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2540 10 April 1984 Rules of Parliamentary Procedure 

TUESDAY, 10 APRIL 1984 

Mr SPEAKER (Hon, J. H. Warner, Toowoomba South) read prayers and took the 
chair at 11 a.m. 

ASSENT TO BILLS 
Assent to the following Bills reported by Mr Speaker— 

Fishing Industry Organization and Marketing Act and Another Act Amendment 
BIU; 

Land Act (Aboriginal and Islander Land Grants) Amendment BUl; 
Criminal Code Amendment Bill; 
Twelfth Night Theatre and Commonwealth Games Acts Repeal BiU. 

RULES OF PARLIAMENTARY PROCEDURE 

Statement by Mr Speaker 
Mr SPEAKER: Honourable members, I refer to the matter of privilege raised in 

the House on 5 April by the Honourable the Minister for Industry, Small Business and 
Technology in relation to personal explanations made by members in this House. I 
advised the House that I would look at that matter. His raising this matter gives me an 
opportunity to refresh members' understanding of what constUutes parUamentary debate 
and the legitimate use of Interruption to debate in accordance wkh Standing Orders. 

It is a basic rule of parliamentary procedure that members do not rise to speak 
unless the circumstances are expressly provided for in Standing Orders. For example, 
debate may only take place when a motion has been moved by a member and the 
question has been proposed from the chair. Under these circumstances, members wishing 
to speak in debate are required to rise in their places and address themselves to the 
Speaker and the Speaker has the right to call those members. However, "debate" 
excludes the asking and answering of pariiamentary questions, the making of' ministerial 
statements and the giving of personal explanations by members. These do not consist 
of speeches in the pariiamentary sense. For example, question-time Is a time for questions 
and answers and It Is not a time for debate across the Chamber. 
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In relation to ministerial statements, the Standing Orders are clear in that a Minister 
may make a statement relating to his responsibilities by leave of the House, but the statement 
does not give rise to debate or a reply except in strict conformity with Standing Orders. 

The Standing Orders provide for a member to make a personal explanation by the 
indulgence of the House. When leave is granted, the personal explanation should be used 
by a member to correct some misrepresentation of his words or actions. Standing Order 
No. no states that "such matters may not be debated" Members sometimes seek to make 
statements which exceed the limits of that Standing Order, and thus they use the opportunity 
of leave to maintain and revive a previous debate or a statement, or continue to debate 
their particular side of a matter. It would not be in the best interests of the House to 
curtail a member's opportunity to make a personal explanation, but the continued use 
of this device to revive debates or make new points is quite out of order. Members 
should, in future, contain themselves to the limits of the Standing Order, otherwise they 
may be ruled out of order. 

There are two other instances to which I draw members' attention—firstly, the use 
of Standing Order No. 115, which states that "a Member may rise to speak to Order, or 
upon a matter of Privilege suddenly arising." A member rising on a matter of order 
ought to confine his remarks to the alleged contravention of the Standing Orders or 
practice of the House. Secondly, members must also be careful in using their right to rise 
on a matter of privilege. The Chair has no option but to Interrupt proceedings to hear the 
matter raised. Matters of privilege should not be raised lightly as they should refer to 
extremely serious matters which attach to members of this Parliament, either individually or 
collectively. In rising on either of these two matters. It Is not in order to use the opportunity 
merely to interrupt proceedings or to argue and contradict another member's statements 
during debate. Continued Interruption of speeches is a breach of order in the House and 
Standing Order No. 123A may well be invoked. 

I should point out that, in the future, members rising on personal explanations, points 
of order or matters of privilege must do so In accordance with the Standing Orders and the 
accepted rules. Members should briefly and clearly indicate to the Chair the matter so 
raised so that the matter may be resolved or necessary action taken. I trust that this 
statement will clarify matters for all honourable members, and I do not see the need to 
rule further on this matter. 

PAPERS 
The following papers were laid on the table— 

Orders In Council under— 
State Housing (Freeholding of Land) Act 1957-1983 
Water Act 1926-1983, Irrigation Act 1922-1983 and the Statutory Bodies Financial 

Arrangements Act 1982 
Water Act 1926-1983 
Harbours Act 1955-1982 
Supreme Court Act of 1921 

Regulations under— 
Public Service Act 1922-1978 
Hide, Skin and Wool Dealers Act of 1958 
Firearms and Offensive Weapons Act 1979 
River Improvement Trust Act 1940-1983 

By-laws under— 
Brisbane Cricket Ground Act 1958-1982 
Harbours Act 1955-1982 

Ordinances under the City of Brisbane Act 1924-1982. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS 
Electrical Contractors 

Hon. I. J. GIBBS (Albert—Minister for Mines and Energy) (11.10 a.m.), by leave: 
In this House last Wednesday, the honourable member for Ithaca (Mr Miller) during the 
Matters of Public Interest debate stated that he believed he made the wrong decision in 
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1976 in agreeing to part-time electrical contractors being licensed in Queensland. He 
added that his current Information showed him that problems had been created for full-time 
contractors because of this decision, and that a select committee should be set up to 
investigate the problem. 

Let me assure the honourable member for Ithaca that, as the Minister for Energy, I have 
had this matter fully investigated by the electricity authorities In this State to see whether 
that was In fact the situation. I can only presume that the honourable member for 
Ithaca has been lobbied by the association, as I have been on this Issue on many occasions. 

I would like to explain to the House in general terms the situation regarding the 
licensing of part-time contractors. The Issue really lies as to whether or not we are going 
to allow a completely closed shop for full-time electrical contractors Irrespective of the 
quaUfications or efficiency of part-time contractors. 

I believe there is a place in the electrical contracting industry for the qualified 
tradesman who, as an employee, is prepared to legitimately engage in part-time contracting, 
and by "legitimately", I mean with his employer's knowledge and meeting all his 
obligations in paying tax on his income. 

My question to honourable members is: Why should a carpenter or a brick-layer be 
allowed to do week-end work to supplement his income and improve his living standard 
while an electrician Is deprived of the same opportunity? And why should an electrician 
who Is an employee have to take the risk of giving up his job to become a full-time 
contractor in order to earn extra money for himself and his family? 

Surely service to the public must be of paramount importance to all members In 
this House. Prior to the amendment of the Act in 1976 the secretary of the Electrical 
Workers and Contractors Board had to prepare a list of contractors who would carry 
out small electrical jobs promptly. This was because he had received many requests 
from members of the public who could not get any service when the contracting industry 
was the preserve of full-time contractors. 

The present secretary of the board now has no such list simply because he no longer 
receives inquiries from the general public for this work. The only conclusion that can 
be drawn is that these small jobs are now being performed by part-time contractors. 

The advocates for full-time contractors also argue that there has been a significant 
increase in the number of contractors' licences issued since 1977. This is true, but I 
question whether all of ^hese electricians are actively contracting. 

I can Inform the House that it is the Government's intention to limit the registrations 
to full-time and part-time contractors who are regularly working in this field. 

It Is also a fact that today there are fewer apprentices being trained by electrical 
contractors, as the association constantly points out. But this situation exists throughout 
the whole of the building industry. There are fewer apprentices being trained by plumbers, 
carpenters and brick-layers who are In business on their own behalf. 

Another allegation made by the Electrical Contractors Association is that part-time 
contractors carry out substandard work. There is no evidence at all to support this 
allegation. However, there is documented evidence of instances in which full-time con
tractors have performed defective work. It is generally known in the industry that a 
fuH-tlme contractor will correct defective work carried out by another full-time contractor 
rather than report it to the Electrical Workers and Contractors Board. But if a full-time 
contractor found defective work that had been carried out by a part-time contractor, I 
am sure that he would have no hesitation in reporting it. Yet no reports of this nature are on 
file. 

The honourable member for Ithaca also cited electrocutions to support his argument. 
That argument does not stand up. The main reason for electrocutions Is defective work 
carried out by unqualified people. All part-time contractors have qualifications at least 
equal to the minimum required by full-time contractors. 

Now, let me finally examine how genuine the Electrical Contractors Association is 
about allowing people who wish to enter into the electrical contracting Industry to work 
as part-time contractors. Articles In the association's journal suggest that if a contractor 
has an employee who takes out an electrical contractor's licence, he should be dismissed. 
Journal articles have also advocated that employees of electricity authorities should not 
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be allowed to hold an electrical contractor's licence. This would mean that the only 
source of new contractors would be from general Industry, such as coal mines and 
Government and semi-Government employees working outside the electrical supply industry. 

I believe that there is a need for the licensing of part-time electrical contractors 
in this State, and the records prove this. They supply a service to the public which 
enables people to get small electrical jobs done and that Is one of the main reasons 
the Government will continue to support the current legislation and not force a closed 
shop onto the industry. 

Level Crossing Fatality, Mackay 

Hon. D. F. LANE (Merthyr—Minister for Transport) (11.15 a.m.), by leave: On 
Thursday, 5 April, I answered a question from the member for Mirani (Mr RandeU) in 
relation to a fatal level crossing accident at Paget Junction. I said that the Railway 
Department had plans to instaU boom gates at this location, but the work had been delayed 
as the Mackay City Council planned to undertake major roadworks in the immediate vicinity 
of that level crossing. 

In fact, the fatality occurred at the level crossing at the intersection of Boundary 
Road and Paradise Street, Paget. The roadworks being carried out by the Mackay City 
Council are at the intersection of Archibald Street and Paradise Street, Paget, about three-
quarters of a mile distant from the Boundary Street level crossing. In conjunction with 
these roadworks, the Railway Department proposes to install boom gates and other 
protection devices where the railway line crosses Archibald Street. 

As stated In my answer to the honourable member, the level crossing at Boundary 
Road is protected by standard "Stop" signs, and the department does not have any 
immediate plans to upgrade the protection signs at that location, where there is a good 
sight-line. 

Statements by Member for Everton about Fire Services 

Hon. M. J. TENNI (Barron River—Minister for Environment, Valuation and Admin
istrative Services) (11.16 a.m.), by leave: My attention has been drawn to statements by 
the honourable member for Everton in which he quotes extracts from a "secret" report 
by the chief officer of the Metropolitan Fire Brigrade in criticising my policy to Increase 
the use of auxiliary fire-fighters in Queensland. The honourable member has, of course 
quoted out of context in a deliberate attempt to mislead and frighten the public. 

The facts are as follows— 

(1) The tax-payers of Queensland finance a fire protection service* 

(2) The elected Government is ultimately responsible for determining the level 
of that service consistent with its perception of public safety and affordable costs-

(3) As Minister responsible for implementing Government policy In this area I 
have asked all fire boards to increase the use of auxiliaries as one of a number of 
measures designed to rein in rapidly escalating costs; and 

(4) The Metropolitan Board is processing this request. The honourable member 
claims he has gained access to an internal memorandum on the subject. I am advised 
that the board has not yet taken any decisions in the matter. 

I suspect the honourable member's motives in publicising only part of the facts Is he 
really concerned with public safety, or is he representing some of the vested interests in the 
industry who profit from an open-ended pillage of tax-payers' money? 

Perhaps the honourable member would be better off spending his time encouraging his 
socialist colleagues in Canberra to increase their contributions towards fire services I 
Queensland. At the moment, they contribute only 0.8 of one per cent, while the Queensland 
Government contributes I2i per cent for protection of buildings and lands. This amount of 
extra contribution from the Commonwealth Government would more than allow for a 30 
per cent discount to pensioners in Queensland. 
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Statements by Member for Salisbury about Licensed Qubs 
Hon. N. J. HARPER (Auburn—Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) (11.18 

a.m.), by leave: For some weeks now the OpposUion, notably the member for Salisbury, 
has made a vitriolic attack on licensed clubs throughout Queensland. I have said on a 
number of occasions that where a problem is proved to exist and is identified, I will 
approach it in a constructive way without fear or favour. 

However, I have no intention of taking up the time of this House simply to advise of 
what I consider to be routine decisions. For instance, why should I have taken the time of 
the House, as was suggested In one newspaper, to announce that on 29 March I referred 
certain documents to the Minister for Police for investigation? 

In the light of events that occurred in the House last Thursday while I was in Hobart 
on ministerial duties, I find it necessary, however, to now place some matters on record. 

All material tabled by the member for Salisbury, and his recorded statements, have 
been referred for advice to the Acting Solicitor-General. 

In regard to the allegations of both Welk and ViduUch—one obvious problem is that 
the allegations have been made a long time after the events are said to have occurred. 
Having regard to the incomplete nature of the material available, I was advised that the 
appropriate course would be for the Commissioner of Police to investigate the allegations. 
Accordingly, I have asked my colleague the Minister for Police to refer the matters to his 
commissioner for investigation. 

On 28 March, the member for Salisbury claimed In this House that the Southport 
RSL Services Qub "paid in cash over the bar" persons who gather credits on in-line 
machines. Next day, 29 March, two Inspectors from my department visited the Southport 
RSL Services Qub concerning those aUegations. As a result, yesterday I directed that the 
club be called on to show cause why action should not be taken to withdraw permits 
for ten in-Une machines presently installed in the club. The secretary-manager, vice-president 
and treasurer of the services club all appear to have co-operated fully with my 
inspectors during their inquiries. For that I am appreciative. 

I add that the report from my inspectors indicates that the member for Salisbury 
has, once again, been caught making false suggestions in this House. The club furnished letters 
from its auditors, together with taxation assessment notices, to indicate that, contrary 
to the member's suggestions, tax was being paid on income derived from the in-Une 
machines. 

Members will be aware that the president of the Registered and Licensed Clubs 
Association, Mr Colin Lament, met wkh me last week In what he is reported to have 
described as a "positive, frank and fruitful exchange of views". As a result of that meeting. 
Inspectors from my department have visited the Ballymore Rugby Union Qub and the 
Queensland Cricketers Club, When I receive their reports, any action that I consider 
warranted wiU be taken. 

For whatever form of gain. It Is clear that present members of the Labor Opposition 
continue their association with the Ainsworth/Vibert/Lamont camp. Quite frankly, I believe 
that Is it unfortunate that the member for Salisbury has allowed himself to be led down 
a very squalid track by his more doubtful comrades, and k does him small credit to 
be a cohort of Lamont in this exercise. I think it Is noteworthy that no member, other 
than the member for Salisbury, has brought to my attention illegal use of entertainment 
machines— În any electorate. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATIONS 

Mr WARBURTON (Sandgate) (11.23 a.m.), by leave: In last Friday's "Gold Coast 
Bulletin", both Mr Ivan Gibbs (Minister for Mines and Energy) and Mr Paul Flann 
made statements conceming my expose of the Eagleby Tavern fiasco. Those statements 
are misleading and are offensive to me. 

In his statement, Mr Gibbs said that my aUegations were untrue. He set out to 
defend Mr Flann and the Schultzes, the previous owners of the Twin Rivers Tavem 
whom I described as having left a trail of financial disaster for many reputable business 
people. Mr Flann, who I claimed was involved In a failed finance-raising venture for the 
Schultzes, claims that I was dishonest in claiming that he has a poor track record 
as a tax-payer. 
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I will table extracts from "Duns Gazettes", available from the Parliamentary Library, 
dated 30 March 1984 and 16 April 1983. Those documents refer to Supreme Court writs 
taken out by the Deputy Commissioner of Taxation. They prove my comments about 
Mr Flann to be absolutely correct. 

In the same article, Mr Flann implied that I was dishonest in saying that he was 
a business associate of Mr Ivan Gibbs and National Party stalwart Mr Carl Holm. A 
search of the Titles Office will show that, prior to the registering for a new title of 
land at Beenleigh on the 19 September 1983, the said land was owned by Mr Carl 
Henry Holm, Barker and Gibbs Investments Pty Ltd and Stereotype 276 Pty Ltd, the 
partners In that company being Mr Paul Flann and Mrs Marion Flann. 

As I said when I spoke in the debate on matters of public interest last Wednesday, 
the facts of this matter speak for themselves. Mr Gibbs's response has been confined to 
a tirade of abuse, devoid of any facts that refute my allegations. 

Whereupon the honourable member laid on the table the documents referred to. 

Mr GOSS (Salisbury) (11.25 a.m.), by leave: I rise to correct certain misleading state
ments that were made a short time ago by the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General 
in respect of which I am aggrieved. Firstly, he said that last week and in previous weeks 
I made a vitriolic attack on licensed clubs. His statement is not correct. I refer to the 
record, in which it will be found that I said that clubs had been innocently caught up in 
the Rooklyn web and that it was time that the Minister, instead of defending the Rooklyn 
organisation, started defending the clubs. 

The Minister's second misleading statement was that the Opposition or I was linked 
to persons named Ainsworth and/or Vibert. For the record, I state that I have had no 
contact whatever with those persons and that the Opposition does not represent their 
interests; the Opposition seeks only to represent the interests of the clubs. 

The Minister's third misleading statement was to the effect that he had delivered 
certain documents to the Minister for Lands, Forestry and Police. If he had been in the House 
last Thursday, he would have heard that the correct position is that he referred one 
document only, a statutory declaration by Mr Welk, and that it was referred not 
directly to the Minister but to the Commissioner of Police. The reason for that action 
on the part of the Minister was that he wanted to limit the police inquiry in order to 
protect the Rooklyn organisation. 

The Minister's fourth statement was in relation to 

Mr HARPER: I rise to a point of order. On three occasions, the honourable member 
has claimed that I made misleading statements to the House. His remarks are incorrect 
and I find them objectionable. I ask that they be withdrawn. 

