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Dr MILES: I take that interjection by the Premier. It is exciting. A new linking section has also 
been constructed, allowing visitors to opt for a shorter 550-metre loop walk if they do not have time to 
do the entire boardwalk.  

Ms Trad interjected.  
Dr MILES: It will assist the Deputy Premier to get those 10,000 steps. The Queensland Parks 

and Wildlife Service works closely with traditional owners in managing our parks and forests and has 
employed two traditional owners from the Daintree area to work on this project. The project is currently 
on budget and ahead of time, with a forecast for completion in the 2018-19 financial year. This 
government will continue to invest in visitor infrastructure that brings tourists to our World Heritage 
areas and provides vital employment for people in regional communities, particularly our traditional 
owners. > 

<Citytrain, Overtime 
Mr MANDER: <My question is to the Premier>. At the last sitting the Premier could not answer 

this question, so let us try again.  
Mr HINCHLIFFE: I rise to a point of order. Mr Speaker, that was a completely unnecessary 

preamble to the question and I ask that you give some guidance to members in order to ask questions.  
Mr SPEAKER: Member for Everton, you have been here for some time now. That preamble is 

unnecessary. 
Mr MANDER: I will go straight to the question. 
Mr SPEAKER: I think you should. 
Mr MANDER: In October 2016 it was revealed that, at the peak of Labor’s rail fail, Citytrain 

drivers alone were being paid almost half a million dollars per fortnight. Will the Premier tell 
Queenslanders how much overtime has been paid to Citytrain crew since the opening of the Moreton 
Bay Rail Link and the start of Labor’s rail fail?  

Ms PALASZCZUK: I thank the member for Everton for the question. Perhaps the member for 
Everton could have secured a deal with Malcolm Turnbull. Maybe he could have delivered for Malcolm 
Turnbull, because he could have done the one job— 

Mr SPEAKER: Thank you, Premier. I know that you may want to talk about that topic, but that is 
not the question. 

Ms PALASZCZUK: As we have stated previously, overtime is needed to be paid because 
Queensland Rail is in the process of recruiting more drivers. That is why we had the Strachan report, 
that is why we are recruiting, that is why we want extra drivers—because that will reduce the reliance 
that is needed on overtime.> 

Mr SPEAKER: Thank you, members. Question time has finished.  

<HONOURABLE ANGELO VASTA (REVERSAL OF REMOVAL) BILL 

Introduction 
Mr KATTER (Mount Isa—KAP) (11.33 am<): I present a bill for an act to reverse the removal of 

>Honourable Angelo Vasta from office as a Supreme Court judge. I table the bill and explanatory notes. 
I nominate the Legal Affairs and Community Safety Committee to consider the bill.  
Tabled paper: Honourable Angelo Vasta (Reversal of Removal) Bill 2017. 
Tabled paper: Honourable Angelo Vasta (Reversal of Removal) Bill 2017, explanatory notes. 

In 1989, the parliament moved to dismiss the judge from his office on the basis of findings from 
a commission of inquiry established by the parliament. This is the only occasion since Federation that 
any parliament in Australia has removed a Supreme Court judge. The decision to remove the judge 
was made after a statutory commission of inquiry, established by an act of parliament, found that the 
judge’s behaviour in some personal affairs warranted his removal from office. The allegations of this 
statutory commission included giving false evidence regarding the AAT incident at the defamation 
hearing; making and maintaining allegations that the then Chief Justice, Attorney-General and 
Mr Fitzgerald QC had conspired to injure him; arranging sham transactions to gain income tax 
advantage; and making false claims for taxation deductions in respect of the lease of a library.  
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The legislation that established the statutory commission of inquiry was done hastily, with 
numerous deficiencies identified by subsequent reviews of the case, with the most serious deficiencies 
being that the terms of reference were too wide and examined all aspects of the judge’s life; the 
legislation prevented any decisions of the commission to be made the subject of review in a court of 
law; there was no provision for the judge to appeal any adverse findings of the commission; and, finally, 
if the parliament sought to have the commission make findings of fact to assist the Legislative Assembly, 
any provision that gave the inquiry the authority to submit an opinion as to whether the judge should be 
removed was wrong and possibly unconstitutional since that power belongs to the parliament and to 
the parliament alone and cannot be delegated.  

Since the report of the commission of inquiry was tabled in the Legislative Assembly in 1989, a 
number of the commission of inquiry allegations have since been dismissed or proven to be untrue. 
The 1995 report of the International Commission of Jurists—Australian chapter—the IJC report—into 
the dismissal of the judge outlines the allegations that have since been dismissed or proven to be 
untrue. These allegations include alleged false evidence given by the judge in a defamation hearing—
the commission did not accept as true the evidence of the judge; a shame loan that was arranged to 
gain a tax advantage—the Australian Taxation Office and the Commissioner of Taxation eventually 
accepted that the judge’s tax affairs were legitimate and no sham loan existed; and, finally, a number 
of other allegations relating to the judge’s tax affairs that have since been determined and are in 
contradiction of the commission of inquiry’s report. Clearly, the inquiry report that the parliament relied 
upon to, for the only time in history, remove a Supreme Court judge was flawed. That was the advice 
that the parliament acted on.  

Mr Stevens interjected.  
Mr KATTER: I take that interjection by my colleague. My father was a member of that parliament. 

In addition to the ICJ’s findings, further circumstances suggest that the decision to remove the judge 
may have been influenced by attitudes at the time rather than an objective process. The commission 
of inquiry emphasised how important it was that the matters that may warrant the judge’s removal be 
considered in conjunction with each another. 

