango, can I welcome a further group of
teachers and students from the Forest Lake State School in the electorate of Algester, represented in
this House by Ms Karen Struthers. 

Public Hospitals

Mrs PRATT: My question is to the Minister for Health. Yesterday I outlined a recent case where a
neurosurgeon working in the Gold Coast Hospital was required to interview a patient and her family
whilst he sat on the hall floor. All the time nursing staff and other patients were stepping around them
during the consultation. Under what circumstances is it acceptable for a neurosurgeon or any other
health professional to deliver services from the hall floor or any floor? Can the minister guarantee no
delicate and sensitive matters or patient issues will be discussed in such a manner again? 

Mr ROBERTSON: I thank the member for the question. I do not think it is acceptable. One of the
problems when we expand our health workforce—that is, we employ more doctors, nurses and allied
health professionals—into existing facilities is that things do tend to get very crowded. That is exactly
what is happening at Southport Hospital at the present time. But it is also why we are out in the
marketplace looking for leased accommodation. We are seeking to move outpatient services to new
accommodation while we get on and build the new $1.5 billion hospital on the Gold Coast. It is simply
a—

Mr Stevens: You are closing the existing hospital down.

Mr ROBERTSON: No, that is an untruth. You should get up and apologise for that. That is not
true. You know it is not true. 

Mr Stevens interjected.

Mr ROBERTSON: It is not true.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! This is not a debate across the chamber, honourable members.

Mr ROBERTSON: But thank you for that intellectual debate. I really appreciate it. The honourable
member has asked a very sensible question in relation to one of her constituents and she deserves an
answer, uninterrupted by inane comments. 

What we have done at Southport Hospital is significantly increase outpatient services which has
resulted in short-term pressures on accommodation. But that issue is being resolved by getting out into
the marketplace to lease more space while we get on and build the new hospital. We regret what
happened on that occasion down at the Gold Coast but we are acting to expand accommodation for
outpatients there. 

I thought I would take this opportunity to correct the record a bit. In an earlier question about
Redland Hospital I was not able to actually fully explain the size of the expansion at the Redland
emergency department. Members will recall that the opposition Treasury spokesperson talked about it
being expanded by 10 per cent. I have to inform the House that the number of beds at the Redland
emergency department as a result of our expansion went from 16 to 34. I note for the record that the
man who would be Treasurer of Queensland thinks that going from 16 to 34 represents a 10 per cent
increase. We should be very, very afraid. 

Interruption. 
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PRIVILEGE

Comments by Minister for Health

Mr NICHOLLS (Clayfield—Lib) (11.27 am): I rise on a matter of privilege suddenly arising under
standing order 248. I refer to comments made by the health minister in relation to a previous question I
asked and his allegation that there was an untruth in the content of that question. In response, I point
out to the Minister for Health that the redevelopment at Redland Hospital cost $14.8 million. That figure
came from a release that the minister sent out. The minister’s release indicates that the treatment areas
increased from 13 to 31. 

Mr SPEAKER: Member for Clayfield, this is not a matter of privilege; it is a debate. Please sit
down. There is no matter of privilege. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Resumed from p. 2725.

Child Protection

Ms PALASZCZUK: My question without notice is to the Minister for Child Safety. Can the minister
outline for the House how the government is improving services for vulnerable children and working
towards a fairer Queensland? 

Mrs KEECH: I would like to thank the member for Inala for her question and for her outstanding
work as a champion for vulnerable young people in her electorate. The Bligh government over the last
12 months has been very busy indeed improving child protection services for young people in
Queensland. We have built good foundations and are looking forward to building a fairer and stronger
Queensland. In only 12 months we have achieved the opening of three new child safety service centres
and three branch offices servicing rural and remote Queensland. I was particularly pleased to have the
support of the members for Woodridge, Gaven and Cook when I was up in the cape opening those
service centres. 

As well, the Bligh government has increased wages for a third of our front-line hardworking Child
Safety staff. We have moved to improve staff safety through changes to the Child Protection Act. We
have also developed reunification panels to ensure more accountability, more transparency and more
fairness in decision-making processes when it comes to bringing families back together. I am also
pleased that we have employed 26 new specialised staff to increase the stability for the most vulnerable
children in care—those aged zero to four—through our important One Chance at Childhood initiative.

In May the Bligh government launched our foster care recruitment campaign. It has been an
outstanding success, and thanks to the hard work of government members in promoting that campaign.
There have been more than 4,000 calls to the hotline and I am very pleased indeed that some of those
new foster-carers are up and running, already providing services to young people in their care. I also
look forward to joining the members for Cleveland, Capalaba and Redlands for a family fun day on
Saturday to encourage more people in their region to become foster-carers. The Bligh government’s
Toward Q2 strategy also aims for a fairer Queensland by improving the proportion of volunteers by
50 per cent.

Time expired.

Mr SPEAKER: Honourable members, I want to indicate to the member for Clayfield that you
started off with a matter of privilege but then went into debate. If you wanted to say that it was a matter
of privilege and indicate, which you have, what the privilege was, you should then indicate to the
Speaker—to me—that you will write to me about the matter and I will consider your matter of privilege.
That concludes question time.

PARLIAMENTARY CRIME AND MISCONDUCT COMMITTEE

Three-Yearly Review of CMC, Submissions
Mr HOOLIHAN (Keppel—ALP) (11.31 am): Earlier today I tabled a document from the PCMC and

also advised the House of the closing date for submissions under the three-yearly review. It has been
pointed out to me that the date in that statement was incorrect. The closing date for submissions to the
three-yearly review will in fact be Friday, 31 October 2008 and not 15 November 2008 as shown in the
document. 
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REPORT

Tabling of Document
Hon. DM WELLS (Murrumba—ALP) (11.31 am): I table the six-month review of police activity in

New Zealand following the repeal of its domestic discipline defence, a document which I referred to in
the adjournment debate last night but which was not then available for tabling.
Tabled paper: Document titled ‘Six Month Review of Police Activity following the enactment of the Crimes (substituted section 59)
Amendment Act 2007. 

POLICE SERVICE ADMINISTRATION AND OTHER LEGISLATION AMENDMENT 
BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 26 August (see p. 2243), on motion of Ms Spence—

That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr JOHNSON (Gregory—NPA) (11.32 am): It is with much pleasure that I inform the minister and
the House that the opposition will be supporting the Police Service Administration and Other Legislation
Amendment Bill 2008. I also take this opportunity to thank the minister and her staff for the briefing that
was given to me, and I especially thank Senior Sergeant Troy Schmidt, Sergeant Rachael Chan and the
minister’s adviser, Fred Gwinn. 

This legislation is very important legislation in further enhancing the technology available to
Queensland police in the apprehension of criminals and bringing criminals to justice in a state where we
are fiercely protective of our people and fiercely protective of upholding the law. This legislation will be
very advantageous in assisting police with the location of missing persons and also in protecting the
community of Queensland against criminal elements. There is no doubt that many Queensland police
officers have been waiting a long time for this technology.

The minister said in her second reading speech that the information exchanged with other law
enforcement agencies will certainly bring Queensland online with some of the most sophisticated
technology available in this nation for the detection and apprehension of criminals in order to bring those
persons to justice. Queensland’s participation will be through the federal government’s information
processing agency, CrimTrac. As the minister said, it has the potential to add to Queensland
Government Priorities 2008 through Priority 3, ‘Fostering Healthy Individuals and Communities’. That is
what policing is all about—that is, ensuring that our communities are safe and that the people in our
communities have a culture of assisting police in terms of alerting them to something that is suspicious
or someone who is acting suspicious. This legislation will play a very valuable and integral part in doing
that.

CrimTrac administers secure information systems, and that information is very much defined
through the channels it is sourced from. It is researched thoroughly so that the material that is available
to police through this system will assist police in the apprehension of undesirable people or people who
have to be brought before the criminal justice system. It is important to note that CrimTrac checks 26
points about a person, and the police will have those 26 points available to them. This will certainly give
police an advancing operational policing tool to assist them in their everyday surveillance of the criminal
element. With regard to computer access, during the briefing I asked about an officer accessing this
material—that is, people going online just to have a look. I understand from the ministerial advisory
team that the IT department will know if an officer is looking at that screen for too long and if there is a
situation there of suspicion.

In essence, if a New South Wales person is arrested in Queensland the police can see if that
person has a particular disease such as HIV or if they have a criminal record. One such case comes to
mind from Christmas time this year in Western Australia when an undesirable committed an atrocious
crime in Melbourne. A West Australian policeman involved in the apprehension of that person finally
shot that person dead. Police do have this technology available right across the nation now and this will
put our Police Service right in line with other jurisdictions, and I truly commend the minister for bringing
this upgrading of technology to the House in the form of this legislation.

There are a few other issues that I want to address quickly, because I know that time is precious
today and we are trying to get this legislation through the House. In her second reading speech the
minister mentioned the removal of legislative barriers which will allow the Queensland Police Service to
do the reverse of what this legislation is all about—that is, it will be able to advise CrimTrac of criminal
data that it has that can assist other jurisdictions at the same time. This is a culture that will become
something of an international standard before too long where persons of suspicion can be detected by
these databases and can be brought to justice by this technology that is advantageous to our police.
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I have already mentioned the 26 points that CrimTrac will make available in its information for an
officer making an inquiry about a person. This important amalgamation means that this information will
all be nationally stored—that is, information about the offender or person of interest such as the aliases
of a person, a list of addresses, any bail conditions applicable to the person and any behavioural health
warnings. This is a very important issue. In the execution of their duties every day, police are subjected
to not knowing whether a person is infected with a contagious disease, whether they are a person of a
violent nature or whatever the case may be. We cannot be too sure of providing police with this
knowledge and this understanding of persons of suspicion. It is very important that we offer the Police
Service every piece of technology that is available to make certain that these people are brought to
justice. 

There are many issues confronting police throughout the state. Today in this House I heard the
minister make reference to some of the good things that she has put in place since she has been
minister. One of those is the drug testing units that have been placed on the side of the road and the
apprehension of drug drivers. Members might ask, ‘What’s that got to do with this legislation?’ I think it
has a lot to do with this legislation, because when police pull up people, regardless of the reason, they
can detect these drugs. I know in my electorate in one particular town vehicles of suspicion are always
travelling through it. The police are looking for one particular configuration of vehicle in relation to the
detection of the carriage of prohibited goods from the north, where the drugs are grown, to the south. 

We have police officers today who are very intelligent—very understanding of the criminal
element out there and very knowledgeable about what is going on around them. They mix with the
communities and the communities mix with them. I think this legislation is going to be a great and
valuable tool in assisting with these types of operations. In terms of the drug testing units and the
apprehension of people who are in the drug trade, I applaud the minister for that. I hope we are going to
see more drug testing on our roads before long, because this is a very serious situation, especially in
the area of heavy transport operators. That is something I am gravely concerned about.

Mr Deputy Speaker, I can see you are getting agitated. I would not like to cause you any great
harm, or any great duress, or get you excited while you are in the chair today, because it is early in the
day. I know I can get people excited, but I would not like to do that to you, Mr Deputy Speaker. In closing,
I would like to say that the opposition supports this legislation. Any legislation that will further advance
the technology that is available to our police to assist in the apprehension of criminals and to bring them
to justice and put them in a place where they should be we will support. I applaud the minister for this
legislation. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Wettenhall): Order! Thank you, member for Gregory. Your powers of
observation are quite acute. I call the member for Currumbin. 

Mr JOHNSON: Can I respond to that? 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Currumbin. 

Mrs STUCKEY (Currumbin—Lib) (11.42 am): I rise to contribute to the debate on the Police
Service Administration and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2008, which was introduced into this
House by the Minister for Police, Corrective Services and Sport on 26 August this year. As honourable
members have already heard from my colleague and opposition shadow minister for this portfolio, the
honourable member for Gregory, the LNP will be fully supporting this bill. 

According to the explanatory notes, the bill aims to provide for an act that allows the Queensland
Police Service to participate in national information sharing initiatives and to also facilitate the exchange
of information between the Queensland Police Service and other police services of the Commonwealth
and other states and specified agencies, approved by government, for use when performing a policing
function or a law enforcement function. The bill achieves the objectives by amending the Police Service
Administration Act 1990 and overriding the provisions of the Criminal Law (Rehabilitation of Offenders)
Act 1986 and the Juvenile Justice Act 1992. 

The removal of legislative barriers to the communication and sharing of detailed nationwide police
information will permit the exchange of data that was previously unavailable between states. The
disclosure of information relating to spent convictions and information relevant to investigations relating
to juveniles will now be accessible via an information processing service provider. The current database,
QPRIME, which replaces over 230 existing systems, is described by the minister as a fast, high-quality
information technology system that will enhance officers’ capacity to solve crimes. Being able to
exchange information with the federal government’s highly acclaimed CrimTrac will provide numerous
benefits to assist our police to respond rapidly to police requests from other jurisdictions. For that I am
very grateful, and I have no doubt that so are they. I am pleased that the government has, through this
legislation, been able to extend the information sharing regime of the Queensland Police Service to
match that of other Australian police agencies. I would like to take this opportunity to commend the
minister for bringing forward this legislation. 
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Through the removal of legislative barriers, the bill allows the Queensland police to work more
closely with their neighbours on my electorate boundary in New South Wales and other Commonwealth
and Australian departments. As honourable members are well aware, my electorate of Currumbin,
which abuts New South Wales, has in recent years seen increasing incidents of cross-border crime and
has featured on national news and current affairs programs. This new legislation will definitely give
police on both sides of the border a potent weapon by which to tackle crime.

For too long criminals have crisscrossed the border, leaving damaged property and severely
injured people in their wake, with hamstrung police unable to share vital intelligence to secure arrests
and convictions. Undoubtedly, the assaults are getting worse in their severity and are involving younger
juveniles. Last month two girls aged around 15 years old attempted to rob a 21-year-old at a bus stop at
Burleigh at 8.30 pm. The victim struggled and lost control of her handbag. But that was not enough for
these perpetrators. One of the perpetrators pulled a meat mallet from her bag and was about to clobber
the defenceless young woman, but was intercepted by a passer-by who intervened.

We have to get the message through that this kind of injury, especially to the head, could kill and
at least cause irreversible consequences for the sufferers, such as brain damage and loss of body
movement. Intensive education and awareness campaigns, together with sentences that fit the crime,
are required urgently. A culture of fear of reprisals is creeping through our suburbs, with more and more
parents coming to see me distraught about senseless assaults on their children. I am happy to say that
the people of Currumbin will be supporting this legislation, as over 3,000 residents who completed a
recent local issues survey indicated that they wanted tougher sentences. ‘What is the point of the police
catching the thugs,’ they ask, ‘who go out deliberately to spoil someone else’s leisure time when all they
receive from the courts is a slap on the wrist?’ 

Since late last year I have been calling for more powers for our police to prevent the attacks on
innocent people, such as the vicious assault by a group of youths from New South Wales on a police
officer and his girlfriend that occurred at Coolangatta in mid-November. What was most disturbing about
that incident was the age of those youth. They were juveniles—and I note that this legislation deals with
that issue. The reports in the newspaper suggested that some of those involved in this crime were as
young as 10 or 12. One has to ask what on earth those children were doing out on the streets at 1 am or
2 am New South Wales time. They are too young to get into nightclubs, so they hang around looking for
trouble. Younger hangers-on are coached into taking part in these dangerous activities. 

Countless calls from certain concerned residents in February this year about cross-border issues
compelled me to call for a thug-proof fence at the New South Wales border to repel troublemakers who
are regularly terrorising innocent people. Whilst that was a tongue-in-cheek comment, as we have
invisible borders in our country, it highlighted the need to address violent youths coming over from New
South Wales, committing crime and fleeing back to their hideaways. Like many residents, I was sick and
tired of these thugs coming over the border and deliberately breaking the law by attacking innocent
people with intent to inflict harm. 

Alarmingly, the severity of the attacks is increasing. In relation to the Coolangatta incident, for one
youth to climb up a fence so that he could jump on to the officer’s head with more impact shows just how
out of control our streets have become and how little regard some of these youngsters have for human
life or another’s property. These criminals—juveniles or adults—must be caught and punished and their
parents questioned as to why their children were roaming Coolangatta’s streets in the middle of the
night. A failure to act will allow these 10- and 12-year-olds to develop into serious criminals by learning
from older youth.

As a matter of urgency, together with this legislation, we must work towards the implementation of
proactive measures and we need to be creative in how we tackle the ever-increasing number of youth
issues. I note that over the past couple of years there have been a number of attempts by the
government to host task forces and forums, but none have resulted in tough measures that engender
police confidence. 

Additionally, on the topic of cross-border intelligence I requested an operational police task force
from a cross-border perspective to be established to address the increasing incidence of youth violence.
I am aware that regular discussions take place between senior levels of police from both Queensland
and New South Wales, but what is needed is a better on-the-ground response to deal with youth who
are border hopping to escape their crimes. 

I sincerely hope that this legislation will assist in catching more of these offenders. To date, there
has not been a functional sharing of information between the police service because the computer
systems in both states, which this legislation addresses, varies, limiting the sharing of police intelligence
about certain individuals. 

Due to a string of crimes, culminating in a particularly terrorising episode where a gang invaded a
home and kidnapped one of the occupants before beating them and leaving them in the bush, the
Tweed-Byron local area commander, Michael Kenny, has called a public meeting for 23 September to
get our local community involved. I will be very pleased to inform this meeting of this legislation that has
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been brought in by the Queensland government. The Tweed MP, Mr Geoff Provest, and I are committed
to working together to assist our police to make our streets safe and wholeheartedly support Mr Kenny’s
initiative to hold a law and order public meeting. 

I would like to share with the House the successful initiative that New South Wales is trialling in
the Tweed. I hope that the minister will be interested in this. It is called Hoon Watch where residents fill
in forms outlining the date, time and location of the disturbance. I am keen to speak with my local police
officers about promoting a similar initiative in Currumbin so that residents can contribute to the process
rather than feeling angry and helpless. Mind you, it was stated that the situation may not have reached
this stage if our Labor premiers on both sides had implemented the cross-border initiatives that were
promised in 2007. 

A number of suggestions could be explored and I do ask the minister to consider these. These
are just a handful which I am pleased to share: implementing of mandatory curfews for these under-age
youth who crisscross the border; police reserves to supplement full-time operational police during peak
periods and special events; a review of the Juvenile Justice Act to make youth offenders more
accountable for their actions; enhanced police powers to deal with these juvenile offenders—and this
legislation I understand does deal with that; a local safe house facility where children roaming the
streets can be taken by police; and ensuring operational police vacancies are filled as a priority. There
was also a very strong request for Palm Beach and Coolangatta police stations to have 24-hour counter
service. 

The national exchange of policing information is long overdue and amounts to common sense.
Police on both sides of the New South Wales-Queensland border have suffered enormous frustrations
for many years and, from what I hear and have shared with the House, they will be very pleased with the
increased intelligence gathering network. 

Rapid population growth in south-east Queensland and northern New South Wales, coupled with
years of neglect from both the Labor governments through denial of adequate police resources, has
enabled these young thugs to cause mayhem and get away with it which irks our good officers no end. I
would like to take a moment to congratulate our hardworking, dedicated police officers who work on our
cross-border issues. I particularly wish to thank Senior Sergeant Mark Johnston at Coolangatta, Senior
Sergeant Chris Ahearn at Palm Beach, Inspector Des Lacy and Superintendent Jim Keogh for
instigating and supporting the Southern Alliance Task Force and providing police on the beat every
Friday and Saturday night in Coolangatta. It has made a difference and must be continued if we are to
stem the tide of violence threatening our streets at night. 

The minister said in her second reading speech that this government is committed to ensuring
that the Queensland Police Service has all appropriate and available resources to aid in the protection
of our community. As I have said on numerous occasions throughout this speech, it is a positive move
but it does not satisfy the need for more police resources or tougher sentences for criminals as is
desired by a significant number of residents in the Currumbin electorate. 

We are concerned, with Indy and schoolies coming along in a very short time, that we will be
short-changed with our numbers. Most of all, the residents of the Currumbin electorate want their police
to have more powers to deal with these youths and to be given the resources to keep our community
and themselves safe. The residents have proven that they can work willingly hand in hand with police by
reforming the Palm Beach Community Consultative Committee, by regularly sharing information—which
of course can now be increased with this legislation—and by working together on graffiti and truancy
campaigns. I commend the bill to the House. 

Mr BOMBOLAS (Chatsworth—ALP) (11.53 am): I rise to contribute to the Police Service
Administration and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2008. The bill amends the Police Service
Administration Act 1990 and the Police Service Administration Regulation 1990 to facilitate the
exchange of policing information between the Queensland Police Service and the police services or
forces of the Commonwealth and other states and, in particular, Queensland and Commonwealth public
sector agencies. 

Secure information exchange with other police agencies will be facilitated by CrimTrac, the
Commonwealth’s police information broker. All police jurisdictions within Australia will electronically
transfer policing information from the police service or force’s database to CrimTrac. The information will
be collated and stored by CrimTrac. However, CrimTrac staff will not actually access or use the
information but merely process and forward the information for police officer use. The information
available through CrimTrac will not include complainant, witness or victim information. 

The information available through the system is limited to 26 points of data about a person,
including name, date of birth, behavioural warnings such as violent offender, address, photograph,
criminal history and physical description. This information will be available through the QPS QPRIME
system giving immediate access to offender information. This will allow police officers to more easily
confirm the identity of the persons of interest and to make proper precautions when, for example,
attending incidents involving known violent offenders regardless of their origin. 
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Participation in this information sharing acknowledges the difficult work of members of the police
service and places a heavy emphasis on officer and community safety. The government, through this
bill, is reaffirming the view that police officers need the maximum amount of information possible to
reduce the potential for injury or even death to a member of our community or police service. 

The criminal history available under these provisions will include juvenile history and spent
conviction information. Where this type of information becomes dated and less relevant a police officer
will give it less consideration, as is the current practice of QPS officers. However, where it indicates a
recent behaviour, it has the capacity to assist in the determination of appropriate police action. 

While I am on my feet I would like to praise all QPS staff across Queensland, in particular those
based in Chatsworth, for the great job that they do. As a state member, the parliamentary secretary for
police and a member of the public I appreciate their dedication in making this great state a safer place. 

Finally, I endorse any method, practice, training or equipment that helps our law enforcers do their
jobs even better. This is certainly a high-tech policing tool of great merit. I congratulate the minister on
bringing this forward to the House and her department for its great work. I commend the bill to the
House. 

Ms STONE (Springwood—ALP) (11.57 am): The Police Service Administration and Other
Legislation Amendment Bill 2008 amends the Police Service Administration Act 1990 and the Police
Service Administration Regulation 1990 to remove legislative barriers to the electronic communication
and sharing of detailed nationwide police information via a secure electronic exchange, CrimTrac. The
bill facilitates the electronic sharing of information between the Queensland Police Service and other
Australian police agencies, which is a step forward in law enforcement. The bill removes the
jurisdictional information borders and recognises that crime and the criminals who commit crimes do not
see state borders as a boundary to their criminal activity. 

The amalgamation of information contained in the existing QPS systems to QPRIME will increase
policing capabilities and maintain information efficiency and security. The QPRIME system is the main
database of the QPS and the bill recognises its latest stage of implementation through the change in
terminology utilised in the recruiting provisions of the act. 

The collated national offender information will enhance police and law enforcement agency officer
safety by providing a fuller picture of offenders through the provision of a national criminal history and
behavioural warnings, such as being prone to violence against authority. Where greater information is
available, officers’ enhanced preparation for incidents is likely. 

In acknowledgement that there will be occasions where a law enforcement agency is approved by
cabinet to directly access the QPS information database QPRIME, a regulatory provision has been
included to allow this access. The necessity to gain cabinet approval prior to an agency gaining access
to QPRIME, coupled with a provision for that agency to identify all personnel who may access QPRIME
and to have the commissioner approve those persons, will ensure the information is limited and
auditable.

The use of information available under the bill is limited to a law enforcement purpose or policing
purpose. Furthermore, where the use of the information by the QPS is restricted by an act, similar
conditions apply to other entities that may access the information. This limitation will for example ensure
that juvenile caution and conference information is available for operational policing purposes but not
admissible in the sentencing of an offender. 

Offence provisions have been introduced that apply where the use of information contrary to
these provisions is detected. Detection may be through the complaint process, random auditing or
scheduled auditing of the system or user access. The maximum penalty for the misuse of the
information under these provisions is 100 penalty units. 

This bill is about consistent, rapid information to police officers in our state and nationwide. While
it is an important tool for law enforcement and to deter crime, I believe it is very important that we should
also recognise that it probably can help those who are innocent. Today in question time we heard about
a person who was committing identity fraud, using another person’s identity. The person whose identity
they used had to prove their innocence and so forth. Maybe this system will help more people prove
their innocence more quickly and efficiently than what they can do now. 

When it comes to the Queensland Police Service we should be very proud. Our Police Service is
recognised internationally as being the best in the world. Task Force Argos is internationally known as
being the best. With the plans for the new academy, we are already getting inquiries from countries
around the world for their police services. We have a lot to be very proud of with our police officers in
Queensland and the service as a whole. With that, I would like to acknowledge the great work done by
the Logan police officers and, in my area in particular, the Slacks Creek and Loganholme divisions. I
commend the bill to the House. 
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Mrs CUNNINGHAM (Gladstone—Ind) (12.01 pm): I rise to support the Police Service
Administration and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2008 and recognise that this will connect our
Queensland Police Service in terms of information sharing with other states. On one of the committee
trips I have done over the last couple of years we had a briefing on CrimTrac. It certainly had a lot to
commend it in terms of an information tracking system. So I am sure that our police officers will benefit. 

I note that there are a number of safeguards, and I have to commend the minister for those
safeguards in terms of an approval process for organisations seeking access to Queensland Police
Service information and then for specific people within those approved organisations to be appointed by
the Commissioner of Police. Whilst that limits the number of people who can access our police
database, I think the other side is that it also enables the Queensland Police Service to effectively track
any breaches of that access. I know with a number of issues that we have looked into sometimes
breaches of the process are difficult to prove because the more people who can access information the
more difficult it is to prove who has abused that privilege. 

The work of police officers right across Queensland I think is difficult. We endeavour in this place
to give them additional powers and additional tools to combat illegal activity within the state and to
provide a better environment for our community to live and grow. With those additional police powers
comes additional responsibilities. I know that that is a balancing act that always must be taken into
account. 

Like other speakers, I would like to commend my local police officers. We have stations in
Gladstone, Calliope, Mount Larcom, Tannum Sands and Many Peaks. All the officers that I have had
any contact with do an incredibly efficient job. They are good people to deal with. They want to see the
crime and misconduct, illegal activity, within the community cleaned up. I do believe we have a good
clean-up rate. While we are debating this bill, it would be remiss of me not to raise with the minister the
workload that our local police officers have had to carry over the last little while. 

I know there is a staffing model. But, overlaying that, I do think the minister needs to have a look
at the workload that police are carrying. We have had incidents in my electorate that have been out of
character for our community. We have had two very vicious murders. I have to commend all of the police
officers who were involved in investigating those tragedies. They worked tirelessly. I have talked to
some of the officers, and they are just bone tired because of their workload—not just the work that these
two incidents created, although they certainly added to the burnout. Additionally, there has been an
increase lately in amphetamine use and abuse and that adds to the workload of police. 

I request that the minister review the policing numbers in the stations in the Gladstone region in
all categories—uniform, JAB, CIB and all of the classifications for police officers. While our clean-up rate
remains good, it is being achieved at a personal toll to these officers and they certainly need some
reinforcements in terms of numbers. 

Mr Johnson: Hear, hear! 
Mrs CUNNINGHAM: I thank the member for Gregory for that support. With much of the

criminality that is occurring, the ability to access crossborder information is incredibly important. Much of
the drugs that are run around Queensland are sourced interstate. In one of the most recent incidents in
my electorate, the alleged perpetrator would not have been picked up without interstate information that
was gathered in the current circumstances. Therefore, I believe that this piece of legislation will enhance
the ability for police officers investigating serious crime to be able to get a better picture of potential
perpetrators because their profile will be accessible across the states. I commend the minister for the
bill. 

Mr LANGBROEK (Surfers Paradise—Lib) (12.06 pm): It is my pleasure to rise to speak to the
Police Service Administration and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2008. I note the support proffered
by the shadow minister, the honourable member for Gregory. This is an important regulatory bill that will
remove some of the legislative barriers plaguing the Queensland Police Service by allowing enhanced
information sharing between officers, stations, regions and jurisdictions. The bill will drastically improve
the way police access information and ensure that Queensland police can participate in the national
fight against crime. 

This bill builds on the Queensland Police Records and Information Management Exchange, or
QPRIME, system introduced in 2006. QPRIME represents a massive investment in information
technology, reportedly worth over $95 million. Once fully operational, the system is expected to boost
police intelligence and revolutionise the way we fight crime in Queensland. However, it has been a long
time coming. Since the system went online two years ago, consolidating around 230 databases into one
centralised system, police have complained that the system has, in many respects, hampered their
efforts in tackling crime as a result of poor training and time-consuming data input. 

The August 2007 edition of the Queensland Police Union Journal contained an article by a senior
police officer who said that the system was taking police officers off the street because of the amount of
time it took to enter data into the QPRIME system. In a separate statement earlier this year, the
Queensland Police Union confirmed that the QPRIME reporting requirements were such that a small
oversight would derail data input by rendering it unregistrable. 
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 While this legislation will fix many of the frustrations Queensland police have with the current
system, it does not take away from the fact that up until now, and until the system is fully operational,
police presence on our streets has been hindered by the very information system designed to save time
and improve policing. When you consider some areas like the Gold Coast—which has the lowest police
to population ratio in the state, despite being a renowned party precinct and a high petty crime area—it
is quite concerning to think that our thin blue line is even thinner because our trained police officers are
too busy attending to administrative duties rather than patrolling the streets. 

That said, I believe this bill will go a long way towards improving the way we fight crime in
Queensland. The bill will allow police to participate in national information-sharing initiatives, including
federal agency database CrimTrac. This will give Queensland police far greater access to information
than what has previously been the case. 

Through information sharing and access to national fingerprint ID systems and DNA databases,
police will be able to more effectively track criminals and administer justice. The efficacy of the CrimTrac
system was demonstrated recently when a Melbourne man was arrested in Western Australia five years
after a sexual assault claim was made against him. Victorian police were able to track him down through
information contained in a DNA database connecting him with the crime. CrimTrac director, Ben
McDevitt, made the interesting comment that a national information-sharing system allowed the fight
against crime to be taken Australia-wide. 

The LNP is committed to creating a true justice system in Queensland. That is why we will
support any move to train more police and give them access to state-of-the-art resources and modern
policing powers. When it comes to policing, the LNP recognises the need for a nationwide approach to
solving crime. That is why I support this bill. 

Mr WEIGHTMAN (Cleveland—ALP) (12.10 pm): I rise to support the Police Service
Administration and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2008. I am pleased to see via the contribution
from the member for Gregory and other members of the opposition that the opposition will be supporting
this bill. The importance of this legislation in allowing our Queensland Police Service to share in
nationwide information in quick time cannot be understated.

To achieve this leap in technology, amendments need to be made to the Police Service
Administration Act 1990 and the Police Service Administration Regulation 1990 to remove legislative
barriers to the electronic communication and sharing of the detailed nationwide police information via a
secure electronic exchange, CrimTrac. The new Queensland police system, QPRIME, will be interfaced
with the CrimTrac system so when an inquiry is made through QPRIME by an officer and they ask for
interstate information that information will be available in an instant. This improves the efficiency,
effectiveness and safety of our policing response. Time saved in this regard allows Queensland police to
respond to other important issues in the community.

The bill expands on the support the government holds for all Queensland police officers to have
access to information about offenders by giving that information to police officers nationally. In return,
Queensland Police Service officers will have access to increased information about people in other
jurisdictions—enhancing QPS’s ability to identify people who are wanted by police—offenders and those
people who attempt to unlawfully disrupt the Queensland community. 

The bill includes a necessary overriding provision to allow for the disclosure of information
relating to spent convictions and information in relation to investigations relating to juveniles. However,
safeguards are included in the bill to preserve the rights of the individual: the information will be limited
to 26 points of offender and person-of-interest data, the use of the information is limited to a policing
purpose or law enforcement purpose, and an offence is created where the information is misused. The
information available through CrimTrac will not include complainant, witness or victim information.

In recognition of the benefits this information would have to certain law enforcement agencies, the
bill allows law enforcement agencies prescribed in the regulation to contact the QPS to receive the
same 26 points of data as would be available through CrimTrac. The LEAs are limited to ASIO,
Customs, the CMC and the ACC. As a safeguard against inappropriate organisations gaining access to
the information, any new LEA must be approved by cabinet. Information gained through the bill by an
LEA may only be used for a law enforcement purpose. 

Information maintained on the QPRIME and CrimTrac systems is secure. An integral part of both
systems is the ability to have and the application of scheduled, random and targeted auditing of both the
systems and the users of the systems. An offence for the misuse of the information by any person is
created with the maximum penalty of 100 penalty units. This is additional to any internal disciplinary
actions available.

The commissioner may impose any conditions or restrictions on the use of the information gained
under this legislation that the commissioner deems appropriate. Additionally, information gained under
this legislation is subject to the same legislative limitations when used by another entity as those to
which the QPS is limited. Where misuse is detected, the person may be subject to an offence where the
maximum penalty is 100 penalty units, in addition to any internal disciplinary process. All these things
will lead to the safer use of information throughout all policing jurisdictions. 
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I would like to also take the opportunity to commend the minister and all associated police officers
who have provided input into this legislation. I can assure them, as an ex police officer, that access to
this information on a timely basis will be of significant importance to the police. I commend this bill to the
House. 

Madam DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms van Litsenburg): Before I call the member for Mudgeeraba, I
would like to welcome teachers and students from the Forest Lake State School in the electorate of
Algester, represented in this House by Ms Karen Struthers. 

Mrs REILLY (Mudgeeraba—ALP) (12.14 pm): And what a good-looking young bunch of people!
Welcome. I rise to support the Police Service Administration and Other Legislation Amendment Bill
2008, which amends the Police Service Administration Act 1990 and the Police Service Administration
Regulation 1990 to remove legislative barriers to the electronic communication and sharing of detailed
nationwide police information via a secure electronic exchange, CrimTrac. Offender and person-of-
interest information will be accessible by the Commonwealth, state and territory police agencies through
the Commonwealth’s information processing agency, CrimTrac.

The legislation has given due regard to privacy considerations, adequately balancing the
expectations of the community to detect and apprehend offenders with individual privacy. The
information available from CrimTrac to any police officer will be limited to 26 points of information which
are prescribed under the regulation. These data points do not include complainant, witness or victim
information. As a safeguard, any alteration in this information will require consideration progressed as
significant subordinate legislation. I am of the view that this will make an enormous difference to the
ability of the Gold Coast police and the police in northern New South Wales to manage, monitor and use
their intelligence in an effective way when fighting crime across the border, which is very frequently
raised. 

Information sharing extends to providing the same 26 points of information to law enforcement
agencies, or LEAs, also prescribed in the regulation. Presently, the LEAs are limited to the Australian
Customs Service, the Australian Crime Commission, the Australian Security and Intelligence
Organisation and the Crime and Misconduct Commission. The LEAs will gain the approved information
through the Queensland Police Service. The bill provides LEAs with the ability to seek approval to gain
the approved information from CrimTrac upon all police jurisdictions approving the access. As a
safeguard, any additional LEAs must be progressed as significant subordinate legislation.

Provisions have been included to allow the approval of specific agencies to gain direct access to
a QPS database, thereby gaining access to far greater information than the 26 data points. No agencies
have been included at this time. However, should an agency seek this access, the amendment would be
progressed as significant subordinate legislation. Furthermore, once the agency has received approval
from the Governor in Council, the Commissioner of Police may then authorise specific members within
the approved agency to access the QPS database. The commissioner may impose any conditions or
restrictions on the use of the information gained under this legislation that the commissioner deems
appropriate. Additionally, information gained under this legislation is subject to the same legislative
limitations when used by another entity as those to which QPS is limited.

An offence has been created to capture the misuse of information, and the offence has
extraterritorial application. The maximum penalty for the offence is 100 penalty units. I know that the
Police Service has awaited these amendments and will welcome them. I commend the bill to the House. 

Hon. JC SPENCE (Mount Gravatt—ALP) (Minister for Police, Corrective Services and Sport)
(12.18 pm), in reply: From the outset, I want to acknowledge all members’ contributions to this debate. It
is clear we are all supportive of the delivery of resources which will help our police do the best they can.
I also want to thank all members for their ongoing support of the Queensland Police Service.

The last 20 years has seen the dawn of the information revolution. At the touch of a button,
people can have access to almost any information they desire. This revolution has increased people’s
expectations of the delivery of information and indeed responses to new and emerging issues. Our
community has become very sophisticated, and information technology through the internet and other
modern mediums has removed once traditional boundaries. We are a truly global society. This in itself
creates some unique challenges for law enforcement agencies not just in Queensland but across the
world.