Honourable Members interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! EarUer this morning, I tried to rule that a matter of this 
type will not be turned into a debate. I believe that the honourable member for Salisbury 
has made his point. I should like the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General to repeat 
the comments that he finds offensive. 

Mr HARPER: The honourable member for Salisbury has said on three occasions, 
and is about to say on a fourth occasion, that I have misled the House and have made 
misleading statements to the House. His remarks are incorrect and I find them offensive. 
I ask that they be withdrawn. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I think the honourable member for Salisbury has made his 
point. All debate on this matter should cease right now. 

LEAVE TO MOVE MOTION WITHOUT NOTICE 

Mr WRIGHT (Rockhampton—Leader of the Opposition): I seek leave to move a 
motion without notice in relation to petrol prices. 

Mr SPEAKER: Is leave granted? The ayes have k. 

Mr WRIGHT: What is your decision, Mr Speaker? 
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Mr SPEAKER: I am sorry-

Mr WRIGHT: The ayes have it? 

Mr SPEAKER: The noes have k. 

Mr WRIGHT: I move— 
"That this House expresses its concern at the continuing " 

Honourable Members interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr WRIGHT: What was the decision, Mr Speaker? 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Under the circumstances, I ask the Leader of the Opposition 
to repeat what he wishes to put forward. 

Mr WRIGHT: I sought leave to move a motion without notice in relation to petrol 
prices. I believe that you ruled in my favour. I therefore move— 

"That this House expresses its concern " 

Honourable Members interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The noes have it. 

Opposition Members: Divide! 

Question—That leave be granted—^put; and the House divided— 

Casey 
Comben 
D'Arcy 
Davis 
De Lacy 
Eaton 
Fouras 
Gibbs, R. J. 
Goss 
HamUl 
Kruger 

Ahern 
Alison 
Austin 
Bailey 
Bjelke-Petersen 
Booth 
Borbidge 
Cahill 
Chapman 
Cooper 
Elliott 
FitzGerald 
Gibbs, I. J. 
Glasson 
Goleby 
Gunn 
Harper 

Resolved in the negative. 

Ayes, 28 
Mackenroth 
McEUigott 
McLean 
Milliner 
Prest 
Price 
Scott 
Smith 
Underwood 
Vaughan 
Veivers 

Noes, 48 
Harvey 
Hinze 
Innes 
Jennings 
Katter 
Kaus 
Knox 
Lane 
Lee 
Lester 
Lickiss 
Lingard 
Littleproud 
McKechnie 
McPhie 
Menzel 
Miller 

Warburton 
Warner, A. M. 
Wright 
Yewdale 

Tellers: 
Burns 
Campbell 

Muntz 
Newton 
Powell 
Randell 
Row 
Simpson 
Stephan 
Stoneman 
Tenni 
Turner 
Wharton 
White 

Tellers: 

Henderson 
Neal 
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PETITION 

The Clerk announced the receipt of the following petition— 

Number of Brisbane City Council Aldermen 
From Mr Innes (55 signatories) praying that the Parliament of Queenslanu will oppose 

any measure to increase the number of aldermen in the Brisbane City Council. 

Petition received. 

QUESTIONS UPON NOTICE 
Questions submitted on notice by members were answered as follows— 

1. Road Fatalities, Beerburrum-Caloundra Turn-off Road 
Mr D'Arcy asked the Minister for Lands, Forestry and Police— 

How many lives were lost on the section of the four-lane highway to the 
Sunshine Coast between Beerburrum and the Caloundra turn-off between 19 July 
1979 and March 1984? 

Answer— 
Statistics are not readily available on a day-to-day basis. However, statistics obtained 

from the Commonwealth Government Statistician indicate that for the period 1 July 
1979 to March 1984 there were 52 fatalities on the Bruce Highway between Beerburrum 
and Caloundra. 

2. Car Thefts 
Mr D'Arcy asked the Minister for Lands, Forestry and Police— 

(1) What positive measures are being implemented by the Government to protect 
the public and the car industry from southern car thieves and criminals who regard 
Queensland, because of its inadequate protection, as a haven for their illegal activities? 

(2) When can we expect these positive measures to be implemented? 

Answer— 
(1 & 2) From a police operational viewpoint, it is considered that Queensland is 

not a haven for southern car thieves. In fact, for the year 1982-83, of the 7 763 
reported offences of stealing and/or unlawful use of motor vehicles, 83 per cent of 
vehicles were recovered and the clear-up rate was 28 per cent. 

Queensland and Interstate stolen vehicles are recorded on police computer, and 
police records are considered effective and up to date. As a matter of interest, members 
of the police motor squad recently detected a number of offences Involving stolen 
interstate vehicles. 

As to the registration of stolen interstate vehicles—the registration of vehicles In 
this State is a matter administered by my colleague the Honourable the Minister for 
Local Govemment, Main Roads and Racing. However, discussions are presently being 
held between the Police and Main Roads Departments as to how the detection of this 
type of offence may best be achieved. 

3. Twin Rivers Tavern 

Mr Warburton asked the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General— 
With reference to the Twin Rivers Tavem at Riverhllls Road, Eagleby, auctioned 

on 6 April In an attempt to recover debts totalling approximately $4.27m incurred 
by R. and M. Schultz in the construction of the tavern, which project has destroyed a 
large number of reputable business people— 

(1) As section 48A(l)(d) of the Liquor Act states that the Licensing Com
mission shall investigate and determine the financial abUity of the tenderer to effect 
the erection of the premises proposed, why were R. and M. Schultz, former 
Ucensees of the Hotel Royal, Beenleigh, granted such a Ucence when Westpac held 
mortgages for $586,000 over virtually aU of the SchuUz assets? 
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(2) Since R. and M. Schultz had almost no unencumbered asset backing to 
support their loan application for approximately $5m, to what extent did the Licensing 
Commission investigate their financial position? 

(3) What action does he intend to take to overhaul the proceedings of the 
Licensing Commission to ensure that similar cases do not occur again? 

Answer— 
(1 & 2) In investigating and considering the tender by Ironside Investments Pty Ltd 

in relation to the Twin Rivers Tavern at Eagleby, information before the Licensing 
Commission indicated that, at the time, the assets of the tenderer company substantially 
exceeded its liabilities, and that the sole shareholders and directors of that company, 
R. and M. Schultz, had assets of $1.2m, which were subject to securities of $180,000. 
The Commercial Bank of Australia Ltd advised the commission that the Schultzes 
currently had a loan from the bank for development purposes and that dealings in 
relation to that loan had been conducted in an efficient and businesslike manner. 

(3) The Licensing Commission will treat each application on Its merits and will 
take such action as is necessary to comply with its statutory obligations, including 
investigating the financial ability of a tenderer to effect the erection of proposed premises. 

4. Massage Parlours 
Mr Innes asked the Minister for Local Govemment, Main Roads and Racing— 

(1) In what zones of the city of Brisbane town plan do the establishments, 
euphemistically called massage parlours, customarily exist? 

(2) In what zones of the city of Brisbane town plan are massage parlours 
entitled to be established as of right? 

(3) In what zones are massage parlours entitled to be established with the 
consent of the Brisbane City Council? 

Answer— 
(1 to 3) I am advised that the Brisbane City CouncU classifies massage parlours 

as being commercial premises under the town plan for the city of Brisbane. Under 
the plan, these premises may be established as of right in the commercial "A" zone, 
the commercial "B" zone and the local business zone. They may also be estabUshed 
with the prior consent of the council in the future Industry zone, the suburban 
commercial zone, the general Industry zone, the light Industry zone, the harbour 
activities zone and in the residential "B" zone where they form part of an existing 
shopping group. 

Mr Davis interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! This morning I ruled that I wUl not aUow debate across the 
Chamber during question-time. I ask honourable members to desist. 

5. Restaurant Toilets 
Mr Innes asked the Minister for Local Government, Main Roads and Racing— 

(1) Are there not legal obligations under the planning schemes and ordinances 
or by-laws of the Brisbane City Council and other local authorities requiring the 
provision of toilets in restaurants? 

(2) Are there also requirements of the Health Act relating to the provision of 
toilet faculties in restaurants which are customarily poUced by Department of Local 
Government officers? 

Answer— 
(1) The Standard BuUding By-laws contained in the Building Act stipulate that 

restaurants licensed under the Liquor Act shall be provided with toilet facilities as 
prescribed by the latter Act. The by-laws further stipulate that restaurants not Ucensed 
under the Liquor Act shaU be provided with toilet facilities for employees as prescribed 
by the Factories and Shops Act and such separate facilities for customers as approved 
by the local authority. 
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(2) I am not aware of any requirement under the Health Act as to the provision 
of toilet faciUties in restaurants. 

Apprentices, Government Printing Office 
Mr MiUiner asked the Minister for Environment, Valuation and Administrative Services— 

With reference to a recent practice of the Government Printer that, after 
apprentices have completed their apprenticeship, they are then requested to apply 
to the Government Printer for permanent appointment— 

(1) How many apprentices have been required to apply for full-time positions? 

(2) How long has this requirement been a condition of employment for apprentices 
starting apprenticeships with the Government? 

(3) Why was this requirement introduced? 

Answer— 
(1) All apprentices employed at the Government Printing Office are required 

to apply for full-time positions prior to the completion of their indenture period. 

(2) It has always been accepted that apprentices in Government departments 
are employed for the period of their indenture and, on completion of that period 
of training, full-time employment is reviewed depending upon vacancies and the 
performance of apprentices during their period of indenture. 

(3) The policy gives apprentices the opportunity to gain full-time exployment, 
thereby providing them with valuable work experience and the prospects of future 
advancement in the public service. In return, the State Government receives some 
return for its investment In these young people. 

School-crossing Supervisors 

Mr Henderson asked the Minister for Transport— 

(1) Are there still funds available to employ so-called loUypop crossing supervisors? 

(2) If so, is it possible to have reviewed the problem In Sterculia Avenue, Holland 
Park, at the back of Marshall Road State School, despite the apparent unwillingness of 
the Brisbane City Council to paint a crossing In Sterculia Avenue? 

Answer— 
(1) Yes. 

(2) I am advised by the Commissioner for Transport that the principal of the 
Marshall Road State School made application to the Department of Transport for the 
appointment of school-crossing supervisors at Sterculia Avenue near Brescia Street 
and Cannes Street between Sterculia Avenue and Marshall Road. These sites were 
Inspected by Queensland Road Safety Council field officers, who reported that neither 
met the criteria for the appointment of a school-crossing supervisor as no pedestrian 
crossing or school crossing was established at either location. 

The traffic regulations clearly provide that a school-crossing supervisor can be 
authorised to operate only at a school crossing as defined In the regulations. The 
establishment of school crossings at the locations concerned Is the responsibiUty of the 
Brisbane City Council, and the school principal has been advised that he should take 
the matter up with that authority If he considers there is a need for crossings at these 
locations. Favourable consideration would be given to any further application by the 
school principal when the established criteria are met. 

To put It simply, the Brisbane City Council is the obstacle to the appointment of 
school-crossing supervisors at the Marshall Road State School, because it wUl not Install 
a pedestrian crossing at locations from which supervisors could operate. 
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8. Brisbane City Council Rate Refunds 
Mr Henderson asked the Minister for Environment, Valuation and Administrative 

Services— 
Has the Lord Mayor of Brisbane, Alderman Roy Harvey, not responded to the 

Minister's personal requests that the ALP Brisbane City CouncU refund to all household 
property-owners in Brisbane the $10 savings on rates after 1 July, as a result of 
savings to the council consequent upon the introduction of the new fire levy? 

Answer— 
I am still waiting for the Lord Mayor to announce that he will pass to the property-

owners of Brisbane the savings his council will make from the fire brigade levy reforms. 
From 1 July, his council will no longer be required to make a direct contribution to 
the running of the fire brigade. This will amount to a saving of about $2.7m annually 
or at least $10 a year for each Brisbane rate-payer. 

The Lord Mayor was quick to seek poUtical mileage because of his so-called 
concern for the property-owners of this city over the fire levy. It remains to be seen 
whether he will return to the rate-payers this $2.7m which, I might add. Is a small 
fraction of the money that his council squanders on media advertising each year to prop 
up the Lord Mayor's sagging popularity. 

9, Teaching of Theory of Evolution 
Ms Warner asked the Minister for Education— 

With reference to his statement that in some places certain people are teaching 
the theory of evolution as fact and that this has been going on for some time— 

(1) What action. If any. has been taken concerning the people and places 
involved? 

(2) Which places was he referrmg to and were they State high schools or some 
other Institutions and, if so, what were those institutions? 

(3) What instructions have been given to secondary schools (State and non-State) 
and to whom were the instructions addressed? 

(4) Is it not true that creation is also a theory and, if so, does he believe it 
to be a scientific theory? 

(5) If the creation story is to be taught as a compulsory subject, under which 
syUabus wlU It be covered and which teachers wiU be Instructed to teach It? 

(6) Is it to be covered within the biology syUabus? 
(7) Which version of creation Is to be taught as being the origin of the species? 

Answer— 
(1 & 2) Honourable members wUl have no difficulty in identifying television docu

mentaries, reference books and other sources In which the impression Is conveyed that 
in the scientific world there is complete agreement that mankind evolved from primitive 
organisms in the sea. Over the years, a succession of complaints has led to the con
clusion that, on occasion, even teachers of science convey this same Impression In the 
class-room. 

Members of the public whose religious beliefs include a literal Interpretation of the 
creation story are entitled to expect that their religious beliefs wUl not be unfairly assailed 
in the class-room by the teaching of the theory of evolution, as though it were Indisputable 
fact. They have the right to expect that teachers will point out that scientists are neither 
unanimous nor constant in their interpretation of fossU and other observable data and 
that there are scientists who have advanced explanations of what has been observed in 
nature that are contrary to the theory of evolution. 

Complaints have been discussed with the principals of the schools concerned. 
(3) The Instruction given to State schools was issued by the Director of Secondary 

Education and promulgated In a news-letter to prmcipals of State secondary schools on 
30 November 1981. I will table the mstmction for the information of honourable 
members. 
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No instruction have been given to non-State schools. 
It is worth noting that as far as officers of my department can recall this instmction 

has caused no controversy among science teachers. 
(4) In using the term "creation" the instmction to principals referred to theories 

advanced by scientists that are designed to show that fossil and other data may be con
sistent with creation rather than the theory of evolution. 

(5 to 7) The honourable member's questions display a confusion between conclusions 
arrived at by religious beliefs and conclusions arrived at by application of the scientific 
method. It is the duty of schools to help students to avoid this confusion, to understand 
the different methods used by men and women in arriving at conclusions and to be able 
to choose and use methods which the students deem to be appropriate to the particular 
decisions that face them in various aspects of their lives. 

The scientific method of arriving at conclusions will be taught in the subject area of 
science. Boys and girls will be introduced to other means of arriving at conclusions in 
subject areas such as religious education, music, art, etc. 
Whereupon the honourable gentleman laid on the table the document referred to. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
Special Low-Interest Loans to Members of Semi-Government Authorities 

Mr WRIGHT: I direct a question to the Premier and Treasurer: Does he agree with 
senior or executive staff members of semi-Government authorities, quangos or even the 
SGIO Building Society receiving special low-interest loans for personal investment purposes 
or projects other than the purchase of a home as an owner-occupier? Does he accept that 
such people should be given low-Interest loans? 

Mr BJELKE-PETERSEN: I take it that the honourable member has some particular 
case In mind. If he would tell me about it, I could probably give him a clearer answer. 
Generally, of course, it is not the policy of the Government that any public servant should 
receive a loan at a rate of interest lower than that paid by other people, if that is what he is 
driving at. 

SGIO Building Society, Loans to Employees 
Mr WRIGHT: In view of the Premier's statement, I refer him to the SGIO Building 

Society, and in particular, to its general manager, Mr Ashley Goldsworthy. I ask: Is he 
aware that Mr Goldsworthy has been given a loan from the SGIO Building Society of 
$121,303 for personal investment purposes at an astonishingly low concessional interest rate 
of 8 per cent, at a time when the commercial lending rate for such a loan is set at more than 
double that—16.75 per cent? 

I further ask: Do such concessional rates apply to ordinary employees of the SGIO and, 
in view of the Premier's previous statement, what action is he prepared to take in this 
Instance? 

Mr BJELKE-PETERSEN: Naturally I am unaware of the statement that the 
Leader of the Opposition has made. This is the first occasion on which I have heard 
something of this nature. As the Leader of the Opposition would know, the SGIO 
Building Society Is a statutory body. On the other hand, naturally I will be interested in 
pursuing the matter and finding out the exact circumstances relating to that loan, that 
Is, if one was made as the Leader of the Opposition suggests. 

Writs Served on Premier 

Mr NEAL: I ask the Premier and Treasurer: Has he been served with any writs 
following his comments last week crklcising the activities of members of the National 
Aboriginal Council? Does he regard reported legal action against himself as an attempt 
to stifle debate on the report prepared by Dr Coombs, which exposes the NAC for what 
It is—a body that does not represent the real wishes of the Aboriginal people? 