At the time of the judge’s removal, a number of members of parliament, from all sides of politics, 
publicly and privately voiced their dismay at the events surrounding the dismissal of the judge from the 
Supreme Court of Queensland. Mr Wayne Goss regarded the report ‘as quite unsatisfactory in a 
number of respects’ and Mr Terry Mackenroth said in parliament on 7 June 1989— 
The commissioners say in the report that those dealings do not come within their jurisdiction, yet they find him guilty of them.  

The proper course of action was that the matter should have been dealt with by the taxation authorities before the report came 
before the Parliament for debate...  

Many other members of parliament voiced serious concerns at not being able to thoroughly 
consider and research the matter over a number of days. This bill is not about judging people from the 
past and conducting a witch-hunt of them; it is acknowledging that there were some serious flaws 
behind the judgement that was made at the time. There was also a concerted effort to allow for a 
conscience vote for all members of parliament. This was denied when government ministers instructed 
all government members to vote en bloc.  

Although the judge comprehensively proclaimed that he should not be removed from office, the 
motion was passed by the Assembly at approximately 3 am, with only the support of the government 
but with intense disapproval from the opposition and other parties. The vote was determined only by 
voting on the voices and no division was called. It is suggested that the commission made a glaring 
error when the commissioners delved into the judge’s taxation matters.  

On 12 September 1995 the Hon. Neil Turner raised the matter of the judge’s dismissal as a 
matter of public interest and subsequently tabled the ICJ report to the Legislative Assembly. Mr Turner 
sought to have the parliament review this matter and he highlighted the events which show clearly that 
the parliament was in error in the decision to recommend the dismissal of the judge by the Governor in 
Council. Over the years a number of other people involved in the decision have expressed their regret 
privately. I expect now that this legislation has been put forward more people will come out publicly with 
their views.  

Angelo Vasta, at 76 years of age, is now too old to be re-admitted. This is about righting the 
wrongs of the past and the parliament doing the right thing. It is not about condemning anyone who 
was involved in the decision. It is important to note that there is no issue of compensation, it is just 
about clearing someone’s name. I think it is the right thing for the parliament to consider. It is not casting 
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judgment on anyone involved in this decision. I think there was some flawed advice that was given. It 
was around the time of the Fitzgerald inquiry when there was a real fervour to cast someone out from 
that role. Unfortunately judge Anglo Vasta was on the receiving end. That was the only time since 
Federation that a parliament has removed a Supreme Court judge. One would have expected that he 
had committed grand larceny or murdered someone or something really severe, not to have some tax 
issues that subsequently were mostly found to be invalid. That was a strong pillar for the removal of 
Mr Vasta. I ask that the parliament consider this bill and do the right thing by someone who I think was 
unfairly removed.  

First Reading 
Mr KATTER (Mount Isa—KAP) (11.41 am): 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. 

Referral to the Legal Affairs and Community Safety Committee  
Madam DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms Farmer): In accordance with standing order 131, the bill is now 

referred to the Legal Affairs and Community Safety Committee.> 

<SUGAR INDUSTRY (APPLICATION OF TRANSITIONAL PROVISION) 
AMENDMENT BILL 

Introduction 
Mr DICKSON (Buderim—PHON) (11.41 am): <I seek to present a bill for an act to amend the 

>Sugar Industry Act 1999 to extend the period within which particular supply contracts are not required 
to include particular terms. I table the bill and explanatory notes.  
Tabled paper: Sugar Industry (Application of Transitional Provision) Amendment Bill 2017. 
Tabled paper: Sugar Industry (Application of Transitional Provision) Amendment Bill 2017, explanatory notes. 

This is a pretty straightforward bill. It is looking to buy a year in time so that the two parties who 
have been doing battle for some time can work through their agreement without being coerced in any 
particular way. This amendment is necessary to overcome the issue facing the sugar industry currently 
being experienced in the Burdekin basin. Currently Wilmar Sugar has not finalised its agreement 
between it and QSL due to ongoing negotiations resulting in the delay in reaching suitable terms of 
contract to growers with Wilmar pursuant to their cane sale agreement. As a result, the canegrowers 
cannot lock in the forward pricing contracts.  

This amendment to the act allows the current agreement to be extended for one year to allow 
the existing contract to be carried over by those growers supplying cane to Wilmar Sugar and hence 
enabling forward pricing contracts to be finalised. Equally, this amendment allows QSL and Wilmar 
Sugar to continue negotiations without the deadline pressure to complete. This amendment does not 
affect other refineries or other growers with different mills who have already settled their individual 
contracts. I have two letters that I would like to table. The first is an open letter to the Prime Minister 
from a Mr Geoff Cox and also a newsletter from Mr Paul Schembri.  
Tabled paper: Letter, dated 12 January 2017, from Mr Geoff Cox to the Prime Minister, Hon. Malcolm Turnbull, regarding the 
sugar industry. 
Tabled paper: Article, dated 16 January 2017, from the Australian Canegrower titled ‘FIRB Chairman comments ‘grossly 
misinformed’. 

I will not take up a lot of time. There was much discussion about this. This is not about politics, 
this is about putting the canefarmers first. I think we have all lost sight of this issue. It has become a 
political football, with the Labor Party trying to condemn the LNP. I think we all need to pull together to 
get the desired outcome so that canefarmers are not the ones left carrying the can. We as politicians 
need to do better. We need to stand up. That is what One Nation is about: putting people before politics. 
The two major parties have lost their way.  

First Reading 
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