We have seen the emergence of threats to children through the internet as well as increased
exposure to financial and identify fraud. Criminals know no boundaries when it comes to the law. Even
the most unsophisticated criminals are now using this environment to their advantage and are working
together in an attempt to attack our way of life. It is amazing how ingenious people can become when it
comes to flouting the law. That is why this legislation is critical. This legislation is allowing for increased
cooperation between jurisdictions without compromising the normal rights and liberties we have come to
expect. This legislation will streamline information sharing between all jurisdictions within Australia and
provide Queensland police with a valuable operational policing tool.
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What does this legislation mean practically? Police will now have instant access to information
held by police services in other states and territories. At the touch of a button, front-line operational
police will be able to access up to 26 points of information concerning any person they intercept. This
information will range from routine things such as whether the person is appropriately licensed to the
criminal history and outstanding warrants of criminals. For example, where a Victorian offender attempts
to expand their drug enterprises to Queensland, this person’s drug activities and any associated
information will be accessible by Queensland police should the person be intercepted in this state. By
sharing this real-time information, police from the different states will be able to work together more
efficiently to disrupt criminal enterprises.

Police intelligence officers will also welcome these new laws. It will now be possible to more
easily identify interstate offenders and form a profile of them and their associates in local crime scenes.
Police in localities such as the Gold Coast, Goondiwindi and Mount Isa, which experience regular cross-
border crime, will be able to more readily identify and investigate wanted interstate suspects. This
legislation is about improving the safety of police officers, members of the public and offenders. Front-
line police will have access to interstate warnings prior to conducting a vehicle interception and when
dealing with individuals. By way of example, it is becoming increasingly common for violent offenders to
flee interstate to avoid apprehension. 

These new laws mean interstate police will have access to warnings and information about
suspects prior to their interception, allowing police to be more prepared when detaining offenders and
thus decreasing the opportunity for anyone to be seriously injured or, worse, killed. It means fleeing
interstate is no longer an option for criminals seeking to evade justice. 

Queensland is leading the way in other areas of interjurisdictional cooperation. In relation to DNA
matching, our legislation has been recognised as the benchmark in this area since 2006, with the Police
Ministers Council resolving that ‘jurisdictions aim to develop matching rules that achieve, or move
towards achieving, the effect of the Queensland matching table’. 

Since 2003, over 15,000 DNA profiles found at crime scenes have been linked to suspects. This
equates to over 5,300 people identified. In 2008 alone, over 4,000 DNA profiles found at crime scenes
have been linked to suspects. This equates to over 1,300 people identified as a consequence of the
national DNA database and national matching. This is another prominent example of the importance of
national information sharing. 

This legislation is another resource we are providing to police to tackle the unique challenges of
policing in the 21st century. As we build smarter mouse traps, the mice do learn and become more
inventive. This is particularly true of criminals. This legislation will make a huge difference to front-line
policing across the country. In Australia, criminals will have nowhere to hide. No-one wants to see
criminals become untouchable because they are able to exploit the laws between jurisdictions. This
legislation will meet a key expectation for all Queenslanders, catching more criminals.

Finally, my sincere thanks go to my staff, Simon Tutt and Fred Gwinn, and Senior Sergeant Troy
Schmidt and Sergeant Rachael Chan from the Queensland Police Service for their work on the Police
Service Administration and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2008. 

Question put—That the bill be now read a second time.
Motion agreed to.
Bill read a second time.

Consideration in Detail
Clauses 1 to 7, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 8—
Mr JOHNSON (12.24 pm): Madam Deputy Speaker—
Mr Wallace: That’s a beautiful tie. 
Mr JOHNSON: Do you love it? If you go and see Mrs Lesley Cowper in Aramac, she will make

you one. 
Mr Nicholls: Not at the hospital. 
Mr JOHNSON: No, not at the hospital. Clause 8 is a fairly lengthy clause with many explanations.

I draw the minister’s attention to the explanatory notes at page 5. The clause on page 7 states—
End user means the following entities—
(a) an approved agency;
(b) a law enforcement agency; 
(c) a police force or service of the Commonwealth or another State. 

Can the minister please explain who falls under ‘(a) an approved agency’? What are the roles of
the category in question, ‘an approved agency’? 
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Ms SPENCE: The reason we have not outlined who the approved agencies are at the moment is
that it would be up to an agency to approach us with this request. If that is the case, then that will be a
cabinet decision. That is how important we see this access. 

Mr JOHNSON: On the same clause, on page 10, 10.2K is titled ‘Giving information to
Queensland Transport to enable Queensland Transport to administer MINDA’. Under 10.2K it states—
The commissioner may give the head of Queensland Transport all or any information in a QPS database to enable Queensland
Transport to administer MINDA for the Queensland Police Service. 

While we are talking about the Queensland Police Service or some other police jurisdiction
database material, would Queensland Transport personnel have access to that database or to the same
material that Queensland Police Service officers would have? In terms of giving information, 10.2L is
titled ‘Giving information to approved agencies to enable use of information for particular purposes’.
Under 10.2L(1) it states—
The commissioner may give the head of an approved agency all or any information in a QPS database to enable the approved
agency to use the information for a law enforcement purpose. 

I would take it that this would include Queensland Transport also. What information would it be
privy to in this instance? 

Ms SPENCE: I thank the shadow minister for the questions. They are very reasonable questions.
With regard to section 10.2K, Queensland Transport officers would not have access to the database, but
this is giving police the authority to provide them with select information from the database. So that is
the answer to that one. 

With regard to 10.2L, Queensland Transport would not be covered under this section, because
this section is about our police giving information to other law enforcement agencies. Queensland
Transport would not be seen as a law enforcement agency.

The member’s concern about who has access to this information I think is very warranted. This
legislation is giving a lot of discretion to the Commissioner of Police in making those decisions about
releasing this information. On a daily basis we give the Commissioner of Police that kind of authority. I
accept that this bill extends that authority but I think we have no reason to believe that our police misuse
the information they receive on individuals on a daily basis. Indeed, in this legislation if they do misuse
this information and give it out inappropriately there are stiff penalties. 

Mr JOHNSON: Minister, at 10.2L it states—
authorised member, of an approved agency, means a member of the approved agency authorised in writing by the commissioner
to have direct access to a QPS database. 

Given the minister’s previous answer I take it that that person would also have to be sanctioned
by cabinet. I go back to the minister’s previous answer in relation to 10.2L. I will explain where I was
really coming from. Queensland Transport officers are not sworn police officers but they apprehend the
travelling public, mainly heavy transport operators. What I was concerned about was those people
having access to that police data and that information being passed on. The authorised member would
have to be sanctioned by cabinet, I presume? 

Ms SPENCE: The member is quite right. This is the approved agency I was talking about before
that would have to be approved by cabinet before this kind of access was allowed. For example, it might
be a visiting police officer from the FBI working alongside our Queensland police in Task Force Argos to
solve some online paedophilia cases. They might be given access to this information. That is the kind of
example where it would be applicable. 

Clause 8, as read, agreed to. 
Clauses 9 and 10, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 11—
Mr JOHNSON (12.32 pm): Down the bottom of page 16 at clause 11(6), item 2 states—

Information in a QPS database or other database kept by the commissioner about—

• the person’s criminal history 

• if the person is nominated for appointment to a position that involves significant driving duties—the person’s Queensland
traffic history 

• warrants issued in relation to the person ...

The list goes on. Could the minister give us an opinion of this? In a situation where a person is
apprehended by police and subject to a roadside criminal check under the new procedures that will now
be available to our police and it is found that it is a case of mistaken identity will that material be
expunged from the system or will it be held? How will the system work? 
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Ms SPENCE: I do not know that I really got the gist of what the shadow minister was asking and
the example he used. 

Mr JOHNSON: It says at clause 11(6), item 2—
Information in a QPS database or other database kept by the commissioner about—
• the person’s criminal history ...

If we are talking about people with criminal histories then fair enough, but sometimes people are
apprehended and found not to be of interest to the police. Is the data obtained on the day then
expunged from the system or is it kept? 

Ms SPENCE: If it were found that the wrong history had been recorded against a person then
that would definitely be removed. The police would make every attempt possible to ensure that the
correct history was recorded against the correct person. I hope that answers the question. 

Mr JOHNSON: I do not want to get the minister’s advisers into trouble. During our briefing the
other day we were talking about the areas a person could be found wanting in. We talked about
contagious diseases and diseases like HIV-AIDS. I do not see anything in clause 11 about infectious
diseases. Is it there under a different heading or have I missed it? 

Ms SPENCE: The recording of infections diseases is apparently in clause 14, not in this clause. 
Clause 11, as read, agreed to. 
Clauses 12 to 14, as read, agreed to. 

Third Reading
Hon. JC SPENCE (Mount Gravatt—ALP) (Minister for Police, Corrective Services and Sport)

(12.37 pm): I move—
That the bill be now read a third time.

Question put—That the bill be now read a third time.
Motion agreed to.
Bill read a third time.

Long Title
Hon. JC SPENCE (Mount Gravatt—ALP) (Minister for Police, Corrective Services and Sport)

(12.37 pm): I move—
That the long title of the bill be agreed to.

Question put—That the long title of the bill be agreed to.
Motion agreed to.

AIRPORT ASSETS (RESTRUCTURING AND DISPOSAL) BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 26 August (see p. 2286), on motion of Mr Fraser—

That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr NICHOLLS (Clayfield—Lib) (12.38 pm): Can I say at the outset what a pleasure it is again to
be in here with the Treasurer for another day. I think this is the third day in a row. 

Mr Fraser: Tally-ho.
Mr NICHOLLS: ‘Tally-ho’, he says. He has obviously been reading too much Biggles. I would like

to say at the outset that the LNP will be supporting the Airport Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Bill
2008. I know that that will bring a warm glow to the Treasurer knowing that he has our support. We do
have some questions and comments to make in relation to the process. I have some comments
generally about the process of privatisation and how it is handled in a policy sense by this government. I
will set out some principles of our own in terms of how we would look at privatisation and some of the
issues that we consider important in dealing with it. 

The bill will see the establishment of the Airport Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Act 2008
and will amend the Energy Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Act 2006 upon which it is primarily
modelled, along with some consequential changes to the Integrated Planning Act 1997 and regulations,
the Land Tax Act, the Local Government Act, the State Penalties Enforcement Regulation 2000 and the
Transport Infrastructure Act 1994. In passing this bill, we will facilitate the sale of the state government’s
interests via the two port corporations in the Cairns and Mackay airports as well as its shareholding of
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just over 12 per cent in the Brisbane Airport Corporation—that is, the shareholding that is not currently
secured with QIC. The bill will also extend the period under which the Treasurer may act to complete the
sale of the wind farm assets in Western Australia, and I note that that is in fact the amendment to the
Energy Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Act brought about by some delays being experienced in the
sale of the wind farm assets in Western Australia due to a dispute between the joint venture partner and
the government.

I want to highlight perhaps more fundamentally why we are here today dealing with this particular
example of the government’s policy on privatisation rather than the mechanics that are set out in the bill
itself, although I will have some comments to make about that. The need for the bill today is another
example of the government’s lack of policy consistency and its continuing reliance on making policy on
the run. Rather than establishing good, solid, well-thought through policy and explaining that policy to
the people of Queensland, this government aims no further than the next headline, regardless of the
consequences. At no time prior to the public announcement had the public been consulted on the
decision to sell off these two assets. As far as Queensland voters were concerned, the sales were not
even on the agenda at the last election.

It goes to show Labor’s complete disregard for the Queensland public when it cannot even put
two major privatisation projects such as the Cairns and Mackay airports before the voting public as part
of its election policy platform. The government has not even tried to hide its failure to properly consult on
the project, because in the explanatory notes to the bill it admits that, apart from its own government
departments, it has not carried out any type of consultation that people would think appropriate for such
a major divestiture of publicly owned assets. The explanatory notes to the bill state—
Community and Business Policy consultation on this issue is not considered appropriate. However, consultation will occur with the
local governments at Mackay and Cairns when the Bill has been introduced to Parliament.

I understand that that consultation occurred last week. I must say that I received a briefing on the
bill only on Tuesday after question time in this place, but I want to thank those officers who made the
time available for their full and direct answers to the questions that I had about the process and they
certainly clarified a number of issues. Going back to the original point, Queenslanders have had no real
say in the decision that the government has made to sell off these airports. But I guess that is not too
much of a surprise given that policy on the run has become policy in itself for this government while
public consultation has become a thing of the past. Queenslanders have not been told, nor asked, about
the introduction of recycled water into their water supply, fluoride into their water supply or that local
government would be amalgamated—all issues that were done after the election of the current
government with no hint of them before the election. That is not to say that the decisions in themselves
are bad, but I certainly think it shows a lack of policy rigour and integrity on the part of this government in
terms of what it puts before Queenslanders.

What we are seeing in Queensland is the Premier trying to cut the umbilical cord from her
predecessor, and increasingly we are getting government by announcement and not good policy based
on thoughtful and considered policy positions. One of the aims of the LNP is that we will be providing
those thoughtful policy positions on the way through. The LNP believes that privatisation can provide
better outcomes and better value for money than traditional modes of service delivery in certain
identified and defined areas. This is especially so when we look at this government’s failures so far to
provide Queenslanders with the infrastructure and services they so desperately need. Whether it is in
the form of divestiture, partnerships, alliance contracts or outsourcing, the interaction of the private and
public sectors has the potential to deliver and be of enormous benefit to both the community and the
economy. That is recognised by governments of all colours and at all levels.

Saying that, we understand that there must be a proven need and a benefit to warrant
consideration of privatisation within the public sector. Governments should not look at privatisation as a
backup plan for its own failure to plan, budget and deliver. Similarly, privatisation should not be
undertaken simply for the sake of doing it and simply for the sake of a few extra bucks. If a government
is to consider whether the privatisation of assets may be an appropriate option, it first must consider if
there is a demonstrated community benefit. It must consider if it is being undertaken for more than a
short-term economic return. As part of this process, the impact of privatisation on the community by
changing the ownership of an asset or the manner of service delivery must be considered, with any
concerns of that community listened to and considered and with appropriate structures being put in
place to address those concerns.

Some of those structures may include a higher level of regulation, particularly in those instances
where there is a monopoly position in the market and there is no competitive tension to control the
desire of a private enterprise to maximise profits and minimise services. There may be other instances,
where regulation is not concerned, where we have a highly competitive market where regulation per se
is not required but rather the regulation is carried out by the operation of market forces. Examples of
where we would not need it would obviously be things like the financial services sector, and the
Commonwealth Bank is a perfect example. Qantas is another example. Areas where we would need
regulation—where there would need to be appropriate steps taken to regulate and control it—would be
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as we have seen in Queensland with the electricity industry, although we would contend that the
regulatory regime put in place has not been the most efficient and has not delivered the best outcomes
for Queenslanders, but there still needs to be a regulatory regime and rights of access—for example,
telcos and Telstra. The right of access to the last mile needs a solid and well-thought through regulatory
regime.

It can be best said that privatisation should not be seen as a short-term fix for long-term structural
problems. The LNP believes that there are many areas where government has a responsibility—an
obligation—to provide those services expected by Queenslanders and where any divestiture would be
inappropriate. This could include areas considered essential or public icons, and one of those that
comes to mind is obviously in the area of water supply. Saying that, there are equally many areas where
there is no sensible foundation for government involvement in the enterprise or in the service delivery. In
these areas, it makes sense that a government consider exiting that arena and look at where and how it
may better utilise the capacity that is freed up by privatisation to the benefit of Queenslanders.

Most of the low-hanging fruit in terms of privatisation has already been picked not only in
Queensland but probably in most parts of Australia. Over the last 15 years the appetite for privatisation
was fairly large and now it seems to be much harder to identify those service areas and those assets
that are owned by government that are capable of being covered under the umbrella of privatisation. It
means that opportunities for privatisation in the future will become more complex and require a
government that takes the time to carefully consider its options, and not half-heartedly and half-hazardly
draft policy on the run.

That is what happened here. The first time anyone outside the cabinet heard about the
government’s decision to sell off the state’s airport assets was on 15 April this year—less than five
months ago. In announcing the sales, the Premier told this parliament—
Today’s announcement is a decisive move to build regional Queensland. It is vital if we are to continue to provide the best level of
health care for Queenslanders in all areas of the state. This decision will keep my government’s $10 billion Health Action Plan
operating beyond its current time line, with new initiatives previously unannounced. We are putting our money where our mouth is
to achieve what Queenslanders need. We are getting ahead of the challenge of growth and we are being better prepared for our
future.

Despite all that spin, the truth is that the sale of these assets became necessary because of this
government’s failure to provide the health services promised, because of its failure to plan, and because
of its failure to budget and control its costs and to be able to provide services. After repeated bad
publicity because of hospitals closing down, hospitals being too full to admit patients and being
understaffed, the government realised it needed to do something fast and create some positive spin for
our health system.

This is particularly so in Cairns, where public pressure and pressure from the local media in the
form of the local newspaper were applying substantial pressure to the government to provide the
services and to provide a new hospital. The only problem was that this government’s failure to deliver
vital infrastructure on time in the past 10 years meant that it was desperately trying to catch up in other
areas and that funding was already stretched. That is what has led us to the state we are in today, which
is the sale of the state’s airport assets. We see the Cairns and Mackay airports being sold as well as the
government’s 12.4 per cent shareholding in the Brisbane Airport Corporation. 

The sale of the Cairns airport will go towards funding the much-needed redevelopment of the
Cairns Base Hospital, which is estimated to cost $450 million although, given this government’s
record—and we heard about that record this morning in question time, particularly in regard to the
children’s hospital—those figures can at this stage as best be described as rubbery. The expansion of
the health service is necessary to meet the growing needs of the residents of the Cairns region but this
year, according to the Service Delivery Statements in book 2, that expansion will include a new clinical
wing to provide more surgical and day beds and an additional cardiac care facility and a day surgery
unit. An amount of $24.2 million will be spent following the finalisation of the master plan—and I do not
know whether that master plan falls within the minister’s bailiwick. How far has that master plan gone
down the path to enable land acquisitions and a detailed design phase—this is the $450 million new
facility for the Cairns Base Hospital? I think there is also some local angst about the location of that
hospital. Other members on this side will be addressing that issue a little bit later. 

The money raised through the sale of the Mackay airport and the shareholding of the Brisbane
Airport Corporation will go towards funding the $405 million redevelopment of the Mackay Base Hospital
and the $65.3 million redevelopment of the Mount Isa health campus. The redevelopment of the hospital
in Mackay will include additional operating theatres and a dedicated coronary care unit and in Mount Isa
the funding will help the redevelopment of outpatients and primary community health facilities in a new
building on the current hospital site. There is no doubt that the sale of the airport assets will provide
some desperately needed funding for those hospitals. But we question why the family silver, if you like,
is being sold at this time in the economic cycle rather than the government planning to provide those
facilities as a matter of course in a long-term plan. 
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The legislation provides for the establishment of a number of subsidiary facilities. As I understand
it, under this legislation the proposal will provide for the airport assets to be separated from the current
port assets. So the Cairns Port Authority and the Mackay Port Authority will establish separate
companies. The airport assets will be transferred into those separate companies and those companies
will be sold to the ultimately successful bidder. In effect, it will be the assets of the companies that will be
bought in terms of both the Cairns and Mackay port authorities. 

That raises a number of issues, because for both the Cairns Port Authority and the Mackay Port
Authority the airports are their major source of revenue. The latest report of the Cairns Port Authority—
for 2006-07—shows that it received operating revenues of almost $98 million. Its earnings before
interest and tax were $38.5 million and there was a net profit of $21 million, with a dividend payment to
the government—the shareholding ministers—of $11.9 million. That is the payment in 2007-08. So of
the total revenue of $98 million earned by the Cairns Port Authority, 72 per cent was earned by the
airport. In terms of the Mackay Port Authority, 62.5 per cent of its earnings were provided by airport
operations. 

With those figures, there are some concerns about the ongoing viability of the ports authorities to
be able to continue to maintain their investment in their facilities. Both the Cairns and Mackay port
authorities have capital works programs that have seen them—and this is in their reports also—already
gearing up to undertake further debt in order to be able to undertake the building of those facilities. They
are now losing the income stream that they would be using to meet those obligations. My question to the
Treasurer in terms of the divestiture of those assets is: how is the debt of those two organisations to be
consolidated? Will the Mackay Port Authority and the Cairns Port Authority be left with that debt—that is
the debt that they undertook when they knew they had an income stream much higher than it will be
once those airports are sold out from under them once they lose, in the case of the Cairns Port Authority
70 per cent plus of its income-earning capacity, and in the case of the Mackay Port Authority 63 per cent
of its income-earning capacity? 

The reason that issue is also important is that at the moment the government is currently
considering a restructure of the north Queensland ports. There is a little bit of turf warfare underway
between port authorities in Townsville, Cairns and other parts of north Queensland about the control and
operation of their ports. 

Mr Fraser: Robust discussions. 
Mr NICHOLLS: I understand it is some of the most robust discussion that has been held for quite

some time in relation to the amalgamation of those two areas. But understandably, in terms of the
Cairns Port Authority, there would be a view that, if you take away a substantial part of its income-
earning capacity and its capacity to fund future development that it has planned for, that would make the
port a more ready target for takeover by the Townsville Port Authority. Indeed, the Townsville Port
Authority’s submission to the government, as I understand it, calls for all north Queensland ports to be
put under its umbrella. Equally, the Cairns Port Authority and the Cairns community are fiercely
determined to maintain their independence and not to be brought under that umbrella. So there is that
tension. I think there is the fear that unless the debt issues are attended to properly and the funding
issues are attended to properly in terms of the Cairns and Mackay port authorities, those ports could be
being set up for takeover by a new body, however that may be constituted—whether that be under the
control of the Townsville Port Authority or in some other way, shape or form. 

Currently, I think the Cairns Port Authority is geared at 22 per cent, and it was borrowing to
undertake $150 million worth of development. It is losing 78 per cent of its earning capacity. The issue is
what will happen to that debt. Will it be quarantined in the Cairns Port Authority or will a portion of it be
absorbed by government? Will government recapitalise the Cairns Port Authority on the way through?

The other issue in relation to the commercial structure of the divestiture or the sale of the assets
is the sale price. At the time the announcement was made on 15 April, the world was already
undergoing some pretty stringent financial strictures. The credit market had been tightening. The
availability of finance from the United States had been tightened. It was not a matter of creditworthiness;
it was a matter of money just not being available no matter how much you were willing to pay, virtually.
Since then, we have also seen the spike in fuel prices—although when listening to the radio in the car
while going home last night I heard that it is expected that the price of oil will go back down to $US100 a
barrel. But also this morning I heard on the radio that tourism numbers are on the decline again. There
was another drop in tourism numbers, particularly from Japan, of 12 per cent, which was announced
either yesterday afternoon or this morning. So, substantially, how will that affect the valuations of the
airports and the sale prices that are able to be obtained, considering that I think about 55 per cent of
Cairns airport’s revenue earnings come through its landing and take-off fees—so its actual airport
operations? That will have an impact.

I do not think the situation is quite the same in relation to the Mackay airport, which is a domestic
airport. I think it is the fifth or sixth largest regional domestic airport in Australia. Obviously, it is benefiting
from all the growth that is occurring in the minerals processing and the minerals export businesses. So
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in that respect the Mackay airport probably has more upside than the Cairns airport. Perhaps the
Treasurer could address some of those issues and concern about whether we will be getting that price
that we expect to receive from those airports. 

The anticipation is that there will be $1 billion and that any overpayment will go into the future
fund for further infrastructure development in north Queensland. Perhaps the Treasurer could tell us
how he envisages that money will be used. In terms of the current programs as outlined in the budget,
the money that is going to be coming in is not going to be needed for some time yet. The 2008-09
budget contemplates only about $45 million or $50 million worth of expenditure on those three projects.
I think the completion date is hoped to be by the end of this calendar year, hence the need for this bill to
be passed. So there will be a fair bit of money in that future fund—is it called the future fund? 

Mr Fraser: Future Growth Fund. 
Mr NICHOLLS: The Future Growth Fund—I should know. There will be funds in the Future

Growth Fund for some considerable time before it needs to be outlaid. 
The other question is: what happens if the expenses for those hospitals are greater than

anticipated and the return is less than anticipated? I presume that will put a dint in the Treasurer’s future
planning process. The Treasurer will have to find that extra funding somewhere else. We are concerned
that those figures that the Treasurer is hopeful of receiving are overambitious. He may have some
additional information that can allay those fears about the strength of the market and what might be the
types of businesses that might be interested, without naming those types of businesses. The legislation
provides the Treasurer with some quite extraordinary powers. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 pm to 2.30 pm. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr O’Brien): Order! Before calling the member for Clayfield, I

acknowledge the presence in the public gallery of teachers and students from St Mary’s School, Lower
Campus, in Warwick from the electorate of Southern Downs, which is represented in this parliament by
Mr Lawrence Springborg. 

Debate, on motion of Mr Nicholls, adjourned.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Further Answer to Question; Shield Laws
Hon. KG SHINE (Toowoomba North—ALP) (Attorney-General and Minister for Justice and

Minister Assisting the Premier in Western Queensland) (2.30 pm), by leave: The member for
Cunningham has asked a pair of clarifying questions regarding the operation of individual CMC
investigations. As first law officer for Queensland, it is my responsibility to be cautious and careful when
dealing with issues that may concern matters under investigation or are otherwise being dealt with by an
independent body of such vital importance to our criminal justice system. Questions of how the CMC, as
an independent body, asks questions of persons, who they ask and how many times they ask during the
course of investigations in the exercise of its powers are, of course, matters of significant operational
detail. 

In answering the previous question asked by the member for Cunningham, I had endeavoured to
be helpful to the member. Given the significant amount of detail asked for in the follow-up question
today, it would be most appropriate to direct these questions to the Parliamentary Crime and Misconduct
Committee. As a former member of this committee, the member for Cunningham would be aware that
one of the key functions of the committee is to report to parliament on the operations and the activities of
the CMC so that it is accountable to the parliament and to the people of Queensland. 

AIRPORT ASSETS (RESTRUCTURING AND DISPOSAL) BILL

Second Reading
Resumed.

Mr NICHOLLS (Clayfield—Lib) (2.32 pm): Just before the luncheon adjournment we were
discussing the Airport Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Bill and we have been through a number of
provisions. I wanted to move on to chapter 3, clause 30 of the legislation, which sets out the provisions
for land use plans and development on airport land. Clause 31 requires the minister to gazette a land
use plan for the airport lessees’ airport land. Basically, the successful tenderer becomes the airport
lessee and the Treasurer, under this provision, is required to gazette a land use plan—a master plan if
you like—for future development on the airport. The contents of that plan must comply with clause 35. 
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In terms of clause 31, it is interesting to note that for the first two years it specifically excludes the
operation of subclauses (e) and (f) of clause 35. Those requirements do not apply to the first land use
plan for the first two years. Subclauses (e) and (f) relate to charges that the local government may levy
for infrastructure it provides to development on airport land and it also deals with what is called a priority
infrastructure interface plan—whatever that might mean. Presumably, it means how much the lessee
has to pay to the local council for the services it supplies and how activity at the airport will work in with
the surrounding activity controlled by the local authority. So that is the priority infrastructure interface
plan—where they are going to build things so that the water supply from the local authority can get onto
the airport land, sewage from the airport can get off the airport land, roads—all those connections I think
would probably cover the priority infrastructure interface plan. 

It appears that the government is offering a two-year relaxation of the rules to any prospective
purchaser in terms of paying for that infrastructure and working with the local authority to ensure a
coordinated planning response to issues surrounding getting on and off airport. I would ask the
Treasurer to confirm the intention around this exemption and how it came to be in place. Is it considered
that there would be no need for any of those things in the first two years, or is it just part of the
sweetener, if you like, to say to a prospective purchaser, ‘After the first two years you are not going to be
required to meet those requirements under the land use plan’? There may be another explanation. 

The bill goes on to require the lessee to replace the first land use plan after two years. So that
then falls on the successful tenderer—the bidder for each of the respective airports. That plan lasts for
six years and then the plan gets updated every year thereafter with the planning minister—the minister
responsible for the Integrated Planning Act—being the minister who must give approval to those land
use plans. 

Part 2 of chapter 3 deals with planning and development applications. I think it is important to note
that clause 48 of the legislation provides that airport land is not subject to a planning scheme. In effect,
local authority planning schemes will have no impact on airports and local authorities will have little say
on the outcome of planning applications on airport land. Clause 49(2) specifically states that
development that is consistent with the land use plan cannot be assessable development. Clause 49(2)
states—
... the land use plan can not state that any of the following development is assessable development under the Planning Act—
(a) development that—

...
(ii) is consistent with the plan. 

That reading of the clause seems to effectively provide that no assessment is required for
development that complies with the land use plan. There is no power of review and, therefore, there can
be no local authority input or review as an advice agency. Can the Treasurer confirm that the intent of
clause 49(2) is for the government to exclude that type of development as described in clause 49(2)
from the assessment process under IPA and under this legislation? Clause 54 also seems to override
local planning schemes by providing that, if there is a development proposed or a development
application for a local heritage place on airport land, it is not assessable development under the
planning act. Presumably it would be assessable under the provisions of this legislation. However, will it
still be the case that the application would be assessed under this legislation, or would it be a
development of a type that would not be assessable? 

The LNP believes it is very important to monitor the condition of land use for land in and around
airports. It is often the case with the airports, particularly those that are being privatised, that potential
owners see the value in them—the amount that they pay—being returned and obtaining a quicker return
from commercial property development of excess non-airport use land—that is, land not required
straightaway for airport activity such as runways, taxiways and terminals. Provision of adequate
planning controls to ensure development of non-airside activities on airport land is compatible with
surrounding land use, is carried out in a sequenced way and does interact with the areas outside of the
airport is vitally important. We all know of the difficulties that arise if local authorities feel snubbed or left
out of the process of airport planning and the difficulties that that can cause to the detriment of the
operations of the airport, the airport owners and the local community in and around an airport. 

It is important to protect the functions of the airport as well. Appropriate buffers are required so
that development does not encroach too closely on those airports because it can only be expected that
there will be continued growth in both airside and non-airside activities at both airports. Both the
physical and social capacity to expand must be maintained. Again, land use plans are vital in this
regard. 

The legislation also provides for the Treasurer to be given some fairly extensive powers, and
those powers are set out in chapter 2. They enable the Treasurer to make a fairly substantial range of
directions, to sign certificates, to give authority for people to do or not to do things, to second people and
to disclose information. We note that the decisions made by the Treasurer under chapter 2 are not
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reviewable under clause 20 of the legislation. In that regard I also note the comments made in the
current Alert Digest that was tabled in this place on Tuesday about privative clauses and the operation
of privative clauses—an attempt to prevent courts adjudicating on the lawfulness of administrative
action. A justification is provided in the explanatory notes, but that justification refers to the state’s
proposed time frame and the need for certainty and speed in order to get these projects underway by 31
December. 

We consider that these types of clauses are inherently unfair as they deny third parties the right to
review decisions made by the executive government and would prefer that clauses such as clause 20
not be required. It certainly seems that the justification is more based around convenience than around
principle. We think it is more evidence of the rushed and hasty way in which these sales are being got
up rather than being driven by the needs of a properly developed and principled privatisation program.
Whilst it might be convenient it is certainly not good law making. 

Clauses 23, 24 and 25 deal with the disclosure requirements and also affect the information rights
of third parties. Again, this seems to be connected with the desire to speed up the process rather than
being based on good business or legislative principles. Effectively, information held by those airports
belonging to third parties may be disclosed to others. Information belonging to third parties may be
disclosed to a purchaser without a requirement that the purchaser enter into a confidentiality agreement,
notwithstanding the provisions of clause 23. Clause 23 of the bill says that a prospective purchaser may
enter into a confidentiality agreement with the state for the purpose of obtaining access to information
but there is no requirement for the state to actually do that. It is relying on the goodwill of the state to say
to a prospective purchaser, ‘We want you to do that. ‘

The terms of the confidentiality agreement are not set out. It seems to us that there is no penalty
or sanction for any unlawful or unwarranted disclosure of private information belonging to a third party.
In fact, clause 24(5) excludes civil liability for the disclosure or use of private information. We think this is
wrong and ought to be addressed so that third-party information of a confidential nature is protected with
appropriate sanction. We understand the need for disclosure. That is perfectly understandable, but if
there is ongoing disclosure or inappropriate disclosure there ought to be a sanction, and we believe that
sanction ought to be legislatively enshrined, notwithstanding the best intentions of government and
those sorts of things.

Similarly, clause 29 allows the Treasurer to issue conclusive certificates—much beloved of
executive government I am sure—as evidence in relation to matters done under chapter 2. There have
been plenty of arguments about conclusive certificates at both the federal and the state level and their
effectiveness. The justification provided is again the need for certainty and speed—effectively a matter
of convenience over principle. This again demonstrates the policy rush of this government rather than a
proper principled approach to dealing with the information rights of third parties and the appeal rights of
third parties.

I note that there will be deeming provisions that will require rates and land tax to be paid by the
lessee. I know in Brisbane, for example, when the Brisbane Airport Corporation was privatised there
was no such provision for that and it was a matter of negotiation. The airport did pay, but it took a lot of
time and effort to get them to come to a voluntary agreement to pay at least some part of the rates and
charges—the most reasonable rates and charges the Brisbane City Council determine in respect of its
land. Getting them to contribute is fairly difficult. 

I think it is worthwhile that those deeming provisions be there. But I note that those payments
relate only to commercial activities on the land—that is, the non-airside activities. The airside activities—
the runways and the terminals—will not be levied rates. But I understand that they will be levied charges
for services provided—so for things such as the toilets, water facilities and those sorts of things. Can the
Treasurer clarify whether payments of that nature for those facilities, for sanitary conveniences and all of
those sorts of things—so use charges rather than the general rate levy charges—will be collected? The
provision is there for those deemed rates to be paid by the lessee to the local authority and, in terms of
land tax, I presume to the state government. 

Inevitably the sale of assets such as the two airports and the shareholding in the Brisbane Airport
Corporation involve substantial costs to the state. The explanatory notes indicate that the costs will be
defrayed by the disposal of assets. Can the Treasurer please detail the extent of costs expected to be
incurred in the sale process? This would include the costs of the advisers to the project Lazard Carnegie
Wylie and others, legal fees, probity auditors, accountants, bankers, valuers and any others involved
from the government’s side. There must be an indication of how much needs to be spent in terms of that
process. I think it is important that the public of Queensland know what is being spent, who is
undertaking the work and how much those doing the work can expect to be paid for it.

A couple of issues have been raised on the way through in relation to competition principles and
the monopoly effect, if you like, of these airports. In particular, in relation to the Cairns airport, there is
concern regarding the ongoing provision of general aviation services. So this is about non-airline
services. Cairns would probably be one of the larger if not the largest provider of general aviation
services in far-north Queensland. Have any concerns been raised with the Treasurer and are there any
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processes in place to ensure that there is adequate reinvestment by whomever the successful private
tenderer is for these airports to ensure that they continue to provide those general aviation services to
those who wish to avail themselves of it? 

Whether you are going north or west from Cairns, the Cairns airport is the place you need to be
and that is where you need to fly from. We do not want to see concentration on major airlines—that big
volume stuff. We want to see the general aviation side of things maintained. My own view is that the
desire of an operator to maximise their return will see them naturally invest in and make provision for
those services. But, bearing in mind that Cairns is a monopoly market, the desire to see those general
aviation services continue to operate out of Cairns is well worthwhile. 

In summary, the LNP supports the privatisation of these assets as it sees a role, as obviously the
government does, for the private sector in opening and operating airports and other infrastructure.
However, it is clear that the government is using the sale of these assets to prop up its budget bottom
line this year and to buy political goodwill in Mackay, Cairns and Mount Isa. Whilst there are some
community concerns about the sale of these assets, the land use and their impact on the local
community, there is also a very strong view that the local need for new hospital facilities and
redeveloped hospital facilities outweighs that concern. So it is somewhat of a Hobson’s choice for the
local communities up there. 

We believe it is necessary to ensure that the remnant port corporations are properly and
adequately provided for—that this divestment of the major proportion of their income-earning capacity is
not used as an excuse for them to be gobbled up and for local autonomy to be lost and that they are
adequately capitalised in order to carry on their functions as port authorities pending the outcome of the
government’s review of the ownership of north Queensland ports. 

There are some quite draconian powers enacted by the legislation which are necessary, not
because of any underlying legislative principle but merely for convenience and the need for this deal to
be completed by the end of this calendar year. An individual’s rights to seek redress through the courts
should only be abrogated on the rarest of occasions and certificates of conclusiveness should equally
be an option of last resort in our view. 

While the LNP supports this privatisation and, as I indicated earlier in my speech, supports the
concept of privatisation in certain areas and without being dogmatically attached to it, it is clear that the
government has come to this idea late in the piece and is using this privatisation as a political fix for a
short-term problem and not as part of a long-term thoughtful public policy strategy, and that is a pity
because we believe that that is what the people of Queensland would dearly like to see. 

Miss SIMPSON (Maroochydore—NPA) (2.47 pm): I concur with the comments of my colleague
the member for Clayfield on the Airport Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Bill. We understand that
where there is a need for infrastructure to be utilised for the best possible purpose there are going to be
times when privatisation is necessary. That is the argument the government has put forward in regard to
selling off these particular assets and investing instead in public health assets. However, we do have
some concerns, and I want to outline a few issues in that regard. 

The principles of privatisation where it can provide better outcomes and better value for money
must be considered against the public interest test in that the fundamental purposes of the original
infrastructure should not be compromised and there must be a benefit to the community and the
economy as a whole. It should not be driven by an ideological position that promotes privatisation for
privatisation’s sake, and it should not be promoted as a quick fix for an underlying fracture when good
budgeting should instead be implemented. 