Mr BJELKE-PETERSEN: No writs have been received, and k will be interesting 
to see whether the suggested action is pursued. If k Is, k will provide an opportunity 
to let the public know exactly the type of people whom their taxes are funding. I have 
referred to that matter from time to time. 
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A number of those people have a list of criminal convictions that is much longer 
than the list of their achievements for the Aboriginal people. If the opportunity is provided, 
it wUl be interesting to bring that matter to the fore. Honourable members can bet 
that these people wUl not pursue any action under these writs. 

There is no doubt that the writs were designed to try to stifle debate on or criticism 
of these people, even though they seem 

Mr Prest interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I warn the member for Port Curtis under Standing Order 123A. 

Mr BJELKE-PETERSEN: The honourable member should have listened. It would 
have saved him a lot of trouble. 

There Is no doubt that the writs were issued with the Idea of stUling debate, as I 
have just Indicated, because these people are not very happy with the criticism that 
Dr Coombs has levelled at them. It is quite clear that he also has come out and said 
that these people are not doing the work that they are supposed to be doing in 
representing the people they are supposed to be representing. 

If they wish to pursue the case, it will give me a great opportunity and a great 
deal of pleasure to let the people of Australia know just who they are and what they 
stand for. I venture to suggest that they will not pursue the Issue. 

Writs Served on Premier 
Mr FOURAS: I wish to ask a supplementary question of the Premier and Treasurer. 

I ask: In the event that the writs are successful, will the Premier and Treasurer pay 
for them, or will the Queensland public pay for them? 

Mr BJELKE-PETERSEN: I understand the honourable member is asking me who 
will be paying the legal expenses of the members of the National Aboriginal Conference. Of 
course, the matter is quite clear. They do not have two bob to bless themselves with. They 
Uve on the tax-payers' money. Tens and tens of millions of dollars has been paid into their 
funds. Obviously they wiU get the Commonwealth Government, through the legal aid 
service, to pay their expenses. I venture to suggest that they wiU not pursue this matter 
because they do not want their criminal records listed. I will certainly be able to bring 
that matter to the surface. Some of them have a list of convictions as long as one's arm. 

Extended Trading Hours for Motor Vehicle RetaUers 
Mr WARBURTON: In directing a question to the Minister for Employment and 

Industrial Affairs, I refer to his call for any interested party or public body to make 
application to the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Commission for extended trading 
hours In the retail motor industry, and also to his commkment, as announced once again 
this morning, to legislate if things do not go the way he wants them to. I now ask: When 
he refers to "legislation", does he mean amendments to the Industrial Conciliation and 
Arbitration Act? What would his response be if an application to the Industrial Commission 
for extended trading hours was rejected? Would he still proceed to legislate? 

Mr LESTER: That Is a hypothetical question. It is not my function to prophesy 
In this Parliament; my function is to act on facts. There is division between the two 
parties in the motor industry in the city of Brisbane about the extension of trading 
hours. I invke them. In the public Interest, to approach the Industrial Commission 
in that regard. 

Lucky Ticket Machines 

Mr GOSS: I ask the Minister for Local Government, Main Roads and Racing: 
Is k true that Golden State Ticket Machines, a member of the Rooklyn group of 
companies, has made two applications to the TAB to have lucky ticket machines Installed 
In TAB agencies? Is it also true that the applications have been rejected by the board 
because, among other things, the board was concerned about the Involvement of the 
Rooklyn organisation? Because employees of the Rooklyn organisation are claiming 
openly to competitors that they will be successful in having machines installed In TAB 
agencies, will the Minister give an undertaking that the board's decision will be respected 
and not overturned by him? 
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Mr HINZE: I have no knowledge of the matter to which the honourable member 
for Salisbury refers. However, I will discuss it with the board and report to the Parliament. 
As I said, I have not seen anything anywhere about this matter; it is entirely new to 
me. 

Charity Fund-raising by Rooklyn Organisation 
Mr GOSS: I ask the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General: As documents tabled 

in the House last week showed that a member of the Rooklyn group. Golden State 
Ticket Machines, Is now involved in fund-raising for Queensland charities to the extent 
of at least $10m per year, does he agree that the Rooklyn organisation is involved In 
charity fund-raising in Queensland? Does that concern him? What steps has his department 
taken to prevent corrupt practices by the Rooklyn organisation in relation to such 
fund-raising? 

Mr HARPER: I find it offensive that, once again, the member for SaUsbury is 
attacking reputable charities throughout Queensland. He is implying that reputable charities, 
which make their own arrangements with suppliers of ticket-vending machines and tickets, 
are the cohorts of a disreputable organisation. I have made it clear in this Chamber that 
no evidence is available to me or to my department to suggest that anything but a 
legitimate business is taking place In the supply of ticket-vending machines and tickets 
to charities by a number of organisations In Queensland with one of which, according 
to the member for Salisbury, the Rooklyn organisation has connections. 

As for the matter of the $10m—^perhaps the honourable member has had it proved 
to his satisfaction, but It Is only speculation on his part. No concrete evidence has been 
forthcoming. 

My Government is pleased and privileged to assist reputable charities in this State 
to raise funds for the purposes for which those charities exist. We will continue to do 
what we can to assist those charities in their worthy causes. We will not be led astray, 
nor will we be coerced, by Opposition members who take action purely for political point-
scoring and private political gain at the expense of those charity organisations. 

The administration of ticket-vending machines and the sale of lucky envelopes wiU 
continue, as It has done in the past, with all necessary surveillance by my department. 
However, I repeat that the Government wUl not take action that will be detrimental 
to the charities concerned. 

Mr GOSS: I rise to a point of order. 

Honourable Members interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr GOSS: I seek leave to make a very brief personal explanation in relation to that 
misrepresentation. 

Honourable Members Interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The appropriate time to make a personal explanation wUl be 
after question-time. 

Fire Brigade Manning Levels 
Mr BORBIDGE: I ask the Minister for Environment, Valuation and Administrative 

Services: What action has been taken by the Government to overcome the under manning in 
certain fire brigades throughout Queensland? What additional staffing has been approved for 
the South Coast Fire Brigade Board? Will staffing levels be kept under review? 

Mr TENNI: I thank the honourable member for his question. The Government has 
looked at the manpower problems that are arising in fire stations throughout Queensland. 
It knows how many permanent men are required in each and every station; it knows which 
stations are overmanned and which ones are undermanned. Earlier this year I obtained 
Cabinet approval for the appointment of the 40-odd men, as provided for in the Budget, 
to those stations that are undermanned. 
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The honourable member referred to the South Coast Fire Brigade. Its station was 
well and truly undermanned. More than 20 men were placed in that station, partly as 
the result of representations from the honourable member. I appreciate his having brought 
the matter to my attention again, and I assure him that, in all future Budgets and In 
future allocations of men, serious consideration will be given to making additional 
men available to the South Coast Fire Brigade Board so that its staffing level can be brought 
up to the correct strength. 

I assure the honourable member also that I have had a look at his area. In which 
I believe additional substations are required. Those substations will be constructed at 
a very early date. I hope that those honourable members who represent the area and 
all other honourable members will support my action of ensuring that sufficient auxiUary 
firemen are made available to those substations, in order that the costs to the people 
of Queensland can be kept down. 

In-line Machines 
Ms WARNER: I ask the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General: With a view 

to having the proposed police inquiry into In-line gambUng machines uncover all available 
information, is he prepared to indemnify against prosecution club committees and business
men in the amusement machine industry, so that they will be able to speak freely to the 
poUce? If such a police inquiry reveals widespread Illegal gambling by way of in-line 
machines in Queensland clul», will he be prepared to recommend to the Government a 
change to the legislation to overcome this present UlegaUty? 

Mr HARPER: Obviously, the honourable member has been misled by some of her 
comrades and by some media Interpretations of the comments made by the Minister 
for Lands, Forestry and Police. There is to be no Inquiry Into the matters that the 
honourable member has raised. The Minister for PoUce has stated quite clearly that 
there will be poUce investigations into the documents that were tabled in the House. 

As I have Indicated to the House, those documents were referred to the SoUcitor-
General for opinion. I understand that, foUowing receipt of that opinion, the documents 
were transmitted to the Minister for Police, whose officers, through the commissioner, 
are presently carrying out Investigations, particularly Into the two statutory declarations 
that were tendered to this House. 

State Service Superannuation Act 
Ms WARNER: I ask the Deputy Premier and Minister Assisting the Treasurer: 

Is he aware of the details that women, and only women, have to supply In the new 
application for cover for spouses and children under the amended State Service Super
annuation Act? Is the Minister aware that women have to supply details of every 
consultation with a medical specialist since birth? Does the Minister agree that that 
constitutes a grave Invasion of privacy? What further Invasions of privacy is the State 
Government planning against Its own public servants? Is the Minister aware that female 
public servants who have entered the fund have already had a medical check and that 
such details were not then considered relevant? 

Mr GUNN: I am weU aware of the matters to which the honourable member has 
referred. I do not recall her speaking against the legislation when it was introduced. 

Ms Warner: We even divided on it. 

Mr GUNN: The BUl was passed through this House. 

Ms Warner: We divided on it. 

Mr GUNN: AU right; the Opposition divided on it. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member has asked a question. She will now 
listen to the answer. 

Mr GUNN: It is strange that the honourable member Is the only person from whom 
the Government has received a complaint on this matter. 
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Petition Opposing Stabilisation of Southport Bar 
Mr JENNINGS: I ask the Minister for Water Resources and Markime Services: 

Is he aware of statements made by Mr Don McSween that a petition was signed by 
10 000 people supposedly against the stabilisation of the Southport bar? If the Minister 
Is aware of that statement, will he advise the House of the Government's decision and 
the reasons for it? 

Mr GOLEBY: There is absolutely no doubt that the retaining walls in the Nerang 
River will be built. The Government has made that decision. The Gold Coast Waterways 
Authority has accepted Leighton's tender for that constmction. 

I have read an article In which Mr McSween suggested that a petition containing 
10000 signatories is being circulated. That gentleman belongs to between five and eight 
organisations that operate under antlprotest group titles, which try to create the impression 
that they are speaking on behalf of the people of Surfers Paradise and Souhport. 

The real test occurred during the last State election. The ALP ran a very strong 
campaign through Its candidate, Mr Rogers, against the proposals for The Broadwater 
and the training walls in the Nerang River. The people of Southport and the Gold Coast 
made up their minds very conclusively, and that is reflected In the overall majority that 
was given to the candidates who were In favour of the proposals. I refer particularly to 
Mr Jennings and Mr Borbidge. 

Consultations with Aboriginal and Islander Communities 
Mr JENNINGS: I ask the Minister for Northern Development and Aboriginal and 

Island Affairs: Is he aware of statements made in the House by the member for Cook 
aUeging that little or no consultation has been held recently by the Minister and other 
Government members with Islander and Aboriginal communities? If the Minister is 
aware of the statements by the member for Cook, will he advise the House of any 
consultations and discussions that have been held with Aboriginal and Islander communities 
as a lead-up to the introduction of a Bill Into this House? 

Mr KATTER: I thank the honourable member for his question. He told me about 
it a while ago. and I jotted down some notes. A most extraordinary accusation has been 
made. The workshops, which consisted of people elected by members of the Aboriginal 
and Islander Council themselves, began nearly 18 months ago. Over a number of days 
considerable discussion took place between persons from those workshops and the officials 
from the Department of Aboriginal and Islanders Advancement. In the last two to three 
months, Eric Law, the special consultant to the Government, Shane O'Connor and I have 
travelled more than 300 000 km. We met with more than 3 000 people and sat down 
at each of the centres that we visited and listened to them. We met with the councUs, 
the public, the chairmen and the councillors in each of those reserve areas and towns. 

In addition, we had separate, day-long meetings with the chairmen and councillors at 
Yarrabah and Thursday Island. The extraordinary thing Is that, while the Opposition spokes
man was gaUivanting round Europe and could not be in the House for the introduction of 
legislation about Aboriginal affairs. National Party members and I were fighting our way 
through two cyclones, crossing 30 miles of open sea in small dinghies and travelling by 
four-wheel-drive vehicle and motor bike, on foot and in a helicopter and a host of light 
aircraft carrying out this consultative process. It is a most extraordinary charge from someone 
who spent a month of this year during the same period in Europe. 

The ALP has involved itself in the consultative process. Its Federal Government has sent 
Federal departmental officials into each of the areas in an endeavour to have people make 
outlandish and ridiculous land claims outside their reserve areas. They had visited most 
areas before I arrived and returned after I had left. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I ask the Minister not to enter Into debate on the matter. 

Mr KATTER: I am winding up. The question was asked about the consultative 
processes that took place. I must inform the House about that. 

The honourable member also accused us of not having told the people what was in the 
Act. I stress that we were there to ask those people what they wanted in the Act. It was 
not the other way round. It was obvious from his statements that that is not the approach 
used by the ALP; nor will it be m the future. 
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Mr COMBEN: Mr Speaker, I have a question without notice for the Minister for 
Justice and Attorney-General, who does not appear to be in the Chamber. I will hold It 
until he returns. In the meantime I ask the Minister for Education 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Did the member ask leave of the House to defer a question 
that he has for the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General? 

Mr COMBEN: I thought it was fair to ask my other question while the Minister for 
Justice was entering the Chamber. 

Mr SPEAKER: I ask the member to proceed now to direct his question to the Minister 
for Justice and Attorney-General. 

Mr COMBEN: Very well, Mr Speaker. I was trying to do the right thing by him. 

Licensing Fees for In-line and Other Amusement Machines 
Mr COMBEN: In directing a question to the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General, 

I indicate that people in the club industry and amusement machine Industry have told 
Opposition members that the Justice Department charges an annual licence fee of $508 for 
in-line machines because they are being used for the purposes of gambling, whereas the 
annual licence fee for all other amusement machines is only $52. Accordingly, I now ask: 
Is that true? If it is not, what is the justification for charging an annual licence fee for 
in-line machines that Is almost 10 times the licence fee of all other amusement machines? 

Mr HARPER: It Is certainly not true that the fee charged for in-line machines Is in 
excess of that charged for juvenile entertainment machines because the in-line machines 
are used for gambling purposes. That part of the honourable member's question Is quite In 
error. 

When I took charge of this portfolio, I became aware of the differentiation in licence 
fees between in-line machines and other entertainment machines. One reason is that the 
the majority of entertainment machines are Intended for children and juveniles. Accordingly, 
the permit fee is lower. I was not satisfied— ând am not satisfied—^wlth the progression of 
events leading to what is obviously a relatively high fee for in-line machines. As I have 
previously indicated to the House, the whole matter Is one of which I have knowledge. 1 
am fully acquainted with how that arose. It arose over a period, following the Imposklon of 
percentage increases on fees. When the higher fee Is Increased by the same percentage as 
the lower fee, the escalation is higher. I am not satisfied with what has happened. I give 
the honourable member and the House generally an assurance that it, amongst a number 
of other issues relating to this matter, has been and will continue to be pursued by me. 

Tertiary Entrance Scores and Senior Certificates 
Mr COMBEN: I now ask a question of the Minister for Education. In view of the 

stated belief of the Board of Secondary School Studies that the tertiary entrance score Is 
"not suitable to be used as the sole index for employing" and "Is not the only indication 
of a student's achievement", will the Minister please advise— 

(1) Why Is a Senior certificate not available to students until late February of 
the year following the completion of Year 12? 

(2) Does this late provision of the Senior certificate harm Queensland's young 
job-seekers competing on interstate job markets or with job-seekers from Interstate? 

(3) Is he aware of the belief among a number of Queensland high school principals 
that the late provision of certificates Is due to the need for each certificate to be 
Signed by school principals, who themselves do not return from holidays until 
February, and also the belief of the school principals that that is not sufficient 
reason to prejudice the job opportunities of young people? 

Mr POWELL: I would not mind having the honourable member's question in front of 
me to enable me to go through k point by point. Firstly, the tertiary entrance score is not 
to be, and ought never be, used as a criterion for employment. It is exactly what it 
Implies, an indicator of how well a student may be expected to perform at a tertiary 
instkution. Those employers who take what might be called a short-cut and use the TE 
score as a means of deciding a person's abllky to be a carpenter, a brick-layer or a shop 
assistant are acting on a completely wrong premise. 
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Secondly, I was not aware that Senior certificates are not available in some places until 
February. I wUl have a look at that matter, because I can understand the anxiety caused 
to young people by not providing them early. I suggest that the honourable member is 
inaccurate in saying that school principals do not return to their schools from holidays 
until February. In my experience, most principals of secondary schools return to their 
schools by the second or third week of January and most secondary schools have enrolment 
days in the week before the resumption of school which, this year, was prior to 
26 January. 

The honourable member raised the point of the employment prospects of school-leavers. 
Each exking student has the right to receive three documents. The first is his school 
assessment; the second, the Senior certificate; and the third, the TE score certificate. 
For a person seeking employment and not seeking entrance to a tertiary institution, the 
most relevant one is his school certificate. Even the Senior certificate does not tell the 
full story. Particularly under ROSBA, the certificate that exiting students will receive 
from schools following Year 12 will state the courses they have undertaken, the objectives 
aimed at and how well they have achieved at aiming at those objectives. Consequently, 
for a person who is seeking employment, the best document is his school certificate— 
the statement from the school stating what subjects he has undertaken and how well he 
has achieved. Does that cover all the points raised by the honourable member? 

Mr Comben: Yes, it does. 

Death of John Andrew Stuart 
Mr FITZGERALD: I ask the Minister for Welfare Services and Ethnic Affairs: In 

the light of recent allegations, does he see any need for an inquiry into the death of 
John Andrew Stuart In the Brisbane Prison Complex so that the matter can be fully 
investigated? 

Mr MUNTZ: I see no reason or cause for any further inquiry into the death of 
John Andrew Stuart. As it occurred approximately five years ago, it would be a good idea 
for me to refresh the memories of honourable members. When a prisoner dies within the 
system, that a coronial inquiry be held is mandatory. Such an inquiry was held at the 
time of Stuart's death and all people, including other inmates of the prison, who wished 
to raise any matter concerning the death had a full opportunity to do so at that time. 

I have also been informed that Stuart was seen regularly by doctors within the 
prison. His body was seen by a doctor within two hours of his death and that doctor 
reported that there was no evidence of recent injury. An autopsy was performed 
approximately 15 hours after death—at 9 a.m. on 2 January 1979—and the opening 
remarks on the autopsy report are "no external signs of recent violence" The finding of 
the autopsy was that the cause of death was idiopathic myocarditis, most probably of viral 
origin. 

A paper written on the autopsy conducted on Stuart was taken by a doctor to a medical 
seminar in London. When photographic evidence taken at the autopsy was shown to an 
expert on idiopathic myocarditis, he immediately identified the condition. 

This is a typical unsubstantiated allegation by the Prisoners Action Group, and It is 
unfortunate that it has been widely reported by certain members of the media. The 
aUegatlon has no foundation, and irresponsible action of this type by the Prisoners Action 
Group is designed to dismpt the day-to-day administration of prison management and to 
provoke unrest among inmates. 

I emphasise the danger that is caused to the personal safety of both prison officers and 
other Inmates when such a baseless allegation Is made. It shows me clearly that the 
Prisoners Action Group Is a totally irresponsible organisation, and I hope that. In future, 
certain members of the media wUl take Its lack of credibility into account before spreading 
baseless rumours that can only cause anxiety to the community and to families of prison 
inmates. 

Sale of Queensland Native Birds 

Mr FITZGERALD: I ask the Minister for Tourism, National Parks, Sport and The 
Arts: What action has he taken in response to several approaches by licensed bird-dealers 
to allow commercial trading of some Queensland native species? 
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Mr McKECHNIE: When I brought forward amendments to the Fauna Conservation 
Act, I gave the House an assurance that I would allow bird-dealers to deal in 20 native 
species. My department has advised me that that list can be extended to 29 native species, 
and I have decided to extend the list accordingly for a trial period of 18 months. 

The bird-dealers tried to convince me that if I changed the system there would be less 
trapping and smuggling, and so I concluded that that should be done on a trial basis to 
see whether their claims are correct. I might add that I asked officers of the National Parks 
and Wildlife Service to investigate whether the birds to be added to the list were abundant 
in the wUd, and they are. But the trapping of birds will not be allowed. The birds that will 
be traded will be captive-bred birds, and I think that that is the proper way to go about 
it. The list is rather lengthy, and I will not take up the time of the House by reading k. I 
wUl make a statement later in the day, and no doubt It wiU be reported. 

Preference to Rural Applicants for Vacancies In Government Departments 

Mr LITTLEPROUD: I ask the Premier and Treasurer: In light of the fact that 
unemployment, and especially youth unemployment. Is highest in mral areas, would it be 
possible for the State Government to give preference to applicants from mral areas when 
vacancies occur in Government departments such as Railways or Education in mral areas? 

Mr BJELKE-PETERSEN: Because of the lack of job opportunities in the remote 
areas of the State, I am very sympathetic to the plight of people In those areas who are 
seeking work. There Is no specific policy requiring departments to give preference to 
country people in remote areas who apply for jobs. I am sure that each case is treated 
on its merits. If departmental heads are made aware of that need, and if the people 
concerned meet the standard of qualifications required, I believe that special consideration 
can be given to those people. 

Petrol Prices 
Mr LITTLEPROUD: I ask the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs: What 

is the State Crovemment doing In relation to petrol pricing In Queensland? 

Mr LESTER: At present, the Government Is carrying out an audit of the activities 
of service stations and petrol retailers throughout Queensland. When that audit Is completed, 
the Government will consider what action. If any, should be taken. 

Mr Scott: Have you Impounded their books? 

Mr LESTER: I point out to the member for Cook that the audit is being carried 
out with the co-operation of all concerned. 

I am very disappointed about the attitude of the Federal ALP Government on this 
matter. The matter was raised recently at a conference of Industrial relations Ministers 
held In Sydney. We called upon Mr Keating, Mr Cohen and Mr Willis to talk with the 
State Governments on the whole problem of petrol pricing. It is a problem facing every 
State, yet so far those Federal Ministers have been unwUlIng to discuss It. 

I am disappointed also that the Hawke Government, since taking office, has Increased 
the price of fuel across the board. It had promised to reduce the price of fuel. Honourable 
members would be interested to know that. In the last 18 months, the average price of 
petrol In Queensland was 41.3c a litre, which was the lowest average price in Australia. 

Rooklyn Organisation 
Mr SCOTT: I ask the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General: In view of the 

involvement of the Rooklyn organisation In charity fund-raising in Queensland, is he 
prepared to table In this House Justice Department returns and documents showing 
how the $10m raised by the Rooklyn organisation last year was divided between the 
Rooklyn group, the charities and the owners of skes in which the machines are placed? 

Mr HARPER: Earlier I said in the House that the figure of $10m Is one of supposition. 
I am not aware of any foundation for It. 
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The Queensland Government will continue to support the work of charities. It will 
not follow the Opposition line of trying to harass the charities and the club Industry In 
Queensland. 

Mr Scott interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I warn the member for Cook under Standmg Order 123A. 

Unemployment in the Over-40 Age Group 
Mrs HARVEY: In directing a question to the Minister for Employment and Industrial 

Affairs, I point out that he would be aware that there Is a growing number of unemployed 
in the over-40 age group. I ask: In the light of existing youth retraining programs, wiU 
the Minister advise what can be done about retraining programs for the older unemployed? 

Mr LESTER: I inform the honourable member and the House that I also am con
cemed about the plight of the unemployed in the over-40 bracket. The problem Is occurring 
throughout the length and breadth of Australia. As the House is aware, after Easter I wUl 
be conducting meetings in relation to youth employment problems, and I would be very 
happy to meet any delegations from people in the age bracket referred to by the member for 
Greenslopes. If there are any people in that electorate in this situation, I would be happy to 
visit them to see what can be done to help them. 

In-line Machines 

Mr McLEAN: I ask the Minister for Justice and Attorney-Creneral: Is It tme that, of 
all the evidence tabled in the House about in-line gambling machines, only the statutory 
declaraticMi of Desmond Welk was sent to the Commissioner of Police? Was the Minister's 
decision designed to limit the inquiry? Did he or any representatives of his department have 
a conversation with any member of the Police Department suggesting that the said Desmond 
Welk be prosecuted for possessing a self-protecting vest? 

Mr HARPER: The honourable member for Bulimba obviously does not have much 
interest in this subject because he is not aware—or his advisers are not aware—that the two 
statutory declarations were tabled in this House some days apart. I very promptly sought 
an opinion from the Solicitor-General about the first document tabled by the member for 
Salisbury, which Included a statutory declaration by the man Welk in Mt Isa. A a result 
of the advice that I received from the Solicitor-General, I forwarded that statutory declara
tion to the Minister for Police, as he indicated in the House last Thursday. The advice was 
sought on 29 March, which was the day after the statutory declaration was tabled by the 
member for Salisbury. 

I took appropriate action when the second statutory declaration by Mr ViduUch was 
tabled in the House. On that occasion there was a delay of more than a day because, as 
honourable members are aware, I was in Hobart representing the Premier and Treasurer at 
the Council of Inter-governmental Relationships. 

It was not possible for me to sign that letter untU last week, which I did, and it would 
have been delivered with a copy of the statutory declaration to the Minister for PoUce 
yesterday morning. Other matters tabled by the honourable member for Salisbury have 
also been referred to the Minister for PoUce for his information. The advice that I 
have from my officers Is that that other information does not contain sufficient detaU 
and Is not suitable for any further action. However, I have sent it to the Minister for 
his Information. The two statutory declarations were sent to the Minister as quickly as 
possible after they were tabled In the House. 

As for my speaking to any officer of police in order to have a person in Mt Isa 
prosecuted—I have spoken to no poUce officer in any of these matters. I have acted 
strictly by way of correspondence. I have put my comments In writing to my colleague 
the Minister for Police. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The time allotted for questions has now expired. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Hon. L. W. POWELL (Isis—Minister for Education) (12.38 p.m.), by leave: Earlier 

today, the honourable member for Windsor asked me a question concerning TE scores 
and the avaUablUty of Senior certificates. I said that I would investigate the matter. I 
now have the information, and I give it to the House. 

In Queensland, prior to the Christmas holidays, students receive on a computer print-out 
both their TE score and the statement of their subject ratings. The Senior certificate is 
a legal document that has to be signed and is not given to the student untU after the 
holiday period. However, the actual information is given to the student on a computer 
print-out before the Christmas holidays. If I might wave Queensland's flag, I would add 
that Queensland Is the first State In Australia to be able to give that Information to 
exiting students. 

Mr GOSS: I seek leave to make a very brief personal statement. 

Mr JENNINGS: I rise to a point of order. The honourable member for SaUsbury 
is seeking to make a personal explanation arising from an answer given by a Minister 
to a question. 

Honourable Members Interjected. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I do not know how the honourable member knows that. At 
the present moment, aU that the honourable member for Salisbury has done Is ask leave 
to make a personal explanation. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr GOSS (Salisbury) (12.39 p.m.), by leave: I will be very brief, Mr Speaker. 

A statement was made to the effect that I had made an offensive attack on reputable 
charities. I just want to correct the record and refer the Minister to the statement made 
last week. 

Mr JENNINGS: I rise to a point of order. The honourable member for SaUsbury 
has stated some words that the Minister for Justice stated this moming In reply to a 
question that the honourable member asked. He asked two questions, and after the second 
question, he rose to his feet and immediately sought leave to make a personal explanation. 

If It becomes permissible for members to make personal explanations after they have 
asked their second question, It will enable members to engage In a subterfuge to avoid 
the Standing Orders of this House. I suggest that the honourable member's personal 
explanation should be ruled out of order on the ground that he has the right to speak 
in the Adjournment debate and In the Matters of Public Interest debate. Is Is not correct 
for him to make a personal explanation. 

Mr SPEAKER: I am grateful for the suggestions of the honourable member for 
Southport. The honourable member for Salisbury has not finished his personal explanation. 

Mr GOSS: Thank you, Mr Speaker. It will take only 30 seconds to complete my 
personal explanation. I thought that I was abiding by an indication that I received from you 
at the time, and that was simply that I could refer to my statements last week in which 
I indicated my agreement with the Minister that those charities were reputable charities. 
I said that they had been innocently caught up In the Rooklyn organisation. I just 
wanted to correct the misleading statement made by the Minister. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member has made his point. 

RACING AND BETTING ACT AMENDMENT BILL 
Hon. R. J. HINZE (South Coast—Minister for Local Government, Main Roads and 

Racing), by leave, without notice: I move— 
"That leave be given to bring in a Bill to amend the Racing and Betting 

Act 1980-1983 in certain particulars and for other purposes." 
Motion agreed to. 

First Reading 
Bill presented and, on motion of Mr Hinze, read a first time. 
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Second Reading 
Hon. R. J. HINZE (South Coast—Minister for Local Government, Main Roads and 

Racing) (12.43 p.m.): I move— 
"That the Bill be now read a second time." 

This Bill makes a number of important amendments to the Racing and Betting 
Act, and some aspects of these amendments have already received a deal of publicity. 
In the main, the amendments are designed to provide for the better conduct of racing 
in this State which, in recent times, because of the Initiatives adopted by the Government, 
has experienced an unprecedented boom. 

Firstly, a number of amendments contained in the Bill concern the use of the term 
"harness racing" rather than the term "trotting". Honourable members wiU no doubt 
be aware that "harness racing" Is the currently accepted terminology within the industry, 
and it is considered desirable to give recognition to this term in the legislation relating 
to the control of the industry. The Queensland Trotting Board has, in fact, already 
adopted the title of "Queensland Harness Racing Board" and the various clubs registered 
with the board have also incorporated the term "harness racing" in their titles. Appropriate 
amendments are therefore to be made to the Act in recognition of the action taken by 
the trotting board and trotting clubs. 

It Is not the intention at this stage to amend the Act to substitute the term "harness 
racing" for "trotting" wherever it appears, as the ramifications of such a move would 
affect the rules and constitutions of the several harness racing organisations throughout 
the State. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! There is too much movement and too 
much audible conversation in the Chamber. I ask honourable members to resume their 
seats. I would like some quiet in the Chamber. 

Mr HINZE: Amendment is also proposed to the Act in respect of each of the 
racing codes, that Is, galloping, trotting, and greyhound-racing, to permit the Minister, 
upon application by a club registered with the relevant control body and after consultation 
with that body, to approve that a racing meeting may be held by that club on a date 
not allotted to the club under the Act if the Minister is satisfied that the whole of 
the profits from the meeting are to be applied for a charitable, benevolent, patriotic or 
special purpose. 

Honourable members will appreciate that, in terms of the Act as it stands, clubs 
are allotted specific race dates by their control body after the Minister has approved 
the total number of days available for distribution by each control body. Circumstances 
have arisen in which a race club has been approached to run a benefit meeting for a 
particular charity and the club was prepared to do so but was not able to be granted an 
additional meeting under the Act. Where it can be shown that the conduct of such a 
meeting will not disturb other meetings which might be authorised in the area and 
where the Minister is satisfied that the profits are to be distributed to a charitable or 
like cause, it is considered there should be some mechanism available for approval to 
be granted. The Bill provides accordingly. 

Various sections of the Racing and Betting Act deal with the keeping of proper 
books and accounts by the trotting board and the greyhound board and for the annual 
audit of such books and accounts by a registered public accountant. In line with the 
present requirements with respect to the audit of books and accounts of statutory 
bodies of this nature it is proposed to include in the Act provisions requiring the 
Auditor-General or an authorised officer or person directed by him to audit such books 
and accounts at least once in each year. 

The costs and expenses of such an audit are to be fixed by the Auditor-General and 
paid by the relevant boards, and the Auditor-General will be required to certify whether the 
statement of accounts and balance sheet prepared are in the proper form, are in 
agreement with the accounts, and fairly set out the financial transactions for the period 
to which they relate. 

As had already been pubUcly announced, it Is intended that the current procedures 
in relation to the hearing of appeals against offences in respect of the conduct of trotting 
and greyhound racmg be revised. Under the present arrangements, stewards who are 
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employed by either the trotting board or the greyhound board are responsible for the 
enforcement of the rules of the respective code governing the conduct of meetings of 
that code. Where a person is charged by a steward with an offence against the rules, 
a decision as to whether a penalty should be imposed and if so what penalty, is a 
matter for the stewards to determine. Where a person is dissatisfied with the decision 
of the stewards he has, under the rules, a right of appeal to the relevant control body. 

Two aspects of this procedure are considered to be undesirable. Firstly, the system of 
having the authority which charges a person with an offence (that is, the particular control 
body, through its employees, the stewards) then sitting in judgment on an appeal against the 
steward's decision Is considered by all sections of the industry to be inappropriate. Secondly, 
d great deal of time is being taken up by the trotting board and the greyhound board 
in hearing and determining appeals and it is considered that this is not a proper function 
for boards of this nature. 

The industry generally feels that a tribunal to hear and determine appeals along the 
lines of similar tribunals which exist in other places in Australia would be advantageous, 
and the Bill provides for the estabUshment of such a tribunal. The tribunal, to be known 
as the Racing Appeals Tribunal, is to consist of three members nominated by the 
Minister and appointed by the Governor in CouncU. The chairman of the tribunal shall be 
the member appointed by the Govemor in CouncU from time to time. The maximum term 
of office of a member of the tribunal will be three years and the Bill contains the usual 
type of provisions relating to the appointment and reappointment of tribunals of this 
nature, the filling of casual vacancies and the appointment of staff, etc. 

In terms of the Bill, a person upon whom a penalty Is Imposed by a steward may appeal 
to' the tribunal, except that no appeal shall lie against— 

(a) any decision concerning the eligibility of an animal to race or the conditions 
upon which It can race; 

(b) any dIsquaUfication or suspension of an animal from racing (except where 
that penalty Is Imposed In conjunction with a penalty exceeding $100 Imposed on 
the person); 

(c) Suspension, dIsquaUfication or warning off from participating in racing as 
an owner, trainer or driver which would deprive the person of the right to par
ticipate in up to three meetings; or 

(d) the imposition of a penalty not exceeding $100. 
The Bill further provides that, notwithstanding anything contained in the rules of greyhound 
racing or the rules of trotting, no appeal shall Ue to the relevant control body where 
the penalty imposed on an appellant is suspension, dIsquaUfication or warning off from 
participating in racing as an owner, trainer or driver, or a fine. 