I want to raise a concern about the lack of connection between this policy and general aviation
policy and some of the other issues to do with the ongoing sustainability of the ports. The questions that
have been asked by my colleague the shadow Treasurer are valid ones. We want to know how this
legislation leaves the port corporations that are affected by removing the assets of the airport,
particularly in the Cairns situation, we want to know what the debt to equity ratios will be, and we want to
know about their viability. We need to understand what the debt loadings are within some of these
corporations and what the ongoing impacts will be, certainly on their cash flow and their ability to
continue to function and invest in the future of that infrastructure. 

This does not just impact on general aviation in Cairns; there is also the issue of the international
flights and the other flights that come through this important airport. That has raised major concerns in
the tourism industry and the broader business community. I think the government needs to better
articulate how it will ensure that this community is listened to in regard to those very valid issues. 

Where is the government’s general aviation policy? How does it sit alongside this surprise snap
decision to flog off public assets because of a hole in the government’s budget in regard to funding the
replacement of hospital assets? This question needs to be asked. We obviously support the
establishment of good public health services, but there are other industries that are vital to these
regions. These operators need to have some surety and understanding that they will not be priced out of
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the market by a new privatised entity which may have a different approach to landing fees, for example.
This new entity may think these fees are appropriate but they might have quite significant flow-on
effects, particularly to the general aviation market.

Tourism operators in Cairns also raised with me their concern that whoever ultimately purchased
the Cairns airport might have a focus on some other airport in their collection of assets and they may
have a different approach to how they support the hubbing and spoking of services through Cairns.
These are valid concerns because, as we know, some regions have to fight for appropriate air services.
They may have the support of whoever owns the infrastructure to ensure they keep those services
locally, but the results impact on not just the airport but the whole region. Cairns and the greater region
of far-north Queensland know this. The air services in that area, particularly general aviation, are vital to
many communities and that is why people get very nervous when governments make sudden decisions.
There has been no prior warning and certainly no prior policy position on this particular issue.

What is the government’s general aviation policy? Where does it see its investment and support
of this industry? I think it is time the Labor government came out and clearly stated that. It appears that
it is withdrawing more and more of its support from this particular industry and in fact hampering its
future strategic development.

I will be tabling a letter with regard to issues to do with general aviation policy impacts in south-
east Queensland but I think it sends a flag of warning to other communities. I received this letter from
the Deputy Premier, the Minister for Infrastructure and Planning, after I wrote to the Hon. John Mickel,
the minister for transport, about our concerns with what was happening with general aviation
infrastructure in south-east Queensland, particularly at the Sunshine Coast airport and more so the
Caloundra aerodrome, which is due to be closed because it has a road about to go through it. We were
trying to find out how the government is planning to deal with this, and we were advised that, according
to the Department of Infrastructure and Planning, it has ‘appointed aviation contractors and commenced
the replacement aerodrome study in March 2008’. This is the government that says it is doing such a
wonderful job in planning for the future of Queensland and planning 20 years ahead, but this study
started in March 2008 and does not finish until early 2010. 

People in the real world of business are about to have their existing leases wound up and they do
not know where they have to move to, but the government’s policy is to have yet another two-year study
for the delivery of a plan but there is no decision and no action. It is easy to understand why these
people in the real world of business in our community find it difficult to plan themselves—because this
government does not seem to know what it is doing. To me, that is an indication that the government is
avoiding being clear about its policy but, in doing that, it is not letting people get on with their lives. In the
meantime, those lessees are desperate to find an alternative and have found that, because this state
government has a lack of clarity in its general aviation policy and support, they are left in limbo. That is
totally unacceptable. I table that document for the information of the House.
Tabled paper: Letter, dated 21 August 2008, from the Deputy Premier and Minister for Infrastructure and Planning, Mr Lucas, to
the member for Maroochydore, Miss Simpson, in relation to the Sunshine Coast airport and Caloundra and Caboolture
aerodromes.

Where does this leave other parts of Queensland? That question is unanswered by this state
government. We are looking for more than just hollow assurances here in the House. We are looking for
something far more concrete.

The issue of what the master planning will provide around these airport sales is a valid one. We
note the provisions in the bill, but some of these assets the government is seeking to off-load may
involve land, particularly the Mackay example, that people may consider using for non-aviation related
purposes. That has to be considered on its merit, but I would once again issue a note of warning in this
regard because you just do not relocate airports very easily. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr O’Brien): Order! Excuse me, member for Maroochydore. Can I just
acknowledge in the public gallery members of The Gap Probus Club and their president, Loraine
Lindsay. They are here today at the invitation of the member for Ashgrove, Kate Jones. Welcome to the
parliament today.

Honourable members: Hear, hear! 
Miss SIMPSON: Airports do not get relocated very easily. Therefore, the land surrounding the

tarmac space and the existing operations of airports must be considered like gold. It is precious. People
may have a very different strategic outlook on how they want to use the land—that is, they have a profit
motive to develop non-aviation related industries or, dare I say it, maybe even other infrastructure—and
you have to be very cautious that you do not take a five-, 10-, 15- or 20-year approach. It must be a
long-term, good policy, good strategic approach because these particular airports and their runways are
likely to be there way beyond 10, 20, 30, 40 or 50 years. The protection of the related land around those
airports must be looked at from that perspective.

When corporations or even governments are eyeing off land around airports, they usually
consider the short-term profit perspective rather than look after the long-term value for shareholders
beyond that moment, the shareholders who do not currently own those shares. It is good practice to look
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at the longer-term perspective, but I am concerned that that is not necessarily the policy approach of
this government and it will not necessarily be the policy approach of whoever purchases these particular
assets. They may seek to make a quicker profit out of the related land and associated land rather than
consider how best to protect that land in an aviation sense into the future. This is a valid issue. It may be
well beyond the people in this parliament, but if these decisions are made in a very poor way for short-
term gain it will impact for generations.

On that note, I will bring my comments to a close. I reiterate that we want to see some more
detail, particularly about the north Queensland port situation, we want to see the debt that remains with
the government owned corporations or entities and we want to see the government’s general aviation
policy. The Treasurer might say that it is not his responsibility, but it is the responsibility of everybody in
here, as we make this decision and vote on this legislation, to understand the framework and make sure
there is sustainability in the aviation industry well into the future. We need to ensure that the
infrastructure will not be compromised because this government has failed to plan in a timely way and
has failed to set aside funding to replace the much needed health infrastructure. 

Ms JARRATT (Whitsunday—ALP) (2.59 pm): I rise to support the Airport Assets (Restructuring
and Disposal) Bill. In doing so, I welcome the decision taken by the Premier and Treasurer earlier this
year to use the funds from the sale of the Mackay airport to provide a new hospital for the Mackay health
district. This bill has wider implications than just for Mackay. It seeks to put in place the mechanisms
necessary to divest state government interest in both the Mackay and Cairns airports and to dispose of
the government shareholding in the Brisbane Airport Corporation.

The airport disposal process is being conducted in conjunction with a review of the ports’
government owned corporation sectors. Importantly, the government has committed to a retention of a
publicly owned seaport at Mackay. The government has also given a commitment that all permanent
employees will be afforded the current terms and conditions of current enterprise bargaining
arrangements for the next three years. This will not preclude the negotiation of new enterprise
bargaining arrangements as long as the employees are no worse off.

While I acknowledge that the arrangements may have created some initial anxiety for airport staff,
there has been overwhelming support for the government’s plan to redevelop the Mackay Base
Hospital, which is groaning under the pressure of continued population growth throughout the region.
There is no doubt that the provision of modern, well-equipped and fully staffed health facilities is shaping
up as the greatest challenge for governments throughout Australia and indeed the world. Not only are
there more of us living longer and expecting to survive conditions that were once routinely terminal; the
cost and range of available medical equipment and procedures are ever expanding and increasingly
expensive. It is not an excuse for governments, but it does help to explain why, even when the Bligh
government spends its entire GST allocation on health care, we just do not seem to satisfy demand. 

That is why I am so happy that a creative solution has been found to fund the redevelopment of
Mackay Hospital. The new hospital will see bed numbers grow from 163 to 318. There will be more
operating theatres, a special dedicated coronary care unit and a larger intensive care unit. The hospital
will also feature new and expanded emergency and outpatient departments, day oncology, renal support
services and a dental services unit. These new and expanded services will not only better serve the
health and medical needs of our growing region but also hopefully go a long way to convincing medical
specialists and clinicians that Mackay is a great place to locate themselves and their families. 

The primary purpose of the bill is to move the airport businesses of Mackay and Cairns out of the
respective ports corporations and into two subsidiaries—namely, an airport lessor owning the airport
land and an airport lessee-operator who will take a 99-year lease over the airport land. It is important to
note that the government is not selling its interest in the airport land and infrastructure. It will be subject
to a 99-year lease.

On 15 August this year the state began sending requests for indicative bids to parties who lodged
an expression of interest for the Mackay airport. Responses to these requests for indicative bids were
received on Monday, 8 September. The state intends to select a short list of bidders who will proceed to
the final binding bid stage of the process. The state intends to complete the transaction by the end of the
2008 calendar year. 

In many ways this legislation is similar to previous legislation that was passed to enable electricity
and water transactions. It allows for the establishment of a planning regime that will sit under the
department of planning, and allow greater flexibility from a regional planning perspective and from the
regional council’s perspective. Importantly, I believe that moving the airport business into private hands
will allow greater flexibility and bargaining power to grow the business by attracting new airlines and/or
more flights into Mackay and Cairns. Gone are the days when governments owned and operated
airports to ensure flights for regional Queensland. Destinations like Mackay and Cairns are now self-
generating in the domestic market but will further benefit from the know-how and market smarts of a
proven industry operator.
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I wish to place on record, however, my commendation of the Mackay Port Authority for its long
and successful management of the Mackay airport on behalf of the state and the people of Mackay and
district. In particular, I recognise the leadership of past board chairman John Taylor and current chair
Graham Davies, who have been at the helm during a significant growth period at the Mackay airport
which has culminated in a record 740,787 passenger movements in 2006-07. I have no doubt that the
figures for 2007-08 will have surpassed this total as the airport goes from strength to strength. I am
certain that Mackay will continue to be well served by the airport under the new arrangements. In a case
of having cake and eating it, too, we will also benefit from the opportunity to build a new hospital to serve
our growing region. I commend this bill to the House. 

Mr HINCHLIFFE (Stafford—ALP) (3.05 pm): I rise today to contribute to the Airport Assets
(Restructuring and Disposal) Bill. In the process, I want to set the record straight about the Bligh
government’s objectives in selling airports in north Queensland. Yesterday the Courier-Mail Townsville
and north Queensland edition carried a page 1 story headed ‘Open skies: dream deal for FNQ airports’.
This article stated that the plan to sell off the Cairns and Mackay airports would provide exemptions from
local planning laws. It also speculated that the state would protect would-be buyers from any legal
challenges to make sure a sale was pushed through.

Before turning to a detailed response to this issue, I want to congratulate the Treasurer and the
government on the proposed sale of these two regional facilities which will, in the process of the sale,
boost health services and hospitals in Cairns, Mackay and Mount Isa. The time is right for the state to
step out of this area of the economy. However, I note the strategic retention of the airport land and the
sale of the airports as operational assets. 

These regional airport assets at Cairns and Mackay plus the Port of Brisbane Corporation’s
modest shareholding in the Brisbane Airport Corporation have a book value, I am told, of approximately
$800 million. This is $800 million worth of funding that will be pumped straight into the health services
for the vital and growing regions of Cairns, Mackay and Mount Isa. This funding will also allow the
government to continue our record outlay on roads, water supply, power upgrades and other
infrastructure projects plus the much-needed provision of extra nurses, police and teachers in this fast-
growing state. However, contrary to the speculation contained in the article in yesterday’s north
Queensland edition of the Courier-Mail, this government is committed to appropriate, sustainable growth
and will not throw proper planning out the window. This standard applies across the state and is not
open for negotiation. 

There is no suggestion from the Bligh government that we will follow the lead of those major
airports controlled by the discredited federal legislation, where the commercial operator can bypass
local and state planning regimes by seeking federal approval for expansions. Under the Howard
government, federally controlled, privately owned airports became a running sore in the proper planning
of Australian cities. This was not a surprise because the Howard Liberal-National government turned its
back on our cities. It effectively gave up on playing any sort of policy role in relation to urban
communities, and the appalling outcomes of rampant, relatively unchecked development on airport land
will be an unfortunate monument to that government for many years to come. 

I should make a point of highlighting here today the new attitude of federal minister Anthony
Albanese, who has said that the Rudd Labor government is determined to ensure that future
developments on airport land take into account the concerns of neighbouring communities and are
better integrated with local infrastructure such as public transport. I am very confident about Minister
Albanese’s views on this matter, as his Sydney electorate encompasses the Kingsford Smith airport.
Minister Albanese also announced in April this year that the Rudd government will develop Australia’s
first-ever comprehensive national aviation policy statement. The aim is to provide greater planning and
investment certainty for the industry and address the wider community and environmental impacts
associated with airports.

As the first step an issues paper was released which recognises that airports are not islands and
the growth of airports can impact on the communities surrounding airports, particularly through
increased noise and traffic. Equally, development outside the airport site can impact on the safety and
efficiency of the operations of an airport. A key challenge at major airports is to integrate planning for the
development of the airport site with consideration of the impacts outside the airport. 

The bill currently before us demonstrates our commitment as a government to ensuring these
Queensland airports are not planning black spots or islands as the Commonwealth issues paper might
have them. The Bligh government is already moving to increase the role of local governments and
hence local communities in the future planning and development of these airports. The Bligh
government has already committed to staying on as the owner of the Mackay and Cairns airport land
and will offer long-term leases, as I mentioned earlier, to interested commercial operators. Because we
will retain ownership of the land, residents and councils can rest assured that any expansions or future
commercial opportunities at these sites will have to follow an accountable process that ensures that
local views are considered. 
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The purposes of the bill are: to facilitate the divestment of the airport business at Mackay and
Cairns and the shareholding in Brisbane airport; to establish a planning regime for the airport land at
Cairns and Mackay; and to provide for particular matters about the continuing operation of those
airports. That is why I want to speak specifically to the planning elements and clear up the confusion
created by the aforementioned article in the north Queensland edition of the Courier-Mail. 

Let us get one thing straight. The Cairns and Mackay airports are not currently subject to local
government planning schemes. This bill offers an increased role for local governments in a number of
areas. Councils will now have a formal role in the periodic review of land use plans. Currently the
planning regime for strategic port land is governed by the Transport Infrastructure Act and is not subject
to the local planning scheme. Under the bill before the House, land use plans continue to be the
principal planning document governing development but are subject to the provisions of the bill rather
than the Transport Infrastructure Act. 

The first land use plan under the bill will be declared by gazette notice by the Treasurer and will
be a modified version of the current land use plan. Processes for review of the land use plan at the two-
year mark and thereafter at eight-yearly intervals are specified in the bill. The Integrated Planning Act
will apply the integrated development assessment system process to development applications in
respect of airport land except where IPA is inconsistent with the bill. Where the chief executive of the
Department of Infrastructure and Planning is the assessment manager for a development application,
local government has been given a new role under the bill as an advice agency. Similarly, there is a
range of other community infrastructure which is exempt from local government planning schemes
through other mechanisms, whether through community infrastructure designation, state development
areas or strategic port land, as I mentioned earlier. 

The airport land will remain in ownership of a state owned company. The airport infrastructure is
also of strategic importance. It is critical to ensure that adequate buffers remain around the
infrastructure as well as appropriate airport related development is encouraged. 

Other means by which local government issues are provided for in the bill include that the local
government will be entitled to receive certain financial contributions for local government
infrastructure—for example, drainage, public transport, roads, sewerage and water supply head works.
That is not the case under the current arrangements. Further, within the first two years there is a
requirement for the land use plan to include a priority infrastructure interface plan which is a document
describing how the consistent development under the land use plan is intended to coordinate with the
local government’s priority infrastructure plan. The local planning schemes will be required to note the
application of land use plans over the airport land so as to notify readers of the need to consult these
plans in relation to airport land development issues. 

The bill provides for a land use plan to specify what is exempt, self-assessable and assessable
development. The land use plan, which will be put in place by the Treasurer from the completion of the
transaction, will provide for developments such as the construction of a DFO—that is an example that
people are aware of in Brisbane on airport land—to be assessable development requiring the applicant
to demonstrate community need for the development. 

Where the development is assessable, a development application will need to be lodged with the
Department of Infrastructure and Planning as the assessment manager. The department will be in the
position to properly assess any such application and the local government will have a formal role as an
advice agency. The Brisbane City Council would have wished they had had that opportunity when
developments such as DFO were occurring on Brisbane airport land under the discredited federal
legislation. 

With these mechanisms in place, any application for a development such as a DFO would be
thoroughly considered in accordance with IPA and the land use plan, enabling appropriate consideration
of state and local planning issues. Currently in this situation the port authority is the assessment
manager. The bill transfers this responsibility to the Department of Infrastructure and Planning. 

The airports at Mackay and Cairns are recognised as important state infrastructure. Accordingly,
ultimate control over the use of that land, subject to the land use plan, should continue to vest in the
state. For development that is inconsistent with the land use plan, the transport minister will also have to
have a role as a concurrence agency. 

The state is permitting a private airport lessee power to prepare land use plans. However, it is
ultimately the planning minister who will assess the draft plans. The minister has wide powers to consult
with interested parties, including local government. The bill also sets out a formal process for this
consultation and consideration both by the state and local governments. 

The mechanism for an airport lessee to prepare a draft plan for assessment is not dissimilar to the
normal situation where a landowner prepares a draft master plan or application for preliminary approval
overriding a planning scheme or assessment by state and local government agencies. Under an
arrangement between the Queensland and local governments in respect of these airports there is
already a partial rates exemption in place. The bill continues this position. This approach is largely
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consistent with the position in respect of other Commonwealth owned airports. The partial exemption
recognises that airports are important state owned infrastructure and that much of the airport land
cannot be used for facilities which would involve the use of local government services. Runways and
buffer zones do not need water and sewerage. 

The government will look forward to working in closer consultation with local government with
respect to the planning issues relevant to the airports at Cairns and Mackay. Good governments make
hard decisions. The Bligh government’s choice to effectively end its ownership and operation of airports
to fund new hospitals and medical facilities in the regions will produce better health outcomes for those
who are most in need of those services. Appropriate checks and balances are provided for in the bill to
ensure that the state, in collaboration with local governments, plan and develop the airports in an
appropriate way. I therefore commend the bill to the House. 

Hon. D BOYLE (Cairns—ALP) (Minister for Tourism, Regional Development and Industry)
(3.18 pm): I commend the previous speaker on his very valuable contribution on the importance of this
bill, particularly so far as Cairns and Mackay are concerned. Sometimes in regional centres like Cairns
we think that those members of the House who come from the south-east corner do not understand our
regions and our particular issues. The contribution made by the previous member clearly demonstrates
that, in fact, he does understand the importance of the airport and its imminent sale to Cairns. 

I want to put on the record this afternoon a little bit about the airport in Cairns and why it is so
important as we mark, in effect, with the passing of this legislation, the end of an era. I was keen to look
beyond my own association with Cairns and discover when the airport started. That was in 1914. In
August the first aeroplane flight occurred to Cairns. Tom McDonald brought his first aeroplane to Cairns
in 1929. There was then the construction of the first aircraft landing strip. 

Interestingly—and many locals in Cairns these days would not know it—the council took over the
aerodrome as it was called then in 1931, built a new landing strip 600 feet long and brought in the first
international flight in 1938 by WR Carpenter airlines with a route of Sydney-Cairns-Port Moresby. In
1939, however, the Commonwealth government took over the Cairns aerodrome from the council and of
course during the years of World War II was responsible for the airport and the upgrading of the airport
for defence purposes. The main runway was extended during that period to 5,600 feet and the airport
further upgraded as the years went on. The next major events occurred when the Commonwealth
government began to look at a local ownership for airports policy, and I want to pay tribute to some of
the key leaders in the city of Cairns at that time who spotted the opportunity to take over local ownership
of the Cairns airport and who lobbied the federal government hard to not only get ownership but also get
the funds to upgrade the airport to take it to the next stage. One of the key leaders at the time was then
mayor Ron Davis, as was George Chapman who was a councillor and has been a leader on many
organisations since. They and others in the community thought that it would be best if local ownership
went to the then Cairns City Council.

The ratepayers of Cairns, however, became concerned that this was not a proper job and that
maybe it would be too costly and money would be lost if the council took over the airport. Instead it was
decided that the then Cairns Harbour Board, which ran the seaport, might be a better instrumentality to
manage the airport. That was in fact the arrangement that was struck—that is, that the federal
government would give to the Cairns Harbour Board, as it had been but was now expanded into a
statutory authority under the responsibility of the state government as the Cairns Port Authority, millions
of dollars to upgrade the airport and Cairns would have control of the airport and its future. While it was
a statutory authority—the Cairns Port Authority was constituted by the state government and was
therefore a state government owned business—the fact is that in Cairns since 1981 when that occurred
we have regarded the airport as being in local ownership. It has been as far as we in Cairns are
concerned our airport. That is why this is such an important decision on the part of the state to now
privatise the airport.

There were many people following from Ron Davis and his efforts and George Chapman and
Mick Borzi, who at that time was the Chair of the Cairns Port Authority. People like Sir Sydney Williams
and Sir Robert Norman spotted the huge opportunity that this represented for Cairns in terms of tourism
and they had the ambition of putting Cairns on the international tourism map—and they did so, and did
so well and quickly. It has been an amazing ride since then for Cairns over these last 27 years in terms
of the very important tourism industry that has consequentially developed. The other important point to
make—and we all know it in Cairns—is that there is no more important piece of economic infrastructure
to Cairns and far-north Queensland than the Cairns airport. We are too far away for rail or road or even
sea to make much of a difference. To be a leading centre in Queensland—a major regional centre of
importance—and to take a place in the world, that airport is vital economic infrastructure.

For that reason, I and many others in the Cairns community have not embraced calls to privatise
the Cairns airport. In fact, over the years various ones of us have held up our hands in horror and said,
‘No! With local ownership we’ve got control. It’s too important. You can’t trust a private company,’ and
we were reluctant to consider privatisation. I have to say that I have changed my mind. I do genuinely
support the government’s decision and believe that it is the right decision. What led me to that has been
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my experience over this last year as tourism minister where I have become acutely aware and much
better informed about the world of aviation and tourism and the factors that drive the new initiatives and
the huge competition that there is between destinations in Queensland and Australia and with the world.
I have seen the impacts of privatisation on other airports such as Launceston, the Gold Coast,
Townsville, Sydney and Brisbane and I see how much more responsive those privatised airports are to
the particular opportunities that may arise for increased servicing by international airlines and the
greater flexibility that a private organisation has to make special arrangements to woo airline business to
an area as compared to a government owned corporation.

For this reason, I think the time has come for the end of the era of local ownership and indeed for
the privatisation of the Cairns airport. However, I am very pleased with our government’s decision that
we will continue to own the land—that is, that the land will only be leased. I am very pleased also with
our government’s decision and pay particular compliments to the Treasurer for the way in which the
planning regime for the airport will now be managed. However, I have to tell members that I am
somewhat irked by the publicity in these last two days in Cairns generated by complainers at the Cairns
Regional Council who clearly have not looked closely at the legislation and seen the planning
arrangements that there will be for control of the airport land under privatisation.

Their complaints that somehow the Cairns Regional Council does not have total control are
absolutely misplaced and misguided. It presently has absolutely no control. It gets no income from the
Cairns airport. No rates and no infrastructure, water or development charges can be made by the Cairns
Regional Council against the present Cairns Port Authority that runs the airport. Under our new
arrangements it will now have the opportunity for the proper income that a council should get from a
privately owned airport, and those councillors should be celebrating that in the very first paragraph of
their media releases. Secondly, they should be welcoming the arrangements that the minister is putting
in place for the development of a master plan which will need to please the council and the state
government in order to pass muster. Thirdly, they should be pleased that they are going to be asked and
assisted with financial resources by the state government to then monitor individual development
applications to ensure that they are in accord with the approved master plan and with the town planning
scheme that is the council’s own.

Instead, those councillors seem to have some bee in their bonnet because the state is staying
involved. I think it is very important that the state does. This is a major piece of transport infrastructure
owned by the state government. Of course the state government should have some very serious
responsibilities in terms of transport planning. Those councillors who have complained and who
probably have not really taken the time to look properly at the legislation are worried about potential
misuses of additional land on the airport site that, for example, might cause through commercial stores
and retail outlets the kind of problems that Brisbane has experienced. It is exactly the master planning
process that the state is proposing that will guard against that.

I and the Treasurer, I am pleased to say, have been very keen to pore over the detail of how this
new planning scheme will work to make sure that the land at the airport is properly used in the first
instance, of course, for the actual aviation uses that are directly associated with domestic and
international airlines and with a healthy general aviation sector, and secondly, then to build a very
important industry that is already growing but can grow further—that is, an aviation maintenance,
engineering and support training and education industry in Cairns, and some of that on the airport site.
There is good control written into this legislation to ensure that we do not have a Harvey Norman or a
Bunnings on the airport site and that that land is not misused for other commercial purposes.

Is it a good thing that the state and the local government are involved in the planning? I can tell
members that the residents of Cairns will be really pleased to hear that two levels of government will be
required to negotiate master plans and approvals, and that is because state governments—heaven
forbid—can change and so can councils. Having a double-check of the state and the local government
will ensure that ill-advised decisions could not be made by a new government at either level.

The important thing about this legislation is that I believe it will set us up well in Cairns and the far
north for the future. Today, as tourism minister I have announced new infrastructure for tourism in the
state of Queensland that involves seven zones. One of those zones is the tropics, another is the
Whitsundays and the Great Barrier Reef islands and another is the outback. The access, particularly by
international visitors, to those three zones should be through the Cairns International Airport. Therefore,
it is really important that we have a chosen operator to take over our airport who can take us forward in
terms of tourism not only for the immediate area of Cairns but also for the broader tourism regions in the
northern half of the state. It is important, too, that the chosen operator has demonstrated a recognition of
the tremendous economic development imperative that is associated with ownership of the airport. 

The last point to mention is the appropriateness of the use to which the moneys from the sale of
the airport will be put. As fine as it is for communities such as Cairns who need—as we do—
improvements to our health infrastructure to have that vote made in the budget process and duly
announced, there is something particularly appropriate about the huge upgrade of our existing hospital,
the commitment to a new site for a future hospital and the planning and commencement of facilities on
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that site being paid for by the sale of the airport. We have owned our airport and the money that will
come to the state government from its sale will be forwarded directly to Cairns, in the first instance for
health and then what remaining funds there are will be put into the future fund with Cairns’ name very
clearly marked on the account. 

It is right that the hard work that was done by people like Ron Davis, Syd Williams and George
Chapman should pay off for the region not only in terms of tourism and the economy but also in terms of
giving a benefit back to the region in arguably the most important piece of social infrastructure for the
people of the region, and that is our public hospital. I absolutely support the bill before the House. 

Ms LEE LONG (Tablelands—ONP) (3.32 pm): I rise to contribute to the debate on the Airport
Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Bill 2008. The main objectives of this bill are to spin off the state’s
interest in the Cairns and Mackay airports and the Port of Brisbane Corporation’s shareholding in
Brisbane airport so they can be swiftly sold off. Other amendments in the bill allow for the sale of the
government owned wind farm at Emu Downs. It was only recently that the Windy Hill wind farm at
Ravenshoe in my electorate was sold off as well.

The proceeds received from the divestment of the Cairns and Mackay airports and the
government’s share of the Brisbane airport is earmarked to provide funding for health infrastructure
projects in Mackay and Cairns. Heaven knows, in that respect the far north in particular is in desperate
need of better facilities. For example, patients who have to go to the Cairns Base Hospital for nothing
more than a scan are contracting infections that result in the loss of an eye or other lifelong disabilities.
Beds and staff are in such short supply at the Cairns Base Hospital that our overworked ambulances are
frequently forced to ramp up for hours as they struggle to get their patients admitted. So a government
commitment to fund expanded and better facilities from the sale of these holdings is, while falling far
short of an entirely new hospital that is needed, at least a partial answer. It is all well and good to talk
about preventive health care and encouraging people to eat better and exercise more and so on, but it is
still the responsibility of the state government to provide a hospital system that is up to the job and that
is not in itself a danger to patients. Ironically, in Cairns the aircraft operating from the airport frequently
fly over or very near the existing hospital. 

While the commitment has been given for money from the sale of the Cairns airport to provide an
additional building on the existing Cairns hospital site, I urge that close consideration be given to any
other works necessary. For example, if the existing air-conditioning system is contributing to the spread
of infections such as golden staph or any other infection of the staph family, then it must be fixed,
replaced or even removed if necessary.

In considering how the proceeds of these airport sales will be spent, it is vital to consider how
services at other hospitals in the region come into the picture as well. I believe that they should receive
some of the spin-offs that are expected to be received from this sale. For example, a new hospital
should be constructed at Atherton. That would relieve the huge strains on the Cairns Base Hospital
significantly and take the pressure off our range roads as well, especially the Kuranda Range Road.
Atherton was due to get a new hospital some 10 years ago, when I believe Innisfail took over its spot.
But the Innisfail Hospital is now completed and it is past time that a new hospital at Atherton was built.
That is why I have been lobbying for a CT scanner for Atherton, as I understand it would be extremely
straightforward to install this equipment in the current facilities at the Atherton Hospital. There is already
a trained radiographer there and recruiting further help would be possible with the provision of this
machine. 

Atherton Hospital is the geographical and social centre of the tablelands and is certainly where all
the specialist expertise and medical manpower is centred. As I have said, it should receive a proportion
of the proceeds from the sale that this bill facilitates. It will provide a significant relief to the workload at
the Cairns Base Hospital, which everyone knows is not coping at all. Even with the additional money
from the sale of these airports, Cairns city’s increasing population would naturally necessitate a hospital
expansion and redevelopment simply to keep up with its burgeoning population growth. 

It is important to understand just what is being sold. Cairns airport is Australia’s largest regional
airport. It is the fifth busiest for international passengers and the sixth busiest overall. Approximately
three million passengers pass through the airport each year. In 2006-07, it generated revenue of some
$71 million—and that is revenue for just one year. 

These raw statistics demonstrate how the Cairns airport is at the very centre of the region’s
tourism and commercial industries and is also a growing aviation sector. However, there is strong
community concern about the direction that some profit-driven megacorporation or investment fund may
take this vital facility. Cairns airport covers a significant area of around 200 hectares. It is located very
close to the central business district. Although there may be opportunities for commercial retail and even
hotel development on airport land, one must question the impact that that may have on existing
businesses in the area if it is allowed to take place. That aspect is especially concerning when the
airport buyer will be free of many town planning and other requirements. 
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Although $450 million has been earmarked for health services in Cairns, I am sure the sale of the
Cairns airport will bring much more than that, and I think I heard the member for Stafford mention the
figure of about $800 million. In terms of getting the best bang for your buck from these sales, some of
that money should be spent on our other regional health services. As I said, that would not only reduce
the workload on the Cairns Base Hospital but also provide essential backup in times of natural disaster,
especially as Cairns is becoming increasingly vulnerable to cyclone and storm inundation, tidal surges
and sea level rises. It would also allow more specialists to be attracted to places such as Atherton,
especially those who are looking for a semiretirement lifestyle in an area that does not have the stresses
of large cities but still has the facilities to allow them to continue to offer their skills to those in need, and
Atherton has the ability to provide that. 

To achieve the sales to fund this new infrastructure in the far north and central Queensland, the
bill before us includes provisions conferring on the Treasurer the ability to issue a certificate as
conclusive evidence in relation to certain matters. Such a certificate would prevent a person bringing
any contrary evidence to challenge the validity of the certificate. That has been identified specifically to
avoid potential delays caused by legal proceedings being brought. 

In a similar vein, clause 20 provides that a decision made under the legislation would be final and
conclusive and unable to be challenged, appealed, reviewed, squashed, set aside or called into
question in any way. Nor would that decision be subject to any writ or order of a Supreme Court, another
court, a tribunal, or another entity on any grounds. These are extraordinarily sweeping powers. The
government is giving itself the power to determine fact and it is making that determination immune from
any legal challenge of any kind for any reason. The reason given in the explanatory notes is that these
powers are necessary to keep the time frame the government has given itself, which is to complete the
disposal process by the end of 2008, just four months away.

In further support of that timetable, the bill also provides for the government to hand over
confidential commercial information without the permission of a third party to potential buyers and
others. These issues have been identified as raising questions about whether fundamental legislative
principles are breached. Again, the overriding justification is given that the timetable selected by the
Bligh government is the reason. A supporting argument is also made that, if the disposal does not
happen by the end of this year, there will be some kind of reduction in receipts to the government for the
commercial value of the business. Exactly why the commercial value of the Cairns airport is going to
drop come January 2009 is not explained. Perhaps the government knows something the rest of us do
not. 

The proceeds of the sale will, the government has said, go towards health infrastructure in the far
north. The government has said that it would be used to fund expansion on the existing at-risk, low-
lying, unsuitable Cairns Base Hospital site. It might also be used to acquire a possible location for a
future new hospital. It is health planning via the sale of a government asset. I ask: would the government
propose the sale of the Queensland Museum to fund a new children’s hospital for Brisbane? Never! It
reaches into consolidated revenue and finds the funds. Yet it is telling the far north and central
Queensland that the only way they can get any significant new health infrastructure is by selling off
another community asset. There is a great deal of disquiet amongst the public in relation to the fact that
the government is selling off a community asset to fund another community asset. They well remember
how many public assets the federal government has sold off over the years. Now we are witnessing the
state government doing exactly the same thing. Soon, they fear, Queensland and Australia will own
nothing and will be controlled by foreigners and/or megacorporations. 

This bill is not only setting that in place; it is also stripping away the opportunity for community
groups or even individuals who feel aggrieved in some way about the sale to use the normal legal
processes to have their matters addressed. No community consultations were considered appropriate.
It is a community asset and its sale is intended to fund a community asset but the community’s opinion
was apparently thought irrelevant. The provision of an adequate public hospital should not depend on
whether there is something to sell to raise the money. However, after almost 20 years of ALP
government in Queensland, that is the abysmal truth of health funding in rural and regional areas of this
state. 

Mr HORAN (Toowoomba South—NPA) (3.41 pm): I rise to make a few points on the Airport
Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Bill 2008, particularly about the financial principles involved, and
also to make a few comments about the redevelopment of the Cairns Hospital. In the past Queensland
has had a sound economy. It has been able to put aside adequate capital reserves so that social
infrastructure, such as hospitals, schools and so on, could be built out of those moneys. One of the very
successful principles of the Treasury of Queensland has been not to borrow for social infrastructure.

However, in recent times as this government starts to drown in massive debt it has moved
towards processes such as public-private partnerships to fund the provision of social infrastructure such
as schools or TAFE. That is in comparison to the normally sound principles of using public-private
partnerships to fund the sort of infrastructure that has some income-earning capacity such as a toll road,
to use a simple example. I have had the benefit of looking at PPPs in Great Britain where it was an
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absolute necessity because of its financial situation and the lack of infrastructure in that country. The
PPPs that were used to fund social infrastructure were an absolute disaster. I think using PPPs for
things that have an income-earning capacity is a good principle and it should be adhered to. 

That has been the trend and now we see the government in a position where it is forced to fund
social infrastructure such as the Cairns Hospital redevelopment, the Mackay Hospital redevelopment
and the Mount Isa Hospital and health facility by selling off income-earning assets. It may well be that in
adding up the pros and cons the government is able to say, ‘The interest that it would have cost us to
borrow $1 billion for these necessary hospitals would be more than the income we were receiving in
dividends from these government owned corporations.’ Nevertheless, the real point is that the
government should have been in a position to have prudently set aside the type of capital surplus
necessary to fund and build very important infrastructure such as hospitals. 

We have seen this trend of the government inefficiently managing the economy of this state for
some time. As we get to the zenith of this massive mining boom and the money that it is bringing in, we
see that never before has the government been in such debt and never has the government been in a
position where so much of that debt is not able to be repaid and is interest only. In two years the
government will have $65 billion of combined debt and will have to find $12 million every single day of
every single week in interest costs. That interest cost is very real because it is seen in extra charges that
are passed on. It is seen in the extra stamp duty charges. It has been seen in the sell-off of particular
assets that I have mentioned before. I drive home how it affects people personally.

When the government sold off the government owned gas assets the pensioners of Toowoomba
suddenly had a 350 per cent increase in the cost of their gas and saw a cunning new way of charging for
that gas. Instead of paying just for the volume of gas they used, people now pay connection fees et
cetera. It does come home and everybody has to pay that $12 million a day, whether it is in increased
costs and charges for rail services or other services provided by government owned corporations or
whether it is the government itself seeking more money through increased taxes and charges to pay its
component of interest. The worrying thing for all Queenslanders has to be the fact that there is a large
component of government debt that is not being repaid; it is interest only. I would have thought if there
was one time in our history when we could repay the capital, it would be now when we are in the midst
of the biggest mining boom that this state has ever seen. There has been such a massive increase in
the royalty payments, let alone the way the royalty payment percentage was increased in the last
budget. 