The effect of these provisions is that, if the penalty imposed for an offence is a fine 
under $1(X) or deprives the person from participating In no more than three meetings, there 
will be no right of appeal available to any body. Appeals, other than these, except an 
appeal against a decision conceming the eligibility of an animal to race or the conditions 
upon which it can race, will be heard by the tribunal. This latter type of appeal wiU 
continue to be heard by the relevant control body. 

Appeals wlU be required to be lodged within 14 days of the date of the decisk>n 
affecting the person concemed and must specify the grounds on which the appeal Is 
lodged. In hearing and determining an appeal, the tribunal may regulate its own pro
ceedings and will not be bound by formal rules and practices as to evidence. Appeals wiU 
be held in public and will be by way of re-hearing unless the tribunal otherwise directs. 

Where a steward has been served with a copy of a notice of appeal, he wiU be 
deemed to be a party to the appeal and all parties at an appeal may be represented by 
a legal practitioner or, wkh the approval of the tribunal, by any other person. Each 
party to an appeial will be required to pay his own costs except where the tribunal Is of 
the opinion that this will be unjust, in which case it may make such order as to costs 
as it thinks fit. The decision of the tribunal on an appeal wUl be final and conclusive, 
and the parties to the appeal wUl be required to comply with a decision given by the 
tribunal. 
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Approval was previously given to convert all loans made to racing clubs and current 
at the date of the coming Into force of the present Racing and Betting Act on 1 July 
1981 into non-repayable advances subject to the condkion that they would only be repayable 
if the particular race club in respect of which the loan had been granted failed to continue 
to operate In an appropriate manner. At the same time, the interest payable on the 
loans was reduced to nil and this variation in interest was effected by approval of the 
Governor In Council In accordance with the relevant provisions of the Racing and Betting 
Act. There is now doubt, however, as to the authority In law to approve that repayment 
of the principal of the loans granted need not be made. 

The Bill accordingly provides that the terms and conditions of any advance made to 
any person from the Racing Development Fund or from the previous Racecourse Develop
ment and Assistance Fund may be varied in such manner as may be approved by the 
Governor in Council by Order in Council, If the Order in Council so provides, any such 
variation effected may have restrospective effect. 

Where a loan of the type referred to has been made available to a local authority 
which is trustee of a racecourse reserve by way of sale of debentures pursuant to the 
provisions of the Local Government Act, the Bill provides for the cancellation of the 
debentures and, if necessary, for the issue of fresh debentures upon varied terms and 
conditions. 

Section 126A of the Act provides that the Racing Development Corporation may apply 
moneys from the Racing Development Fund for the acquisition of land, whether held on 
freehold or leasehold tenure, where it intends to establish or develop the land as a racing 
venue. It is considered desirable, in order to properly provide for the conduct of racing in 
this State, for the corporation to be in the position to acquire land from the Crown where 
that land has previously been held for racing purposes pursuant to the provisions of the 
Land Act under some tenure other than freehold or leasehold. 

The Land Act, as it presently stands, would prohibit the granting in fee simple to the 
corporation of Crown land in priority to and to the exclusion of all other persons. The Bill 
accordingly provides that the power conferred by the Land Act on the Govemor in 
Council to grant in fee simple any Crown land within Queensland includes the power to 
grant land to the corporation in priority to, and to the exclusion of, all other persons. 

As honourable members will no doubt be aware, the Racing Development Corporation 
is making available substantial sums of money to racing clubs throughout the State for the 
establishment of new racing venues and for the carrying out of improvements on existing 
racing venues. In such circumstances it Is obvious that it is prudent for the corporation to 
keep a close eye on the way this money is spent and, to assist in this area. It Is Intended 
that the corporation be empowered to engage such consultants and legal and technical 
advisers as It considers necessary to report to It on any project in respect of which moneys 
have been advanced from the Racing Development Fund. The Bill makes appropriate 
provision accordingly and provides that the costs of these consultant, legal, or technical 
services shall be a charge upon the fund. 

Section 189 of the Racing and Betting Act provides that the TotaUsator Administration 
Board may lend to the Racing Development Corporation, and the Racing Development 
Corporation may borrow from the board, such sum or sums of money upon such terms, 
whether with or without interest, as to a majority of the members of the board seems meet. 
Certain moneys have already been lent to the corporation pursuant to this provision on the 
basis that no interest is to be payable but that the loan be repaid over a specified period. 
The Totalisator Administration Board has resolved that, providing the necessary amend
ments are made to the legislation, it is prepared to give consideration to determining that 
the loans already made to the board need not be repaid and the BiU provides for the 
necessary amendment to the Act in this regard. It also provides power for the board to 
make grants to the corporation on such terms and conditions as the board sees fit. 

The existing provisions of the Racing and Betting Act dealing with offences where a 
person has been charged with unlawful book-making, the keeping of a common betting 
house, or being in possession of an instrument of betting provide that the offence be heard 
by a District Court judge sitting alone. Section 604 of the Criminal Code provides that 
where a person pleads any plea other than a plea of guilty to an offence he has a right to 
trial by jury. Although the court has held that the later specific provisions of the Radng 
and Betting Act in respect of offences of the nature referred to are valid, it has nevertheless 
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expressed the view that, where a person's right to trial by jury is to be taken away, it 
should be so taken away by a specific provision of the Act concerned. There are of 
course good and valid reasons why it Is considered that the offences In question should be 
heard by a District Court judge skting alone and these were explained to the House at the 
time of the introduction of the relevant BUl. This Bill accordingly contains specific provision 
to the effect that section 604 of the Criminal Code shall not apply where a person, upon 
being charged with an offence of the nature referred to, enters any plea other than a plea 
of guilty. 

Provision is Included in the Bill for payment of compensation of the Racing Develop
ment Corporation when and if the Crown, pursuant to the Acquisition of Land Act, acquires 
that land at Southport which Is presently owned in fee simple by the Gold Coast Harness 
Racing Club. This provision relates to a proposal for an adjustment of lands Involving the 
existing Gold Coast paceway site, the site of the State school at Southport and the site at 
Southport at which a new paceway and showgrounds is to be established. 

Briefly, the proposal is that the Crown acquire the existing paceway site and pay the 
compensation to the Racing Development Corporation to be expended on the development 
of the new paceway and showgrounds site. The existing paceway site is to be the site of 
the new Southport State School with all the present facilities at that school being provided 
in addition to a vastly enlarged playground and sporting area. When this is achieved, the 
existing school site at Southport is to be disposed of by the Crown. All parties concemed 
with this proposed arrangement are convinced of the benefits which wUl flow to each of 
the organisations and it Is desirable that the rearrangement of sites take place as quickly 
and as smoothly as possible. 

Finally, provision has been included in the Bill in respect of the proposal of the 
Totalisator Administration Board to introduce investment on a special multiple totalisator. 
The present intention, of course, is to Introduce what has become known as the "6 Pic" 
type of investment but the amendment contained In the Bill would also cover any additional 
type of special multiple totalisator which may be Introduced in the future. 

As I stated at the outset, the provisions contained In the Bill are considered to be 
for the benefit of the racing industry throughout the State, but there are also benefits for 
those people who support that industry by investment on totallsators, etc. 

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

Mr Fouras interjected. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! 

Mr Fouras: I am asking whether he is going to table his report. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! There is no provision for debate at the moment. 
Mr Fouras interjected. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I warn the honourable member for South Brisbane 
under Standing Order 123A. 

QUEENSLAND TRANSPORT AND TECHNOLOGY CENTRE BILL 
Hon. I. J. GIBBS (Albert—Minister for Mines and Energy), by leave, without notice: 

I move— 
"That leave be given to bring In a Bill to provide for the establishment develop

ment management and administration of the Queensland Transport and Technology 
Centre and for related purposes." 

Motion agreed to. 
First Reading 

Bill presented and, on motion of Mr I. J. Gibbs, read a first time. 

Second Reading 
Hon. I. J. GIBBS (Albert—Minister for Mines and Energy) (12.56 p.m.): I move— 

"That the Bill be now read a second time." 
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The Bill being introduced to the House represents new legislation to provide for the 
establishment, management and administration of the Queensland Transport and Technology 
Centre and for related purposes. This concept has its foundation in proposals for the 
establishment of an aviation museum in south-east Queensland—^proposals that go back over 
several years. 

Some honourable members will be aware of work that has been done In the past 
in this regard by the organisation known as the Queensland Air Museum, of which Mr 
R. H. HItchins is the president. Negotiations over a long period with the Queensland Air 
Museum involved the Investigation of many skes, including Eagle Farm, Archerfield and 
RedcUffe. None of these proposals came to successful fruition. 

In 1982, a proposal was examined for the establishment of a museum based on a 
large private collection of aircraft, early vehicles and display aero engines owned by Mr 
Malcolm Long. Initial planning for a Queensland transport and technology centre has been 
based upon the inclusion of this significant high-quality collection as the aviation component. 
Undoubtedly, consideration will be given to housing other collections that may become 
available, including those of the Queensland Air Museum, if satisfactory arrangements 
can be negotiated for their acquiskion. Discussions have also been held with the owners 
of collections of historical machinery and with Government departments, with a view to 
the incorporation of such collections in the centre. 

Discussions with the Department of Mines and the State Electricity Commission indicate 
that both the mining and electricity industries are keen to participate in the establishment 
of displays showing the technological development of these industries in Queensland. 

A most suitable 30 ha site has been selected at Coomera on the Pacific Highway, 
Immediately north of the Department of Transport weighbridge and opposite the Dream
world attraction. When the site was being investigated. It was ascertained that the Gold 
Coast and Albert Restoration and Preservation Society had already appUed to the Albert 
Shire Council for a lease on part of the present Coomera site to establish a permanent 
home for its equipment. The society is keen to participate in the proposed centre, 
and the inclusion of its invaluable collection of early steam and other equipment and 
vehicles will enhance the centre. 

Arrangements have therefore been made, with the consent of the Albert Shire Council, 
for reserve R1386, parish of Coomera, to be redesignated from park and recreation reserve 
to reserve for museum and landing ground for aircraft. This reserve, now redesignated 
R1777, has been placed under the control of the trustees of the Queensland Transport 
and Technology Museum, Coomera. The nominated trustees are Sir William Allen, Mr 
W. Heck of Woongoolba, Mr M. Seymour, who has recently retired from the Department 
of Aviation, and myself. 

Preliminary engineering studies indicate that the reserve can be expanded by the 
acquisition of freehold land to accommodate a 1 000 metre licensed airstrip capable of 
accommodating aircraft up to the size of the Douglas DC3 and other heavy twin-engine 
aircraft of that period. 

The Co-Ordlnator-General has been empowered as the consulting authorky for the 
initial stage of the development of this site and preliminary studies are being undertaken 
by both the Premier's Department and the Department of Works. 

The Bill provides for the establishment of a body in the name and style of the 
Queensland Transport and Technology Centre Board of Trustees. The functions of the board 
are clearly stated in the Bill, and the board is to consist of three ex-officio members, being the 
Co-Ordlnator-General, or his nominee, the Director, Queensland Museum and the Director 
of Operations, Government Air Wing. Up to five additional members may be appointed by 
the Governor in Council. Such members will bring wide experience in aviation, heritage 
administration and the management of exhibitions. 

[Sitting suspended from 1.1 to 2.15 p.m.] 

Mr I. J. GIBBS: The board Is empowered to manage Reserve R1777 and further 
areas that are to be acquired. Acquisition of this further area will be undertaken using 
provisions contained in the State Development and PubUc Works Organization Act. 

The board will operate as a State enterprise within the shield of the Crown, as was 
the case for the Brisbane Exposition and South Bank Redevelopment Authority. 

62188—89 
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The board is to be granted powers necessary for the control and management of the 
centre, the administration of collections, the operation of workshops, and the operation of a 
licensed aerodrome. The board will have the abUlty to acquire and, if necessary, dispose 
of collections and to enter into agreement with the owners of collections for their 
exhibition at the centre. 

The board is required to manage its financial affairs with full accountability to the 
Minister and Parliament, and standard audit provisions are Included. 

Initial funding for the project is to be provided as part of the Commonwealth/State 
Bicentennial Program, and a grant of $760,000 has been aUocated for this purpose. 

The board is empowered to administer admission charges for the centre and additional 
income wiU be generated through the sale of concessions for catering and merchandising. 
Studies are currently being undertaken to obtain the best advice on the management of the 
commercial operations of the centre. The location of the centre opposite the "Dreamworld" 
attraction will provide a reservoir of potential visitors to the centre. 

This project is a significant one for Queensland and Indeed for AustraUa as it will 
provide a venue of a standard unequalled in this country for the proper display of aircraft, 
machinery and other items of historical Importance both for the present time and into 
the next century. 

Since the proposal for the centre has become publicly known, people from all over 
Australia have offered a wide variety of items with great historical value for Inclusion In 
the centre. This in itself gives an indication of the need for this type of centre to be 
established. 

I commend this Bill to the House. 
Debate, on motion of Mr Burns, adjourned. 

TRUSTEE COMPANIES ACT AMENDMENT BILL 
Hon. N. J. HARPER (Auburn—Minister for Justice and Attorney-General), by leave, 

without notice: I move— 
"That leave be given to bring in a Bill to amend the Trustee Companies Act 

1968-1983 in a certain particular." 
Motion agreed to. 

First Reading 
Bill presented and, on motion of Mr Harper, read a first time. 

Second Reading 
Hon. N. J. HARPER (Auburn—Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) (2.18 p.m.): 

I move— 
"That the Bill be now read a second time." 

Honourable members will no doubt recall that, when I introduced the ANZ Executors 
& Trustee Company Bill Into this House late last year, I foreshadowed legislation which 
would be Introduced this year to amend the Trustee Companies Act. Also in my speech, 
I outlined in some detail the reasons behind the failure of the company Trustees Executors 
and Agency Company Limited. 

As a result of the failure of that company, a number of examinations have taken 
place throughout Australia of both TEA and trustee companies legislation. The National 
Companies and Securities Commission is conducting an extensive examination, which has 
not yet been completed. 

In Victoria, where TEA had Its headquarters and from where it was run, a working 
party was established to examine the legislation. As a resuU of that examination, legislation 
was introduced into the Victorian Parliament in 1983, becoming effective from 1 January 
1984. 

In my speech In reply during the second-reading debate on the ANZ Executors & 
Trustee Company BUl, I gave the House the assurance that the proposed legislation, which 
I foreshadowed, would be far more extensive than the Victorian legislation. I Indicated 
also that the legislation would be the model for the rest of Australia. 
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The purpose of legislation governing the trustee companies is manifold. Of paramount 
Importance Is the protection of the beneficiaries of trusts. 

As I have Indicated earlier, the responslbUkies of the trustee are onerous; consequently, 
the degree of care that must be exercised by the employees of tmstee companies Is of the 
highest order. That being the case, the industry is highly labour-intensive and any legislation 
that seeks to amend the legislation governing the tmstee companies must strike a delicate 
balance between the protection of beneficiaries and the level of profitability that must be 
maintained In order for the companies to survive. Trustee companies play an Important role 
in the community in acting as trustees for estates as well as trustees under trust deeds. 

Legislation that was enacted In Victoria is now, about three months after it became 
effective, under extensive review. The Victorian Attorney-General has made a number of 
public statements to that effect. This fact, perhaps more than others, indicates the great 
degree of care that must be taken by Governments when consideration Is given to amending 
legislation. Legislation wiU be introduced later this year that wUl amend the provisions of 
the Trustee Companies Act. 

I repeat my claim that this legislation will be a model for the rest of Australia to follow. 
That being the case. It cannot be considered in haste and It must involve a degree of 
consultation with the Industry that It affects so directly. 

A significant difficulty has, however, arisen as a result of the introduction of amendments 
to the Victorian legislation. That legislation increased the fee that may be charged by a 
trustee company In administering a common fund. In addition to being able to claim a 
percentage of the income of the Investments in the fund, a trustee company in that State 
may now charge a fee not exceeding one per centum per annum on the capital invested in 
the common fund. 

Under section 45 (I) (B) of the Queensland legislation, a trustee company is entitled 
to charge a fee according to the value of the work done and the services rendered calculated 
at a rate not exceeding one half of one per centum per annum upon the capital sums invested 
in the common fund. 

Honourable members will recall that the failure of TEA resulted from the desire of 
management to bring increased returns to their share-holders. It was no doubt considered 
by the Victorian Government that, by increasing the fees that may be charged in relation to 
common funds, there would be less Incentive for trustee companies to depart from their 
traditional role. 

It now appears likely that funds that are presently Invested In Queensland common 
funds may be withdrawn and moved to common funds established under the Victorian 
legislation. In particular, the Union Fidelity Trustee Company Is trustee for Investments 
totalling approximately $200m that are Invested in Queensland common funds. These 
are common funds established pursuant to section 36 of the Act. By leaving these funds 
domicUed in Queensland, that company, and no doubt other companies, are occasioning 
substantial losses. If the domicile of these funds is removed from Queensland, it will mean 
that brokerage fees are lost and that the capital potentially available for investment in 
property and mortgages in this State is reduced. Such a situation is, of course, untenable. 
Queensland should not be disadvantaged because great care is being taken to settle the overall 
legislative package that wlU amend the Trustee Companies Act. 

The purpose of the Bill before the House Is quite simple. It is to amend section 45 of 
the Act to provide an Increase in the fee that may be charged to a maximum of one per 
cent in place of the maximum of half of one per cent that may presently be charged. 
This will bring the legislation Into line with that of Victoria. It is unfortunate that this 
amendment could not have been delayed until the overall package is completed, but to do 
so would be undesirable. 

The existing tmstee companies, with the exception of the recently established ANZ 
Executors & Tmstee Company, have served the people of Queensland for many years. I 
am confident that they will continue to do so. The proposed increase in fees will provide 
them with a more substantial base from which to operate, thus making them more stable 
in the interest of the beneficiaries. 

I commend the Bill to the House. 
Debate, on motion of Mr R. J. Gibbs, adjourned. 
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PRIMARY PRODUCERS' ORGANISATION AND MARKETING ACT AND OTHER 
ACTS AMENDMENT BILL 

Second Reading—Resumption of Debate 
Debate resumed from 21 December (see p. 1053) on Mr Turner's motion— 

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

Mr KRUGER (Murrumba) (2.25 p.m.): This is a riot! At last this Bill, which has been 
allowed to lie on the table for a lengthy period, is being proceeded with. The reasons why 
the Bill was not proceeded with earlier are obvious. Generally speaking. Opposition members 
welcome the legislation because it contains a good deal of good intent. There are, of course, 
certain provisions that Opposition members will question. As I say, basically. Opposition 
members are quite happy with most of Its provisions. 

I voice my concern at the problems that brought about the introduction of the BiU. 
I should imagine that they will be dealt with fully during this debate, particularly by 
Opposition members. 

Various provisions result from the Peanut Marketing Board scandal. I accept that the 
Bill will overcome most of the problems that arose in connection with that scandal, but I 
hope that the legislation can be tidied up to such an extent that simUar problems will not 
arise in the future. 

Some time ago, when those problems were discussed In this Assembly, the then Minister 
said that it was unfortunate that some attempts had been made to politicise the situation that 
had arisen. What else could the Minister expect when Opposition members could see the 
damage that was being done to the peanut Industry? We were aware of the problems 
that existed, and there was no other stand that we could take. We in the Opposition 
politicised the issue in the belief that that was in the best interests of the peanut-growers. 
Certainly, the Minister should have been aware of the problems that existed. By "Mmlster" 
I mean not the present Minister for Primary Industries but his predecessor. 

To claim that the industry Itself and the community were well satisfied with the action that 
was taken by the Government would be ridiculous. Yet the former Minister made such a 
claim. It is obvious that he did not speak to the people with whom I spoke. I found a 
good deal of concern within the peanut industry, and much greater concern than the Govern
ment admitted. I moved round the State and spoke to the growers. Those in the Tolga area 
in particular were very upset about the then Minister's lack of interest. 

This Bill is concerned primarily with accountability to the growers and to the ParUament, 
Such accountability did not exist In the period prior to the introduction of this legislation. 
People are entitled to expect that all procedures will be carried out in the proper way. 
However, the legislation that existed at that time was open to abuse, and certainly it was 
abused. In any industry, the growers' representatives may not be weU versed in the ramifica
tions of legislation. Therefore, although their interests might be looked after by a board 
with the best intent, the growers are not always geared up to cope with a skuatlon In which 
persons who occupy favoured positions do things that are against the best interests of the 
growers. I believe that certain information was withheld at the time of the scandal on the 
Peanut Marketing Board. Whether that information was withheld on purpose or accidentally, 
I am not quite sure. However, whilst I was at Tolga I found that two board representatives 
were not aware that certain items of the board's equipment were being shifted into the board's 
works at Tolga. 

Inaction on the part of the Premier and the then Minister for Primary Industries, who 
should have all the information at their fingertips, left a good deal of suspicion in the minds 
of many people. I am concerned about the fact that that situation arose and that certain 
people either were not cleared of suspicion or were not dealt with in any way. 

It appears that this legislation has been introduced because of that scandal. It appears 
also that some police investigation should have been conducted at that time. I say that 
in fahness to all those other board members who were not In control of the particular 
person whose name I will not mention at this stage. 

During the second-reading debate on the Primary Producers' Organisation and Marketing 
Act Amendment Bill on 22 March 1983, the member for Mackay sa id-

"In his recent statement to the House in relation to the Peanut Marketing 
Board, the Minister admkted that the board would not accept his control as laid down 
in the Act. Consequently, it went outside the provisions of this Act and, under the 
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co-operative Acts, took certain decisions that are now the subject of investigation by 
the Auditor-General. I hope that at a later stage we will see in this House the 
results of that Investigation. I wiU deal further wkh that matter later in the 
debate." 

The former Minister for Primary Industries (Mr Ahern) Interjected— 
"That is one of the reasons why the proposed amendment is before the House 

tonight." 
I ask honourable members to take note of that interjection. 

Later, in replying to the debate, the former Minister said— 
'Tn response to the honourable member for Mackay, who addressed himself 

to this question, I indicate that the amendments now before the House have not been 
raced here to answer a problem that has emerged at the moment in relation to the 
Peanut Marketing Board. That Is certainly not the case. The Primary Producers' 
Organisation and Marketing Act is undergoing continuing review in consultation with all 
of our marketing boards and organisations. There Is no question that any of these 
amendments has been rushed here to meet an emergent situation. However, I readily 
admit that the Bill contains some amendments in response to a problem that has 
emerged in the Queensland Peanut Marketing Board over a long period. 

As most honourable members know. It Is not easy to prepare legislation quickly. 
To prepare it since that time has not been possible." 

The member for Mackay Interjected and said, "It was done pretty quickly." The former 
Minister repUed, "No, it was not." He continued— 

"I announced these amendments to the Primary Producers' Organisation and 
Marketing Act some time ago. They went before Cabinet before the problem with 
the Peanut Marketing Board became obvious." 

In the statement that I have just quoted, the former Minister stated that it was 
done before it became obvious. However, in an Interjection to the member for Mackay, 
the former Minister said that it was one of the reasons why the proposed amendment was 
before the House. It is obvious that he was not acting responsibly, or he was trying to cover 
up for somebody. I am concerned about that. 

There was a deal of haste in getting the department to consider legislation but no 
haste Ui getting industry problems sorted out. What has happened in the Peanut Marketing 
Board could happen In any other board in this State. That is the reason for the introduction 
of this legislation. The reference to the board has nothing to do with the industry directive; 
it is a reference connected with the legislation before the House. Although those problems 
could have been sorted out more quickly, they were not. 

If the Minister was unaware of the problems, he should have carefully examined 
what was happening. Although a representative of the Department of Primary Industries is 
a member of the board, the Opposition was concerned at the time that possibly he was not 
doing his job correctly and that the Minister was not aware of the problem. I understand 
that the representative is in the precincts of this Chamber and that he is acting in his 
official capacity. 

Recently, I have carried out some investigations. I do not wish to make any comments 
in support of the gentleman concerned. However, from the Investigations that I have 
made, it seems that the representative was reporting to the Minister and that nothing 
was happening. I have to clear the allegations made against that departmental representative. 
It is possible that, although he was doing his job correctly, other things were not happening. 

The Premier was possibly busy dealing with bank loans in the Kingaroy district. 
Mr Deputy Speaker, because of your ruUng, I cannot Involve myself in that matter in 
the way In which I would like. There are some problems In that field. They do not relate 
directly to this Bill. As you pulled me up on that recently, I will let it go at that 
rather than have another argument with you on the matter. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! I remind the honourable member for 
Murrumba that Standing Orders clearly state that imputations of improper motives to 
any member of this House are regarded as disorderly. 
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Mr KRUGER: I began to speak on that matter because I had prepared my speech along 
those lines. Because of your recent ruling, I decided not to proceed further. I understand 
why you made that mling. 

The Premier did not do what he ought to have done. At least half. If not more, 
of the peanut-growing industry is within the Premier's electorate. As well as being Premier 
of Queensland, he is the elected representative of Barambah, and a number of things 
ought to have been done for the industry by their representative during that period. 
The Premier has let the industry down. 

The people of Tolga were the first I know of who complained about the problem 
In the Industry. They raised the need for something to be done about the then manager. 
Their involvement was certainly called for, just as it was productive. Events proved 
that action had to be taken. 

Earlier I mentioned the need for police Investigations, As yet, they have not 
been made. They may never be made. Investigations ought to have been made Into 
the $850,000 discrepancy and the shortage of 5 000 tonnes of peanuts. Similar events 
could have occurred in any board and, as I said earlier, the Bill is an attempt to 
remove the possibility of those problems occurring again. I certainly hope that the Bill 
achieves the desired results. 

Full marks must go, I repeat, to the Atherton Tableland growers for raising the 
matter. Had they not raised it, the Government might have kept the matter from 
pubUc view. I say that in all sincerity. Following the changes In portfolios, the position 
may have altered. The previous Minister was not very concerned about the problem 
at all. According to departmental information, the Government was aware of the problems 
and of the irresponsible approach to board matters by directors and management prior 
to November 1981. 

In an attempt to cover up, the Minister made a statement to the House In March 
last year, on which I wish to comment. He said— 

"Growers have been paid a first advance of 40c per kilogram for 1982 peanut 
deliveries, and they expected further payments to bring their final pay up to a 
figure of around 60c per kilogram. Although this figure was never actually 
stated by the board, statements were made in September last year that growers' 
returns would be the second highest on record." 

That, of course, relates to 1982. He continued— 
"This led growers, bank managers and others to the conclusion that a 

substantial second advance was still to come. 
On 25 February this year, growers were advised that the 1982 total pay-out 

figure was now estimated at 44c per kilogram." 

The problems of the growers are obvious. They believed that the money would be 
available and they raised bank loans in the expectation of receiving 50 per cent more 
money than was actually paid. The Minister said— 

"The export market has been weak and there has been a substantial downturn 
in domestic demand." 

Some of that was brought about by people in the industry and not necessarily as 
stated In the ministerial statement to the House. The Minister said 

"A major point of concern to growers is that they were not advised earlier 
of the substantial change In the likely final payment " 

Even though it would not have Improved their Income for the year, they would have 
been aware of the problems and able to organise their affairs accordingly. The Minister 
continued— 

"Members of the Peanut Marketing Board first became aware of this changed 
position at a special meeting of the board on 18 February 1982." 

That Is when all hell broke loose. The people of Queensland—probably people throughout 
the world—^were amazed that such probems had arisen. 

I mentioned before my belief that at that stage the representative of the Department 
of Primary Industries had made the facts known to the Minister, but no action was 
taken. The Minister fell down on his job. His Inaction was a let-down to the growers 
and a let-down to the industry. The Premier, acting m his capacity as the member 
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for the Kingaroy area, ought to have brought to the notice of those Involved the problems 
that had occurred and the action that should have been taken. Nothing was done. 
The election was held and the matter Is now history. Those circumstances were 
relevant when the legislation was introduced, but they are not as relevant now because 
of the changes that have occurred since that time. 

For the benefit of honourable members I wish to recaU articles that appeared in 
the press at the time. One of the first—and it was very relevant—was an article written 
by SybU Nolan in the following vein— 

"The general manager of Queensland's Peanut Marketing Board was being 
paid more than the Premier, State Cabinet was told yesterday. 

Mr Marc Desmarchelier was paid $75,000 a year compared with Mr. Bjelke-
Petersen's $70,500, Cabinet was told. 

Board chairman Mr Ray Ward has already resigned and the Primary Industries 
Minister, Mr Ahern, said the board would be investigated by the Auditor-
General." 

All honourable members know the results of that investigation and I am sure that my 
colleague the member for Mackay (Mr Casey) wiU go Into that matter in depth, because 
at the time he was very much involved in It. The article by Sybil Nolan also mentioned 
the lower payment received for the 1982 crop. That Is very relevant In the consideration 
of the stmctures of other commodity boards. 

At the same time an article by Tony Koch was In simUar terms— 
"They claimed there was a 5 200-tonne discrepancy between the amount of 

peanuts deUvered to the board and that sold. They further alleged a board expense 
account of almost $850,000 was 50 per cent above budget and consisted mostly of 
overseas travelling expenses." 

That Is why I believe that there should have been some further investigation. At a time 
when the industry was on its knees, for a man in the role of Mr Desmarchelier to take 
overseas trips such as those was ridiculous. I shall go on to take special note of the way 
that a previous manager of the board sold peanuts. 

Press articles of the time give a great deal of background Information, which has never 
since been questioned. I want to know why that is so. An article by Bill Wilkle stated— 

"Queensland's 670 peanut growers were this week stIU counting the cost of 
disclosures by the Peanut Marketing Board that their Income from the 1982 crop 
would be cut by a third." 

That is yet another example of what was brought out In the previous articles. There Is no 
point in going through these newspaper clippings one by one. 

Another press article stated— 
"Answering the question about D.P.I. blame for not informing growers earlier, 

the department's director of marketing, Mr Bob Densley, said he had told the 
minister that he considered the flow of information to directors of the peanut 
marketing board to be inadequate to enable them to perform their duties properly 
and discharge their responsibilities to growers. 

Mr Densley made this statement In his report to the minister for the year ended 
June 30, 1982. 

Mr Densley said It was a matter of pubUc record that over the past four years 
there had been differences between the D.P.I, and certain persons associated with the 
Peanut Marketing Board. 

Growers will recaU that on November 23. 1981 Mr BIU Kidston of the marketing 
division attended a meeting in KIngaroy when a vote was taken on whether the 
Director of Marketing should continue to be represented on the board of directors 
of the Peanut Growers Co-operative Association Limited." 

Surely if those statements made by Mr Densley were accurate—and I have no reason 
to beUeve otherwise—they would further condemn the Premier and the then Mmlster for 
Primary Industries (Mr Ahern) for not acting in a responsible manner. 
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I am not one who Ukes to contlnuaUy quote from newspaper articles, but I have 
purposely gathered quite a number together and have them available for any honourable 
member who wishes to question what happened at that time. This was possibly the 
biggest scandal that has occurred in the mral sector for many, many years. 

FoUowing the pubUcation of the articles to which I have referred, I received a letter 
which, among other things, shows that other people have sold crops without making 
overseas trips. It Is Important that I read the letter, and I have deleted some of the names 
from k. However, I make it known to members of this House that the letter is available 
for their pemsal. AU I have done Is kept the relevant points and deleted some of the 
names. The letter is in the following terms— 

"Whilst I am nekher a peanut farmer nor an employee of the Peanut Marketing 
Board in Kingaroy, I have over the years maintained a close friendship with many 
past and present people of these caUings, and wish to comment on an aspect of the 
current problems which seems at least pubUcly, to have been sadly overlooked. 

I refer to the disruption to family Ufe of those employees of the board who 
have had their services terminated, or their positions In the Organisation suddenly 
altered (demoted). 

The most notable case was the sacking of a person who in sixteen years with 
the board had worked his way to the position of a sales manager, and In fact shortly 
before his sacking had sold a record crop without a single overseas trip. He was 
given no good reason for his dismissal, and at one stage considered sueing the 
board for wrongful dismissal. Being unemployed he could not risk the $10,000 that 
his barrister estimated it would cost with less than 50/50 chance. He had eamed 
the respect of all his coUeagues, and had the tmst of the board's customers. He was 
In a state of deep shock for weeks after the Incident, as was his wife who was at 
the time only weeks from giving birth to their second baby. 

A very competent engineer who is now working with Consolidated Fertilizers In 
Brisbane was systematically demoted until he occupied a position of no consequence 
in the organisation, and eventually resigned. He had been with the board for thirteen 
years and I have never met a more conscientious or capable engineer. (By the way 
of explanation I should mention that I was once employed by the board as his deputy, 
but left of my own accord well before the appointment of Mr Desmarchelier.) 

Many other very competent people have been squeezed out over the past four 
years and include a man who served something like 28 years with the board. 

Mr John Chamberlain who was manager Tolga, Mr Alex Baikaloff who was the 
board's field officer for nearly thirty years, has been forced to accept a position far 
below his standing in the industry, but has stated his determination to see 'Demolisher' 
out. 

In this he has apparently succeeded. He is a recognised world expert In peanut 
growing and on many occasions has been guest speaker at intemational seminars 
both in Australia and overseas. 

For the last four years he has been treated with contempt. About seven sales 
managers have come and gone in four years, one of whom had a nervous breakdown 
and went truck driving. 

Too much emphasis has been placed on the money aspect of the board's trouble 
and not nearly enough on the human suffering aspect. 

The above list is not nearly a complete one, but one which I feel highlights the 
aspect I am bringing to your attention." 

I believe that that was a sincere letter, because I have since contacted the people he 
mentioned and they have told me the same story. If I wanted to give the whole story, I 
could not do so in the time allotted to me. It Is frightening to think that those problems 
existed in what I understand Is the largest peanut Industry in the world. Certainly, what 
was once a very efficient Industry has been brought to Its knees. 

Then came an attempt to rescue the industry with financial assistance. As it tumed 
out, the assistance did not eventuate because, at the time, the industry was on its knees as 
the result of a poor crop caused by the drought. Because of mismanagement, the Industry 
was in turmoil. The assistance offered was unacceptable. 
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There were proposals for grants to be made to the industry. I have here a letter from 
the Department of Primary Industries in which reference is made to loan moneys being 
made available to the growers and to the board at an interest rate of 14 per cent. That 
was unusual, because that rate was then as high as, if not higher than, bank Interest. So 
it was a ridiculous attempt to get the growers and the board out of trouble. I understand 
that, as a result of an outburst by growers and the industry generally, there was quite a 
reduction in that rate of interest. But fancy this Government, in an attempt to prop up 
the industry, coming up with loans at a rate of interest as high as, if not higher than, bank 
interest! 