So now the government is in the situation where it needs to provide very important and necessary
new facilities but is unable to pay for them in a prudent way other than to sell off income-earning assets.
That means that down the track so much less money is coming in and so much less will be available to
apportion between capital works, increasing the operating costs for front-line service and so on. 

Our shadow minister has espoused some very sound fundamental principles that apply to
privatisation. In this particular case we are seeing that, because of the government’s financial situation,
these income-earning assets have be sold off in order to provide the facilities that the government is
unable to pay for under the normal processes. Members of this parliament are probably aware of what
has been happening to the graph for borrowings by the state compared to state income. Whilst the state
income is going up at a steady rate, in 2007 the graph for the borrowings by the state crossed that line
for the first time ever and is going up almost vertically. It really was a critical point in terms of
fundamental financial principles last year in 2007. 

The funds from this sale are being used, as I mentioned, for three hospitals. The one that I want
to mention is the Cairns Base Hospital. When I became health minister in 1996, we had approximately
$1.3 billion for the hospital rebuilding fund. We virtually doubled that immediately because we could see
that the needs of the state were unbelievably more than the $1.3 billion. One of the first hospitals that
needed immediate redevelopment was the Cairns Base Hospital. It was quite a dilemma for the people
in the area. When we came into government in March 1996, the Goss government had already made
the decision to leave the hospital at that particular site. We came to the decision that it was not practical
to turn around and waste all the money that had already been spent on planning and initial works and so
forth to look for a new greenfield site. 

In comparison with Townsville, we did have the time and opportunity to have extensive meetings
with everybody involved in health in that area, and we took the major decision to acquire a large
greenfield site adjacent to the university. It was geographically closer to most of the population,
particularly the younger population, being importantly next to the university, and we were able to
develop a new medical course next door at the James Cook University which we initiated through the
early negotiations.

Going back to the Cairns Base Hospital—I think this is important—it was a huge decision. The
hospital had been running for some time in the community before we came into government. It is a
magnificent site. There is no doubt about that. It is a beautiful site overlooking the ocean and the Great
Barrier Reef a bit further out. It is on a wonderful spot on The Esplanade. In reading about this, while I
have not been involved in the Health portfolio for some time, I wanted to say that when we redeveloped
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the hospital it was a relatively small footprint and that footprint, as far as I am aware, is now virtually
chock-a-block. I understand that the government will be purchasing some extra land possibly over the
road. I think there is a figure of about $24 million mentioned here for land acquisition. We all know how
expensive land is in Cairns, particularly in that prime real estate area of Cairns. 

There was some criticism at the time when we started the Cairns redevelopment because one of
the first things we did was build a multistorey car park. We did that because, regardless of whatever we
built, there was nowhere for the staff, hospital visitors, outpatients and so forth to park. The whole area
was so restricted and the surrounding areas were absolutely full of cars, so it was necessary to be built.
I understand that this new land acquisition, if I am correct, is for another car park. So I presume the one
we built will be knocked down and new buildings built. 

The point I want to make is that I think some very careful thinking is needed on this. The
population of Cairns and surrounding areas is rapidly increasing. Cairns is a long, long narrow strip
between the sea and the mountains close by and much of the development is occurring to the south. I
think it would be prudent to consider planning for the future and to start looking for a greenfield site to
the south. The 2025 plan for the area identifies that there will be some 70,000 people living in that
southern area by the year 2020. It is important to look at having a hospital where there is convenient
parking for people and where there is space to have new buildings in the future. Ideally, hospitals are a
lot better on one level, particularly for the convenience of people in wheelchairs and people with injuries
and disabilities. For those reasons, I think it is worthy of consideration. 

There is a difficulty of course in regional Queensland with hospitals like Cairns. It is sometimes
important to try to have all of the speciality services in one particular location as opposed to bigger cities
such as Brisbane, where you have major speciality services on the north side, on the south side and in
other areas. The point I wanted to make is that this money is going to the Cairns hospital. The
community wanted this decision. I think the majority of the community wanted the hospital to be kept on
The Esplanade. I now wonder whether people think it might be necessary to start planning for the future
for a greenfield site to the south so that a hospital can be built to meet the expectations of the people
and to cater for the population of Cairns. 

I understand that any surplus funds from this sell-off will go to what is called the north Queensland
future fund, which was obviously a subset of the Future Growth Fund. One of the interesting things
about future funds is that at the best of times they are probably getting an average return of 7½ per cent.
We know there have been times when the return has been around 10 or 12 per cent. At the moment it is
probably around minus one or two or three per cent. What is happening is that the cost of road
construction in particular is increasing by 15 per cent or more every year. So you could have enough
money in the future fund for 100 kilometres of road today but in just three or four years time that money
would build only 50 kilometres of road. I think it is important to look at those aspects and to try to get
these needs built now so that we can get value for dollar now, whereas in the future you are only going
to get about half of the value for money that you will get now. 

I agree with our shadow minister. We are supporting this bill because those hospital facilities for
those places are very important. Mackay is one of the most rapidly growing economies and population
centres of the state. It is rapidly becoming one of the more important cities of the state. Similarly, Cairns
has been one of the major tourism areas of our state and serves the hinterland area of the tablelands
and Cape York. Also, the people of Mount Isa, who are so far from specialist medical assistance and so
far removed from any of the other niceties of the state—and it is an area that has contributed so much to
the economy and wealth of the state—fully deserve a hospital of good standard. That gives us another
reason to support this particular bill. 

I stress the point that I made at the start. This state is in the midst of probably the best economic
times it has ever seen with the mining boom, yet it is not in a position to fund these types of facilities.
Instead, it has to sell off income-earning assets to do it. 

Dr FLEGG (Moggill—Lib) (3.57 pm): The government’s policy in relation to privatisation could
best be described as being in disarray. What we have seen from this government, which has been in
office for 10 years, is a complete absence of any clear-cut future direction for its policy on privatisation.
It has privatised a whole range of assets from energy retailers to gas pipelines, to wind farms, to Golden
Casket and so on. These decisions were never taken to elections, despite the fact that we have had
elections at pretty frequent intervals in recent times. All of them smacked of a short-term need for funds. 

To get the best results for taxpayers from privatisation you need a long-term strategic approach.
Of all the privatisations that smacked of a short-term need for funds, you would not have to look much
further than the privatisation that is before us here today. Not only is it very clearly a short-term need for
funds, but the government is even able to tell us that it cannot afford to build the hospitals that north
Queensland so desperately needs unless it flogs off some other assets in north Queensland. 

We know that this government is particularly hamstrung when it comes to privatisation in its cash-
strapped circumstance, because at the end of the day Labor can only privatise what trade unions allow
it to privatise. We saw this across the border in New South Wales recently. If the Labor Party trespasses
into privatisation in areas that might offend its trade union powerbrokers, it is out, it is gone. This
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government told us not that long ago that it was going to look at some parts of Queensland Rail for
privatisation. By golly, government members have gone pretty quiet on that one, haven’t they? I can just
see the unions queuing up in response to that comment the government made. Clearly, the same would
apply in the power industry in this state, where Anna Bligh could probably do a Morris Iemma if she trod
on the right toes of union powerbrokers within those industries. 

The government is very restricted in what areas it can touch. With an impending $64 billion in
debt, I think there is an element of honesty in this bill. I will give the government some credit for honesty,
because it has come clean and said, ‘We can’t afford to build hospitals unless we flog off other valuable
taxpayer owned assets.’ 

I want to point out one pretty important fact about these assets—that is, they are monopoly
assets. There are two sorts of assets when you view them in one light—that is, monopoly assets and
non-monopoly assets—and there are particular dangers when it comes to privatising monopoly assets.
We saw that with the botched privatisation of the Dalrymple Bay coal loading facility, where we allowed
that monopoly asset to be privatised without ensuring that the new owners were required to complete
the necessary expansion of that facility. The privatisation allowed the new owners with monopoly power
to go to coal companies and say, ‘We’re not going to expand the capacity of this coal loader unless we
have dramatic increases in fees.’ The resultant stand-off did not just hurt Dalrymple Bay and the coal
companies; it had a dramatic negative effect on Queensland because the government did not handle
that monopoly privatisation in the correct manner. Of course, eyebrows were raised with that botched
privatisation because we had former state government ministers involved on the board of the company
when it was privatised. 

These same traps that the government fell into with Dalrymple Bay apply to these very valuable
airport assets. The Cairns airport is undergoing a $200 million upgrade at the present time. The Mackay
airport has trebled its passenger numbers since 2001. They are very valuable growth assets but they
are monopoly assets. When the minister makes his summing-up comments on this bill, I hope he
clarifies what measures he has taken on two fronts: firstly, what measures he has taken to stop the
abuse of monopoly power with the charges made for airlines using these airports and, secondly, what
measures he has taken to ensure that these very rapidly growing airports in very rapidly growing parts of
Queensland get the timely expansion that they need both now and in the future. 

This is a short-term grab for cash. There is no question at all about that, because there could
hardly be a worse time to flog infrastructure assets into the private market than the current time. The
present credit conditions have severely impacted both the value of these assets and the number of
people who have available to them the lines of credit necessary to buy these assets. These were
privatisations that were sprung on the market without any warning. As far as I know, I am not even sure
that the boards were consulted in advance of these decisions being made.

Tourism is already struggling in Queensland under a range of influences. If the government gets
these privatisations in major tourist centres affecting the Whitsundays, the Barrier Reef and north
Queensland wrong, the ramifications for Queensland will be just as dire as when it made the mistake
with the privatisation of a coal loading facility that desperately needed expansion but did not get it. 

I have looked through the annual reports, particularly of the two airports, and I think there is
another area the minister needs to significantly clarify. I saw projections that the government thinks it
may raise $1 billion from the sale of these assets and, for the sake of the taxpayers of Queensland, I
hope that is right. They are certainly high-growth, valuable assets but there is significant debt within
some of these instrumentalities. The most recent annual report I could lay my hands on at the library,
which was the 2006-07 Cairns Port Authority report, stated there was in excess of $100 million of debt. I
would appreciate the minister clarifying a fact on this: if you sell assets out of these port authorities that
are holding debt, you would expect a reduction in that debt in proportion to the reduction in assets—
otherwise the net effect is that the gearing level of those remaining port assets, which are much lower
growth assets than the airports, will go through the roof.

The Mackay Port Authority, which is currently showing a return on assets of only 2.26 per cent,
has essentially had its major asset in the airport. It has tripled its passenger numbers since 2001-02,
and the annual report I have, which is more recent—being 2007—said, ‘Our future has never been
brighter.’ If that were being written now, it would probably say, ‘Our future has never been shorter.’
However, it did show that these assets, particularly those of the airport, are boom assets and they
should rightly attract boom prices on their sale. Passenger numbers through Mackay airport increased
by 13 per cent in a year. Although there was a reduction in the tonnage of sea cargo, obviously the
freight rates have increased significantly to allow some increase out of the port activities there. 

The future expansion of these airports is pretty critical for Queensland, and I would be very
disappointed if the minister does not explain how he is locking that in. Members on this side and
members of the community have rightly expressed some anxiety about the fact that these are monopoly
assets and they potentially could be a significant problem. 
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The funding options available for privatisation obviously have contracted pretty significantly. One
of the things that has damaged confidence in this state in infrastructure assets and the funding of them
has obviously been the disastrous initial float of BrisConnections. This is a great project that will be of
great benefit to Brisbane, but it is a project whose method of funding has caused considerable concern,
because the chairman of that company is on over $200,000 a year and is also the chairman of QIC,
which has taken some $100 million worth of stock. 

Those shares which listed at $1 just over a month ago are now trading at 7.2c and have two
further payments of $1 each, both of which are compulsory. If they are not paid and the share price slips
any further, those shareholders are going to have legal action taken against them to recover. I think this
has dented confidence pretty significantly in the funding of a lot of these sorts of projects, particularly in
this state. If we look at the debt funding of that particular project through the PDS, it raises a significant
query that the funding of that project could potentially fail. One of the sources of equity funding
dependent in that PDS is equity raised through the DRP, which is obviously no longer an option once
shares fall from $1 to 7.2c. 

It is a pity in many respects that the government has rushed these privatisations, because I think
there is little doubt that under these sorts of market conditions these assets—great assets though they
are—would not achieve the return for taxpayers that they would have achieved a short time ago, or that
they would achieve if they were allowed a bit more time to see credit markets and confidence restored. 

The opposition is supporting this bill principally because of the need for hospital services in north
Queensland. This government is now in such a parlous financial position that, by its own admission,
those hospital projects would not be able to proceed if assets were not sold to fund them. In summation,
I think the critical issues are that there is a desperate need for funds to deliver the social infrastructure
within the hospital. It is being done at a terrible time. It is a terrible time to be floating any infrastructure
assets. These will not be the last infrastructure assets to be sold by this government. 

Energy unions and rail unions aside, if we look at the sources of the government revenue and at
the current conditions in real estate markets and potentially job markets, we can see that the
government will be trawling through the silver cabinet looking for other plum assets that the unions will
allow them to sell. With these assets we have seen a classic raid on the silver cabinet, because the
government has plucked out the high-returning, easy-to-sell assets that will return some quick cash.
There are a lot of assets that could potentially be on the block but they do not have the earnings appeal
that assets of this type would have. 

I think the real test of whether the government has potentially damaged Queensland with this
measure will be whether there is abuse of the monopoly position that these airports enjoy, whether there
are increases in fees that discourage airline carriers from coming into these important tourism
destinations, and whether the new owners of these assets are prepared to put their hands in their
pockets and ensure that the upgrade and expansion needed in these areas is done in a timely fashion. I
look forward to the minister’s comments and I look forward to seeing what happens in the future
following this measure. 

Mr O’BRIEN (Cook—ALP) (4.14 pm): I rise to support the bill before the House. The Cairns
airport is the most important strategic asset in all of far-north Queensland. Tourism is the most important
industry we have in Cairns and the surrounding district. Most tourists come to Cairns through the airport.
Its importance to Cairns, and in fact to the entire far-north Queensland economy, cannot be understated.
That is why the decision that we make here today about the sale of the Cairns airport is of far-reaching,
strategic importance and is one that we should consider carefully. 

I spend about half of my life at the Cairns airport going to one place or another. I spend a lot of
time at the general aviation side flying into remote parts of Cape York and Torres Strait. I spend a lot of
time at the domestic airport flying down here, and very occasionally I also get to the international side of
the airport. The reality is that Cairns airport is a very complicated business. It is not just about landing
planes. The Cairns Port Authority’s revenue from this business does not come just from landing fees but
also from retail space, parking space and other land management. It also has other complicated facets
to the business—for example, dealing with government departments that must use the land, the Federal
Police, AQIS, Customs and the like. It is a very complicated business, and the reality is that it should not
be run by government anymore. I consider myself to be from the left of the political spectrum, but we
need to be pragmatic about this. The real drive to have this airport move forward will be a drive from its
commercial value. That is why I think a lot of the arguments being put forward by those opposite this
afternoon are not logical. 

The member for Clayfield intimated that the company that buys the asset will use it to try to boost
another asset in another place. The notion that they are going to invest all of this money and then wear
down the asset so that it helps Sydney airport or Brisbane airport really beggars belief. What they are
going to do is try to drive that asset, to try to increase the number of people who land at the Cairns
airport, because that is what helps the retailers and the other business enterprises at the airport make
money, and that is what is going to help them make money. I would have thought that the Liberal Party
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of Queensland would have understood the profit motive and the significant outcomes that it has, but it
has come into the House this afternoon and essentially argued against that. It has argued that business
would somehow act against its own interests or its own desire to make profits. That is beyond me.

Another issue raised which was covered very well by the member for Stafford was the concern
about the land use planning arrangements. These concerns were raised by the deputy mayor,
Councillor Margaret Cochrane. Her comments were reported on the Cairns blog, where she said—
Our main concern would be that the area could become retail. The freehold owner will want to return a profit. The traffic
implications would be horrendous. A case in point is Brisbane. 

She is talking about the land surrounding the Cairns airport, most of which is constrained by the
fact that it is mangroves. Nevertheless, there is some industrial land on the highway on the approach to
the airport, and I suppose there could be some capacity to expand into that industrial land at some stage
in the future. I do not know; I do not particularly want to speculate on it. It may be possible—it may even
be desirable—for the owner of the airport to do that. There are some safeguards that have been in
place. It is state land. The council as it currently stands does not have a say about what happens on that
land, but the bill does put some important new initiatives in place that give the local council the ability to
have a say on the land use management of airport areas, particularly in Cairns. I would urge interested
people to read the contribution of the member for Stafford in this debate today. He dealt with that issue
quite considerably and quite thoroughly. 

The other issue that was raised was that operators in the general aviation side might be put out
and there is nowhere else for them to go. I do not agree with that. I spend a lot of time at the general
aviation side of the airport. It is getting quite full. At some stage new operators and new businesses that
want to get into that market are going to have to start considering using the Mareeba airport, for
example. They could run their operations out of there. They might even consider the Innisfail airport. I do
not know.

I know for a fact that the Mareeba Chamber of Commerce would like to see more general aviation
flights come into and out of Mareeba. There is a capacity for that airport to expand that part of its
operations. 

Mr Cripps interjected. 
Mr O’BRIEN: And in Innisfail. We need to think outside the square. The general aviation area in

Cairns is getting quite full. There is an ability for people to establish businesses in other areas. 
I too want to see the result of the review of ports in Queensland. It is something that I have been

nagging the Treasurer about a fair bit. I welcomed his commitment that was reported in the Cairns Post
a couple of months ago now that there will be a port authority based in Cairns. The exact ports that it will
manage and the make-up of the assets that it will control is yet to be decided. I understand that that
report will come in very soon. I look forward to it. I welcome the Treasurer’s announcement that the
seaport operations will continue to be managed out of Cairns. 

This is an important bill. We have recently completed a $135 million redevelopment of the Cairns
Base Hospital. That redevelopment is only about four or five years old. Cairns is growing very rapidly.
We are struggling to keep up the services for the rapidly growing population. That is a good problem to
have—that is, a growing population. It is a better problem than having a declining population and an
economy that is going backwards and therefore the capacity to meet the demands of the population are
inhibited. It is better to have to deal with a growing population and economic growth than to have no
growth and have to try to deal with that. 

I think what we have announced in terms of putting new buildings onto the existing hospital site is
excellent. I am a supporter of the existing site of the Cairns Base Hospital. It is centrally located. It has
been located there for over 100 years. It has served the community—north, south and west—well. I
hope it remains on that site and that we continue to expand the services that we run out of there. I
commend the bill to the House. 

Mr WETTENHALL (Barron River—ALP) (4.23 pm): I rise to speak in support of the Airport Assets
(Restructuring and Disposal) Bill 2008. The Cairns airport is wholly within the boundaries of the Barron
River electorate. It has special significance for me, for my constituents and for all the people in the city of
Cairns and far-north Queensland. 

The member for Cairns dealt quite comprehensively with the important historical milestones of the
airport. I will not go over those except to say that it has had a very long and distinguished history. It was
an important part of the development of Cairns beginning way back in 1928. But the history of aviation,
of which the airport has been such a significant component, goes back even further than that. 

The first aeroplane landed in Cairns in 1914. The history of aviation got off to a bit of an
inauspicious start because that hapless flight crashed. But things got much better. Over the years we
have seen very steady development in the infrastructure at the airport. It has played and continues to
play an extremely important part in supporting our important tourism industry and business in general.
As many people move to Cairns from other parts of Australia the airport facilitates the maintenance of
their links with their family and friends in other parts of the country and overseas. 
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The airport has also played a very important part in our military history, particularly in World War
II. In 1981 the Australian government transferred the ownership of the airport to the state. It became the
Cairns Port Authority and now Cairns Ports. The development of the international airport in 1984 was a
major milestone in underpinning the importance of the tourism industry that continues today. As the
member for Cairns said, the people of Cairns have a very special sense of ownership of the Cairns
airport. Therefore, this is a bill of great significance to the people of Cairns. 

One of the key features of the decision to sell this airport was to earmark the proceeds of the sale
for the redevelopment of the Cairns Base Hospital. Like the airport, the Cairns Base Hospital plays a
vital part in the social infrastructure of our town and region, servicing not only the people of Cairns but
those in the regions—that is, those to the west, to the north in Cape York Peninsula and way up on the
Torres Strait islands. It even services people internationally. Patients are not infrequently being
transferred for treatment from Papua New Guinea and other places in the Coral Sea and the Pacific. 

The redevelopment of the Cairns Base Hospital and the decision to do that at the current site has
not been without controversy, but I think it is fair to say that the vast majority of people in Cairns,
notwithstanding some of the arguments that have been put forward by the members of opposition today
about the divesting of this asset from a government owned corporation, support this decision. What it
means is that we are going to get a hospital sooner rather than later. It will be an expanded hospital with
expanded facilities catering for the needs of people today and into the future. 

I want to address an issue that was raised by the member for Toowoomba South. He said that he
thought it would be a good idea if the government committed to obtaining a site for the future
development of a brand-new health facility to the south where the population of Cairns city is predicted
to grow very significantly. The population is predicted to grow by as much as 70,000 people over the
next 20 or so years. 

I can inform the House and the member for Toowoomba South that that is exactly what is going to
occur. Some weeks ago the government advertised for expressions of interest for a parcel of land in the
southern growth corridor of Cairns. When the Premier was in Cairns last week she announced that there
had been a number of expressions of interest for that to occur. 

I am on the record, as are other local members, advocating just that course. What we have learnt
is that the capacity to meet the demand for health services in our region has increased very rapidly. I
think any person would be prepared to agree that it would have been impossible to predict 10 years ago
or even five years ago just how the demand for health services, particularly for chronic conditions, has
skyrocketed. A factor in that is the very peculiar demographics in Cairns and the specific health needs of
the people in our very diverse region, which includes remote and isolated areas, and the high proportion
of Indigenous people. 

The very point that the member for Toowoomba South speculated upon has been addressed and
has been raised by me a number of times. I am on the record as advocating that outcome, and I am
absolutely delighted that again this government is looking over the horizon and planning for the future
and is going to land-bank a site for the development of a new health facility in the future. Who knows
what the shape of those health services in the future will be, but we have made sure through this
process of divesting the Cairns airport that we are in a position to acquire that site now, before it is too
late to enable the orderly and sequential planning of future health services in our growing region, and
that is an excellent outcome.

I want to touch on a couple of local issues that have arisen in consequence of the government’s
decision to sell the Cairns airport assets. I will not go into detail about the planning arrangements; they
have been adequately dealt with by other speakers to this bill. Suffice it to say, however, the airport is
located in an area of environmental sensitivity. It is adjacent to internationally recognised wetland areas
and has a buffer zone that is recognised as areas of high ecological significance, and one of those is a
place called Redden Island. Redden Island, which is adjacent to the airport and part of the airport land,
is a parcel of land in its natural state that is currently enjoyed by many members of our local community,
particularly those who live in Machans Beach, which is right next door to Redden Island. It is particularly
enjoyed by birdwatchers who come there from all about to observe the magnificent bird life that exists,
perhaps somewhat ironically, right next to our airport.

In 2006, before I was elected to the parliament, I began working with the local community to
investigate ways in which we could enhance the environmental management of this important place.
I am very pleased to say that, as a result of representations that I have made to the Treasurer and
through the team that has been working on this sale, the community’s use and enjoyment of Redden
Island will be preserved by special conditions that will be a part of this process. So they can continue to
enjoy Redden Island into the future and it and other areas of environmental significance on and adjacent
to the airport will be protected with the safeguards that have been included in this bill that require the
minister’s approval of any proposed development in those areas. I think that is a very important
safeguard and it will be welcomed by the people of Machans Beach who use Redden Island on a daily
basis, other people from right around Cairns and visitors who come there. 
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I congratulate the people who have been involved in rehabilitating that and other parts of the
airport land. In fact, as a result of becoming involved with that community, the Cairns Port Authority
recognised that its environmental management plan for that area and in fact for airport land in general
needed to be updated, and that was done. As a result, we have seen a number of community groups
doing revegetation work there. It is a priceless asset which will be preserved for generations to come.

The Royal Flying Doctor Service occupies a very important position in the history of aviation in
Cairns and of course in providing health services to remote and rural communities right throughout
Queensland and indeed Australia. Recently it opened a new operations base in the general aviation
precinct at the airport. I am also very pleased that I was able to link the Royal Flying Doctor Service with
the Treasurer’s office to resolve some of the concerns that it had in consequence of the decision to sell
the airport. I know that it was very appreciative of that. Of course, in celebrating its 80th anniversary, it
was very important that its concerns be addressed and I am delighted that I was able to assist it to do
that. I have also referred the North Queensland Aero Club, which has its facilities at the airport, to the
Treasurer’s office to have discussions about some of the issues that it has raised about the future of the
Cairns airport. I spoke to its president earlier this week, and he was also delighted that I was able to
assist because it has been on that site for 60 years.

One of the sponsorships that the Cairns Port Authority has been involved in—and I want to
acknowledge that it has been involved in many community sponsorships—is a project called the Green
Corridor Project. Again, I have been involved with that project on a variety of levels, including planting
trees on airport land. That project has enjoyed a sponsorship with the Cairns Port Authority. I am also
delighted to report to the House that, in consequence of the representations that I have made, its
funding has been extended to the amount of $180,000 over two years to 30 June 2010. That project is a
very important project that has involved revegetating the banks of the Barron River, which is vital to
improve water quality into our Great Barrier Reef. So its funding is going to be secured into the future.

The member for Cairns and the member for Cook referred to the future fund. One thing that each
of the local members, myself included, was very keen to ensure was that if there are any surplus funds
in consequence of the sale of this facility they be dedicated to future infrastructure projects in Cairns. I
wrote to the Premier seeking that commitment and she was more than willing to give it. It is now a
matter of public record, through statements that she has made and also from statements that the
Treasurer has made, that any surplus funds from the sale of this airport will be dedicated to future
infrastructure projects in Cairns, and that is also a very good outcome.

In conclusion, I want to acknowledge the excellent work that the staff at the Cairns Port Authority
have put in to the development of the airport over many years and, indeed, the contribution that many
people in Cairns have made to the development of this vital piece of infrastructure in our town and
region. I particularly want to wish all of the staff a long and happy future under the new arrangements. Of
course, their interests have been secured in consequence of decisions that have been made about the
continuity of staff. I also want to acknowledge the board of the Cairns Port Authority and in particular its
retiring chairman, Mr Clive Skarott, who has made such a useful contribution to the Cairns airport. With
those few comments, I commend the bill to the House. 

Hon. TS MULHERIN (Mackay—ALP) (Minister for Primary Industries and Fisheries) (4.38 pm): I
rise to speak in support of the Airport Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Bill and particularly the issues
surrounding the sale of the Mackay airport. The Mackay airport was originally established on what was
then called the town common in South Mackay, in the area of Bridge Road bounded by Casey Avenue
and Milton Street. The first aircraft that landed were Avro biplanes. The then Mackay City Council
constructed an earth runway in 1931 and Mackay was a very popular spot during World War II for R&R
for American servicemen who were on active service in Papua New Guinea. In 1941, the ownership of
the airport was then transferred from the Mackay City Council to the Commonwealth department of
transport and communications. In 1989 the airport was transferred to the Mackay Port Authority, which
meant it then came under state ownership. So it is only in recent history that the state has been involved
in the operation of both the Mackay airport and the Cairns airport. 

I want to pay tribute to one gentleman in particular, Mr Ron Searle. Mr Searle was a leading
Mackay businessman. His family business was originally a small wholesale business which eventually
became the Toyota dealership for Mackay. At the time Mr Searle was head of the chamber of
commerce. He lobbied the Mackay City Council, under the mayoralty of the late Sir Albert Abbott, for the
Mackay City Council to take ownership of the airport from the Commonwealth government when the
Commonwealth government decided that it would not involve itself in the ownership of regional airports.
Mr Searle was very successful in garnering local support in the business community and the wider
community, which then forced the Bjelke-Petersen government to acquire the airport and put it under the
control of the Mackay Port Authority.

Interestingly enough, at around about the same time in 1989, with the election of the Goss Labor
government, Mr Searle became chairman of the Mackay Port Authority when the airport was transferred
from the Commonwealth to the state and came under the control of the Mackay Port Authority. At the
time Mr Searle negotiated a great deal with the Commonwealth government, because we had a really
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run-down airport terminal, which was originally constructed in 1953. Mr Searle was able to extract, I
think it was, $10 million from the Commonwealth government to build a new airport on the south-west
quadrant of the airstrip, which is the Milton Street side of the airport. 

Since that time when the ownership of the airport went to the port authority, we have seen
significant growth in airport passenger numbers. That growth reflects the economic growth of Mackay
that has been driven by the mining sector as well as Mackay being the entry point for tourists going to
Mackay and then visiting points further north. In 1989 the airport had 150,000 passengers. In 2001, that
figure went to 270,000 passengers. It is interesting to note that on 13 September 2001 we saw the
collapse of Ansett Airlines—two days after September 11. So it was all doom and gloom. Businesses
were concerned about the frequency of people travelling to Mackay with the airport being solely reliant
on Qantas. The airport manager, Trevor Heard, who is a tenacious character, went out and started
negotiations with Virgin airlines. He was able to attract Virgin to the Mackay airport. Mackay airport was
the ninth airport that Virgin flew to. That occurred on 30 October 2001. So with the collapse of Ansett in
the September, within six weeks Trevor was able to get Virgin to fly into Mackay. As I said, the
passenger numbers for 2001 were 270,000. 

Since then, Mackay airport has seen phenomenal growth in passenger numbers: 296,000 in
2002, 372,000 in 2003, 442,000 in 2004, 583,000 in 2005, 656,000 in 2006, 741,000 in 2007 and
832,000 in 2008. It is anticipated that passenger numbers for 2009 will be roughly around 900,000
people. I believe the Mackay Port Authority has done an excellent job in marketing the airport. Last year,
once again Trevor Heard, with his tenacity and with the full support of his board, was able to attract Tiger
Airways. Mackay airport was one of the first four destinations in Australia that Tiger committed to. So we
have seen growth in that area. I believe the Mackay Port Authority, under former chairman Ron Searle,
John Taylor and Graham Davies and the staff of the airport and the seaport, have done an excellent job
in managing this airport. 

I fully support the sale of the airport. As I said, it is only in recent times that the airport has been in
state government ownership via the port authority. I have not met anyone in Mackay who has bagged
the government’s decision. When I run into them in the street they tell me that there is no market
failure—‘Why does the government have to be in this airport business?’ They see a great outcome from
that vision of Ron Searle’s when he lobbied the government to acquire the airport. As a result of his
vision, through the sale we will be able to build a modern hospital for Mackay to manage the enormous
growth that this city is experiencing. Currently, Mackay’s urban population is about 92,000 and the
district population is in the vicinity of 150,000. The urban population of Mackay will be in the vicinity of
220,000 by the year 2026, which is not too far away. So the government’s decision to build a brand-new
hospital that will have double capacity is welcomed by the citizens of Mackay. 

I just want to touch on one other point. In an article in today’s Daily Mercury the Mackay Regional
Council expresses some concerns about its involvement in future planning decisions. I want to reassure
the mayor, Mr Col Meng, and other councillors that I believe this legislation that we are debating will give
the council greater involvement than it has had in the past. Local government will have an enhanced
consultation role in the regular review of land use plans, an entitlement to receive financial contributions
for local government infrastructure—that is drainage, public transport, roads, sewerage, water supply
headworks—a formal role as an advice agency for development applications under the Integrated
Planning Act, and the benefits flowing from the requirements to the land use plan will include a priority
infrastructure interface plan after the first two years, which is a document describing how development
under the land use plan is intended to coordinate with local government’s priority infrastructure plan. 

I would like to thank the Treasurer and Treasury officials who went to Mackay and consulted with
the stakeholders, including the Mackay Regional Council, about the sell-off of the asset. As I said, the
people in Mackay support the government’s decision on this and I think we will have a great outcome. I
believe that the new owners of the airport will be able to respond quicker in the marketplace to grow the
airport’s business now that it effectively, after the proclamation of this bill, will not be in public ownership.
I think this is a great decision not only for the people of Mackay but also for business. No doubt, it will
also play an important role in growing tourism in the Mackay-Whitsundays region. With those few words,
I commend the bill to the House. 

Mrs CUNNINGHAM (Gladstone—Ind) (4.48 pm): I rise to speak to the Airport Assets
(Restructuring and Disposal) Bill. On many occasions in this chamber I have raised my concerns about
the government disposing of assets, but more particularly—and it is important in this instance—strategic
assets. I have listened to the debate and I can understand the reasoning for selling the asset, although I
would share the concern of other members who have expressed a great deal of concern that it appears
that the attitude of government is that critical infrastructure such as hospitals can be built only when
something else is disposed of. That begs the question as to the administration of other finances. 

However, no-one can deny the need for good hospital services in any community, and the
intention is to sell off the Cairns and Mackay airports and the government’s holdings in the Port of
Brisbane. I would be interested in knowing how the community feels. I listened to the minister who just
spoke and who is located in Mackay. Certainly concerns have been expressed to me in relation to the
disposal of such significant assets. 
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It is interesting to note that the funding from the sale of these assets will be expended in the
locations where that money was raised—that may be the principle of this government at the moment—
and that any excess funds will be retained in a north Queensland future fund for use on north
Queensland infrastructure. One of the things that I have noticed in my community over the past 12
months in particular is that it is changing from a community that supports industrialisation to a
community that is expressing significant concern. The two principal reasons that are espoused to me
are environmental protection and that, as a community that returns significant income to this
government, they are seeing an insufficient amount of investment in infrastructure for the Gladstone-
Calliope region. I would ask that the same principles that are being applied in this instance be applied in
relation to recognising the amount of income generated through Gladstone and the amount of money
that is expended on infrastructure in Gladstone. As I said, I believe—and I have believed for some time
now—that the community in the Gladstone electorate is on the cusp of changing from one which readily
supports and embraces new industry to one that is reacting to proposals for new industry. As I said, one
of the two reasons for that in this instance is the lack of reinvestment in the area for necessary
infrastructure—and that is built infrastructure as well as services infrastructure such as welfare services,
social support and family support. 

The only other issue that I wish to raise with the minister is in relation to a number of speakers
who have talked about a review of Queensland ports corporations. I remember this coming up
previously once before and I asked the minister responsible whether there was any intention to sell the
port of Gladstone and he replied no. I would like to see whether the Treasurer is prepared to reinforce
that statement. If there was any intention to sell the port I know it would generate a significant degree of
concern on the part of the workers of the port—and the workers do a great job. They have been, in the
most part, committed to the expansion and maintenance of a good service through the port of
Gladstone. They would need to know that their future is secure. 

They are the main issues that I want to raise. I reiterate the concerns of my community that they
have no problem with the principle used in this bill—that is, the reinvestment in the Cairns and Mackay
areas of the funds generated by the sale of these assets. However, I ask that the government please
apply the same principle to the income generated in my electorate so that there is an investment in built
and softer infrastructure for the benefit of my community. 

Mr CRIPPS (Hinchinbrook—NPA) (4.53 pm): I rise to make a contribution to the debate on the
Airport Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Bill. The stated purpose of the bill is to, amongst other
things, facilitate the restructure and divestment of the interest of the government of Queensland in
Cairns and Mackay airports held by Cairns Ports Ltd and Mackay Ports Ltd. The bill proposes to achieve
its objective by facilitating the creation of stand-alone airport businesses operated by new subsidiaries
of Cairns Ports Ltd and Mackay Ports Ltd which, in effect, is the process by which the airport operations
of these ports authorities will be separated from the seaport operations. Once separated, the disposal
process will be undertaken for the airport operations at Cairns and Mackay. 

The bill provides for the disposal of the airport businesses at Cairns and Mackay to be effected on
the basis of a 99-year lease. The explanatory notes accompanying the bill indicate that the legislation
will include changes to the planning instrument for the airports involved, the provision of appropriate
powers to the airport lessee to control operations on airport land to ensure the proper and orderly
operation of the airport for the safety and security of users, and safeguards to ensure that airport
lessees handle their powers in an responsible manner.

The explanatory notes also indicate that the time frame for the disposal of the airport entities is
set for the end of 2008. The restructuring powers provided to the minister by this bill are scheduled to
lapse on 30 June 2009. As a result, there is a specified time frame in which the disposal of these airport
assets needs to occur. The explanatory notes indicate that these provisions are in place to ensure that
the best commercial outcome is achieved for the state of Queensland. The explanatory notes suggest
that any delay in the restructure or disposal processes will reduce the receipts to the government of
Queensland for the commercial value of the businesses. 

My comments from here on will pertain mostly to the Cairns airport. I would like to canvass with
the Treasurer some issues of concern that have been raised with me about the disposal of the Cairns
airport and what those funds will be used for. As outlined by the shadow Treasurer, the member for
Clayfield, the LNP opposition will not be opposing the bill. However, some legitimate questions need to
be asked, and I invite the Treasurer to pass some comment in his reply to the debate. 

The Cairns airport is a very significant asset for the city of Cairns and for far-north Queensland as
a whole. Insofar as that is concerned, I agree with the statements made earlier by the member for Cook.
The future ownership and use of the Cairns airport site is of great interest to the business community
and the general public and is of critical importance to far-north Queensland as a whole. Coupled with the
domestic and international services that fly in and out of the Cairns airport, the general aviation section
of the Cairns airport is a major economic driver of the city of Cairns that provides essential services to
many areas of far-north Queensland but in particular to the Torres Strait, Cape York Peninsula and, to a
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lesser extent, the Gulf of Carpentaria. One concern that has been raised with me is the security of
tenure for general aviation operations that presently exist on the western side of the Cairns airport. It
has been suggested to me that one of the conditions of the disposal of the Cairns airport should be that
the western side of the Cairns airport be quarantined for the purposes of general aviation to protect
existing airport users. 

Earlier I mentioned that the explanatory notes accompanying the bill indicate that the legislation
will include changes to the planning instrument for the airports involved and that appropriate powers
would be provided to the airport lessee to control operations on airport land to ensure the proper and
orderly operation in respect of safety and the security of users and requiring lessees to use their powers
in a responsible manner. I would appreciate it if the Treasurer can confirm that these planning
instruments, powers and requirements will protect current general aviation operators at the Cairns
airport. 

The structural separation of the Cairns airport assets from the Cairns seaport assets and the
subsequent disposal of the Cairns airport assets as a public policy proposed by the state government
has been predicated on the utilisation of the funds from the sale of the airport assets for the delivery of
upgraded public health services to Cairns, in particular the redevelopment of the Cairns Base Hospital.
It is certainly true that public health services in respect of the Cairns Base Hospital need to be improved.
Indeed, given that Cairns Base Hospital is the major hospital servicing the whole of far-north
Queensland, the matter is important to the whole of the region including to communities in my electorate
of Hinchinbrook. 

One point made in the explanatory notes provided with the bill is that public consultation is not
considered to have been appropriate on this issue. I know that the state government in no way
canvassed the prospects of disposing of its interests in the Cairns or Mackay airports prior to the last
state election. Given the tight time frames proposed for the disposal of the Cairns and Mackay airport
assets, it is unlikely that the general public will have the opportunity to have a say. The decision to sell
off the Cairns and Mackay airports was the result of public policy developed quite quickly following
active campaigns by the local community and the local newspapers in Cairns and Mackay for urgent
action by the state government to address the inadequacy of public health services at the public
hospitals in those two major provincial cities respectively. 

While I think it is fair to say that the majority of Cairns residents have grudgingly accepted the fact
that the Cairns airport will be sold in order to address the serious problem of the delivery of public health
services in their city, I am not convinced that they are very pleased with being put in the invidious
position of accepting the sell-off of their airport to achieve that goal. Really, the state government put the
people of Cairns over a barrel and made them accept the sell-off of the Cairns airport by offering the
proceeds for improved public health services.

As was mentioned by the shadow Treasurer, the member for Clayfield, the Cairns Port Authority
has been an important contributor to a number of important organisations and services that play
significant roles in the local and regional community including the Australian Volunteer Coast Guard, the
Royal Flying Doctor Service, Tourism Tropical North Queensland and Advance Cairns. In the case of
Tourism Tropical North Queensland and Advance Cairns, these two organisations really do play a very
important strategic role in commercial advocacy for Cairns and for far-north Queensland. I would like to
hear what the Treasurer has to say in respect of the certainty of continued funding from the Cairns Port
Authority for these organisations once the disposal of the Cairns airport is completed, given that in
Cairns and far-north Queensland tourism is a major industry and it is suffering from a downturn at this
point in time and the advocacy of those two organisations is particularly important for its recovery. 

The shadow Treasurer, the member for Clayfield, also mentioned the ability of the port
corporations to fund future investment due to loss of income or, in other words, the viability of these
corporations going forward when their assets are reduced to the seaport activities in Cairns and Mackay
respectively. It is important to ensure that the port corporations affected by this bill are sustainable after
the restructure and sell-off of the airport assets. Airport activities represented 72 per cent of revenue for
the Cairns Port Authority in the 2006-07 financial year. Airport activities for the Mackay Port Authority in
the 2006-07 financial year represented over 62 per cent of its total profit.

The sale of the airport activities in terms of the Cairns and Mackay port authorities really
compromises these corporations to a degree, given the importance of the airport assets to their
activities. It has created an amount of uncertainty about the future management of ports, particularly
seaports, in north and far-north Queensland. The state government has subsequently announced a
review of the management of ports in north and far-north Queensland and that has created some
consternation. Townsville stakeholders put in a submission for the management of all ports north of and
including Mackay to be consolidated into one port authority based in Townsville. Cairns stakeholders
quickly provided an alternative submission that all ports north of and including Mourilyan should be
consolidated into one port authority based in Cairns.
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While Cairns and Townsville stakeholders have provided rival submissions, the ramifications of
the decision to dispose of the airport assets in Cairns and Mackay will evidently affect the management
of all ports in far-north Queensland and north Queensland. It will be vitally important that any restructure
of ports in far-north and north Queensland takes into account the specific needs of port users at ports
such as Lucinda and Mourilyan in my electorate of Hinchinbrook, just as it will be important for the
current general aviation operators at Cairns airport to be given due consideration when that asset is sold
off. 

Users of sugar ports like Mourilyan and Lucinda need protection in any restructuring of port
authorities. I certainly do not want a new port authority structure that creates a situation where ports like
Lucinda or Mourilyan are treated like a poor cousin to bigger city ports in the region. The ports of
Lucinda and Mourilyan are important to the sugar industry, just as the Cairns airport is important to
Cairns. If there are any implications for sugar industry port users at places like Lucinda and Mourilyan as
a result of the review of the management of far-north and north Queensland ports, which has been
triggered by the matters which are the subject of this bill, these need to be spelt out clearly. These users
need to be guaranteed security. There has been a lot of investment by the sugar industry in the
infrastructure at ports like Lucinda and Mourilyan.

I can see that a restructure of the management of north and far-north Queensland ports could
present a number of opportunities, and I am not necessarily opposed to a management restructure.
However, it is vitally important that the state government understands the needs of sugar industry port
users at Lucinda and Mourilyan and that any restructure protects their interests and does not
disadvantage them.

I understand that of the revenue obtained through the sale of the Cairns airport $450 million has
been allocated towards the improvement of public health services in Cairns. The Treasurer has said
publicly that the funds that are raised by the sale of the Cairns airport will stay in far-north Queensland
and go towards the improvement of public health services in Cairns, with any surplus to be invested in
the Queensland Future Growth Fund to be utilised for further infrastructure projects in north
Queensland. 

That is a welcome statement from the Treasurer, but the delivery of these improved public health
services at the Cairns Hospital could very well be several years away. My last question to the Treasurer
is: what if the costs of the necessary upgrades to the public health facilities in Cairns end up being in
excess of the funding that is realised from the disposal of this asset either because the government
does not secure the price it has budgeted for or because construction costs increase even more
significantly between now and when the state government actually moves to deliver the improved public
health facilities it has promised to Cairns? I look forward to the Treasurer offering his views in respect of
that question and his views in respect of my inquires regarding the security of general aviation operators
at the Cairns airport and the funding of those organisations that have previously been generously
contributed to by the Cairns Port Authority. 

Mrs KIERNAN (Mount Isa—ALP) (5.05 pm): It gives me great pleasure this afternoon to speak
on the Airport Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Bill 2008. The reason for the sale of airport assets
based on the decision by our government to divest the state’s interest in its remaining airports is based
on the government’s view that it no longer needs to own and operate airports to ensure their successful
operation and financial viability. The government believes quite rightly that the private sector is now best
placed to manage the operations development of these assets due to factors such as a greater ability to
attract specialist airport management expertise, develop the airport business and generate commercial
return. 

I can safely say as a traveller through major regional airports that the ones I travel through on a
regular basis are indeed reflecting that this is well and truly the case. The government also believes that
it should be in the business of building and owning assets to serve Queenslanders’ primary needs such
as health, safety and education. The airport transaction proceeds will allow the government to urgently
fund the expansion of health facilities required in Cairns, Mackay and Mount Isa for the benefit of all
Queenslanders in these regional areas with no need to increase the state’s debt burden. 

In this regard the Cairns Base Hospital will be expanded and a new clinical wing built with
enhanced aged-care, rehabilitation facilities and radiation oncology services, at a total cost of around
$450 million. In the recent budget $24 million was allocated for initial works in 2008-09. Many people
from the Gulf of Carpentaria travel to Cairns for health services. The uniqueness of the Mount Isa
electorate is that we tap into three regional health areas—Mount Isa, Cairns and Townsville. 

The Mackay airport disposal proceeds will contribute towards funding a new Mackay hospital.
The $450 million development will provide more operating theatres, a dedicated coronary care unit,
larger dialysis unit, new emergency and outpatient units and new staff accommodation. The recent
budget allocates over $5 million for initial works in 2008-09. 
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The sale that pleases me the most is the sale of the government’s part share in the Brisbane
airport. It is one that has certainly tickled the fancy of us in the Mount Isa electorate, given that we are
selling something in Brisbane to pay for such a vital service in Mount Isa. 

Ms Jones: Hear, hear! 

Mrs KIERNAN: Hear, hear—indeed. I believe that the Treasurer is also most pleased with this
particular decision. The proceeds of the sale will see the Mount Isa Base Hospital upgraded to a total
project cost of $65 million. The upgrade will include an expanded emergency department and a new
building to house outpatients and primary and community health services. Eight million dollars was
allocated in this year’s budget. I note that the opposition requires that these sales and the divestment of
airports should have a direct community benefit. I have to say that this decision is a great decision and
certainly will benefit regional Queensland. 

The Mount Isa Hospital is an aged facility and in some areas not conducive to the good clinical
and service delivery standards we expect today. It has, however, serviced our area well to this point. We
continue to hear all of the things that are wrong with health. I think we should not lose sight of the fact
that excellent work is continuing to be done right across the state in our hospitals and small isolated
clinics day to day throughout the year. We do not recognise enough the excellent work that is being
undertaken in health across Queensland. 

The Mount Isa District Hospital—apart from servicing the city of Mount Isa and its population of
some 21,000 people and give or take another 4,000 or 5,000 who live and work in our community and
are not picked up in formal statistics—has done and is doing a damn good job. Our district services
some 15 towns and communities, as well as a number of major mining sites external to Mount Isa. With
the redevelopment, we will become a bigger hub for training rural practitioners, as the project includes
better training facilities for medical and nursing students at James Cook University’s Mount Isa Centre
for Rural and Remote Health. By providing a world-class learning environment for rural health
practitioners, such as rural generalists, we will also in turn help to attract medical and nursing graduates
to our region. This again will benefit the whole of regional and certainly remote Queensland.

I have lobbied hard for improved health services in Mount Isa in my two years of being elected—
just as you, Madam Deputy Speaker Darling, have been here for two years. The minerals province is a
recognised economic driver for the state of Queensland and it is pleasing for me that, two years into my
job, the Treasurer and the Minister for Health have recognised the city in my electorate and I thank them
both very much. I commend the bill to the House. 

Hon. AP FRASER (Mount Coot-tha—ALP) (Treasurer) (5.11 pm), in reply: At the outset, I thank
all members for their contribution to the debate on the Airport Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Bill. I
particularly acknowledge again the shadow Treasurer for the substance and the work that went into his
contribution to the debate. I have to say that his contribution stood in stark contrast to the contribution of
the person he replaced, and I am grateful in that regard that the standard of the debate is greatly
improved.

I noticed also that the member for Toowoomba South made a contribution which sought to build
on the record of the former shadow Treasurer, whose lasting contribution to debates on Treasury bills in
this House may well be the ‘Flegg principle’—that is, as he said, there is a concept of good naked and
bad naked and therefore good debt and bad debt. I notice from the new iteration to the Liberal National
Party PPP policy that was put forward by the member for Toowoomba South in the debate over the last
couple of hours that we now have not only good naked and bad naked and good debt and bad debt but
good PPPs and bad PPPs. I look forward to the further exposition of this new and important principle in
the debate on matters relating to the Treasury in Queensland into the future.

This bill is the hallmark of a government that is prepared to make strong decisions about the
future, and it is the sort of decision that can be expected from a government that has as its focus the
provision of extra health services. In fact, one could suggest that the better name for this bill could in fact
be the ‘Better Hospitals for Cairns, Mackay and Mount Isa Bill’, because that is what this bill delivers.

There was much questioning from the opposite side on a range of issues and I propose to deal
with those. The first question was in relation to the timing of this transaction. Yes, we do have a very
uncertain global economic environment and a credit crisis that is providing for great uncertainty out
there. We have seen various infrastructure assets perform in many and varied ways and, depending on
the structure of those parent entities, have very different results on the market. These are mature assets
with strong growth prospects.

It is the case that the indicative bids have been received. I can advise the House that I have short-
listed for the sale and I have every confidence that we will achieve an excellent result for the
Queensland taxpayer, that our stated aims will be achieved and that the transaction will be completed
on the timetable that we proposed. So that should answer the question in substance about timing.
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Much is made of the shorter-term issues about fuel prices and decisions in the aviation industry.
When we are looking at a 99-year lease, it is important to make the point that investors looking at a 99-
year time frame are looking through the short term and focusing on the long term. They are very much
taking a long-term view. These are long-term assets. In fact, it is fair to make the point that Cairns, as a
domestic and international airport with strong growth prospects and a tourism trade, coupled with
Mackay, as an airport that has grown significantly but has also a payload from servicing the mining
industry, provides complementary assets in the eyes of those potential bidders.

I think the member for Hinchinbrook said that we subsequently announced a port review. We did
not. That was announced at the time of our announcement of the transaction. I have also been on the
public record as saying that we received previous to our announcement an unsolicited approach for the
purchase of these two airport assets. We did not feel it was appropriate to complete a transaction with
an unsolicited approach; we wanted to get a competitive tender and we wanted to ensure that that
would get the best result. It is the case that we therefore—as governments always do and as our
government always has done—took a strong, firm and critical non-ideological approach to the balance
sheet that we maintain. We will continue to invest in strengthening the capital base and the
infrastructure base of this state, but we also need to make decisions about what the government’s
priority is.

I have been stopped on the Cairns Esplanade at 5.30 in the morning and asked about health
services in the Cairns region by someone who felt passionately enough about it to stop me while I was
on a run at that time of the day. I have never been approached by anyone from Mackay or Cairns about
the state of the baggage carousel at either of those airports. I do not want to in any way detract from the
importance of those airports to those two regions, and particularly to Cairns as a tourism region, but we
need to make the point that the priority for the government needs to be investment in those services that
people expect from government. The reality of Queensland in 2008 in the modern world is that if you go
to Townsville or Coolangatta you are going to an airport that is privately owned and privately run.

There is in my view—and the government made this view—a policy reason for us to no longer be
in the business of owning airports but to be in the business of providing new and improved health
facilities for Cairns, Mackay and Mount Isa. Those facilities are not contingent on the sale. As I have
said before, the money is factored into the budget. It can be seen there in the forward estimates. It is
allocated across the forward estimates—the construction of the new Mackay hospital, the
redevelopment at Cairns, the future of the land purchase in Cairns and also the redevelopment at Mount
Isa.

I want to pay a particular tribute to the member for Cairns, who is the minister for tourism, to the
member for Mackay, who is the Minister for Primary Industries and Fisheries, to the minister for main
roads, to the member for Barron River and to the member for Cook—all of whom have been steadfast in
their support that this is just the type of decision that is the hallmark of our government that looks into
the future, looks over the horizon to tackle the problems and puts health services front and centre. 

In relation to costs involved in the transaction, we always detail those in the annual report, but I
can say that they will be commensurate with the cost profile undertaken for other similar transactions,
such as the energy and water restructure. I expect those to be in the order of three to four per cent of
what we achieve, which is commensurate in terms of a fee structure. I would be happy to detail those in
full when they are known to obviously make the point that when you have a commercial adviser, it is
usually the case that you incentivise that arrangement, so it greatly depends on the result we achieve. I
give an undertaking to provide that detail to the House.

The assets, as has been mentioned, have a book value of around $800 million. Further to that,
there were some questions about capital structures. There is presently no debt associated with the
Brisbane airport shareholding, there is also no debt in the Mackay Port Authority and there is a level of
debt in the Cairns Port Authority of about $160 million, which relates solely to the domestic
redevelopment that is occurring at the moment. Anyone who has visited Cairns regularly over the last
couple of months can see where that money is being invested at the moment.

As I can also repeat for the benefit of all members of the House, and this has been said many
times, there will be a continuing port authority in Mackay and there will be a continuing port authority
based in Cairns as well. That is something that has been said on the record many times by me and the
Premier, and I am happy to reiterate that once again today. I am also happy to reaffirm and repeat for
the member for Gladstone—as I think I have done before on the record—that there is no intention in any
way to divest the Gladstone Ports Corporation. In fact we see quite the opposite future for the Gladstone
Ports Corporation, and that is continued growth and investment.

We expect to be in a position to make further announcements on the port review by the end of
next month. It is a significant task. I do not think it is one that people should underestimate in terms of
the way in which we best structure those ports and the arrangements for managing our port assets into
the future. I think it is one which, when it is finalised, will no doubt be welcomed by folk around the state
as being the best way forward for the future of our port assets. 
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In relation to Cairns, there was a question about general aviation. One of the covenants to the
sale is not only that they will have to continue to provide an airport but also provide for general aviation
as well. In relation to planning and the powers under the act, it is important to make the point that the
powers contemplated for the Treasurer in this circumstance are those that were contained in the
previous bill supported by the Liberal National Party in relation to the energy restructure and the south-
east Queensland water restructure.

In relation to conclusive certificates, that power does exist. I can advise the House that it has
never been used, to the best of my knowledge and to the best advice available to me. It is there as a
provision only to ensure that we can complete the transaction. When you are dealing on occasion with
many and varied parties and their dealings with government, it can have external influences and that is
why the powers are therefore contemplated.

In relation to planning, there has been a lot of media and press, especially in Mackay and Cairns,
on the notion that somehow there is a diminution of the role of local government in this process. Nothing
could be further from the truth. At the moment the Cairns and Mackay port authorities, as state entities,
have sole authorship of what occurs on port land—that is, through the Transport Infrastructure Act they
can decide what occurs on those two sites. What is being proposed here is an additional role for local
government. At the moment although port authorities do make a voluntary contribution ex gratia through
the state, the port authorities are not obliged to pay rates to local government. This bill proposes, they
will not be obliged to pay rates on the runway, the main terminal and so forth as the bill details, but on
the remainder of the land. There is also a contemplation that the future owner will be obliged to pay
relevant infrastructure charges and contributions under a priority infrastructure plan. 

The shadow Treasurer asked a question about what occurs during the two years and what
happens after that. We are proposing that the existing land use plan be grandfathered for two years and
be remade within those two years. Within that time, with a new land use plan, that is when the new
schedule would apply and then the new priority infrastructure interface plan. In the meantime on a case-
by-case basis any development would, through the normal process, have an infrastructure contribution
back to council. It is all about finding a two-year transition period, and then post that period the formal
schedule will apply and the formal priority infrastructure interface plan will apply after that.

One other question was about heritage. It is in fact a quirk of the way that the IPA operates that
we need to include that provision, but there are no heritage sites on either of those two sites. In talking
about the planning regimes, I want to particularly acknowledge the contribution of the member for
Stafford, which was an excellent contribution to this debate. I commend those people with an interest in
those matters. I again thank government members who have steadfastly said that, as a government, we
will look to the future. We will put as our priority better hospital infrastructure for regional Queensland.
We no longer need to be in the business of owning and operating airports. This is the sort of strong
decision that can be expected. I think the shadow Treasurer mentioned a range of things including
fluoride, local government amalgamation and this decision in the context of recent decisions. They are
the sorts of decisions that can be expected from this government under the Premier’s leadership—that
is, the strong, tough decisions that make the big calls for the future of Queensland. I commend the bill to
the House. 

Question put—That the bill be now read a second time.
Motion agreed to.
Bill read a second time.

Consideration in Detail
Clauses 1 to 22, as read, agreed to. 
Clauses 23 to 25—
Mr NICHOLLS (5.24 pm): I am sure it is an omission because of the number of matters in the

Treasurer’s response, but in the debate regarding clauses 23, 24 and 25 we particularly covered off on
confidentiality agreements. You have covered off on clause 20, which I think is the privative clause and
the conclusive certificate of evidentiary matters. But regarding clauses 23, 24 and 25 I am concerned
about the ability to disclose third-party confidential information to prospective purchasers. Does the
Treasurer have a comment in relation to that? 

Mr FRASER: These provisions contemplate the fact that, for something like the airport, there are
many entities and many and varied third parties with which you have an interaction. Therefore, many of
those agreements, for instance, might have confidentiality provisions contained within them which is
standard commercial practice. In the proposal to put forward the transaction with the ‘data room’
concept, which I am sure you are familiar with, we need to override the provisions that exist in those
agreements so we can provide that information to the prospective buyer. 

Clauses 23 to 25, as read, agreed to. 
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Clauses 26 to 114, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 115—
Mr NICHOLLS (5.26 pm): In the debate I failed to cover off on this. This is an extension of the

powers that you had under the Energy Assets (Restructuring and Disposal) Act in relation to the sale of
the wind farm business in Western Australia—Emu Downs and Emu Downs II, or Perspective, or
whatever it is called. Can the Treasurer outline what the current delay is in terms of the problems being
experienced with Griffin Energy? What will the impact be if that sale does not proceed because of a
Supreme Court ruling that goes against the state over there? 

Mr FRASER: I was just checking that I could name the party. This is a circumstance where there
are court proceedings in Western Australia at the moment. The joint venture owner of the relevant
assets is not consenting to the sale to the successful bidder for the state’s share. The successful bidder
is Transfield, which has its own reputation in the market and which I do not need to comment on. That is
a commercial matter between those two parties which is obviously impacting on our ability to complete
that transaction.

As members would recall, we were to apply these funds to the benefit of climate change activities
into the future. One of the things that we did which was contained in the budget was to, rather than
subjecting our climate change policy initiatives to the vagaries of investment returns, seek to guarantee
a level of return from what we accounted for in terms of the proceeds of those asset sales. In terms of
the impact on where it was meant to reside—and that is to fund climate change activities and other
policies—the answer in short is that there was no impact because we have otherwise budgeted to
provide that revenue stream over to the EPA for the climate change activities. But obviously it potentially
imperilled the proceeds that we were receiving. We believe that we have a strong case. We believe it is
a case that is worth pursuing. This is the sort of thing that can occur in commercial areas, and we intend
to prosecute our case vigorously. 

Mr NICHOLLS: Just so I am clear, the money that was proposed to be received from the sale of
those assets, which is over $120 million, was to be deposited into a fund which would then provide a
constant income stream for climate change activities on the way through. If the money does not go into
that fund, will the government have to defer those climate change activities or will it put other funds in to
make up the amount until they come on board? 

Mr FRASER: It was our original intention to have a separate climate change fund, but we made a
policy decision, which is contained in the budget, that potentially meant, if one looks over the last year,
that our ability to fund climate change activities was going to ride the wave of the market. Instead, what
we did within government is provide a guaranteed revenue stream out of the consolidated fund to the
climate change activities in the EPA so that, in fact, it is not subject to the vagaries of the market. That
was done on the proceeds we expected, including the asset sale that we are talking about and that is
subject to the court case. The outcome for climate change activities is nil from this. The only potential
outcome—and, as I have said, we believe we have a strong case and we are pursuing it—is that we do
not finally receive the capital return that we believed we would when the transaction was to reach
financial close. 

Mr NICHOLLS: So if the money does not come in, the money comes out of consolidated revenue
anyway and the receipts in the budget for that year go down by $120 million? 

Mr FRASER: It is obviously not a revenue because it is a capital return, but that would be
reflected in a future budget. Obviously, our view is that we have a legally binding agreement and we are
seeking to have that performed through the Supreme Court proceedings. We will be subject to what the
court decides. 

Clause 115, as read, agreed to. 
Clauses 116 to 156, as read, agreed to. 
Schedules 1 and 2, as read, agreed to. 
Schedule 3 (Dictionary)—
Mr FRASER (5.31 pm): I move the following amendment—

1 Schedule 3 (Dictionary)

At page 98, line 30, ‘Limited’—

omit, insert—

‘Pty Ltd’.

Amendment agreed to.
Schedule 3, as amended, agreed to. 
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Third Reading
Hon. AP FRASER (Mount Coot-tha—ALP) (Treasurer) (5.32 pm): I move—

That the bill, as amended, be now read a third time.

Question put—That the bill, as amended, be now read a third time.
Motion agreed to.
Bill read a third time. 

Long Title
Hon. AP FRASER (Mount Coot-tha—ALP) (Treasurer) (5.32 pm): I move—

That the long title of the bill be agreed to.

Question put—That the long title of the bill be agreed to.
Motion agreed to. 

MATER PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICES BILL

First Reading
Hon. S ROBERTSON (Stretton—ALP) (Minister for Health) (5.33 pm): I present a bill for an act to

provide for the department and the Mater to enter into arrangements about the funding and delivery of
public patient health services by Mater hospitals. I present the explanatory notes, and I move—
That the bill be now read a first time.

Question put—That the bill be now read a first time.
Motion agreed to.
Bill read a first time.

Second Reading
Hon. S ROBERTSON (Stretton—ALP) (Minister for Health) (5.33 pm): I move—

That the bill be now read a second time.

The Mater public hospitals at South Brisbane have played an integral role in the delivery of
hospital care to public patients in Queensland for many years, with the Mater Adult Hospital having been
established by the Sisters of Mercy in 1911. The Sisters of Mercy operated the Mater public hospitals
and the Mater private hospitals until 2001, when Mater Health Services became an incorporated body
and took over the hospitals’ operation. 

Queensland Health has traditionally provided funding to the Mater, by way of an annual grant, for
the delivery of health services to public patients at the Mater public hospitals. Since 2002, the funding
arrangements have been governed by a 20-year written agreement between Queensland Health and
the Mater. Also, an annual health services agreement specifies the funding levels for the year and the
key measures applying to the delivery of services during the year. 

The Mater Public Health Services Bill has been developed to acknowledge the special
relationship between Queensland Health and the Mater and the parties’ commitment to maintain and
enhance the relationship. The bill aims to achieve this by establishing a statutory framework for the
arrangements between the parties about the delivery of public patient services at the Mater hospitals
and the funding of those services. I seek leave to have the remainder of my second reading speech
incorporated in Hansard.

Leave granted.
The Bill, in its object clause, acknowledges the major contribution made by the Mater and the Sisters of Mercy to the delivery of
public patient services. It also highlights the importance of maintaining funding and clinical viability of the services, while ensuring
the most efficient and effective use of the funding. 

A number of principles are set out in the Bill to guide the achievement of its main object. These include, for example, the need for
Queensland Health and the Mater to use their best endeavours to ensure that the funding and delivery of public patient services
serve the patients’ best interests. The need to acknowledge the philosophy underpinning the delivery of health services by the
Mater hospitals is also a key principle. 

The Bill authorises Queensland Health’s Chief Executive, acting on behalf of the State, to enter into an agreement with the Mater
about the delivery of public patient services at the Mater Hospitals, and the funding of the services. 
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The Bill outlines the broad subject matter that the agreement may provide for and allows other matters to be included as agreed to
by the parties. The matters mentioned in the Bill are modelled on those in the current 20 year agreement between the parties.
They include, for example, Queensland Health’s general funding obligation, the Mater’s service delivery obligations and
assessment of the Mater’s performance.

The Bill also allows a regulation to be made about matters that must be included in the agreement relating to the funding
Queensland Health must provide the Mater for staff entitlements. Queensland Health will consult closely with the Mater and other
key stakeholders in the development of any such regulation that needs to be made.

Transitional provisions in the Bill ensure the existing 20 year agreement and the annual health services agreement will remain in
force until they expire or are otherwise terminated. The existing agreements are taken to have been made under the Bill. 

Another important element of the Bill concerns the disclosure of information. Health professionals engaged by Queensland Health
and the Mater need to have access to each other’s patient information systems when treating patients at their respective facilities.
Disclosure of this information by Queensland Health is currently limited by confidentiality provisions in the Health Services Act.
Similarly, Commonwealth privacy legislation limits disclosure by the Mater.

The Bill overcomes these barriers by allowing the disclosure of patient information to health professionals engaged by
Queensland Health or the Mater, as the case may be, if the disclosure is for the care or treatment of the patient to whom the
information relates.
Queensland Health and the Mater have developed a formal protocol that governs how access to this information may be given to
the parties. The protocol includes arrangements to ensure that only appropriately authorised staff access the information and that
they preserve the confidentiality of the information. 
Mr Speaker, the Mater public hospitals are in a unique position in that they provide services exclusively to public patients but are
not operated by the State, as are all public sector hospitals. This has at times led to uncertainty about their status under the Private
Health Facilities Act. The Mater public hospitals are not currently licensed under that Act.
To remove any doubt about the Mater public hospitals’ status, the Bill amends the Act to clarify that the Mater public hospitals are
private hospitals for the Act. Amendments also make provision for the Mater public hospitals to be licensed by way of a new single
licence issued by the Chief Health Officer. The new licence will cover the Mater public and private hospitals at South Brisbane and
replace the existing licences for the Mater private hospitals. This will ensure that licensing standards apply to all the Mater
hospitals at South Brisbane.
The Bill also includes amendments to the Child Protection Act that recognise that the Mater, through its Children’s Hospitals, is a
major provider of health services to children in this State and plays an active role in child protection. 
The Act allows entities referred to as ‘prescribed entities’ to exchange, with other service providers, relevant information
concerning children at risk of harm. Prescribed entities currently listed in the Act include, for example, heads of government
agencies that provide services to children, and school principals. The Act gives service providers protection from liability, for
example, for breach of confidentiality, if they give relevant information to a prescribed entity. 
As the Mater is not a prescribed entity, some health service providers such as other private hospitals have been reluctant to give
the Mater child safety-related information because of concerns about their potential liability for giving the information. To overcome
this problem, the Bill includes the chief executive officer of the Mater as a prescribed entity under the relevant provisions of the
Act. This will enhance the Mater’s ability to provide an effective service to children in need of protection.
Mr Speaker, I look forward to Queensland Health continuing to work closely with the Mater in the delivery of health services. I
commend the Bill to the House. 

Debate, on motion of Mr Copeland, adjourned. 

CRIMINAL CODE AND JURY AND ANOTHER ACT AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 26 August (see p. 2245), on motion of Mr Shine—

That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr COPELAND (Cunningham—NPA) (5.35 pm): In rising to speak to the Criminal Code and Jury
and Another Act Amendment Bill 2008 I want to put on record from the very beginning how disturbed
I am at the lack of consultation and input this government took on before making the decision to
introduce these amendments. Quite simply, there was no consultation prior to the announcement. Key
stakeholders, including the Law Society, the Bar Association and the Council for Civil Liberties, have all
voiced their concern at the lack of prior consultation that is a hallmark of this Labor government’s
approach to how it treats Queensland. These are major reforms to Queensland’s judicial system and
certainly deserved full consultation with all of the bodies involved in the judicial process. 

The LNP believes that these amendments may well be the Labor government’s reaction to a
number of high-profile cases in Queensland. The LNP has long been calling for reform of the justice
system and it is only now, after years of neglect, that slowly the government is accepting that we do
have problems in our system. Court case backlogs that are some of the highest in the country mean that
justice is a slow and painful process for many involved. Confidence in our system of justice is at an all-
time low thanks to this government’s neglect of the system. 

I put on record my appreciation for the great Parliamentary Library staff who have prepared two
comprehensive briefs on the issues of both trial by judge and majority verdicts. In examining the
reasons for the bill to be introduced here in Queensland, the explanatory notes give us little to establish
a reason there is a need for either judge-alone criminal trials or majority verdicts. The bill also
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proposes amendments to the Crime and Misconduct Act as a result of a court decision that highlighted
deficiencies in the current legislation pertaining to the right to claim privilege during a CMC investigation.
Yet the bill does not explain why such extreme retrospectivity is required, the effect of which is to
overturn a court’s decision. 

I will turn to the different parts of the bill. I will begin with the trial by judge portion of the bill. I want
to read into the record some of the views of the key stakeholders such as the Law Society and Legal Aid
Queensland. Legal Aid Queensland has stated that it supports the approach of judge-alone trials but
believes that it should only happen where the accused elects and the Director of Public Prosecutions
consents. This is not the case with this bill. 

The Queensland Law Society states that, on the face of it, there seems to be some merit in the
use of judge-only trials. The Law Society has long held the view that certain circumstances make judge-
only trials an acceptable alternative. A number of Australian states and territories as well as some
overseas jurisdictions, including New Zealand, have introduced judge-alone criminal trials in higher
courts. While a defendant’s right to a trial by jury is a key feature of the common law criminal justice
system and the jury system is an effective institution for ensuring community participation, judge-alone
criminal trials may be appropriate in some cases—for example, in complex cases and cases involving
significant pretrial publicity. In all states and territories that permit judge-alone trials, legislation does not
allow a judge-alone trial to occur without the consent of the accused. No jurisdiction permits the
prosecution alone to require a trial by judge alone. That is a very important aspect of the bill. The WA
LRC was of the view that a trial by judge alone should be available as an alternative to trial by jury in
appropriate cases on indictment but not as of right for either the defence or the prosecution. 

I want to turn to the issue of majority verdicts, which is a fundamental change to the way that our
judicial system operates and, firstly, to reasons for not supporting majority verdicts. The requirement that
a jury’s decision be unanimous can be traced back to 1367. Prior to 1866, juries which could not reach
an agreement could be carried around ‘in a wagon’ with the court ‘without meat or drink, fire or candle
until they were starved or frozen into agreement’. Unanimous jury verdicts have been part of the
common law since the 14th century. Many jurisdictions have, however, introduced majority verdicts to
overcome problems with rogue jurors, bribery and intimidation. Proponents of unanimous verdicts have
raised various arguments in support of unanimous verdicts including that there is less risk of convicting
an innocent person than if majority verdicts were allowed, unanimity is a fundamental feature of a jury
trial, the requirement of unanimity leads to better jury deliberation, and disagreement in a jury is not
unreasonable. Proponents of majority verdicts, have raised various arguments in support of majority
verdicts including a reduction in the number of hung juries, fewer problems created by rogue jurors, is
less chance of a juror being bribed or intimidated, and compromised verdicts may be avoided.

In a criminal trial the prosecution must prove its case beyond reasonable doubt for the accused to
be found guilty. Unanimous verdicts require each jury member to be convinced of the guilt of the
accused. In its reasons for judgement in Cheatle v The Queen (1993), the full High Court stated—
... assuming that all jurors are acting reasonably, a verdict returned by a majority of the jurors, over the dissent of others,
objectively suggests the existence of reasonable doubt and carries a greater risk of conviction of the innocent than does a
unanimous verdict.

Given that these amendments are the most significant in our state’s justice system’s history, they
were not even sent to the Law Reform Commission. So we are left to rely on the New South Wales Law
Reform Commission’s findings and comments regarding the use of majority verdicts. Requiring
unanimity may also provide the public with confidence in the legal system. The New South Wales law
commission report on majority verdicts stated—
The fact that all twelve jurors considered the evidence, debated the issues and reached a consensus, conveys to the public the
sense that the verdict is a safe one.

Requiring unanimity of a jury means that the views of the jurors who dissent from the majority are
heard and debated which may not happen when a majority view is allowed, and thus the deliberation
process is more thorough. The New South Wales Law Reform Commission reported that minority
dissent—
... has been shown to widen the range of considerations in jury deliberations, stimulate divergent thinking along with the
consideration of multiple perspectives, and aid the quality of decision-making and performance.

In its 1986 report on juries and criminal trials, the New South Wales Law Reform Commission noted—
... jury disagreement should not be regarded as an inappropriate result in every case. The existence of a disagreement may well
reflect the difficulty of the case rather than the perversity of some jurors.

A study in 2002 by the Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research in New South Wales found that
the odds of a hung jury in a trial lasting 11 days or more was 3.9 times higher than in a trial lasting one
to three days. The New South Wales Law Reform Commission notes that this is most likely the result of
complex evidentiary issues which result in juror disagreement over their interpretation. There is not a
consistent position in Australia with respect to the number of jurors who need to agree in order to deliver
a verdict in criminal cases.
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This government has broken a promise with the people. As the then Queensland Attorney-
General and justice minister, Linda Lavarch, is quoted as saying—
While I will keep an eye on the introduction of majority verdicts in New South Wales, I do not have any immediate plans to
examine a possible change to the situation in Queensland.

She went on—
... there will be no move to change the unanimous jury system in Queensland without full consultation with the community.

With no community consultation, rushed legislation that was drafted in a week and no real
evidence provided to show a real need for majority verdicts, it is for these reasons that the LNP will not
be supporting these elements of the bill. 

I ask: with regard to the process of jury trials to date, can the Attorney outline the number of hung
juries that have occurred in 2007 and 2008? Has the Attorney considered the views of the Law Society,
the Bar Association, the Council for Civil Liberties and Legal Aid Queensland in pushing through
these amendments and can he advise the House as to their views on majority verdicts?

I turn now to the amendments to the CMC act. The LNP has indicated that it will not be supporting
this bill. Having outlined the objection to the use of majority verdicts and the lack of consultation made
on the bill and the fact that every stakeholder has indicated that they do not support or see a need for
the use of majority verdicts, we say simply that the bill should not proceed. Furthermore, it has come to
the LNP’s attention—and should come to the attention of every member of the House as it has been
widely reported—that the amendments included in the bill being made to the Crime and Misconduct
Commission may have serious implications for journalists and whistleblowers. I note that the Australian
Press Council has this afternoon written a letter to the Premier and to the Attorney and copied to me
calling on the government to redraft that amendment. The LNP accepts and supports the need for the
CMC to have coercive powers for its investigations into criminal activity and misconduct, and in my
experience the CMC appears to have used that power judiciously. However, these latest developments
concern us if it will impinge on the freedom of the press or discourage whistleblowers from making
disclosures.