The Government had to offer assistance, because the growers could not afford to get 
any further into debt, and could not afford to pay the Interest rates that the banks would 
be charging; so for the Government to originally offer assistance at a similar interest rate 
just did not make sense. 

There has been much discussion about quangos. I have here a number of press 
cuttings, but I will not go through them. The Premier referred to the cost of quangos and 
to other problems associated with them. If those problems had arisen and if the Premier 
had been aware of them, surely he should have done something about them. Today, we are 
still trying to overcome problems that arose in one particular industry. To me, that is 
ludicrous. 

I have in front of me newspaper articles on this matter. However, because the matter 
has been exposed time and time again, I shall not refer to them. 

After travelling round the countryside, I am aware that some people, particularly 
free enterprise and independent shellers, are concerned about the role and constitution 
of the Peanut Marketing Board. They believe that, because they have been working in the 
industry for some time, they should be protected. Because of the upheavals In the peanut 
Industry and because of what I learnt on my visits to the peanut-growing areas, I have 
examined the constitution of the Peanut Marketing Board. It sets out the position quite 
clearly. This commodity can be obtained by the Government, through the board. Suddenly, 
the free enterprise shellers believe that they have the sole right to all, or a large proportion, 
of the peanuts that are grown in this State. It should not have come as a surprise to them 
to read some of the articles about the appointment of inspectors to look after the industry. 
Provision is made for them in the constitution of the Peanut Marketing Board. 

Mr R. J. Gibbs: If Desmarchelier had been in private enterprise, he would have just 
about faced criminal charges. 

Mr KRUGER: Even without being in a private enterprise situation, he should have 
faced criminal charges. As the honourable member was entering the Chamber I asked 
whether there would be any follow-up and whether any charges would be laid. 

In his second-reading speech, the Minister said— 
*' a number of further amendments which are designed to improve the 
accountabUity of marketing boards, not just to their growers but also to Parliament." 

That is the crunch and the reason behind the introduction of this Bill. For too long there 
has been no accountability. If various boards are to operate, one type of accounting Is 
required so that reports are forwarded to the Auditor-General in the same form. If that had 
been done previously, it would have overcome many of the problems that these boards now 
face, and the position would not have got out of hand. It was not until an auditor was sent 
In to check the books that the problems were exposed. It does not matter which board 
It is, if there Is a simple formula the information can be readily checked. 

The Minister also said— 
"Officers of my department have been developing concepts on enhanced account

ability and reporting aspects of statutory marketing authorities with a view to 
preparing the necessary amendments to the legislation." 

I have already referred to that matter. Then he said— 
"The problems with the Peanut Marketing Board and the subsequent special 

report by the Auditor-General relating to the operations of that board have made 
the changes more urgent." 
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If those changes were urgent, why has the legislation remained on the Business Paper so 
long? There is no reason why it could not have been dealt with earlier, except that k was 
convenient for certain members to return to their electorates. Opposition members have 
attempted to prolong the sktings of the Parliament so that they could debate these issues. 
However, an opportunity to debate them has not been given. Had It been, this legislation 
could have been debated long ago. Hopefully other boards have not experienced problems 
in the Intervening period. Even though there are still some financial problems, the Peanut 
Marketing Board appears to be overcoming its problems slowly. This legislation should 
have been passed by the House some time ago. The Government has not acted responsibly. 

The Minister referred to a majority of growers of a commodky having determined the 
term of office of the members of a board. He then referred to the reduction in the percentage 
of growers needed to request the sacking of a board. The figure has been reduced to 30 
per cent. From what I have read, that figure will be brought back to 50 per cent. Perhaps 
the Opposition will debate that matter at the Committee stage. 

A small industry such as the peanut industry can be manipulated, particularly If only 
30 per cent of growers are required to agree to a particular course of action. This has 
arisen because of the turmoil in the peanut industry. Unfortunately, because of the faUure 
of the Government to intervene, a great deal of mud is now being thrown, and the former 
Minister for Primary Industries must be held responsible. 

In his second-reading speech, the Minister said— 
"In the case of the Peanut Marketing Board such an arrangement was used to 

negate a direction by the Minister in relation to superannuation." 
That arrangement involved attempts to bypass the provisions of the Primary Producers' 
Organisation and Marketing Act. This Bill cleans that up. It Is a good example of a sUly 
situation in which no one knows in which direction he is heading. 

The Minister said also that the amendments in the BUl— 
" . . . will require, amongst other things, the preparation of annual statements of 
account, the audit of such statements by the Auditor-General, the preparation and 
the distribution of an annual report and the holding of an annual general meeting 
of growers." 

Why has this legislation not been debated before this? Surely the Government should 
ensure that a board or any instrumentality under its jurisdiction makes an annual report 
so that problems do not arise. Many of the marketing systems in operation in Queensland, 
which are the backbone of primary producers, were introduced by former Labor Govern
ments. Unfortunately, the legislation has not been kept up-to-date. When a problem occurs, 
the Govemment reacts to it. 

When I was in Kingaroy recently, I picked up a newsletter published in February by 
the Peanut Marketing Board. In it the following comment Is made— 

"The Premier, Mr Bjelke-Petersen, said today the State Government had no 
intention of amending the Peanut Industry Protection Act in any way that would 
destabilise the industry. 

The Premier said today he had met a deputation of growers and representatives 
of The Peanut Marketing Board including the Chairman, Mr Magnussen. 

Mr Bjelke-Petersen said the meeting was arranged to discuss problems arising 
between the Board and independent shellers." 

The Premier was also reported as saying that the Government had no Intention of 
altering existing legislation that protected the board's position. He was quoted as saying 
that, "Growers need the board to maintain stable prices." He said also that amendments 
to the legislation had been drafted and would be debated In the Parliament In a few weeks' 
time. 

In conclusion, I would just like to comment on what I see as the reasons for the 
recent problems with the Peanut Marketing Board. In my opinion, Mr Chris Joyce of 
Tablelands Peanuts Pty Ltd, who is the force behind free enterprise shellers, has, wkh the 
assistance of others, set out to bring down the Peanut Marketing Board. They have done 
that for personal gain, and over the last couple of years the Government has given them 
every opportunky to get a stronger footing. That should not have been allowed to happen. 
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Mr Joyce has been connected with Elders IXL. That company has provided equipment 
for the board's shelling operations and for many of the free enterprise shellers. Elders 
have now employed Mr Desmarchelier, who was connected with the Peanut Marketing 
Board scandal. It is interesting to note that Elders IXL, with the assistance of Joyce 
and Desmarchelier, is now in a poskion to make inroads into the Queensland Graingrowers 
Association. I wonder whether it was a plot to bring down the Peanut Marketing Board. 
As time goes on, I am sure that that will be found to be correct. 

It is up to the Government, and us as legislators, to ensure that everything that can 
be done through legislation is done to ensure that the peanut industry—although it is not 
the biggest industry in the State—Is kept afloat. The Peanut Marketing Board must be 
maintained for that to happen. It will be a sorry day for the peanut-growers of Queensland 
if the Peanut Marketing Board does not maintain control over the industry. 

Mr BOOTH (Warwick) (3 p.m.): Although this is an amending BiU, it Is very 
important and will affect the lives of the many people who operate under what is termed 
orderly marketing or under board responsibUities. I commend the Minister for bringing 
in this Bill, which will tighten the control of boards in general. However, I am not 
totally happy with one or two provisions In it. 

The Opposition spokesman. In his opening remarks, concentrated almost entirely on 
the Peanut Marketing Board. Certainly, the disaster associated with that board may have 
triggered off this legislation; but that does not mean that similar disasters could not 
occur on other boards. The main aim of any legislation such as this should be the 
prevention of a similar occurrence in other primary Industries. 

As to the accountability of marketing boards—I totally support the introduction of 
an accounting procedure that will make it easier for a person versed In marketing 
legislation to arrive at a decision as to whether boards' accounts are in order. The 
philosophy of orderly marketing should be looked at In general. Members of marketing 
boards should realise that when they are elected, no matter whether it is to the Peanut 
Marketing Board or any other board, they have a responsibility to carry on the business 
of their board to the best of their abiUty. They are not elected simply to concur with 
everything that general managers want to do; they are elected to analyse impartially the 
reports of general managers. They should be convinced that the proposals that are 
brought before them are practicable. 

Having read the reports of the Peanut Marketing Board and been made aware of 
what occurred in relation to it, I find it difficult to believe that many members of the 
board went to the trouble to analyse the information that was put on the table. I am 
IncUned to think that some of them beUeved they were there simply to say "Aye" or 
merely to make up the numbers. 

Mr Kruger: Like back-benchers in the National Party. 

Mr BOOTH: I am not interested In taking the honourable member's interjection. 
His speech was a rambling one based on the Peanut Marketing Board. I am not sure 
that he really understood what he was talking about. He was carried away with trying 
to nail one or two people. Unlike him, I am interested in tightening the control of 
marketing boards and the responsibiUty of their members. 

It is the responsibility of the Minister for Primary Industries In Queensland—and, 
for that matter, anywhere else—and the leader of the Government to let members of 
marketing boards know that they have onerous responsibilities, that they are handling 
vast amounts of money and that the welfare of a large number of people Is in their 
hands. That message should be got through to board members. I do not think Opposition 
members would disagree with that. 

I commend the Minister for tightening up accountabiUty. The real Issue Is the 
responsibUity of board members. After all, accounting Involves only adding up the money 
that is handed out. The responsibiUty of board members, however. Is much heavier than 
that. They have a responsibility to analyse and to ensure that they are happy with what 
is happening. That responsibUity should not be taken too lightly. The Minister for Primary 
Industries and other Ministers should avail themselves of every opportunity to bring home 
to board members that they have a frightening responsibility and that they should be 
prepared to accept it and do their work. 
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The Bill provides for the termination of the term of office of the board if it is 
unsatisfactory. I suppose that is a nice way of saying that it is sacked. I am pleased that, 
before a board is terminated, the number of growers required to request termination of 
the board wUl be increased to 50 per cent. I agree with the Opposition spokesman that 
that is a large number to get to sign a petition. However, something quite extraordinary 
is involved. In view of that, 50 per cent Is probably a better figure. In his second-reading 
speech the Minister said that that would happen only in extreme circumstances. I agree 
that that should be so. 

The Minister referred to circumstances in which the interests of the growers are 
clearly in jeopardy. It will be the responsibility of the growers to ascertain whether their 
interests are in jeopardy. That Is not entirely foolproof. Although a board may not have 
digressed to any great extent, somebody could get 50 per cent of the growers to sign 
a petition. That would have to be done by somebody who had a gmdge, and I do not 
think that it is Ukely to happen. 

I said that I was not happy with all the provisions in the Bill. I am not happy with the 
provision that allows a board to work in conjunction with a type of affiUated co-operative 
that shares a common directorate—in other words, all directors of the board are directors 
of the co-operative. Whilst it is easy with hindsight to say that it did not work well 
In the Peanut Marketing Board, that situation can occur, although to some extent that 
has been tightened up under the direction of the Minister, 

I could never understand why such an organisation, with the same directors as those 
directors on the commodity board, was needed. It is most undesirable. It should be allowed 
only with the Minister's permission, A co-operative that operates under the umbrella 
of a marketing board is not in the best Interests of all concerned, I cannot understand 
why it is necessary. Many boards have co-operatives with different directorates operating 
under them. The presence of different persons in the directorates surely Is a great 
barrier to collusion of any description, I sound a note of warning on this matter, I would 
like to know why in any industry a co-operative should have the same directors as the 
board, I do not know why there cannot be a different directorate. 

The problems experienced in the Peanut Marketing Board could have been aggravated 
by that situation. Had the co-operative not been permitted to operate under the umbrella 
of the board, there may not have been any problems with the Peanut Marketing Board. 
I am not sure that I am completely happy with the present provisions in the Bill, although 
I think that they are an improvement. If undesirable happenings are to be stopped, we 
must bite the bullet and say, "That is just not on." 

I agree with the Minister that, as a general rule, marketing boards have not abused 
such powers. Marketing boards, since their inception, have performed quite well. I would 
like to see marketing boards give 100 per cent. 

Mr Hartwig: Do you beUeve in a free market? 

Mr BOOTH: No, I do not. I believe in orderly marketing. I am quite happy to accept 
that. In answer to the interjection from the honourable member for Callide, I state that 
1 am prepared to accept sales outside the board as long as they are under the control of 
the board. 

I am surprised that this year there have not been more sales of feed wheat for domestic 
purposes. Those sales should be under the complete control of the board. I do not 
think that permits should be issued so that growers could go out and bargain. They 
cannot have it both ways. With anything that is sold outside a board— Î do not care 
whether it is peanuts or any other produce—the free market is increased because most of 
the growers have to sell through the board. It applies to sugar acquisition, and probably 
to a greater extent it applies to peanuts. 

It applies to many other commodities. It applies to barley, particularly in the 
area In which I live, near the border. If a person sold over the border, he could obtain 
a little more for his product. However, it must be realised that, if the pool and the 
board were abolished, prices would tumble. To answer the Interjector—for the great 
majority of growers orderly marketing is the best system. I am not opposed to a 
system of permits for sales outside the board, as long as those permits are kept tightly 
under board control and as long as the money Is passed through the board. 
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As I said inklally, this is a very important Bill. The message in the Bill is that 
directors, board members or anyone else who takes responsibility for the marketing of 
primary produce must take that responsibility seriously. I mention the problems of the 
Queensland Graingrowers Association. Surely, what happened there would not have 
occurred if complete responsibility had been exercised. A good deal of my lifetime 
has been associated with boards and board members. From time to time a member of my 
board might come to me and say, "There is something going on that I think you 
should know about." If he said that to me, I would take It very seriously. On every 
occasion that that has occurred I felt that we were able to stop anything untoward 
happening. I am reluctantly forced to the conclusion that when problems occur someone 
has shelved his responsibility. I am inclined to think that some are not aware of their 
responsiblUtles. When a person Is elected to a board, particularly if he Is a younger man— 
although I suppose it could happen to a person in any age group—he says, "This Is 
great. I will be down in the big time." He forgets the heavy responsibilities he has 
accepted. The only way he can fulfil the promises he has made is to accept his 
responsiblUtles. 

I welcome the provision relating to uniform accounting procedures. However, that 
provision in itself will not ensure that all boards work as we want them to. The only 
assurance we have of that is If the board members are sincere, have a deep knowledge 
of the Industry, accept their responsibility and, above all, work hard. There Is no 
substitute for work. If a board member is not clear about something that has happened 
and is prepared to obtain the information and analyse it properly before the next meeting, 
he will be able to make a contribution at the next meeting. 

Mr Hartwig: Would you agree that growers should be the predominant part of 
the board; that they should be In the majority? 

Mr BOOTH: I agree. The growers are the ones putting their hard work at 
stake. They put their own future, the future of their families and the future of their 
property companies at stake. It is hard yakka. They have to be in a position to control 
their Industry. I agree wkh the member for Callide. There should at all times be sufficient 
grower members on a board to control it. If there are, we will do much better. 

It is very much easier for people to consider things with the benefit of hindsight, 
so I will not belt the people on the Peanut Marketing Board. For all I know, they might 
have been conned by a super con man. If, when they are elected, board members accept 
their responsiblUtles and adopt an attitude of working hard and doing the best they can 
for the growers, that type of thing will not happen again. 

Before I conclude, I commend the Minister for taking some action to tighten up 
procedures. I would like to see really tough provisions to cover members of co-operatives 
with the same board of directors. On every occasion on which the Minister has an 
opportunity to express the Govemment's philosophy, he should stress to board members 
and/or management that they have a responsibiUty to make the board function, to make 
it pay, and, above all, to describe accurately to members of the industry the future of 
that industry, particularly the near future, when crop planting is imminent. AU of those 
things are important to the farmer, who has to make the decisions. 

In his second-reading speech, the Minister said that some innovations contained in 
another Bill were being used by the Barley Marketing Board and had been of benefit 
to the growers in that Industry. That is the type of Initiative that I like to see. Those 
innovations in the barley Industry have been beneficial, particularly to young farmers 
with limited finance, who need quick returns. After all, a farmer has to be two things: 
an efficient farmer, and a good financier. If he is borrowing a great deal of money, he 
has to be able to give an assurance to his bank manager, or to the person from whom 
he has borrowed, that he will be able to pay back the money and that, to some extent, 
he is able to deUver the goods. 

On that note, I commend the Minister for bringing the Bill into the House, and I 
hope that he wiU be fairly firm In administering its provisions. 

Mr CASEY (Mackay) (3.17 p.m.): Clearly, as has been admitted by the Minister, 
the Bill resuUs from the Peanut Marketing Board fiasco, which was the subject of 
considerable debate in this Chamber last year. In fact, the Bill is not so much to clear the 
directors and staff of the Peanut Marketing Board as to clear the State Government 
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of its failure to have proper accountabiUty In relation to the Act under its administration. 
It Is to clear the Minister for Primary Industries and the Premier, the latter of whom, 
as all honourable members know, represents an electorate that Is the major peanut-
growing area In Queensland. 