All members will be aware that I have questioned the Attorney over the past two days regarding
questioning of the media by the CMC—a very important issue given the developments and the reports
about the changes in this bill. After yesterday advising the House that he had indeed been informed of
certain information, the Attorney last night made a statement that in the corporate memory of the CMC
no journalist had been called to a CMC inquiry and asked to reveal the details of the source of his or her
information. This morning the Attorney made a further statement saying that his initial advice to the
House was incorrect and in fact a journalist had been questioned on one occasion although not
prosecuted for that.

That prompted a further question from me this morning to clarify the situation even further. But the
Attorney’s statement this afternoon was to say that I should raise the issue with the PCMC. The
responses from the Attorney provide the opposition with no confidence in the processes surrounding the
introduction of this aspect of the bill and the potential consequences of it, particularly given that he
moved the responsibility for the consequences on the media and whistleblowers to the Law Reform
Commission and now to the PCMC. In particular, the case of witness D against the Crime and
Misconduct Commission 2008—that is, Queensland Supreme Court decision 155—is cited in the
explanatory notes. Witness D had a decision made by the Supreme Court that ensured that they could
claim privilege. It was as a result of this decision that the government has once again sought to overrule
a court’s decision and retrospectively backdate legislation by six years. The reaction by the government
in the past few days clearly shows that there are serious consequences should this bill pass.

The Attorney has passed the responsibility on by referring the issue of shield laws to the
Queensland Law Reform Commission, and that may well take some time. It has been over four years
now and there is still no finality to the review of the peace and good behaviour laws, and only now do we
have a draft bill on that issue. I ask: will journalists and whistleblowers have to wait four years for the
Queensland Law Reform Commission to make suggestions on improvements to the bill? Just like the
issue of the accident defence, after conducting a review, the Attorney has again sent those laws off to
the QLRC. Given the consequences of the government’s attempt to overturn a court ruling with regard
to witness D, it should await the outcome of the law reform review before pushing these amendments
through to the CMC act.

The LNP also notes the concerns of the Media, Entertainment and Arts Alliance that the
overturning of the Supreme Court’s decision will affect a journalist’s right to protect their source. The
response of this government to ensure the protection of journalists and whistleblowers has done nothing
to allay its very real concerns. Probably the most famous journalism done was the Watergate scandal
that brought down Richard Nixon in America and that was based entirely on ‘Deep Throat’, the source
that Woodward and Bernstein protected until the day he died. Based on the 12th-hour meetings with
media representatives, it further confirms that this bill has had no prior consultation, has been rushed
through and may well have a number of unforeseen consequences.
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The amendment also has a retrospective effect. New section 385 on page 13 provides that from
the commencement of new section 192 a witness at a commission hearing is not entitled to refuse to
answer a question on the ground of self-incrimination, privilege, or the ground or confidentiality. That is
consistent with the previous longstanding interpretation of section 192. It is consistent with the position
for investigative hearings under section 19 of the Crime and Misconduct Act 2001 and the equivalent
provisions of the previous Criminal Justice Act 1989 and the Crime Commission Act 1997, which the
Crime and Misconduct Act 2001 replaced. 

It is a general principle of jurisprudence that the law should have a prospective effect only. It is a
principle that has long been established and is frequently asserted, but it has its limits. The sovereignty
of the parliament is highlighted by the Scrutiny of Legislation Committee. The committee in its report
most often referred to parliament for consideration of the question of whether any adverse retrospective
effect imposed on individuals by legislation was justified. 

The enactment of retrospective legislation can at times be controversial, and this highlights the
importance of principles to guide practice in this area. Those principles are as follows. The effectiveness
of the law: the law is not useful or effective unless it is stated before it is needed to be known by the
community. Justice: it may be unjust as well as ineffective to apply new laws to past events. No-one
should be subject to criminal penalty for something that was not unlawful at the time it was done.
Reasonable expectations: retrospective laws may be more objectionable to voluntary acts, such as
contracts. So the imposition of retrospectivity will destroy the basis upon which the contracts were
made, property settled and fiscal arrangements made. There must be an acknowledgement that
relevant policy in law will change and the continuing situations will sometimes be affected adversely by
those changes. 

As I said earlier, this is a major reform of the Queensland judicial system. Given the scope and
the nature of those changes, we believe that there should have been very wide community consultation,
particularly with those bodies that deal with the judicial process. We will support good reform to the
judicial system. There is no question about that. When the announcement was made by the Attorney-
General and by the Premier that they were going to introduce this bill, we did not reject it out of hand.
We said that we would examine it when we saw the detail, not simply go by what was announced in the
press. 

We have now had the opportunity to examine the legislation. We have had the opportunity to
liaise with the people in the Bar Association and the Law Society. We have not been convinced that the
reforms contained in this bill are, in fact, justified or are good reforms on the whole. They are significant.
They should have been widely consulted on. Based on the nature of the bill, the rushed nature in which
it has been drafted, the lack of consultation and the proposal for majority verdicts—something that has
no support from any key stakeholder—and the concerns arising out of the amendments to the CMC act,
the LNP will not be supporting the bill. 

Mr MESSENGER (Burnett—NPA) (5.52 pm): This is one of the most controversial and important
pieces of legislation to appear before this House in recent times. It affects and changes Queensland’s
citizens’ fundamental civil rights. It alters three different areas and principles of our criminal justice
system: judge-only trials, majority verdicts, and the right to silence when being investigated by the CMC. 

In considering this bill, it may be worthwhile to reflect on the definition of civil rights. According to
noted intellectual and reader in philosophy at Birkbeck College AC Grayling in his book Towards the
Light—
At the minimum they include individual liberty, privacy, free speech, due process of law and equality before the law, representative
and transparent government, and a regime of equal rights and entitlements for all. 

This bill directly changes two of those aspects of our civil rights according to AC Grayling: the due
process of law—and most probably it will have flow-on effects to—equality before the law. I will now
briefly make some comments about judge-only trials. 

As the explanatory notes to the bill state correctly—
... a defendant’s right to a trial by jury is a key feature of the common law criminal justice system and the jury system.

We have to ask: why now? What is the reason this government has presented a bill that, if
passed, will change hundreds of years of legal tradition? Does the government of Queensland have any
reason other than the efficient and fair running of our justice system for bringing about such a radical
change? Could there be any political upside for this government from this hurried change to our justice
system? Are there any pending criminal trials that have the potential to politically damage this
government?

The explanatory notes also state—
The judge alone provisions in Western Australia were examined by the Western Australia Law Reform Commission ... in its Report
on the Review of the Criminal and Civil Justice System. 
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Why have we not had a similar report from the Queensland Law Reform Commission and
examined this problem from a Queensland justice perspective? The speed of the introduction of this bill
and its consideration before this place can be matched only by the speed at which former Premier
Beattie threw in the towel and shot off to a highly paid government job in the US—one that he was never
going to take.

The jury system ensures community participation and, from that, community wisdom. I am a little
concerned that by mounting the argument that judge-alone criminal trials may be appropriate in complex
cases, it could be stated by some that that says implicitly that our local community members do not have
the ability to understand complex issues. Similarly, it is also saying that our lawyers do not have the
ability to consider and examine complex issues and then present those issues from their client’s
perspective in a manner that local community members—the mums and dads—can understand.

I would like to know what is so good about the criminal justice system in Western Australia. The
explanatory notes to the bill state further—
The Bill amends the Criminal Code to insert a new chapter division for judge alone trials for most criminal proceedings in the
higher courts. The provisions in this new division are based on legislation in Western Australia. 

I would have to say that the consultation that was conducted in Western Australia was a lot better
than the consultation that was conducted in Queensland. If there is a lesson we can learn from Western
Australia, it is that of consultation. The Western Australian law report on public consultation at paragraph
2.3 states—
Consistent with our views on the importance of broad consultation in relation to reform of the justice system, we have sought
extensive public input into this review. We conducted public meetings throughout the State and allowed some 18 months for public
submissions in relation to our issues paper and various Consultation Drafts. As a result we would expect our recommendations go
some way to closing the gap between the legal system ‘as it is’ and community expectations of what a justice system should be. 

I think the rushed manner of the introduction of this bill is going to have an impact on community
expectations. How lucky it is for the people of Western Australia that at the very least their government
had enough humility and enough respect for their citizens’ opinions on such an important change to a
fundamental principle of civil rights that it took 18 months to find out what the public was thinking. I
would think the same sort of privilege could have been extended to the people of Queensland. 

In the Western Australian situation, there was extensive public input into the review. It conducted
public meetings throughout the state. There was an 18-month period in which public submissions could
be made. Why could we not have the process in Queensland? What is the government scared of? Why
the rush? We have to ask the following questions. Why now? Why the haste? Why the limited public
consultation? Perhaps now is the time to discuss a better, transparent and a more apolitical method of
appointing judges. The judges themselves are calling for an overhaul of the process. I note that former
Commissioner Davies has written extensively on this matter. Once again, we need a process where
politicians are not solely responsible for judicial appointments. 

This legislation affects fundamental civil rights. Some of the most revered minds have made
comment on the subject of trial by jury. I would like to refer to comments made by one of those people,
Lord Patrick Devlin, in his book Trial by Jury. He stated—
... those who have had experience of the jury system have generally favoured the system as one which facilitates the democratic
participation of the community in the administration of justice. 

Lord Devlin observed that each jury ‘is a little parliament’. He added that the first object of any
tyrant ‘would be to make parliament utterly subservient to his will’ and the next object would be ‘to
overthrow or diminish trial by jury.’ Lord Devlin concluded by stating—
... trial by jury is more than an instrument of justice and more than one wheel of the constitution: it is the lamp that shows that
freedom lives. 

In conclusion, I wholeheartedly support the shadow minister’s decision to oppose this bill. 
Mrs LD LAVARCH (Kurwongbah—ALP) (5.59 pm): This bill contains some of the most important

changes to the administration of justice in Queensland for many years. Its provisions—namely, the
introduction of the concept of a majority verdict in exceptional circumstances and trial by judge in very
specific circumstances—are seen by some in the legal profession as quite controversial. Many view the
measures contained in this bill as fraying the golden thread that runs through our common law or
perhaps even tattering the fabric of the rule of law. The golden thread, which I note was always happily
a constant refrain of Rumpole, is essentially encapsulated in the following quote. It states—
It is, and always has been, a fundamental part of our system of justice that persons tried in our courts are presumed to be not
guilty of any offence charged or alleged against them until a jury of their fellow citizens has been satisfied that the Crown (which
brings the charge) has proved its case beyond reasonable doubt. 

The presumption of innocence, the burden of proof and the right to trial by jury are, and remain,
well-entrenched principles in our criminal justice system—and rightly so. Indeed, section 80 of the
Australian Constitution guarantees trial by jury. 
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Fifteen years ago the question arose judicially whether the right to trial by jury, as provided by the
Australian Constitution, requires a unanimous verdict. In Cheatle v R, a 1993 High Court decision, it was
unanimously agreed that verdicts must be unanimous, observing that it had long been settled under the
common law that a verdict of guilty could only be returned by a criminal jury by the agreement or
consensus of all jurors. Yet in the same year, in the case of Black v R, the High Court clarified the
position in respect of unanimous decisions. In that case it was said that the jury should not be pressured
into making a unanimous decision at the expense of a juror’s own conclusion ostensibly to save public
time and public money as it may lead to an unsafe conviction. The court then laid out an appropriate
direction that could be given to a jury when the jury reaches an impasse now known as the Black
direction. This direction essentially requires that the jury is to take a deep breath, listen to one another
and try again. 

I believe the Black decision highlights the fact that we do not really know what goes on in the jury
room as there have been very few studies and, indeed, there is very little legal scope to survey and
interview jurors. But some insights are that the unanimous requirement can give rise to a rogue juror—
that is, someone who has prejudged the verdict and holds out in the jury room without considering the
facts. Of course it was thought that the rogue juror phenomenon was in play in the Joh Bjelke-Petersen
trial for perjury here in Queensland. There could potentially be circumstances of a juror being bribed or
intimidated or a situation of a compromised verdict arising out of a juror or jurors being pressured into a
decision when they are not convinced of its correctness. Some comments in the media of a juror in the
Graham Stafford case may well fall into this last category. 

Of course, majority verdicts are not new and have been available to judges in South Australia
since 1927. Even the United Kingdom, the home of the common law from which our law has originated,
has had the provision for majority verdicts for decades. It must be borne in mind that a unanimous
verdict is and will continue to be the optimum outcome. I note that the High Court decision in relation to
the unanimous verdict applies only to Commonwealth cases and federal laws. Calling for a majority
verdict is, of course, a last resort for the trial judge, and this bill limits it to an 11-1 majority in strict
circumstances. Other jurisdictions allow for majorities of 10-2 and even less. They also allow for a wider
range of offences whereby the trial judge can call for a majority verdict and also allow for shorter time
frames within which the jury can deliberate prior to a judge calling for a majority verdict. 

All this tells us that, although the concept of unanimous juries is said to be fundamental, across
common law jurisdictions around the world there have been adaptations, modifications and differences
in the way that our golden thread of the common law—those fundamental rights of trial by jury—has
been exercised. Indeed, I am not sure even the history of the unanimous jury verdict is correct or that it
has always been the case. 

In an address to the Judicial Conference of Australia in 2001 the then Chief Justice of the High
Court, Murray Gleeson, spoke of the value of the corporate memory. He said—
A particular danger to which some lawyers, including some judges, are exposed comes from their propensity to express their
approval of a certain state of affairs by declaring it ‘essential’ or ‘fundamental’. Sometimes this is a reasoned opinion. Sometimes
it is mere rhetoric. Declarations of this kind are often made without adequate knowledge of what has gone on in the past, or, what
goes on in other places. People may be surprised to learn that what they regard as an indispensable part of the natural order of
things is, in truth, a recent development, or may be quite different from the way things are done, by respectable people,
elsewhere. They may be alarmed by aspects of current practice which are not really new, but are simply a response to problems
that have been around for a long time. A corporate memory can be a useful safeguard against this kind of error. It helps to fill in the
context in which changes in the judiciary may be foreseen and evaluated.

The institution of the jury has its roots in ancient Anglo-Saxon history where accusations of
criminal conduct were determined by a body known as a gemot, which consisted of the 12 senior men in
the district who were required to take an oath that they will accuse no innocent man nor conceal any
guilty one. So we see that in the early history there was a system of trial which brought into use the
voice, the judgement and the cooperation of the neighbours of those who appeared before the tribunals.
The early requirement was that a verdict had to be rendered by 12 jurors, but the practice known as
afforcing was to keep adding another juror until there were 12 people who were prepared to agree to a
particular verdict. Even after the number was restricted to 12, verdicts were accepted from a vote of 11
of the jurors, although the 12th juror who disagreed with the rest was jailed. Of course there is no
suggestion that that practice is being adopted in this bill. I believe the introduction of the capacity of a
trial judge to use the last resort of a majority verdict where the jury has an impasse is a sensible and
worthwhile addition to the administration of justice in Queensland and it deserves the support of this
House. 

I now want to talk about another provision in this bill and that is in relation to judge-alone trials.
Another option to improve the administration of justice and avoid miscarriage of justice is the proposal to
introduce trial-by-judge-alone provisions under our state legislation. These provisions allow for an
application to be made by either the prosecution or the defendant for a no-jury trial, although if the
application is made by the prosecution it must be agreed to by the defendant. By requiring the consent
of the person to be tried, it cannot be said that the right to trial by jury has been denied the defendant.
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There is an exception for matters to be heard in the Children’s Court because there is already provision
for a child who is legally represented to make application for the matter to be determined by a judge
after committal has been held. 

Applications cannot be made after the trial has commenced, which means after the jury has been
empanelled. This saves the waste of money associated with empanelling a jury unnecessarily. It also
prevents a defendant from deciding they do not want a jury trial based on the composition of the jury.
Likewise, an application can only be made after the identity of the trial judge is known if special reasons
are given. This will mean, for example, that where the identity of the trial judge is known well in advance,
such as in the circuit courts where the list is published up to a year in advance, or at a centre where
there is a designated judge, then an application may still be made. I welcome the further safeguard in
that if the accused person is not represented by a lawyer the court has to be satisfied that they properly
understand the nature of the application. It must be stressed that there is also an overriding discretion in
the presiding judge to only make such an order if they consider it is in the interests of justice to do so. 

The role of the jury is to make a connection between the community and the courts, to bring
community expectations into the justice system, and it is the preferable position that juries determine
guilt or otherwise in criminal matters. For this reason, a court may refuse an application for a ‘no jury’
order if the trial is likely to involve a factual issue that requires the application of objective community
standards. For example, an offence may require the assessment of whether conduct was reasonable,
obscene, indecent or dangerous, and in that case the court may find that it is not in the interests of
justice for an order to be made. 

But there are various reasons why this may not be the best option, and this is recognised in the
bill. The court can take into account the proposed complexity or length of a trial, or both, in determining
whether to grant an order. If the court believes that there is a real possibility that a juror may be
threatened or injured in retaliation for their verdict, they may order a ‘no jury’ trial on application by one
of the parties and with the consent of the defendant and similarly if there has been significant pre-trial
publicity which the court considers may affect jury deliberations. A ‘no jury’ order cannot be made where
a defendant is facing two or more charges that are to be tried together unless the order is made in
relation to each of the charges. If two or more defendants are to be tried together, an order must be
made in respect of all the defendants. 

There are various procedural matters which are set out in the bill for judges to sit alone. These
require a requirement for the judgement to set out both the principles of law and the finding of facts upon
which they have relied. The provisions only apply to a trial that begins after the commencement of the
new chapter and the trial is defined as having commenced when the jury panel attends before the court.
The trial by judge alone provisions, as I said, will give another measure for the improvement of the
administration of justice and, more importantly, to overcome any situation where there could be a
possibility of miscarriage of justice. 

The final part of the bill that I wish to address in the debate tonight is the amendments to the
Crime and Misconduct Act. Those amendments clarify the situation which occurred in relation to the
decision of the Supreme Court in Witness D v Crime and Misconduct Commission. The bill makes it
clear that the grounds on which a witness is entitled to claim privilege in CMC hearings is restricted to
legal professional privilege, public interest immunity and parliamentary privilege. Because of the
decision in Witness D, where an unintended interpretation has been given to the relevant section, it is
necessary to clarify that a person is not entitled to refuse to answer a question on the ground of self-
incrimination privilege or the ground of confidentiality. This does not change what the situation was
before this decision or how it was thought the decision had always applied. 

It is necessary to amend the act to give clarity and certainty to the proceedings which have
already been conducted on the basis of the understanding of what the section meant and also
investigations and hearings which are currently on foot. There has been some talk in recent days of the
need to protect journalists who refuse to name their sources in CMC hearings. In my mind, this is quite a
separate issue and I welcome the fact that the government has decided to refer that issue to the Law
Reform Commission for review. However, it should not be confused with the question of privilege
against self-incrimination. In coercive hearings of the CMC, the evidence that a person gives cannot be
used against them in further criminal proceedings. It is designed to get to the truth of the matter in what
are sometimes very serious offences. 

This is an important bill because it puts in place a number of measures to improve the
administration of justice in Queensland while at the same time respecting the rights of an accused
person to receive a fair trial. The golden thread has not been frayed by the provisions of this bill. The
fabric of the rule of law is still strong and still resplendent. It is important for the law to be able to be
flexible to meet the changing demands of our society, and I congratulate the Attorney for his
preparedness to look at contemporary issues and respond accordingly. I commend the bill to the House. 

Debate, on motion of Mrs Lavarch, adjourned. 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS
Hon. JC SPENCE (Mount Gravatt—ALP) (Acting Leader of the House) (6.14 pm): I advise

honourable members that the House can continue to meet past 7.30 pm this day. The House can break
for dinner at 6.30 pm and resume at 7.30 pm. The order of business shall then be government business
followed by a 30-minute adjournment debate. 

CRIMINAL CODE AND JURY AND ANOTHER ACT AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from p. 2775.

Mr LANGBROEK (Surfers Paradise—Lib) (6.15 pm): I am pleased to contribute to the Criminal
Code and Jury and Another Act Amendment Bill 2008. At the outset, I note the contribution made by my
LNP colleague the shadow Attorney-General, the member for Cunningham, and note our opposition to
this bill. My opposition is for a number of reasons which I will elaborate on, but it is primarily because of
what this bill represents. I am only going to address the amendments as made to the Jury Act 1995. I
will not be addressing the amendments to the Criminal Code or the Crime and Misconduct Act 2001, as
I believe the shadow Attorney-General has sufficiently addressed the other aspects of the bill. However,
we will not support the amendments that would introduce majority verdicts into the Queensland criminal
justice system. 

This bill represents an attack on the foundations upon which our legal system is built. The
proposed amendments to the Jury Act 1995, contained in part 3 of the bill, seek to abandon the long-
held doctrine of nemine contradicente—that is, ‘without objection’ or unanimous verdicts. The proposed
section 59A seeks to replace this underlying tenet of the modern legal system by allowing majority
verdicts in some criminal cases. Proposed section 59A(2) states—
If, after the prescribed period, the judge is satisfied that the jury is unlikely to reach a unanimous verdict after further deliberation,
the judge may ask the jury to reach a majority verdict. 

Subsection (3) goes on to state, ‘If the jury can reach a majority verdict’—which for our purposes is 11
jurors to one—‘the verdict of the jury is the majority verdict.’ These two subsections will effect a
monumental shift in Queensland’s legal system. Unanimous verdicts have long been synonymous with
the very concept of natural justice in a democracy—that is, everybody has the right to a free and fair
trial. These are the ‘self-evident’ truths enshrined in the United States Declaration of Independence—
‘self-evident’ because of their enduring influence on the common law legal system. 

The concept of unanimous verdicts, as the shadow Attorney-General mentioned, can be traced
back to the 14th century. In an English Common Bench judgement in an anonymous case, Chief Justice
Thorpe finally settled any uncertainty over the requirement of unanimity: ‘The verdict,’ he said, ‘must be
unanimous.’ To borrow a quote from the Mason High Court—
Regardless of the origins of the requirement that the verdict of a criminal jury be unanimous, the common law’s unwavering
insistence upon the requirement ... has endowed it with the authority of settled doctrine. 

This bill seeks to strip away that authority in some criminal trials. One of the justifications for this
attack on an entrenched principle of the criminal justice system, according to the Attorney-General, is
that ‘majority verdicts bring Queensland into line with nearly all other Australian states and territories’.
That may well be the case, and sadly so—

Mr Rickuss interjected. 
Mr LANGBROEK: That is true; there are differences in all of those as well. But majority verdicts

are repugnant to our federal system. That is because the Constitution of the Commonwealth of Australia
expressly precluded it from matters of federal adjudication. Inherent in chapter 3 of the Constitution,
which established the judicature, is the notion of unanimous verdicts. Section 80 contains one of the few
constitutionally guaranteed rights: ‘The trial on indictment of any offence against any law of the
Commonwealth shall be by jury.’ The right to trial by jury encompasses the doctrine of unanimous
verdicts. This was confirmed by the High Court in the 1993 case of Cheatle v The Queen, which the
member for Kurwongbah referred to. The unanimous decision of the High Court held that majority
verdicts with respect to Commonwealth prosecutions was unconstitutional and, as such, the South
Australian act that purported to apply majority verdicts to criminal matters against the Commonwealth
was read down so as to not apply. 

While this bill is lawful, it is clearly wrong. The views of some of this country’s most brilliant legal
minds support the LNP’s position that ‘majority verdicts are not a practice we should accept in
Queensland’. Just because majority verdicts are accepted practice in other states, it does not give us an
imprimatur to erode our own system of law. 
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Of course, there are a number of arguments advanced by those who are intent on watering down
our legal system. Many of these are the very arguments the Bligh government has used to justify such a
dramatic shift in policy, despite having undertaken no consultation with the legal fraternity and the wider
community. I submit that some of these arguments are in fact reasons as to why we should accept a
lower standard of justice in Queensland. But when you go to the heart of the issue and consider what is
at stake, none of these arguments—even when taken as a whole—can justify the risk of degrading our
justice system to this extent. 

The utilitarian argument advanced by the Attorney-General has no basis in fact. The object of
these amendments is to avoid deadlocked juries. On paper, the instance of hung juries has purportedly
increased. I note that the shadow Attorney-General asked for statistics. Recent statistics suggest there
have been 19 hung juries in criminal trials since 1 July, representing around 12 per cent of trials. The
problem with these figures is that they do not necessarily reflect reality. They do not support the
hypothesis that the number of deadlocked juries is on the rise because one cannot account for the
results of future trials. Even if we could compare the number of hung juries in 2007-08 with previous
years, the contrast will be skewed by any number of variables, such as the total number of trials and
other circumstances which make it difficult to evaluate whether or not there has been an increase in real
terms.

The practical considerations supporting majority verdicts—such as the amount of time and
resources and the high cost of retrying cases where a verdict is unable to be reached—may have some
merit but it would be impossible to quantify the benefit of majority verdicts because of the nature of the
jury. The honourable the Attorney-General suggests that this bill, which abandons the unanimous 12-nil
verdict in favour of an 11-1 majority, will save taxpayers money. Again, this argument is baseless in fact.
The Attorney-General cannot substantiate the utilitarian argument by suggesting the number of
deadlocked juries will decrease as a result of majority verdicts because the minister is not privy to jury
deliberations. Rules in evidence and laws on jury procedure prevent jury notes from being made public.
We simply cannot argue with a degree of certainty that most juries are hung by only one vote. Whilst it is
often the perception that justice can be frustrated by one perverse juror, in reality I think it would be very
rare that a jury is deadlocked by a sole vote. It is far more probable that there are a number of dissenters
from the majority view.

The New South Wales Law Reform Commission considered the practice of trying to resolve
deadlocks in its 1986 report into the unanimity requirement. Our system has come a long way from the
days where jurors were deprived of food, sleep and water until they could agree on a verdict, but the law
does allow a small measure of coercion to achieve unanimity. According to the commission—
The law allows considerable pressure to be placed on juries to encourage them to reach a unanimous verdict ... the judge may
keep the jury deliberating for days if there is any prospect of a verdict being reached.

Clearly it would be ideal if each of the 12 members of a jury agreed on the finding in the first
instance. It would save a considerable amount of the court’s time and allow more matters to be settled.
However, the very purpose of having the requirement of unanimity is to ensure that each juror is given
the opportunity to be heard.

No doubt many in this House would be familiar with the story in the movie 12 Angry Men.
Recognised as one of the most culturally significant films of all time, it follows the deliberations of a jury
in a murder case. If we were to rewrite the plot to accommodate majority verdicts—and I know that does
not apply in a murder trial but I will come back to that later—surely 11 of the 12 angry men would have
been very pleased indeed that they did not have to spend the next 95 minutes of the film trying to reach
a unanimous verdict. That is because under the majority verdict rule, 11 out of 12 would be sufficient to
convict the accused. As we know, a unanimous verdict was eventually secured. 

Mr Lawlor interjected.

Mr LANGBROEK: It would have been an extremely short movie in that case. It would have been
a trailer for the movie that came after it. However, it was the initial minority view—that one vote in 12—
that won out. That one juryman was able to convince the majority that there was sufficient reasonable
doubt to save a man from capital punishment.

More than half a century later, there is no doubt things have changed. Capital punishment, for
one, has been illegal in this country since the 1960s. However, the unanimous verdict is still seen as a
cornerstone of the criminal justice system. This is because it serves to protect the innocent from unjust
conviction. I cannot illustrate this point with more authority or eloquence than Justices Mason, Brennan,
Deane, Dawson, Toohey, Gaudron and McHugh, the seven justices of the High Court who settled that
the rule of unanimity was entrenched in the constitutional right to trial by jury. They said—
The requirement of a unanimous verdict ensures that the representative character and the collective nature of the jury are carried
forward into any ultimate verdict. A majority verdict, on the other hand, is analogous to an electoral process in that jurors cast their
votes relying on their individual convictions. 
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At this point, I do not wish to question or deliberate on the wisdom of some voters, but I would
think every member of this parliament would be rightly concerned with a criminal justice system that
ruled on the guilt or innocence of a person based on a ballot. The High Court went on—
The necessity of a consensus of all jurors, which flows from the requirement of unanimity, promotes deliberation and provides
some insurance that the opinions of each of the jurors will be heard and discussed. Thereby, it reduces the danger of “hasty and
unjust verdicts.” 

There is a strong perception that reducing the requirement of unanimity to one of majority verdict
would provide enough momentum to spark a ‘slippery slope’—that is, the government’s assault on one
of the system’s safeguards will lead to an assault on other fundamental principles of law, such as
standards of proof. ‘Majority verdicts’ and the concept of ‘beyond reasonable doubt’ are mutually
exclusive terms. The whole notion of a majority verdict does violence to that of ‘beyond reasonable
doubt’ because, if the verdict is not unanimous, then obviously doubt exists. If we start incorporating
degrees of rationality into ‘reasonable doubt’, again we start to erode the principles upon which our
entire legal system is built.

I return to the example of 12 Angry Men. Under the provisions of the bill currently before the
House, the court would not have accepted a majority verdict on the charge of murder because clause 8
prevents conviction by majority verdict for murder. The proposed section 59(1) is interesting. The
Attorney-General stated in his second reading speech that ‘majority verdicts will not apply to the most
serious offences in Queensland’. What we see, however, is that there are only three categories of
offences that majority verdicts will not apply to: the first is murder, as the Attorney stated; the second is
Commonwealth offences, for Constitutional reasons; and the third, however, is section 54A(1) of the
Criminal Code.

Interestingly, section 54A(1) deals with demands with menaces upon agencies of government.
Basically, this section states that any person who demands that anything be done or omitted to be done
or procured by the government of Queensland or its employees, the Governor, ministers or government
owned corporations with threats of injury or detriment of any kind if the demand is not complied with is
liable to life imprisonment. Yet a conviction under this section cannot be secured by majority verdict by
virtue of clause 59(1). I find it somewhat concerning that the Attorney-General thinks that people who
are charged with extorting the Crown should have the benefit of the higher standard of unanimous
verdict. I would have thought a charge of rape, for example, would come under the banner of a ‘serious
offence’ for the purposes of determining the verdict threshold. 

I am also interested in the fact that the Attorney thought it appropriate to make exceptions to the
majority verdict rule. There is an argument to be made that the exceptions undermine the argument that
majority verdicts do not represent a decline in judicial standards for convictions because it creates a
double standard. The Queensland Law Society’s criminal law section chairman Sean Reidy made the
point, ‘If they believe in the system, why don’t they take it to all crimes, including very serious crimes?’
Whilst this may be a cautious approach, perhaps it could also be a statement against the ultimate safety
of majority verdicts.

Perhaps the strongest argument in favour of majority verdicts is the view held by Queensland
Chief Justice Paul de Jersey. He says the primary benefit of majority verdicts is in avoiding retrials, not
because they are expensive and time-consuming—but certainly those are advantages—but to avoid
putting witnesses back in the box. He argues that it would save victims, witnesses, families and the
accused a lot of anguish if courts were able to convict on majority verdicts. 

Whilst I am certainly not disagreeing with the Chief Justice in his view that majority verdicts could
save the trauma of a retrial, I return to the argument about hung jury statistics. We cannot know how
many retrials may be avoided without going into jury room deliberations. This is because we simply do
not know where the stalemate lies. It may well be an 11-1 result, in which case a majority verdict would
suffice under these new rules. It may also be a 10-2 result, or 9-3, or 6-6. As such, we cannot measure
the number of people who will be spared from the anguish of retrial if the majority verdict rule was in
place. 

It is my unwavering view that majority verdicts do not serve the best interests of justice. Against a
background of similar arguments, the High Court stated that it was not a matter for them to decide
whether majority verdicts should suffice for Commonwealth offences. Any change to the Constitution to
allow majority verdicts is a matter for the people of Australia to decide. Whilst the states do not have the
same bar to get over to change, it can be argued that the state has a duty to act in the best interest of its
subjects. Eroding judicial standards of jury verdicts is not in the best interests of Queenslanders or
Australians. For this reason, I will not support the bill. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Wendt): Before breaking for dinner, I would like to acknowledge in
the gallery tonight the parents, leaders and scouts from the Bardon Scout Group, represented in this
House by the Hon. Treasurer, Mr Andrew Fraser. 

Sitting suspended from 6.30 pm to 7.30 pm. 



11 Sep 2008 Criminal Code and Jury and Another Act Amendment Bill 2779
Mr RICKUSS (Lockyer—NPA) (7.30 pm): I rise to say a few words about the Criminal Code and
Jury and Another Act Amendment Bill 2008. In his second reading speech the minister highlighted how
this bill contained some of the most significant reforms in the Queensland justice system in recent years.
As was pointed out by the shadow minister, the member for Cunningham, the lack of consultation is
disappointing and from our point of view is a shame. In his second reading speech the minister signalled
that these were significant changes. Unfortunately, we are changing some of the fundamentals of the
rule of law such as due process. There has really been no consultation with the Law Society, the Bar
Association and legal aid groups in Queensland. This is really disappointing. 

Trial by judge alone where both the prosecution and the defendant must agree is probably not
such an issue for us. That probably makes some sense. As the shadow minister said earlier, we are
after reform and good reform. But the lack of consultation regarding this bill is very disappointing. Trial
by jury is one of the foundations of English law that stems back virtually to the Magna Carta. Numerous
members have cited law cases. The library in its brief on majority verdicts in jury criminal trials provided
all the relevant cases. The presumption of innocence, the onus of proof and trial by jury, with a
consensus of jury verdict, are fundamental rights. As has been stated in High Court decisions, the onus
of proof is on the prosecutor. If we will not need to have a unanimous jury decision, it makes you wonder
about the onus of proof. This is what really concerns us. 

It is interesting that this government is saying, ‘This brings us into line with the rest of Australia,’
because it does not bring us into line with the rest of Australia. If I remember rightly from the shadow
minister’s speech, I think it is section 54A regarding the threatening of public servants which is still going
to require a majority verdict. This whole reformation of the justice system is a contradiction in terms. I
agree with the shadow minister: how could we possibly support this? 

As has been mentioned by previous speakers, Queensland will suffer. We will never end up with
the Woodward and Bernstein Deep Throat type whistleblowers here. We need to be careful because
there is very little protection here. There is no jurisprudence in retrospectivity, in passing new laws
governing past actions. How can these be some of the most substantial reforms to the criminal justice
system in recent years? We have retrospective laws that will be passed to make previous legal actions
illegal. This goes against due process and the rule of law. I can understand why members on this side of
the House have decided to oppose this. The presumption of innocence, the onus of proof and trial by
jury are some of the fundamental rights of our legal system and our common law system. We cannot
support the bill. 

Mr ENGLISH (Redlands—ALP) (7.34 pm): The honourable member for Lockyer in the speech
that he just gave had a couple of points correct. There are three fundamental tenets in our legal system:
the presumption of innocence, the onus or burden of proof and trial by jury. This bill does not do away
with any of those three tenets. After this bill is passed, people will still have the presumption of
innocence. After this bill is passed, the onus of proof will still be on the prosecution to prove its case
beyond a reasonable doubt. That has not changed. After this bill is passed, people will still be eligible for
a trial by jury.

There are two changes. We are changing from unanimous jury verdict to majority jury verdict. I
should point out at this time that majority jury verdict has a specific definition in the bill, and it is not just
50 per cent or 51 per cent of the jury, so it is not seven out of 12. We have set the bar much higher than
that. Also, in some special circumstances there is the possibility of a trial by judge. With the increasing
intrusion of the media into all our lives, I can imagine what would happen if we did not pass this bill and
then 12 months, two years or three years down the track a high-profile case was thrown out because a
judge decided that the defendant could not get a fair trial. 

Mr Rickuss: What does the High Court say about it? 

Mr ENGLISH: Again, the High Court is clear because this does occur in other jurisdictions around
Australia. However, if we did not introduce this bill and a high-profile case was not prosecuted to the
fullest extent in 12 months time or 20 years time, what would the opposition do to us? What would the
people of Queensland do to us if we did not take these steps? I can see a situation where, if we did not
make these changes, we could see the development of a new defence technique. Rather than trying to
make the client or the defendant look innocent, you actively pursue the media and you try to make him
look as guilty as possible to encourage the media to ramp it up so you can then get a favourable
decision by pleading, ‘My defendant can’t get a fair trial,’ and the case against him is thrown out. There
is a possibility of a new defence technique. 

Again, I think it is very fair and reasonable for the state government to bring in these changes and
to make the alterations that are necessary to ensure good outcomes for the people of Queensland. Our
legal system is a balancing act of rights and responsibilities. One of the fundamentals of our legal
system is that it is better for 10 guilty people to go free than for one innocent person to be convicted.
Again, I do not think this bill puts that at risk, but it redresses some of the perceived imbalances in our
system. We have seen examples in the past where one juror has had a significant outcome on a trial. I
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think the measures in this bill are fair and reasonable adjustments to our system to protect all of us in
our society—those who are accused but also victims of crime who cry out for justice. I certainly
commend this bill to the House. 

Mrs CUNNINGHAM (Gladstone—Ind) (7.39 pm): I rise to speak in the debate on the Criminal
Code and Jury and Another Act Amendment Bill. Having heard the debate to date and the arguments
that have been raised and having read the documentation I rise to oppose this legislation. I thank the
Attorney-General for the briefing that his staff afforded a number of Independents. I appreciate the time
that they gave. There were a couple of areas covered by this legislation that I initially supported but
having woken up to one fact and then having listened to the debate from others I have decided, for what
it is worth given the numbers, to oppose the legislation. 

It is interesting to note in terms of consultation that the Chief Justice, the Chief Judge, the Chief
Magistrate, the Queensland Law Society, the Bar Association of Queensland, the Director of Public
Prosecutions and Legal Aid Queensland were consulted during the drafting of the bill on the provisions
relating to judge-alone trials and majority verdicts. It is my understanding, however, that there was no
consultation with them prior to the media release. Let us be honest, the water is tested on a lot of
legislation by media release. Depending on the reaction the legislation is drafted accordingly. It is ironic
to me that, in spite of what it says in terms of consultation in the explanatory notes, the Law Society and
the Bar Association—I stand to be corrected on that—have some significant concerns about the
legislation as it is drafted. 

I would like to refer to the Attorney-General’s second reading speech and a paragraph in that
speech that I find concerning. It states—
The reforms will help create a more robust and equitable justice system by introducing provision for majority verdicts in criminal
trials in Queensland and also judge-alone criminal trials. 

I would have to say after reading that sentence that it seems to be contradictory and mutually
exclusive. We already have a very robust justice system—a system which requires trial by jury, trial by
one’s peers. Whilst I acknowledge that in this piece of legislation there are strict guidelines about the
types of trials that can be judge only and that it requires the accused person to agree to a judge-only
trial, the fact is that this significantly changes the status quo in terms of our justice system. I believe
insufficient time and consideration has been given to the long-term effects of these changes. 

In his second reading speech the minister talks about jury trials and the importance of jury trials in
the criminal justice system. He states—
In many cases, a jury provides a link between the community and the criminal justice system. 
I would have to say that in all cases the jury provides that link. He goes on to state—
The presence of a jury can ensure the publicly comprehensible exposition of the case and may safeguard public confidence in the
impartiality and openness of the administration of justice. However, in a small number of cases, it may be in the interests of justice
to have a trial heard by a judge sitting alone. 

That language is important. It is a small number of cases and it may be in the interests of justice.
There are a lot of issues here that are untried and are difficult to quantify in terms of their actual benefit. 

I turn to the issue of the majority verdict. In the briefing we were told of cases where there is a
malicious or mischievous juror who holds the decision-making process up. There would be a number of
cases where a single juror who has looked at things in a unique way proves to be the custodian of a true
perspective. 

Mr Gray: You’ll never know that. 
Mrs CUNNINGHAM: You will never know that, but you will never know the opposite either. In this

debate it is being said that because there are a small number of cases where a juror who wants to be
mischievous or vexatious will not afford a unanimous verdict we will reduce the obligation on the jury to
10 out of 11 or 11 out of 12. There is no information given about the number of times a single juror who
held out in deliberations actually ensured that the right decision was made in the end. I think that is an
important principle in the justice system that needs to be protected. 

The other issue I wish to raise concerns about relates to the changes to the Crime and
Misconduct Act. Initially I had no misgivings about the particular changes. There was a court case in the
past where the powers of the Crime and Misconduct Commission’s star chamber were brought into
question. In a superior court it was found in Witness D’s favour that they did not have to submit answers
that were self-incriminating. 

I have always had problems with legislation that we bring in here that overrides a previous court
decision. We have talked about it before. We have had this with planning issues on the south bank. I
know that the coalition voted with the government in that instance to overturn a High Court decision that
afforded justice to landowners on the south bank. I stood in this chamber then and subsequently and
said that unless it is very specific and there are very special circumstances this parliament should not be
used to override the justice system. We get hammered in here by a number of people about the
separation of powers and yet we step into this sort of area and we are happy to be part of overriding an
issue decided by a court of law. 
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What concerns me as much though is that the amendments to the Crime and Misconduct Act are
retrospective to 1 January 2002. That is six years ago. There is nothing in the explanatory notes—
nothing at all—that indicates what incidents will be caught up by that retrospectivity. Who will be
advantaged and who will be disadvantaged? 

We have dealt in this place before with curative retrospectivity where the people affected are
affected in a positive and curative manner. This is an unknown. I think it is objectionable that the person
who was found by the courts not to have to self-incriminate will have that decision overturned by this
legislation. There is six years of issues, decisions, star chambers and court cases—I have got no idea
what occurred—that this legislation will effectively overturn and I will not be part of that. 

I think there is room for the star chamber of the CMC to have powers to require answers; I am not
disputing that. I have to remind myself that the CMC often deals with people who certainly do not have
the community’s best interests at heart. It deals with people who have significant criminal histories and
significant criminal interests. However, having regard to that is one thing but supporting legislation that
will give six years retrospectivity to decisions that have been made by the CMC, by solicitors or by the
courts in Queensland without any indication of what the quantum of that effect will be is inappropriate for
this chamber, and I will not support it. 

Mrs PRATT (Nanango—Ind) (7.47 pm): I rise to speak in the debate on the Criminal Code and
Jury and Another Act Amendment Bill. There has been a lot of speculation as to why this particular bill
has been brought in. The Brisbane Times reported that the Premier denied the introduction of this bill
was in direct response to the high-profile case of Dr Jayant Patel or the sensitive case of Dennis
Ferguson. She did go on to say—
Clearly, there has been recent debate about the jury system here in Queensland arising out of a couple of cases ... 

So we can jump to conclusions about what the couple of cases were. The article also goes on to state—
In April, Queensland Chief Justice Paul de Jersey called for the reforms, saying the state was ‘out of step with the rest of the
country’.

That is a fairly broad statement, because there are three states—Victoria, Tasmania and Western
Australia—that have adopted this particular ruling and three states that have not. Going on the
population basis, approximately 50 per cent of the country has this ruling at the moment and the other
50 per cent does not. So I would not necessarily say that we are out of step with the rest of the country.

I went online to see what Lawyers Weekly Online had to say about Queensland jury changes. An
article by Angela Priestley was titled ‘QLD jury changes spark legal dismay’. That in itself sparks dismay
in me. The article states—
In an open letter to Queensland Attorney-General Kerry Shine, state Law Society President Megan Mahon expressed her concern
that the legal community had not been consulted on the changes. ‘In fact, we do see this as an alarming precedent,’ she said.
‘We are concerned at the ever-increasing tendency for important pieces of legislation which have potential dramatic effects on
established rights to be put forward with cursory or no consultation.’

That is a pretty damning indictment on this government. The article goes on to state—
Those drafts were circulated last week—

in relative time to the article—
with the first consultation occurring on Wednesday 20 August, just days before the legislation was introduced into Parliament on
Monday 25 August.
A spokesperson from the Law Society said Wednesday’s meeting was not a consultation, but rather little more than a briefing,
because they believed that the changes had already been made.

Knowing the way the parliament works, they would understand very well that once the bill was
tabled it was passed and the laws were made. I did more research and thought to myself, ‘There are two
sides to every story.’ So I got on to a web site where Manus Boyce stated—
One of the main reasons is the increasing number of long criminal trials. In earlier times perhaps, we’ll say 30 years ago, the long
criminal trial was very rare. Unfortunately, today the lengthy criminal trial is fairly common. Now it costs the community a
substantial sum of money each day to assemble the Criminal Court. About $7,000 a day. If you add to that the costs of the
prosecution, and in almost all cases the cost of the defence, because the accused is on Legal Aid, it’s probably at least about
$10,000 a day. Now if you have a trial which goes for months, and one member of the jury is a member of the Flat Earth Society,
and says, ‘I don’t care what the other eleven members of the jury think about this case, I will not agree with the opinions of the
other eleven jurors’, then you have a very unsatisfactory result, the one perverse juror—

and I note the word ‘perverse’—
has frustrated the system. And the costs of a re-trial may be some hundreds of thousands of dollars, and the community cannot
allow hundreds of thousands of dollars to be thrown away simply because one perverse juror refuses to join in the opinions of the
other eleven jurors.

My question is: how can Manus Boyce know that the one perverse juror, as he calls him, may not
necessarily be right? We all know that when it comes to jurors lawyers get the chance to vet the jurors
and dismiss them if they do not like them. They go about their business picking 12 good and true men
and women. So they have picked the 12 people they believe will judge in the best interests of the case
as it may be. They made the choice. They therefore need to be satisfied that the decision the jury makes
is the right decision. To dismiss a decision because one juror does not agree, so be it. 
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That is what our jury system allows for. We are all entitled to a jury of our peers—of 12 good
persons. That is the common law. That is what we have fought for in the past and that is what people in
the community will find abhorrent—that is, that this will not suit some people. Court cases do cost a bit
more nowadays, and that is only because there are some very clever lawyers who can spin things out
for as long as possible and they will end up making a lot of money from it in the long run. As far as I can
see, there are a percentage of people who fight and fight, and they have the right to fight. If the jury is a
hung jury, then so be it.

The New South Wales government recently called for a review on the issue as well, and I refer to
comments made by Gerald Tooth when he was talking to the past president of the New South Wales
Law Society John North. John North made it very clear that he could not support the changes that were
proposed. John North said—
The Law Society firmly believes that jury verdicts should be unanimous because otherwise we risk diminishing the standard of
proof in criminal cases, and seeing innocent people convicted.
John North was then asked if the new laws will make the system more efficient and whether they will
eliminate a lot of retrials. John North’s response was—
We just don’t accept that we should settle in a country such as Australia, for second-rate justice just for the sake of expediency.

I have to agree with him. I return to Chief Justice Paul de Jersey’s statement about the state being
out of step with other states. If one looks at the facts, only the Northern Territory has majority verdicts on
murder trials. The rest of the states all seek a unanimous verdict in murder cases. To say that we are out
of step with the rest of the country is just a lot of flim-flam. John North also went on to say—
Because we seem to have people wanting to whittle away what is a very, very good justice system, just for the sake of speed, or
for the sake of those who want to see more convictions.
It is not acceptable to accept majority verdicts. Gerald Tooth asked another question that I thought was
very relevant—
What about the argument that some trials are held up by perverse jurors—
and there is that word again—
one perverse juror that holds out against 11?
I thought John North’s reply was very apt—
The statistics just don’t bear that out. You do have a number of re-trials where something goes wrong, but that is not in the large
majority of cases, because of the so-called perverse juror.

There are so many people in the legal profession—and people can look on the internet and get
lots of information about it—who oppose this, whether they be in New South Wales, Western Australia,
Northern Territory, Victoria or Tasmania. There are many people who oppose this law. It is a very bad
ruling by this government and I think in time it will be one that it will live to regret. 

Hon. KG SHINE (Toowoomba North—ALP) (Attorney-General and Minister for Justice and
Minister Assisting the Premier in Western Queensland) (7.58 pm), in reply: It has been an extraordinary
night when we have heard so many speeches from members of the opposition as defenders of civil
liberties. What a strange and curious thing that is. One would almost half expect them to come out
against mandatory sentencing if the night went any longer. At the outset I want to thank all honourable
members for their contributions to this debate and their support for the Criminal Code and Jury and
Another Act Amendment Bill 2008. In particular, I want to thank my colleague the member for
Kurwongbah, Linda Lavarch, for her contribution to the debate. As a former Attorney-General, she has a
profound understanding of the importance of these reforms and her insights and observations on the bill
were very welcomed.

The member’s reference to comments by the former Chief Justice of the High Court, Murray
Gleeson, put it into perspective: the changing nature of the law and the problems with clinging to the
past for the sake of sentimentality. The member outlined very clearly the need for new processes for
new situations. 

I note that the opposition members do not support this bill. They seem to have a particular
objection to majority verdicts. That demonstrates their failure to understand the amendments and the
importance that they have for the Queensland people, and I will deal with that shortly. 

However, I turn first to the issue of judge-alone trials. One of the cornerstones of our legal system
is the right to receive a fair trial. Jury trials are an important part of the criminal justice system in that they
provide an important link to the community and safeguard public confidence in the impartiality and the
openness of the administration of justice. The reforms introduced in this bill do not abrogate a person’s
right to a jury trial but recognise that in a small number of cases it may be in the interests of justice to
have a trial heard by a judge sitting without a jury, for example, in notorious cases. 

One of the most notable features of recent years is the growth and use of information technology.
Traditional media for mass communication, including newspapers, magazines, radio and free-to-air
television, have been joined by satellite and cable television, electronic mail and the internet. That
growth in information technology gives rise to new dilemmas when seeking to control the extent to which
pretrial publicity affects the administration of justice.
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The amendments enable a prosecutor or an accused person to apply to the court for an order that
the trial of a charge be conducted by a judge sitting alone without a jury. However, if the prosecution has
made the application, an order can be made only if the accused consents to it. An application for a
judge-alone trial will need to be made before a trial begins. However, in order to protect against judge
shopping, if the identity of the trial judge is known to the parties, an order may be made only if the court
is satisfied that there are special reasons for making the order. Such special reasons would apply, for
example, in cases in regional and circuit courts outside Brisbane where the identity of the trial judge may
be known by the parties well in advance of the commencement of the trial because they are usually
published in a calendar setting out the court year. 

Based on the judge-alone trial legislation in Western Australia, the court will also have an
overriding discretion to make or refuse to make an order based on the interests of justice. This approach
recognises that the concept of a jury trial incorporates both the right of the accused person and the right
of the community to have serious cases dealt with in a manner that ensures that the standards of the
community have been applied in the determination of guilt. 

I turn now to the issue of majority verdicts. The bill contains amendments to the Jury Act 1995 to
allow a jury to reach a majority verdict in a criminal trial for offences if, after deliberating for at least eight
hours or such further period the judge considers reasonable having regard to the complexity of the trial,
the judge is satisfied that the jury is unlikely to reach a unanimous verdict after further deliberation. So a
majority verdict is defined as a verdict upon which all jurors except one agree, provided the jury consists
of at least 11 jurors. 

Most other jurisdictions have majority verdicts, but they have implemented them in different ways.
The member for Cunningham seemed confused about that. The model contained in this bill provides the
greatest protection for the rights of Queenslanders who come before the courts while taking into account
the changing dynamics of society and the justice system. Therefore, majority verdicts in Queensland will
not be automatic. The underlying rationale is that a jury should endeavour to reach a unanimous verdict.
However, the provisions will help overcome the problem of hung juries on the basis of a rogue juror or
perverse juror who unreasonably refuses to engage in a proper consideration of the evidence. 

The strongest argument in favour of majority verdicts is their capacity to reduce the incidence of
hung juries. Hung juries are a barrier to the effective administration of justice and should be avoided if at
all possible. It is of concern that the rate of hung juries has risen in recent years in Queensland. The
majority verdict reforms introduced by this government are not about eliminating hung juries, and I am
not suggesting that all hung juries occur because of one rogue juror. That is completely unrealistic.
There is also presently no information available as to the nature of the split for hung juries in
Queensland, as this information must be kept confidential, but research in other jurisdictions indicates
that most juries hang on the basis of fairly evenly divided votes. The amendments are aimed at helping
to overcome that problem that I referred to—of hung juries on the basis of a single rogue or perverse
juror who refuses to engage in a proper consideration of the evidence. 

The need for consensus among all 12 jurors before a verdict can be recorded means that the
actions of one rogue juror will affect an entire trial, resulting in time and monetary cost for the justice
system and, ultimately, the community. However, more significantly, the failure to reach a verdict places
a huge emotional strain on the victim. He or she will either have to face the ordeal of a retrial or be
forced to accept that a verdict will never be reached. That is a significant burden on witnesses who are
often in extremely distressing situations. He or she will either have to face the ordeal of a retrial or be
forced to accept that a verdict will never be reached. 

The member for Cunningham has recognised the effects of hung juries on the community. He
said—
Justice delayed is justice denied and the agony of being put through a retrial because of a hung jury is painful for victims, their
families and witnesses. 

I agree with the member for Cunningham. Unfortunately, he makes all the right noises at the
beginning, but fails to make the tough decisions to implement the policies that bring about reform. 

I would also like to express my thanks to the legal profession and the judiciary, and in particular
the Bar Association of Queensland and the Queensland Law Society, for their very valuable input and
contribution during the drafting of the reforms to the Jury Act that are contained in this bill. The
suggestions and amendments given by these bodies and the heads of jurisdiction were extremely useful
and significant issues were incorporated within the bill. I have not sought the leave of these bodies to
reveal the exact nature of their concerns in private correspondence to me. 

It is important to note that the number of hung juries has been increasing over recent years in
Queensland. In 2007-08 in the Supreme and District courts, out of 671 trials where a jury was
empanelled there were a total of 50 hung juries, or 7.5 per cent. This percentage is up significantly from
the percentage in 2005-06, where there were 640 trials, with 28 resulting in a hung jury, or 4.4 per cent.
The member for Surfers Paradise quoted even more significant figures that showed that the incidence of
hung juries was on the increase. 



2784 Criminal Code and Jury and Another Act Amendment Bill 11 Sep 2008
However, it is acknowledged that the fact that juries hang is not an indication of itself that the
system is failing. The existence of disagreement is often likely to reflect the difficulty of the case. No
information is currently available about the nature of the jury split for hung juries as this information must
be kept confidential under the Jury Act 1995. However, as I said before, research from other
jurisdictions indicates that most hung juries split on a fairly even basis. The majority verdict reforms that
are introduced by this government are not about eliminating those hung juries. That would be
undesirable and also unrealistic. The amendments are aimed at helping to overcome the problem of a
hung jury on the basis of a single rogue juror who refuses to engage properly. 

The amendments do not make any changes to the standard of proof in criminal proceedings.
There is already provision under the Jury Act 1995 for a judge to allow a trial to continue with not fewer
than 10 jurors and there is no evidence to support the contention that a verdict given by 10 or 11 jurors
is more unsafe than a verdict given by 12 jurors which, in any event, may be a compromised verdict.
Further, the veracity of the evidence in a case will usually have been examined by the court up to three
times before it is even considered by a jury, including through the committal process. 

Majority verdicts will be available for trials in respect of all offences except for the most serious
offences in Queensland. These are offences for which mandatory life imprisonment is the penalty,
including murder. All other jurisdictions in Australia, except New South Wales and the Northern Territory,
exclude murder. The member for Surfers Paradise inquired as to why it was that the offence of
menacing with respect to governments was included. The reason is that it has provision for a mandatory
life sentence to apply. This is the reason that section 54(A) of the Criminal Code was included—not
because it related to government persons but because it had the same penalty provision of mandatory
life imprisonment as the other named offences. The people opposite expressing some alleged legal
knowledge should perhaps read the Criminal Code more thoroughly. 

Majority verdicts have not been excluded for offences with life imprisonment as the maximum
penalty. In Queensland, there are currently approximately 44 life offences, including the few offences
that have mandatory life imprisonment as a penalty. The statistics for hung juries show that these are
particularly prevalent for trials involving sexual assault offences. A number of these offences carry a
maximum penalty of life imprisonment. The exclusion of offences which carry a maximum penalty of life
imprisonment is likely to significantly negate any effects the introduction of majority verdicts may have
on the incidence of hung juries. Majority verdicts will also not apply to trials for Commonwealth offences,
given section 80 of the Commonwealth Constitution. 

The bill also contains an amendment to section 192 of the Crime and Misconduct Act 2001 to
retrospectively clarify that a witness at a Crime and Misconduct Commission investigation hearing is not
entitled to remain silent or to refuse to answer a question on a ground of privilege against self-
incrimination. These amendments are consistent with the original intention of the act. 

I would like to now address some of the matters raised by honourable members during the course
of the debate. The member for Cunningham made a comment about the lack of consultation prior to the
introduction of the bill, and this was repeated by the member for Surfers Paradise and by a number of
other members as well. The debate about jury issues has existed in Queensland and throughout
Australia for many years. There have been strong arguments put and positions taken on both sides of
that debate. The legal profession has made its views, particularly in relation to majority verdicts, very
clear in the past.

The reforms to the jury system introduced by the government are fundamental and change
longstanding traditions. However, the criminal justice system must be kept current to meet the changing
needs of the courts, parties and society. The reforms are well balanced and fair. They provide additional
options for dealing with matters which will benefit all parties as well as the community and the courts and
it is important that they are implemented as soon as possible. Importantly, the legal profession and
judiciary were consulted on the detail of the proposals during the drafting of the bill following cabinet’s
approval and announcement of the reforms. 

The member for Cunningham also spoke about views being put forward in respect of judge-alone
trials that an application should not be a right for the prosecution or defence. This bill does not give
anyone a right to a judge-alone trial. The overriding principle to be taken into account by the judge is that
an order be made if it is in the best interests of the public. 

The member for Surfers Paradise criticised the concept of majority verdicts because it lessens
the standard of proof. The amendments do not make any changes to the standard of proof in criminal
proceedings. Proof beyond reasonable doubt means that the jury must be satisfied that the evidence is
such as to render unreasonable all hypotheses consistent with innocence. 

There is no magic in the number of 12 for a jury. In fact, while section 33 of the Jury Act 1995
currently provides for unanimous verdicts in criminal trials and that a jury must consist of 12 jurors, there
is already provision for a judge to direct continuation of a trial with fewer than the full number of jurors
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provided there are not fewer than 10 jurors if a juror dies or is discharged after the trial begins and there
is no reserve juror available. Majority verdicts will only be available under this bill where the jury consists
of 11 or 12 jurors. 

Clearly, where one rogue or perverse juror unreasonably dissents without engaging in a proper
examination of evidence, this has no relevance to the standard of proof. While I do not wish to overstate
the case of hung juries on the basis of the dissent of only one juror, there has been a number of cases
where this has occurred. One notorious case in Queensland was the Joh Bjelke-Petersen case. Such
cases demonstrate the ability of such a person to completely frustrate the administration of justice.

Further, there is no evidence to support that a jury based on the verdict of 10 or 11 jurors is any
more unsafe than a verdict given by 12 jurors, particularly given that the evidence of a case will usually
have been examined up to three times before it is considered by a jury. There is, however, evidence to
support that some unanimous verdicts are the result of undesirable compromises with dissenting jurors
being persuaded to acquiesce to the majority view while not actually being convinced of the soundness
of that position. Compromise verdicts can also come about due to the gradual wearing down or
exhaustion of jurors. More disturbing is the situation where jurors in the minority may be harassed or
bullied into agreement with the majority view. This is especially the case where only one juror disagrees
for good reason. 

The member for Surfers Paradise quoted the Chief Justice, Paul de Jersey, and I am pleased he
did. The Chief Justice has long been a supporter of majority verdicts and has given a number of radio
and newspaper interviews in which he has been very public about this. His concern has been the effect
of retrials on witnesses and their families, and I support this. He said that in other jurisdictions majority
verdicts have not led to adverse consequences and they would overcome the intolerable prospect of
retrials in situations where one intransigent juror had refused to do his or her duty in accordance with the
law. 

The criticism of the amendments to the Crime and Misconduct Act are ill informed and fail to
recognise the very serious nature of the investigations carried out by the CMC. The government needed
to act urgently in response to the decision in Witness D. In the absence of this provision operating
retrospectively, the findings of previous investigations and the conduct of existing and future
prosecutions would be put in jeopardy. This would have had serious and costly consequences if the
matter were not urgently retrospectively addressed. I would think the honourable member for
Cunningham, having served on the Parliamentary Crime and Misconduct Committee and prior to that
the PCJC, would be well aware of the need for this matter to be addressed urgently. 

The media’s concerns have been raised about shield laws. The government has undertaken to
review the issue by referring it to the QLRC. This is the appropriate body to consider this issue. The
Victorian, New South Wales and Commonwealth government also referred the issue to their respective
law reform commissions. Given the CMC’s policy of not requiring journalists to reveal their sources, it is
not a current practical issue for journalists or whistleblowers. I repeat that: given the CMC’s policy of not
requiring journalists to reveal their sources, it is not a current practical issue for journalists or
whistleblowers. 

The chairperson of the CMC, Robert Needham, spoke on ABC last night and described the
allegations about these laws frightening whistleblowers as a furphy. He made the point that
whistleblowers come forward because they want to give the information. That is what makes them
whistleblowers. Therefore, the issue raised by the media is not a reason to delay this amendment. 

The reforms introduced by the government are well balanced and fair. They provide additional
options for dealing with matters which benefit parties, the court and the community to help ensure that
Queensland’s criminal justice system remains dynamic and can respond to a range of situations. They
also bring Queensland into line with most other Australian jurisdictions. That is an important point. 

In terms of majority verdicts, they apply in every other state in the Commonwealth. If we look
through the list of governments that brought it in, the majority of them were conservative governments—
South Australia in 1927, Western Australia in 1960, Northern Territory in the sixties, and Victoria in1994.
Victoria had a Liberal-National government, the Kennett government, at that time. The vast majority of
them, other than New South Wales, which brought it in in 2006, were conservative governments. I really
do doubt the sincerity of speakers for the Liberal National Party tonight and their supposed opposition to
the abolition of unanimous verdicts in Queensland. 

I thank all honourable members for their contributions during the debate. In closing, I quote the
Chief Justice of Queensland, the honourable Chief Justice Paul de Jersey, as reported in the Courier-
Mail on 19 August this year when this reform was announced. The article states—
Chief Justice Paul de Jersey welcomed the reforms. He said that in other Australian jurisdictions, majority verdicts had not led to
adverse consequences and they would overcome the ‘intolerable prospect of retrials in situations where one intransigent juror had
refused to do his or her duty in accordance with the law’. 

I commend the bill to the House. 
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Division: Question put—That the bill be now read a second time. 
AYES, 40—Attwood, Barry, Choi, Darling, Fenlon, Fraser, Grace, Gray, Hayward, Hinchliffe, Hoolihan, Keech, Kiernan, Lavarch,
Lawlor, Lee, Miller, Moorhead, Mulherin, Nolan, Palaszczuk, Pitt, Purcell, Reeves, Roberts, Scott, Shine, Smith, Spence, Stone,
Struthers, Sullivan, van Litsenburg, Wallace, Weightman, Wells, Wendt, Wilson. Tellers: Male, Jones
NOES, 22—Copeland, Cripps, Cunningham, Dempsey, Flegg, Gibson, Hobbs, Hopper, Horan, Johnson, Langbroek, Lingard,
McArdle, Messenger, Nicholls, Pratt, Simpson, Springborg, Stevens, Stuckey. Tellers: Rickuss, Elmes

Resolved in the affirmative.
Bill read a second time. 

Consideration in Detail
Clause 1—
Mr COPELAND (8.27 pm): I thank the Attorney for his summing-up. He did address a number of

the issues that I raised during the second reading debate and in fact a number of the issues that I
intended to question him on. The Attorney said during his summing-up that the consultation with the
relevant organisations—the Queensland Law Society, the Bar Association, civil liberties groups and
everyone else—took place during the drafting of the bill which was only started after the cabinet decision
was taken and the announcement to the media was made. 

The reason the Attorney gave for not needing to consult was that the views of those organisations
were well known so it was not necessary. He also went on to thank those organisations for their
contributions. But he did not actually take into account the concerns that they raised as far as I can tell
from the correspondence that I have received, particularly the concerns they raised about the majority
verdict issue. 

As I said during my contribution, the LNP supports the judge-only trial in certain circumstances. It
is only because of the contamination of other issues in this bill that we are voting against the entire bill.
Why did the Attorney not consult with those people prior to the drafting of this bill? Why did he not
consult with the Law Reform Commission? In Western Australia they went through an extensive
consultation process with the Law Reform Commission. But for some reason we did not see fit to do that
here in Queensland. In fact, the Attorney completely ignored the concerns that were put by those
organisations. 

Mr SHINE: As I said in my speech, the debate on the question of majority verdicts has been
taking place in Australia and in Queensland over decades. As I mentioned in my speech, some states
first introduced majority verdicts in the 1920s and other states have followed suit. We are the only state
that does not have majority verdicts. 

That being the case, the debate on the issue that is at stake here—whether or not we should
have majority verdicts, the pros and cons of it—has been had exhaustively for almost over a century in
Australia. The need, therefore, to have further consultation on that policy issue is obviated because
nothing new would have come from delaying the matter another week or two just to have a rehash of all
of those arguments that were well and truly expressed here tonight by both sides of the House. From
that point of view, it was not a worthwhile reason to delay passage of the bill. 

However, the consultation that did take place was extremely meaningful and valuable from the
government’s point of view, particularly as it relates to the judge-alone provisions. That consultation with
the heads of jurisdiction and the appointed representatives of the Bar Association and the Law Society
was extremely valuable. I would be surprised if that was not confirmed to those opposite who may have
consulted with those bodies. I am sure it was confirmed because it was certainly greatly appreciated by
us.

The consultation that did eventually take place in terms of what is really important, that is, the
content of the clauses, the drafting of the clauses, was intense, valuable and worthwhile. As I said
before, it would not have been a purposeful exercise to undertake consultation in relation to the policy
matters which have been alive in Australia for longer than anyone else has been alive in this chamber.

Mr COPELAND: One of the issues that we have is that, even though the Attorney says that in
every other jurisdiction they have the majority verdict, as far as I understand the New South Wales Law
Reform Commission recommended against the implementation of majority verdicts in New South Wales
and the government proceeded anyway. I wonder whether there was actually any concern that, if that
had happened here, the government would also have found that the Queensland Law Reform
Commission would have advised against it.

The government has now passed to the Queensland Law Reform Commission the responsibility
of looking at the shield laws. Given the dramatic changes that we are looking at for majority verdict and
judge-alone trials, I wonder whether that same process should have been followed. The Attorney has
again said that he greatly valued the input from the Bar Association and the Law Society in the drafting.
Could the Attorney advise the House what changes he made to the bill before us as a result of that
consultation with those two organisations? 
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Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Before calling the Attorney, I would like to point out that we are actually
debating clause 1, the short title. I have given the honourable member for Cunningham some leniency.

Mr COPELAND: Well, that covers the whole bill and it is about the consultation on the bill. We will
get into the detail on the other clauses. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Again, no, it is about the title of the bill. That is all it is about—not the
entire bill. That is what the second reading debate is about. I have given you some leniency. I call the
Attorney. 

Mr SHINE: As I said earlier, the consultation that did take place was beneficial, particularly in
relation to the judge-alone issue. It was important to get the views of the bar, the Law Society and the
judges with respect to how it would operate—whether jurors would be examined under oath or
questioned, whether the time factor with the eight-hours delay with respect to majority verdicts was
appropriate or not. I am not prepared to go into any particularity in relation to that. They were
discussions and correspondence entered into on a confidential basis. Without the consent of those
bodies given to me, it would be inappropriate for me to go into that type of particularity. 

The honourable member refers to the Queensland Law Reform Commission referral in relation to
shield laws and why it would not be done in relation to majority verdicts. As I said before, majority
verdicts have been present in Australia in different jurisdictions going back to the 1920s; shield laws
have not. Shield laws are a new phenomenon, a new concept, and it is entirely appropriate therefore
that respective law reform commissions look into this novel area. It is not in any way similar to the
question of majority verdicts, the examination of which has been exhausted over many decades.

Clause 1, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 2, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 3—
Mr COPELAND (8.36 pm): Some stakeholders have expressed concerns with regard to the

pretrial directions being made by a judicial officer and that same judicial officer acting as the trial judge.
Has the Attorney considered these concerns from the Law Society and other stakeholders when
considering this point? What does the Attorney propose to do about these concerns?

Mr SHINE: The government does not take the view that the provision as drafted in clause 3 raises
any difficulty. Similar provisions in other states have worked well. It is quite within the capacity of a judge
to deal with an application of this nature on the one hand and to preside over the trial as well. In fact, I
would have thought that was likely to happen in relation to trials, for example, in Toowoomba,
Rockhampton and Townsville where there are set appointments of judges to those areas from time to
time at least. 

Clause 3, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 4, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 5—
Mr COPELAND (8.38 pm): I refer the Attorney to proposed section 615(5) within this clause. Has

the Attorney considered the subjectiveness of that clause in defining what would make up ‘a factual
issue that requires the application of objective community standards’? Can the Attorney provide
examples of when the no-jury rule would be refused? 

Mr SHINE: Proposed section 615(5) relates to when it would be appropriate for a jury to be the
decider of the question of fact as opposed to a judge alone. As it is set out there, it would be, for
example, when there are issues of what is reasonable in terms of community standards, what amounts
to negligence in relation to a car accident or a road accident of some sort, or what amounts to
indecency, obscenity or dangerousness. They are the sorts of issues where it is very appropriate for
there to be application of those community standards—as represented by members of a jury, members
of the community, non-lawyers. That is when they should have their very valuable input into the
administration of justice in Queensland. That is why that regard is to be had in a judge making a
decision as to whether or not a judge-alone application should succeed. These are the factual issues
that have to be taken into account.

The Western Australian Law Reform Commission noted in its consideration of the judge-alone
trial provisions of that state that the expression ‘in the interests of justice’ lacks a precise definition.
However, it is a concept known to the law. The Western Australian case law highlights that, while the
phrase is not an expression capable of easy articulation, a judge may take into account many factors
before concluding where the interests of justice may lie. The phrase is given form by the particular facts
and circumstances of a case. Fairness of a trial is an important component in the interests of justice. A
common example provided of unfairness is pre trial publicity, and in some cases the interests of justice
might require trial by judge alone to overcome lingering prejudice. 
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Mr COPELAND: The Attorney read out examples of reasonableness, negligence, indecency,
obscenity or dangerousness. Some of the high-profile cases that we have seen where there may be an
argument for a judge-only trial are in fact issues that go to the very heart of what an objective community
standard might require or might be seen to require for that trial. How do you reconcile the differences
between the need for objective community standards with the fact that in some very high-profile cases
the judge-only trial may in fact be the appropriate way to go? 

Mr SHINE: Obviously a balance has to be struck on that occasion with respect to those factual
issues that I described before, on the one hand, and those probably exceptional or special
circumstances. There is a reason we brought in the judge-alone option and I presume that is the reason
the opposition is supporting it. 

Mr COPELAND: Yes, we do support the judge-alone trial, but there will be some practicalities in
the implementation, which is why we are asking the question.

Clause 5, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 6—
Mr COPELAND (8.42 pm): Could the Attorney advise the House of any trials which the DPP has

already earmarked for the no jury trial application? 
Mr SHINE: No. 
Mr COPELAND: Has the government had any consideration of what trials they envisage may

apply for that? 
Mr SHINE: I would invite the honourable gentleman to read the bill. What he will find is that it is

not for the government to determine who will be trialled by trial-alone juries. 
Mr Reeves: They still don’t get the separation of powers. 
Mr SHINE: Well, there you are. 
Mr Rickuss: Do you?
Mr Reeves: Yes. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr English): Order! The minister is on his feet. I call the Attorney.
Mr SHINE: It will be a matter for either one of the parties—
Mr Horan interjected. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Member for Toowoomba South, I have just made a comment and

you walk in here saying that. 
Mr SHINE: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. It will be a matter for either of the parties. If it is the

prosecution, it will be a matter for the defence to consent. Ultimately, at the end of the day, it still will be
for the judge to take into account in the interests of justice whether an order will be made. It is not a
question of the DPP making that decision or the government making that decision or having any
particular case in mind. It is a question of what might unfold by the parties involved exercising their rights
if they choose to.

Clause 6, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 7, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 8—
Mr COPELAND (8.44 pm): I guess this is the crux of the question. I would like to ask the Attorney

why the government is proceeding with this clause when there is not a single stakeholder group that
supports it. The Law Society, the Bar Association, the Council for Civil Liberties, Legal Aid—none of
those organisations support this concept. The New South Wales Law Reform Commission advised the
New South Wales government not to do it. 

The majority verdict issue is a contentious one. It is one to which there is widespread objection
within the judicial system. One of the issues which the member for Surfers Paradise raised was that,
while the government accepts you cannot have majority verdicts for all trials, for those where mandatory
life sentences apply they still require a unanimous verdict. That then raises the question: if you need to
have a unanimous verdict for some trials, then surely the principle extends to having the unanimous
verdict for all trials. Or is it that there is not the same emphasis on those trials where the penalty is
lower? 

Mr SHINE: As I have said in my summing-up, the reason the government is pursuing the majority
verdict aspect of this bill is primarily to deal with that situation of the perverse or rogue juror—a bit like
that one in the Joh Bjelke-Petersen case. 

Opposition members interjected.
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Mr Rickuss interjected. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! 
Mr Rickuss interjected. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I warn the member for Lockyer under standing order 252. 
Mr SHINE: It is, however, a delight to hear the member for Lockyer defending civil liberties.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Minister, you will make your comments through the chair. 
Mr SHINE: Through you, Mr Deputy Speaker, it is a delight to hear the member for Lockyer

defending civil liberties. The whole front bench seems to be following suit, which is a unique occasion,
and I urge my colleagues on this side of the House—

Mr Horan: We were here; we saw what happened. 
Mr SHINE: The honourable member has been here a very long time; we know that. 
Opposition members interjected.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Members on my left! 
Mr SHINE: There is a lot of corporate knowledge over there. I am happy to address the questions

that the honourable member for Cunningham raised. My answer is that we have primarily done this to
address the issue of the rogue and perverse juror. We have done it because we do have concerns—and
concerns are often expressed to me by victims of crime, particularly in my role as someone who has to
make decisions in relation to criminal compensation payments—for those people who have to go
through the absolute trauma of a trial, not just once but several times, particularly in the committal
stages and particularly if it relates to sexual offences cases. 

I would urge all honourable members to take some time to sit in the back of a court room in the
District Court hearing of a sexual offence case because I think they would come away with a different
attitude. I am surprised at the honourable member for Clayfield. I do not know whether he had had a
wide criminal practice. It was probably more of a commercial one, I would have thought. But he would
come from that tradition and he would know what victims have to go through, and other members would
as well. I would ask members to have some sympathy and to have in your thoughts these people who
are the most vulnerable in the legal system.

The other question raised was why apply it in most of these cases but exclude it for mandatory life
situations. Trials in relation to the most serious criminal offences in Queensland have been excluded
from majority verdicts. Such offences are those for which the penalty is mandatory life imprisonment—
that is, murder under section 305 of the Criminal Code and demand with menaces on government under
section 54A(1) of the Criminal Code. The offence of piracy under section 81 of the Criminal Code also
currently has mandatory life imprisonment. All other jurisdictions in Australia which allow majority
verdicts, except New South Wales and Northern Territory, exclude murder. 

Mr COPELAND: It is nice to see the government still thinks that it has a monopoly on concern for
civil rights and civil liberties when we have seen so many infringements by this government over the
years, and the Goss government prior to that. Do not come and lecture us about civil liberties, Attorney. 

The Attorney has said that the principle is to avoid the occurrence of rogue jurors. If that principle
holds true for those lesser offences then surely he must believe that it holds true for those cases that
have mandatory life sentences. The principle is either consistent across-the-board or it is not. If the
Attorney believes it is okay to convict someone of a lesser offence with a lesser penalty on a majority
verdict because there may be a rogue juror then surely he must also believe that it is okay to convict
someone of murder if there is a rogue juror. It is inconsistent to say that one person is more worthy of a
unanimous verdict of their guilt than another. 

Mr SHINE: I am surprised that the member for Cunningham takes that view. What he is
suggesting is that people who are charged with murder or the menacing offence should not have the
benefit of unanimous juries. If he wants to argue that he should perhaps move an amendment to that
effect. 

In framing this section this government has taken note of what does apply, not uniformly but by
and large, in the rest of Australia. As well as that, majority verdicts have not been excluded for offences
with life imprisonment as the maximum penalty. In Queensland there are currently 44 life offences,
including the few offences that have mandatory life imprisonment as a penalty. 

The statistics for hung juries show that they are most prevalent for trials involving sexual assault
offences. A number of these offences carry a maximum penalty of life imprisonment. Exclusion of
offences which carry a maximum penalty of life imprisonment is therefore likely to significantly negate
the effects the introduction of majority verdicts may have on the incidence of hung juries. 
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Mr COPELAND: I could not let that go. The presumption of the Attorney-General that we are
arguing that there should be majority verdicts for mandatory life is absolutely ludicrous and ridiculous
and he knows it. The principle that the government is espousing is that for those crimes with a lesser
penalty it is okay to have a majority verdict but for those crimes with a higher penalty it is not. The
principle is inconsistent and it is certainly hypocritical on behalf of the Attorney. 

Mr SHINE: I will not repeat but I will rely on what I previously said in relation to that point. It is a
concession to those people charged with offences that do have mandatory life imprisonment. It is a
concession that those who ostensibly support civil liberties should not argue with. 

Clause 8, as read, agreed to. 
Clauses 9 and 10, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 11—
Mr COPELAND (8.53 pm): Clause 11 contains some of the amendments to the Crime and

Misconduct Act 2001. I guess this is one of the amendments that has had some scrutiny over the last
couple of days. On a number of occasions today the Attorney has referred to my time on the PCMC. He
is quite right. I have seen the workings of the CMC and prior to that the CJC close hand. As I said in my
contribution, the LNP supports the requirements for the CMC to have and to use its coercive powers for
the prosecution and questioning of people the subject of their investigations, particularly in relation to
crime and misconduct. 

The position the Attorney has taken in the last two days has really called into question whether
there is some foundation to the concerns that have been raised by the media about the infringement on
their rights of free press and the unintended consequence that may result from the passing of
this amendment to the CMC Act. 

I will take members through the process. I asked the Attorney in question time yesterday whether
he had been made aware of whether the CMC had used its powers to ask journalists to detail the source
of their information, or words to that effect. The Attorney replied by saying that he was aware of some
information but was not able to declare that to the House because it may compromise the investigation. 

Last night the Attorney came in and made a ministerial statement saying that in the corporate
memory of the CMC it had never used its powers to ask for a journalist’s source of information. This
morning the minister rose on a matter of privilege—I do not think it was a ministerial statement—to say
that the information that he had provided to us last night was incorrect and that there had been one case
but the policy of the CMC was not to prosecute in those cases and in fact it did not prosecute. 

That led me to ask a further question. Those answers seemed not only inconsistent with each
other—in fact, they were directly contradictory to each other—but also inconsistent with the fact that the
Attorney in the original answer to the question had said that he was aware of some information. We do
not know what that information was because the Attorney was unable or unwilling to give that
information to us. 

The question that I asked today was how the CMC approaches this. While it may not directly ask
for a source it may say to a journalist ‘Is Person X your source?’, which is technically a correct question.
The Attorney can understand why we are concerned. Given the responses and the information that we
have heard in the past two days there may well be unintended consequences. Also the CMC may be
asking these questions of journalists. We are not aware whether they are doing that. We do not know
whether they are. 

It is a question of the freedom of the press. We need to be cognisant of that while recognising that
the CMC does need these coercive powers. As I said in my contribution, to the best of my knowledge I
have only ever known them to use those powers judiciously. 

Mr SHINE: I was approached by members of the journalists association on Tuesday night. They
expressed to me their concerns in relation to what they thought might be involved in this part of the bill. I
explained to them that what we were endeavouring to do was restore clarity to the powers of the CMC
so that it could continue to carry out its investigations in a manner which I think we all felt it was able to
do prior to the Supreme Court decision in Witness D. That was all we were trying to do to—that is, make
it clear that a person could not rely on the privilege of self-incrimination; nothing more, nothing less. We
felt this was an entirely different issue to the very much wider issue of shield laws which has been the
subject of discussion within SCAG—the Standing Committee of Attorneys-General.

It is the subject of a model bill. It is a bill where both the Commonwealth and New South Wales
have, to a certain extent, gone down that legislative path. It is a matter which, since Harvey and
McManus involving journalists, has been very much in the national press—let me put it that way—for
some year or two now. So I am familiar with the argument and the debate about shield laws. What we
are doing here is quite different. It is simply clarifying the powers of the CMC to conduct its coercive, if
you like, investigations as it has done since the commencement of the CMC act. Prior to that, I think the
CJC legislation was very similar as well. It is important that to validate the past investigations and
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hearings of the CMC and the CJC we do what we are doing. It is a responsible thing. It is at the request
of the CMC that we do it, and do it urgently. Those of us in this House who are concerned with the good
work that the CMC does for the community should be supportive of what it wants us to do.

Mr COPELAND: As I said, we do not dispute the need for the powers that the CMC has. They are
coercive powers. The Attorney is right when he says that the intention was supported by all sides of
politics—I do not recall any differences—that the CMC does need those coercive powers in its
investigative processes. Attorney, what has come up in the last couple of days though and what we are
trying to establish is whether the CMC is in the practice of questioning journalists. One of the statements
that the Attorney made was that it does not ask about sources of information, but is it routine or an
occasional occurrence that the CMC questions journalists about information they may have or stories
they may have written, or is it completely unheard of and never happens? It is just something that we do
not know, Attorney, and that is what we are trying to establish.

Mr SHINE: At the outset I repeat what I said in my speech—that is, it is the policy of the CMC that
journalists will not be required to disclose their confidential source, which I think answers the member’s
question. That, as relayed to my office by the chair of the CMC, is its policy and, as I understand it, has
always been its policy. There was one case that came to light last night subsequent to the statements I
made in parliament yesterday where one of the persons who obviously had been with the CMC going
back to the CJC days did know personally of a case in which Mr Hanson QC from the private bar had
been involved and had made a recommendation to the CJC, I presume, to prosecute a particular person
for not revealing a source. Even then though it decided not to act on that recommendation.

So if the member’s question is whether the CMC is in the habit of demanding the revelation of
sources, from what I have been told I deduce that that is not the case. As the member knows from his
extensive period—I think probably six years; he is an expert—on the PCMC, politicians, be they the
minister or members of the PCMC, do not get to see the CMC’s files and do not get the see the
transcripts. I am in no better position than the member opposite to know what the questioning is. It
would be entirely inappropriate for me as a politician—as a minister—to ring up the CMC and ask for the
file on various people. That might have happened at a time in Queensland’s history prior to 1989, but it
does not happen under this government.

Mrs CUNNINGHAM: I have a couple of questions. The legislative changes in relation to the
removal of self-incrimination as a defence against answering questions is retrospectively dated to
January 2002. Why is it retrospectively dated and how many people will be impacted by that
retrospectivity? The Attorney just indicated across the chamber and pointed to members on this side
and said that it would be inappropriate for him as the Attorney-General to ring up the CMC and ask for
files on, as I said the Attorney indicated, members on this side of the House. On the basis of no
criminality, it would be inappropriate for the CMC to have files. I think the minister referred back to the
old days when there were dirt files on members of parliament who had opposite political aspirations. I
would hope that we would never get back to that situation. The other issue that I am interested in was a
comment attributed to the Attorney—it is not up on the Hansard yet only because Hansard has not listed
that information—in relation to this matter where he recommended that those of us concerned should
ask questions of the PCMC in relation to the impact of this part of the legislation on whistleblowers and
journalists. I am struggling to understand why the PCMC would have answers to those questions and
why the minister would see that as its jurisdiction.

Mr SHINE: The answer to the last question is that the role of the PCMC is to supervise, if you
like—oversee, oversight, have an oversight of—the CMC. It is a very precious and important part of the
CMA legislation to have the PCMC undertake that role. I cannot recall whether or not the honourable
member has been on that committee, but if she has she would know that it is an onerous obligation.
There is a lot of reading and a lot of responsibility. In my experience, everyone on both sides of the
House who has been on that committee has taken that responsibility very seriously. A lot of confidential
information is dealt with there and in my experience all members who have been on that committee, in
my time anyway, have done a stirling job.

In answer to the member’s question, its role is to have that oversight. It meets with the CMC
about three or four times a year or more than that. It engages the Parliamentary Commissioner, who is
responsible to it, to carry out regular investigations of the CMC and any complaints about the CMC. That
is why I believe that all sides of the House—it is all political; all parties and Independents—are
represented on that committee, and that is a far more transparent and open way of dealing with this
issue than me alone, for example, looking at it. I do not resile from that path. I think it is fair to all and
includes everyone in this House or their representatives in that process, so it is good.

The member asked how many people would be affected. The answer is that I do not know
because I have no right to know what it does, who it interviews, how often it interviews people and how
many people it has interviewed other than statistics that may be revealed in its annual reports, and the
member and I are both able to look at those. I cannot be any more helpful than that I am afraid. The
member also asked why it is retrospective. This decision of the court does not only affect the witness D
case but it potentially affects anything that it has done in relation to decisions of that nature going back
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to when the act started. So all of those investigations—it could have been many; it could have been
dozens or it could have been hundreds, or it might have been a handful; I just do not know—would come
under some suspicion and would therefore be capable of being reactivated or challenged by one or
other of the parties who may have been adversely affected. So as a matter of public policy, we want to
prevent that unsavoury situation arising. I believe it would have serious and costly consequences
relating to those sorts of previous, existing and future prosecutions if the retrospective declaration is, in
fact, not made. 

Mr COPELAND: The member for Gladstone asked two of the questions that I was going to ask. I
just want one further issue clarified. The Attorney-General has referred the issue of shield laws to the
Law Reform Commission. Has the Attorney-General requested the Law Reform Commission return to
him within a particular time frame, or has the Attorney-General given an indication of when he wants an
answer back from them? 

Mr SHINE: That is a fair enough question. I am unable to give a time frame. That will be set
primarily in conjunction and in consultation with the chair of the Queensland Law Reform Commission,
Justice Atkinson. She does not return to the country until next week. 

Clause 11, as read, agreed to.
Clause 12, as read, agreed to.

Third Reading
Hon. KG SHINE (Toowoomba North—ALP) (Attorney-General and Minister for Justice and

Minister Assisting the Premier in Western Queensland) (9.11 pm): I move—
That the bill be now read a third time.

Division: Question put—That the bill be now read a third time. 
AYES, 40—Attwood, Barry, Choi, Darling, Fenlon, Fraser, Grace, Gray, Hayward, Hinchliffe, Hoolihan, Keech, Kiernan, Lavarch,
Lawlor, Lee, Miller, Moorhead, Mulherin, Nolan, Palaszczuk, Pitt, Purcell, Reeves, Roberts, Scott, Shine, Smith, Spence, Stone,
Struthers, Sullivan, van Litsenburg, Wallace, Weightman, Wells, Wendt, Wilson. Tellers: Male, Jones
NOES, 22—Copeland, Cripps, Cunningham, Dempsey, Flegg, Gibson, Hobbs, Hopper, Horan, Johnson, Langbroek, Lingard,
McArdle, Messenger, Nicholls, Pratt, Simpson, Springborg, Stevens, Stuckey. Tellers: Rickuss, Elmes

Resolved in the affirmative.
Bill read a third time. 

Long Title
Hon. KG SHINE (Toowoomba North—ALP) (Attorney-General and Minister for Justice and

Minister Assisting the Premier in Western Queensland) (9.15 pm): I move—
That the long title of the bill be agreed to.

Question put—That the long title of the bill be agreed to.
Motion agreed to.

SPECIAL ADJOURNMENT
Hon. JC SPENCE (Mount Gravatt—ALP) (Acting Leader of the House) (9.16 pm): I move—

That the House, at its rising, do adjourn until 9.30 am on Tuesday, 7 October 2008.

Question put—That the motion be agreed to.
Motion agreed to. 

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. JC SPENCE (Mount Gravatt—ALP) (Acting Leader of the House) (9.17 pm): I move—

That the House do now adjourn.

Fuel Subsidy Scheme
Mr RICKUSS (Lockyer—NPA) (9.17 pm): I rise to speak about the proposed changes to the Fuel

Subsidy Scheme. Unfortunately, this is another change that is happening without proper consultation
with the fuel industry. All of the service stations in my electorate have received letters about the
proposed changes to the Fuel Subsidy Scheme that will occur this month with a list of onerous
regulations that are going to be applied to these service stations.
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The minister has put out a press release. It is government by press release. That press release
titled ‘Queensland motorists to receive full fuel subsidy by Easter’ states—
Whichever model is ultimately adopted, there will be an automatic entitlement and automatic issue to Queenslanders, free of
charge. 

All the retailers in my area are small retailers. How could it be free of charge for them? They are
going to have to change their advertising signs and they are going to have to change their computer
programs. There will also be the onerous task of the identification of consumers. This change in the Fuel
Subsidy Scheme will not be free of charge. It just cannot possibly be free of charge. 

Some of the smaller operators in my area will even be required to get council approval to put up
signs. What is going on here is an absolute crime. Everyone in Queensland knows that we get 8c or
8.35c a litre off our fuel. This is just blatant, free advertising for the government. That is all they want.
They want the full price advertised and then the 8.35c discount applied. 

This government is trying to make the fuel subsidy such an onerous scheme for these smaller
service stations to operate that they will say, ‘This is just too hard. We’ll have to abandon it.’ This is just
another overbureaucratic, overregulated piece of claptrap that has come out of the Treasurer’s office. 

Unfortunately, he just goes on and on and on. We had the rip-off put into the Liquor Act this week
and now $600,000 a week will be ripped out of the paying public’s pockets just for them to have a beer.
Now, the government is going to rip money out of them through the fuel subsidy by overregulation. By
pure government mismanagement and overregulation there will be a fuel price rise. 

It is as clear as the printing on this press release. This change will cost retailers money. Where
will the retailers get it back? They will get it back from the paying public. It is as straightforward as that. It
is like the $600,000 that will now come out of the liquor industry. That will come out of the pockets of the
hotel patrons. 

This change in the subsidy will come out of the pockets of the motoring public of Queensland.
Unfortunately, Mr Deputy Speaker, the smaller service stations in my area and in your area will pay
dearly for this. They will continue to pay for this overregulation. 

Time expired. 

Toward Q2: Tomorrow’s Queensland
Mrs LD LAVARCH (Kurwongbah—ALP) (9.20 pm): This week Premier Anna Bligh launched

Toward Q2: Tomorrow’s Queensland, an exciting and ambitious vision for where we want Queensland to
be in 2020. Toward Q2 clearly spells out the Bligh government’s vision, target and aspirations for
Queensland’s future. Today’s Queensland is the place we love, the only place we want to live and the
very place we want our children to grow up in. The government has framed its 2020 vision for
Queensland around five ambitions. We want a Queensland that is strong and a Queensland that is
green, smart, healthy and fair. These are ambitions which set compass points for the future. 

Tonight I want to talk green. It is green talk that you will hear from me. Our green ambition seeks
to protect our lifestyle and environment. Targets are set to cut Queenslanders’ carbon footprint by one-
third with reduced car and electricity use and to protect 50 per cent more land for nature conservation
and public recreation. If anyone needs a reason why we need to strive to protect our lifestyle and
environment or a reason to protect land for nature conservation, then tonight I would say it could be
spelt out in one word: koalas. 

Early last century Queensland traded in koala skins which tragically resulted in a massive decline
in the koala population. When koalas were fully protected in the 1930s populations began to increase
again. Today our koala population is under threat again not by fur traders and hunters but by population
growth, housing demand and development. Loss of habitat presents a great danger to our koalas. 

While many associate the Redlands, the Koala Coast, with koala populations of south-east
Queensland, the Pine Rivers area is an equally important koala habitat. This has been recognised in the
government’s koala action plan. Yet despite the koala plan and tough planning controls to protect koala
habitat, a recent report details a disturbing decline in koala populations in our area. This report, the GHD
report presented in May this year, found a 45 per cent decline in urban koala habitats and a 15 per cent
decline in bushland sites between 2001 and 2007 in the Moreton Bay Regional Council area.

The report concluded that this decline, in combination with the reported decline in observed koala
density along the Koala Coast, indicates that there is a potential for decline of a number of important
koala populations across south-east Queensland. It showed that loss of trees, dog attacks and cars are
the biggest threats to koalas. A koala population decline of this extent means that we are at real risk of
losing the total koala population of south-east Queensland within 20 years. That is why we have to act
now and continue to act to protect the koala population in our region. 

Time expired. 
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Toowoomba, Second Range Crossing
Mr HORAN (Toowoomba South—NPA) (9.23 pm): I have spoken on numerous occasions in this

parliament about the need for a second range crossing at Toowoomba. Once again I want to bring it up
tonight because the situation is getting worse by the week. Some 25,000 vehicles a day come up the
Toowoomba range and about 5,000 of those are B-doubles and semi-trailers, making it the heaviest
freight-carrying road in Australia. They go through at least 16 sets of traffic lights which will in the near
future be increased to some 25 traffic lights. Then they turn either left to go south to the southern states
or right and go north up to Darwin. It is even worse now because 24/7 we have the coal trucks from
Ackland carting coal to Swanbank and the Brisbane port because Queensland Rail simply cannot
undertake its obligations to cart the coal. In fact, it only carries about 35 per cent of the coal on rail. 

The people of Toowoomba are outraged at the length of time it is taking to get this second range
crossing funded. To date $44 million has been provided by the federal government—and it is a federal
road—which has been used to purchase land along the corridor. An amount of $10 million has been
used for the detailed planning and for the business case. Also a 600-metre pilot tunnel has been drilled
through the range to test the geology at the location of the proposed tunnel.

Two or three years ago the Toowoomba City Council erected signs on the side of the range which
showed that in recent years there had been 12 deaths, 153 serious injuries and 159 closures of the
range crossing, which is almost the only road to Toowoomba apart from narrow winding roads. The
Toowoomba Chronicle has now taken up the case and is running a massive petition to get names and
signatures of people to impress upon Canberra the need to fund this second crossing. The Toowoomba
Regional Council Mayor, Peter Taylor, presented a business case to the Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd.
Lawrence Springborg came to Toowoomba and said that the LNP will make the second range crossing
a priority and will stop all the buck-passing between state and federal governments. All we need now is
a bit of support from the state government and some support from Prime Minister Kevin Rudd. 

The previous coalition government promised $700 million from the 2009-2014 AusLink money,
which would have seen this up and underway in a couple of years time. 

Mr Fraser: How much?

Mr HORAN: It is going to cost about $1.5 billion or $1.6 billion all up. This was a start and there
was more to follow. It is time for action. Considering the Surat Basin and the mining riches of the
Western Downs, which are flowing through to the Queensland economy, this most important second
range crossing needs the support of everybody. 

Mr Fraser interjected. 

Mr HORAN: I hear the Treasurer bleating and squirming over there. He should get behind this
because this will be one of the most strategic and important roads in the state.

Time expired. 

Be Smart, Be Cool, Travel Safe Program Launch
Mrs SULLIVAN (Pumicestone—ALP) (9.26 pm): Last week, parliamentary secretary for

transport, Gary Fenlon, and I attended the launch of Be Smart, Be Cool, Travel Safe, an award-winning
Bus It Safe school program initiated by the managers of Caboolture Bus Lines, Janette and Grant
Craike. As well as developing their own bus safety program, they have also been supportive of the state
government’s resources focusing on safe behaviour in and around buses. The focus of the Caboolture
Bus Lines’ program is on promoting safe school bus travel and road safety for students incorporating a
code of conduct for students. A free pilot was developed and organised in April this year with the
Elimbah State School’s grade 4 students. As part of the program 1,400 students and over 100 teachers
will experience a 90-minute session on the workings of a bus depot with a strong emphasis on safety
and safe travel behaviour.

Guests at the launch, including the students accompanied by teachers Liz Mulholland and Karen
Harper, were treated to a tour of the program’s five interactive displays throughout the bus depot. It
included a tour of Toby Bus Station, which is the yellow bus used in the trial and a workshop station.
Here we saw what was needed to keep a bus running well and a mechanic was available to talk to us.
The tour also included a supervised crossing station, a blind spot station and the unsupervised zebra
crossing station. 

I thanked the students for their enthusiasm in embracing the program and their participation in the
poster competition run in conjunction with it. I presented awards and ten-pin bowling vouchers to each
class and congratulated them on their cooperation. They told me they valued the lessons that they had
learnt. 
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Hard work and dedication by Mr and Mrs Craike, Neil Mackenzie and Lenore Cook from
Queensland Transport’s division of education; the Department of Education, Training and the Arts—
DETA; Mr Willie Astorino, Operations Manager of Caboolture Bus Lines; the bus drivers and staff have
made this pilot a success and it is hoped that other bus lines will take it up. Sponsors of the program
include Queensland Transport, the Department of Education, Training and the Arts, Mercedes-Benz,
Northside Cleaning Supplies, Pacific Petroleum, ANZ, Australia Zoo, Roscar Management Consulting,
Queensland Bus Industry Council, Asher Enterprises and First Field Regiment of Royal Australian
Artillery. This is a great partnership between private enterprise and government.

The Bligh government is committed to the promotion of positive safe behaviour on and around
school buses to protect the 150,000 Queensland students who travel to and from schools. Statistically,
travelling on a school bus is still the safest way for students to get to and from school in Queensland and
we will continue to support any measure that will help ensure that wonderful safety record remains. 

Gladstone and District Hockey Association
Mrs CUNNINGHAM (Gladstone—Ind) (9.29 pm): The Gladstone and District Hockey Association

is seeking funding to upgrade its field to artificial turf. Hockey Queensland Inc. have written a letter of
support and I would like to quote from it. It states—
The organisation is well run and committed in all aspects of their business/sport to improving the standard of hockey in their city.
For many years they have been committed to investigating best ways forward in providing their present and future players the best
possible playing surface possible. 
Up until 2008, their players play on grass fields which whilst are in good conditions do not provide a surface which can enhance
and improve the standard of hockey for all players in Gladstone. 
If Gladstone and District Hockey Association continue to provide grass fields, Hockey Queensland can only allocate U13 State
Championships to this venue. For Gladstone to have an opportunity to host U15, U18, Open and Veteran’s Championships they
must have an artificial surface. 
Therefore Hockey Queensland via its Facility Strategic Plan recommends the upgrade of grass fields to artificial surfaces as being
the first priority of facility development. 
We therefore support Gladstone’s application for a grant to upgrade its playing surface. 

There is also a letter of support from Hockey Australia. I table a copy of both of those letters.
Tabled paper: Copy of a letter, dated 30 April 2008, from Linden Adamson, Chief Executive, Hockey Australia, relating to the
Gladstone and District Hockey Association. 
Tabled paper: Copy of a letter, dated 11 April 2008, from Garry West-Bail, General Manager, Hockey Queensland Inc., relating to
the Gladstone and District Hockey Association.

The Gladstone association works tirelessly for this sport. We recently had the under 13
championships. Teams from right across Queensland attended, including the member for Mirani’s
children. It was good to see the member of parliament there in his capacity as a dad. He can attest to
the quality of the fields as they are but also to the need for an artificial surface to allow the association in
Gladstone to have the opportunity to attract other championships and also to give our local players the
opportunity to get experience on artificial turf so that they are better equipped to compete in other
regions. 

Already there is an undertaking from the federal government to fund part of the cost. The
association itself has funding to complement that contribution from the federal government. We need a
contribution now from the state government to see this project go ahead. I implore the minister for sport
to place her support behind this application to ensure that the Gladstone and District Hockey
Association is able to provide appropriate facilities for its players. It certainly will not be for the want of
dedication on behalf of the association and indeed on behalf of all of the players in that association. 

National Literacy and Numeracy Week
Ms van LITSENBURG (Redcliffe—ALP) (9.32 pm): Last week was National Literacy and

Numeracy Week, and it was great to see local schools celebrate their achievements and offer a wide
variety of activities throughout the week to ignite students’ enthusiasm for literacy and numeracy and to
showcase literacy and numeracy in the school. 

As a teacher myself, I applaud the week-long activities involving the whole learning community.
Literacy and numeracy are the building blocks and the foundation of everything children will do for the
rest of their lives. It is vital that schools give them every opportunity to succeed. To that end I was happy
to go to Humpybong State School to spend a lunchtime reading to students in the library. Principal Vicky
Gahan believes as I do that it is important for students to experience and enjoy literature to empower
them to gain the skills and enthusiasm they need to be successful lifelong learners. 

The Bligh government is investing record resources in our children, ensuring that they have the
best possible opportunities to maximise their talents and are able to gain the best qualifications and
skills for their future. The Bligh government is a forward-looking government. This is evidenced in our
commitment to delivering prep, giving students another year of education and ensuring Queensland
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education has parity with other states. As part of the Bligh government’s Toward Q2 vision for the future,
the Queensland government is partnering with the federal government to deliver 240 new kindergartens
across the state. This is an example of better outcomes resulting from the state and federal Labor
governments working together to improve our lifestyles. 

A few weeks ago I had the privilege of attending the St Vincent de Paul Society’s launch of the
Give a Child a Chance campaign. As a charitable organisation that supports people in poverty and in
crisis, it has identified that children who live in poverty are often disadvantaged in their education. It aims
to raise $3 million to support these children. It was with pleasure that I presented regional president,
Theresa Blatchly, with a cheque to kick off their campaign. This campaign will support disadvantaged
students, empowering them to take advantage of the education the government delivers so they can
use their talents to gain the skills they need to break the poverty cycle. The Bligh government knows that
what we do now will affect the future and that the Q2 plan will provide the best opportunities for all
Queenslanders to succeed. 

Clarke, Father Benjamin Albert OAM
Mrs STUCKEY (Currumbin—Lib) (9.35 pm): On Monday, 8 September I attended a deeply

moving service at St Peter’s Church, Coolangatta, to celebrate the life of Benjamin Albert Clarke OAM,
who passed away on Tuesday, 2 September 2008 aged 85. 

Born in Nanango on 18 August 1923, Ben Clarke grew up in Brisbane and attended Cannon Hill
and East Brisbane state schools, playing soccer and cricket in which he retained a lifelong interest, and
as a teenager joined Morningside Scouts, a movement to which he was to devote 30 years. During his
teens, Ben’s mother underwent a serious operation and he was required to leave high school after just a
couple of months to assist her at home. Ben’s father found him an apprenticeship with a well-known
Brisbane upholsterer. 

Aged 18 Ben enlisted with the Field Ambulance of the Army Medical Corps, and served four years
in New Guinea during World War II. After the war he met and married the love of his life, Gwyneth Myatt,
in 1948 and started his own upholstery business which flourished until he received a calling from the
Lord and decided to study for the Anglican ministry. 

After seven years of study Ben was ordained as a deacon at St Francis church at Nundah in 1973
and served a number of parishes until his ‘retirement’ to North Kirra on the Gold Coast in 1986. But for
the next 20 years Father Ben never stopped working for the Lord and the community. He voluntarily
undertook planned giving programs for 35 parishes throughout Queensland and became a ‘gypsy’ priest
for about 15 years. In addition, Ben served the Currumbin RSL as padre for 20 years, moving all in
attendance at the nationally acclaimed dawn service at Elephant Rock, Currumbin, with his skilful
speeches that touched hearts and reminded us all of the enormous sacrifice made by those who fought
for our country to be free. Fittingly, Ben was awarded the Order of Australia Medal in recognition of his
voluntary services in 2003 which also included 20 years as a Rotarian. 

Father Ben will be remembered as a truly remarkable man, a living treasure, one whose actions
have brought a new dimension to the term ‘community service’. St Peter’s Anglican Church is small,
quaint and traditional with leadlight window panels. For the past five years it has transformed when
Wintersun comes to town, and this little church literally rocks with the sounds of Johnny O’Keefe and
pals of that era. People are packed like sardines and stream out onto the streets. Father Ben is up the
front in his waistcoat covered in guitars rocking along with everyone. 

His ability to connect with people, his wisdom, advice and friendship I will carry in my heart
forever. When I met him I knew I had encountered a special friend and like countless others will miss
him dearly. When closing Ben’s eulogy, his sister-in-law Betty said—
I am sure Jesus welcomed him last Tuesday afternoon with these words ‘Well done thou good and faithful servant.’ May his
example live on for us to try to emulate. 

May he rest in peace and rise in glory. I say a very special thank you to Father Ken
Spreadborough for carrying this service so reverently. 

Y-West Sports, Fitness and Community Centre
Mrs ATTWOOD (Mount Ommaney—ALP) (9.37 pm): Last week I had the pleasure of officially

opening the gymnastics extension at the Y-West Sports, Fitness and Community Centre at Jamboree
Heights. Present on the day was YMCA CEO, Mr Alan Bray, and former gymnastic coach Mr Frank Vig,
after whom the centre was named. 

The new foam pit and extra gymnastics floor space are important additions to the centre. This
government provided more than $380,000 towards the development of these extensions, with YMCA
Brisbane providing the remaining funds for a total project cost of over $760,000. The extension will help
the Y-West centre to meet growing demands and provide additional services to the community, including
the teen fitness program to be delivered on the new 25 x 20 metre gymnastics activity space. 
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The extension will also provide a permanent location for the centre’s baby gym, which aims to
give children a healthy start in life by promoting physical activity from an early age. The skills learnt in
gymnastics form the basis for almost all physical activities, making it one of the best activities for our
young people to get involved in. 

Gymnastics in Queensland continues to grow. There are now 128 gymnastics clubs across the
state providing a range of programs to about 27,000 members. Queensland’s Naazmi Johnston and
Sam Simpson at the Beijing Olympics certainly gave our young people something to aspire to, and
facilities like this centre will help our budding athletes achieve their sporting goals. 

One of the challenges we face as a community is rising obesity rates, so it is essential we ensure
all Queenslanders have access to quality sport and recreational facilities and programs. The
Queensland government is proud to support gymnastics in this state, providing more than $2.8 million
over the last 18 months for programs, facilities and participation initiatives. This includes a commitment
of $945,000 over the next three years to Gymnastics Queensland to develop the sport statewide.

 In 2005, the government’s support assisted Gymnastics Queensland to develop the highly
successful Active Bods program, which provides our kids with a mix of high-energy, fun activities that
improve fitness, motor skills and self-confidence. About 2,000 students each week participate in the
program in schools, clubs and child-care centres right across Queensland. It is a fantastic achievement
that they should all be proud of.

This year’s budget includes a record $78 million sport and recreation package that will provide
funding to assist in building local sport and recreational facilities and implementing community based
programs. These types of projects go hand in hand with our statewide initiatives. This year we launched
the highly successful Find Your 30 campaign to encourage all Queenslanders to include 30 minutes of
exercise in their daily routine. This is part of the government’s $8.4 million Eat Well Be Active campaign,
aimed at changing the habits of kids and adults to help them adopt healthier lifestyles.

Time expired. 

Bundaberg Rugby League Centenary

Mr DEMPSEY (Bundaberg—NPA) (9.41 pm): I recently had the pleasure of attending the
Bundaberg Rugby League’s centenary celebration dinner and, like everyone else there, I could only be
inspired by the unheralded presence of Australian Rugby League Team of the Century member Norm
Provan. There were also five other former internationals present on the night—Bundaberg Team of the
Century members Col Weiss, Noel Gallagher and Noel Cavanagh; Colin Scott, who now coaches in the
Bundaberg Rugby League; and Billy Moore, who will always be remembered for his now famous
‘Queenslander!’ call going into a State of Origin battle for the Maroons back in 1995.

This special night was about saluting the proud past 97 years since the Bundaberg Rugby
League’s formation in 1911. Just like in every other city and town in Queensland, Rugby League is very
much a part of the Bundaberg culture, and even before the Bundaberg Rugby League was formed the
city was producing proud test players. Bundaberg’s own Bill Heidke played for Queensland in the
inaugural Rugby League interstate game in 1908, and later that year he played in two tests in the
inaugural Kangaroos tour. In 1910 he was given the Australian captaincy over the great Dally
Messenger, becoming the first Queenslander to captain the Kangaroos.

It was also pleasing to see Bundaberg Team of the Century player/coach Bill Pearson, who was
also named in illustrious company alongside the likes of Cameron Smith, Trevor Gillmeister, Mark
Graham and Greg Inglis in the Brisbane Norths Devils greatest team. Although only four of the five
surviving members of the Bundaberg Team of the Century could attend, Les Kiss, who is currently the
defensive coach for the Irish national Rugby Union team, was represented by his brother Michael.

It was also a red-letter night for Bundaberg Rugby League chairman Mal Breen, who was
rewarded for over 40 years of service to the code and was presented with a life membership. Past
treasurer Geoff Rackemann also received a special presentation. The outstanding success of the night
was also a tribute to the executive members—secretary Chris Sullivan, treasurer Mike Ireland and
registrar Terry Dodd—as well as passionate Queensland Rugby League Wide Bay North manager Dave
Pearce. 

Congratulations also go to all BRL 2008 award winners, especially A Grade Player of the Year
Lyal Darby and Senior Representative Player of the Year Matthew Tanner, who recently represented the
Queensland Country Rangers. Congratulations also go to Matthew Hall, who received the Les
Sommerville Medal for Player of the 2008 A Grade Grand Final, and the Brothers club for completing a
remarkable unbeaten season. Bundaberg can also lay claim to the birthplace of Australian Team of the
Century member Mal Meninga and most recent test representative Antonio Kaufusi. 
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Despite its status, League has faced major challenges from the other football codes in recent
years, but with the hardworking people I have just mentioned at the helm and with countless club
officials and volunteers doing a wonderful job, Rugby League will continue for the next 100 years as the
‘greatest game of all’, and Bundaberg will continue to be a breeding ground for future champions. 

Coleman, Ms M
Ms MALE (Glass House—ALP) (9.44 pm): Our electorate officers are largely the unsung heroes

of politics. I know that my two staff—Linda Schafer and Melanie Coleman—do a terrific job every day. I
would like to bring to the attention of the House a recent achievement of Melanie’s. It is one which few of
us ever achieve—that is, to be a published author. Melanie has recently completed her international
relations honours thesis at the University of Southern Queensland and compiled a journal article with
her honours supervisor, Anna Hayes. This article has recently been published in the Australian
Quarterly. The article, titled ‘Commonwealth Games: Fraser’s Vision and Zimbabwe’s Road to Majority
Rule’, discusses Australia’s role within the Commonwealth and how former Prime Minister Malcolm
Fraser used the diplomacy of the Commonwealth to help effect change to the leadership of Zimbabwe.

Melanie interviewed Mr Fraser for the article, in which he reveals the ‘dirty pool’ that was being
played by the British leading up to the 1980 Zimbabwean election which eventually saw the win of
Robert Mugabe and the loss of the British backed candidate, Bishop Abel Muzorewa. This election also
saw independence for Zimbabwe and the start of an oppressive regime that has lasted for 28 years.
While Fraser could not have seen into the future and the problems that are now occurring, he helped
give Zimbabwe the opportunity to become a nation ruled by the majority. Fraser’s recollections in this
article offer a valuable insight into the fight to secure Zimbabwean independence at a time when issues
in Africa were not of considerable concern to the international community, let alone Australia. 

I would like to congratulate both Melanie and her supervisor, Anna Hayes, on an informative and
interesting article. I am sure Melanie’s family and friends are very proud of her achievements to date, as
are Linda and I. I am also sure we will see many more great literary efforts from Melanie Coleman. 

The House adjourned at 9.45 pm. 
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