Every new prmciple incorporated in the BiU is as a result of the Auditor-General's 
report. All honourable members are famiUar with that report, and the primary industries 
spokesman for the Labor Party, the member for Murrumba, has spoken at length in 
relation to aspects of it. 

Amendments contained in the Bill relate to the problems caused by salary and 
other benefits, such as superannuation, paid to members of the Peanut Marketing Board. 
The Bill relates also to affiliated bodies generally and to marketing boards in primary 
industries. It relates also to insufficient accountability. All of those matters are mentioned 
in the recommendations of Mr Craven on page 15 of his report. 

However, Mr Craven does not mention a number of other matters In his report. 
Certainly, he shows clearly what happened in relation to traveUing and other expenditure 
of the staff of the board and the way In which a preUminary levy was placed on the 
growers for the 1982 crop. Basically, the whole report refers to the 1982 crop. It is 
Interesting to note that that report was tabled in the House right at the death of the last 
session, when the operations of the Peanut Marketing Board had been the subject of 
considerable debate, particularly during the passage of earUer amendments to this Act, 
when the former Minister admitted that some parts of the amending Bill did deal with 
matters pertaining to the Peanut Marketing Board. 

In addition, the Auditor-General states on page 2 of his report that the special audit 
occurred as a result of a letter he received from the then Minister for Primary Industries 
dated 1 March 1983. It Is very Important to take note of the dates. As all honourable 
members know, there had been a great public blow-up In the previous two weeks, and that 
has been dealt with already. The honourable member for Murrumba referred to some aspects 
of it today. It all began at a meeting at Tolga, when growers really questioned members of 
the board. 

On pages 19 and 20 of his report the Auditor-General stated that the routine audks 
in relation to the 1981 season had been completed. He then went on to say that that 
particular document dealt mainly with the 1982 season. But It Is Interesting to note that 
information from other sources indicates that the audit for the 1981 season had been com
pleted on 5 January 1983. I have here a copy of the certification of that audit made by the 
audit inspector in an internal memo to the Auditor-General. 

Together with that is a letter from the Auditor-General dated 3 February 1983—only 
two weeks before the great blow-up. I ask you agam, Mr Deputy Speaker, to take note of 
the date. The letter was addressed to the chairman of the Peanut Marketmg Board only 
two weeks before the Auditor-General's other report was requested when the Issue blew up. 
The Auditor-General advised the board that its accounts for the period 1 October 1981 to 
31 October 1982, which were submitted with his report, disclosed a satisfactory position. 
Those are the words of the Audkor-General only a matter of weeks before he was called 
upon to produce his other special report, in which he outlined most of the problems that 
he says resulted only from the 1981 season. That Is a lot of hog-wash, too, because those 
problems had been going on In the Peanut Marketing Board for upwards of four years 
prior to that. 

I am not excusing the board members In any way; but is it any wonder, when their 
chairman presented this report from the Auditor-General in early February, that they were 
coming under heavy fire from growers because of the rumours that were circulating about 
what had happened the previous November when the banks stepped In. 

I do not want to waste the time of the House by rehashing that aspect when k is already 
part of history, but I point out that the Government knew that the tme poskion was different. 
At that time, the Government knew that all was not well with the 1981 crop report. There 
was a contlnumg and deliberate cover-up by the previous Minister for Primary Industries 
and, I might add, by the Premier, because when the amendmwits to this Act were debated' 
in this Chamber In March 1983 and I raised this particular matter, the then Minister (Mr 
Ahern) admitted that he had had discussions with the Premier from time to time In the 
previous year about what was going on in the Peanut Marketing Board. 
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We all know that the growing of peanuts is the major industry in the Premier's 
electorate of Barambah. People in Kingaroy cannot cough, gmnt or wheeze without 
the Premier's knowing about it or having some say about the direction in which they 
should cough, grunt or wheeze. He has his finger completely and utterly In every pie 
in that area. Nothing goes on in his electorate without his knowledge and his sanction. 
The skulduggery that had been going on in the Peanut Marketing Board continued with 
the Premier's sanction and wkh the full knowledge of the then Minister for Primary 
Industries, 

If honourable members want further evidence of that, I refer them to the Government's 
own documentation, I have In front of me a photostat copy of the report of the Director 
of Marketing of the Primary Industries Department to his Minister for the year ended 
30 June 1982, Lo and behold, these words appear in that report— 

"I would draw your attention—" 
that Is the Minister's attention— 

"to the fact that the salary and other benefits Including superannuation employer 
contributions of the General Manager of The Peanut Marketing Board are now 
being paid by the Peanut Growers' Co-operative Association Limited, I must also 
report that in my view there Is not sufficient disclosure by the Chairman and 
Management to Board directors of certain necessary information to board members." 

There is no reference to that matter by the Director of Marketing in his official reports 
for the previous years when the problems were starting to develop. 

When the representative of the Director of Marketing returned from board meetings 
in Kingaroy, he clearly continued to indicate what was happening. In November 1981, 
which was 12 months after the then Minister for Primary Industries (Mr Ahern) claimed 
in this Parliament that he received the first information on this matter, they tried to 
change the rules, and the representative of the Director of Marketing protested strongly 
about that. 

I compliment those public servants who represented the Director of Marketing on 
that board and also the proxies who attended board meetmgs. It was not easy for them 
as public servants to stand up against the grower representatives who had been elected 
to the board and to declare their protestations; but they did so, and they did It so well 
that Desmarchelier, the manager of the board, got the Same directors, with the exception 
of the Director of Marketing of the Primary Industries Department who was not a 
director of the co-operative, to do something through the co-operative that they could 
not do legally and lawfully through the board. The other directors had to know what was 
happening because the representative of the Director of Marketing clearly told them what 
their responsibilities were. They continued with their course of action, and he reported 
back. The Minister and the Premier allowed this course to continue for at least two 
years before it was decided to step in. 

No-one can tell me thait the responsibiUty for everything that happened in that 
fiasco can be loaded onto the shoulders of the department or the Director of Marketing, 
The Government made one of the greatest cover-ups of all time over the Peanut Marketing 
Board fiasco. It was done deUberately because the Premier and the then Minister for 
Primary Industries must have had full knowledge of what was going on. They were aware of 
what was going on, and I believe that the Auditor-General, when he looked at the books 
and at the report of the Dfrector of Marketing, should have been aware of what was going 
on. Everything that the Director of Marketing talked about In his report was contained 
in ithe recommendations of the Auditor-General, to which I referred earUer. 

Recommendations for amendments were made in relation to salary, superannuation 
and other benefits for the general manager, in relation to the board's association with 
affiliated bodies, and in relation to accountabiUty to the Government and the Parliament. 
The board was accountable to the Government but the Government did not legislate to 
consolidate the recommendations made to It by Its public servants. 

Mr Kruger interjected. 

Mr CASEY: That Is quite right, but at the time they had already known about k 
for three years. It could be said that It was going on for four years, if one considers the 
way in which Desmarchelier was Increasing his salary. The Auditor-General's report clearly 
shows that something had been going on for a long period. 
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There is another example that shows the extent to which the Government was 
prepared to try to cover up the scandal. The Government knew about It before the election 
was held late in 1982 for new grower representatives on the board. In fact, the Govern
ment, had it wanted to, could have ensured that that election did not proceed. The new 
Minister for Primary Industries, when introducing this Bill, said that there was no power 
that allowed the Government to toss a board out of office. That is all very weU, but the 
Government could have issued an Order in Council to stop the election of new board 
members from proceeding. But in November 1982, at a time when the then Minister for 
Primary Industries knew that the board had received a letter from the bank and knew 
that all hell was starting to break loose, he allowed the election to proceed. The members 
of that board were all good friends of the Premier and of the National Party. In March 
of last year in this place I commented about that situation. The members of that board 
were eventually forced to resign. 

I remember in that debate 12 months ago that the member for Aubum, who is now 
Minister for Justice and Attorney-General, attempted to lambaste me when I said that the 
board members should have been thrown out of office. I well remember his comment, "So 
far as I am concerned In my area they will all be elected. That is the sort of confidence the 
growers have got in them up there. There is nothing wrong with the Peanut Marketing 
Board. They will all be re-elected." I have news for him; not one of them was re-elected. 
In fact, most of the previous board members did not seek re-election. They had their heads 
In a great big tin, and it was not peanut shells that were in that tin. One or two former 
board members from that electorate did seek re-election, but they were soundly thrashed. 
The growers were not prepared to accept them as their representatives on the board. It is 
not surprising that the member for Auburn made that statement; and his judgement as 
Minister for Justice and Attomey-General is no better. 

Mr Underwood: Isn't It music to hear the National Party singing the praises of 
socialism? 

Mr CASEY: Of course, the Primary Producers' Organisation and Marketing Act is 
Labor legislation. It was introduced in 1922 and it has stood the test of time. The only 
thing wrong with it, as has been shown by the Peanut Marketing Board, is that when the 
tories get hold of these organisations, they know how to manipulate them. 

Mr Underwood: The member for Warwick said it was the best system. 

Mr CASEY: The member for Warwick made a reasonable contribution; he was open 
and honest. He spoke from personal experience—from his own participation on a number 
of boards. I remember the occasion on which he almost lost his seat in Parliament because 
he had been elected on to a board and was occupying an office of profit under the Crown, 
and the Govemment had to amend the relevant legislation so that he could stay in 
Parliament. He had a lovely, smUing face, but in about 10 seconds it tumed a shade of 
deadly white. I have never seen anyone change colour so quickly. But I have been diverted 
from the subject under debate. 

There is no question about it; this Government knew what was going on and 
deliberately covered up the scandal with the Peanut Marketing Board. Although I have 
not gone deeply into the problem associated with the Queensland Graingrowers Association, 
I believe that In that instance, too, the Queensland Government covered up. However, I 
am not prepared to expand on that claim at this stage. 

The grain industry is one of the few industries that are not covered by this legislation. 
It is rather surprising that producers in the grain and beef industries have not accepted 
this type of Labor legislation, whereas producers in the sugar industry, the peanut 
industry, the barley Industry and many more industries have found legislation such as 
this to be to their benefit. 

The grain and beef industries refused to accept legislation of this type because certain 
people were manipulating those Industries. The Queensland Graingrowers Association is 
a very honest, good and straightforward association. However, U found itself In a situation 
in which it did not really know what k was doing, so it fell In a great heap on the floor. 
The repercussions are still being felt in most of the gram-growing areas of Queensland. 
Further repercussions are to follow. 
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I have used the peanut industry as an example. However, this Assembly needs to look 
at marketing generally. It is under legislation such as this that nearly all Queensland's 
marketing boards are set up. The honourable member for Warwick commented on this 
aspect. Anyone who examines the situation in the beef industry will see that it is losing 
out because it is not marketing the product that the consumer wants to buy. Marketing 
starts with the product that the consumer wants to buy. 

Mrs Chapman interjected. 

Mr CASEY: Whether it is for Japan, the United States, Korea or for the kitchen 
table at Strathpine, the product that is purchased is the one that the consumer wants. That is 
what Queensland has to do—produce what the consumer wants. For far too long, members 
of this deadbeat, dead-end National Party Government have sat on their backsides and said, 
"We can keep selling our beef, our wool, our grain and our sugar. We have sold it for 40 
or 50 years. We can put some idiots, clowns, dummies and others who have farms onto the 
marketing boards, and they will look after everything all right." And what has happened? 
The State is faced with fiascos such as the one that arose concerning the Peanut Marketing 
Board, and this Assembly has to start from scratch and try to sort out the whole thing 
again. The reason is that Queensland has not bothered to take advantage of the available 
expertise in marketing, 

I can remember that 10 years ago, in May 1974, I visited Japan as a member of a 
parliamentary delegation. Before I left, I approached some of the members of the 
Australian Meat Board. They said, "Yes, there is a slight downturn, but things will pick 
up at the end of the financial year." They said that no problems had arisen. The honourable 
member for Callide, who was a member of that delegation, will recall that when the members 
of the delegation visited a meat-processing plant in Japan we were shown cold-room after 
cold-room full of Japanese beef that had been grown on feed grain bought cheaply 
throughout the world. A foreman on the factory floor was able to teU us that the 
Japanese would not be buying any more beef from Australia for the rest of 1974 or 
after 1975. That is what happened. Yet two weeks before that, our so-called Australian 
experts on marketing told us that everything would be hunky-dory from 1 July. 

Mr Hartwig: They said they preferred grain-fed beef from America. 

Mr CASEY: The Japanese did prefer that beef, and that is what they told us 10 
years ago. But has Australia told the primary producer out the back of CunnamuUa or 
somewhere else that the bullock in his paddock has to be of a quality that is attractive 
to consumers in other parts of the world? Will we continue to market any old, cross-bred, 
half-Brahman cattle that can be found on properties in the Morven area, or that the 
member for Brisbane Central saw in that district many years ago, and say, "Take it and eat 
it. You have been doing so for 20 or 30 years."? 

Mr Prest: Put a bit of kangaroo meat in, too. 

Mr CASEY: Maybe put a bit of kangaroo meat in, too, as the member for Port Curtis 
said. 

Mr Deputy Speaker, as you would know, exactly the same happens in the sugar 
industry, which Is concentrating on selling on the export market the same product that we 
sold 30 years ago. The export market is no longer looking at that product. I have heard 
the member for Mirani and other members who represent sugar-growing electorates say 
that the sugar industry is being flogged because the EEC is taking all our markets. The 
statistics in the last three to four years show that the EEC has substantially increased its 
export market throughout the world by almost 2.5 million tonnes of white sugar and 
150 000 tonnes of raw sugar, which is the commodity sold by Queensland. Is the EEC in 
competition with Queensland? It certainly Is not. Queensland has fallen behind in its 
marketing techniques and its marketing style—^getting to the consumer what he wants. 
The marketing boards should wake up to that situation and say to themselves, "It might 
be as well to have on the board people who know how to grow sugar, beef, barley and 
other grains, and also people wkh marketing expertise." If Queensland does not have 
the persons who can do that, it should buy them from somewhere else. People with 
marketing expertise who know how to seU to consumers are needed. That is the name 
of the game. We should seU to the consumer what he wants. 
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We have problems with beef exports, sugar exports and exports of so much other 
primary production. We have sat on our bums for so long and said, "We will just keep 
selling what we have always sold." The producers must sell what the consumers want. 
The representatives of Coles, Woolworths, Myers, David Jones and other major retailers 
have always placed importance on the product that is marketed and the way in which 
it is marketed. Regardless of whether or not it is rubbish, ks appearance has a good deal 
to do with whether the customer will buy it. That is what should be done with primary 
industries. They will always be in trouble unless the marketing boards in this State address 
that problem. The boom days have gone. We live in a very demanding world and our 
produce is being sold on an economically depressed world market. People will not pay 
high prices for a poor quality product from this country. 

The beef industry has been stitched hands down by the Kiwis. They have not complained 
recently about what has happened to the beef industry in Australia. They got in early 
and are developing their product. They are growing the sort of beef that people are 
looking for. New Zealand is doing the same with its lamb industry and has not had the 
same trouble as Westem Australia, which has had to try to sell lamb on the Middle East 
markets and in many other places. New Zealand is still competing with other countries 
in the European lamb market. Because of the product that New Zealand produces, 
Europe is its prime market for quality lamb, Queensland must follow Its lead, 

Mr FITZGERALD (Lockyer) (3,44 p,m.): It is with pleasure that I join the 
debate. The member for Mackay has outlined a number of marketing problems that he 
sees in AustraUa. He refered to a lack of Initiative, I presume from this Government. 
With due respect to him, marketing has been and probably always will be the major 
problem with any commodity, even with mineral products. Selling on the world stage is 
extremely difficult. The legislation goes some way towards ensuring more accountability 
and greater responsibility being accepted by the organisations committed to marketing 
primary products. 

I have been a primary producer all my life and I am aware of some of the problems 
associated with marketing organisations and the hazards of some marketing techniques. 
I support the board system if the growers of the commodity desire to have a board. 
Legislation lays down quite clearly when a board should function and the commodity it 
should handle. Some boards do an excellent job in commodity marketing. One I was 
associated with as a supplier was the Cotton Marketing Board. That industry has 
developed in Queensland largely as the result of a forward-thinking, progressive board. 
Originally, it followed a very traditional line. However, when changes occurred in the 
industry, the board members were willing to adapt. Queensland now has a flourishing 
cotton industry that has been fostered and sponsored by a co-operative, industrious 
board. 

Quite some time has been devoted in the debate to problems associated with the 
Peanut Marketing Board. The legislation goes quite some way towards ensuring more 
responsibUity being accepted by those in charge of marketing primary produce. Legislation 
wiU not solve all problems. However, many farmers believe that it will remove aU 
the risks from marketing their produce. Suppliers to statutory marketing boards can 
be confident that their product will be sold at the highest possible price with the 
minimum charge. Return on produce entrusted to a board is maximised. 

I refer to two boards that have gone out of existence—the Onion Marketing Board 
and the Potato Marketing Board. Several problems are associated with marketing a 
perishable commodity that at times can be held for only a couple of weeks, particularly 
when the market is flexible and the commodity is produced in small pockets all over the 
State. The collapse of those two boards highlighted the difficulties of any Government 
that intended asking growers of perishable products whether they wanted a marketing 
board. The potato and onion boards were unsuccesful because of the pressures put 
upon them. However, relatively non-perishable commodities such as wheat, peanuts, cotton 
and barley are managed excellently by boards. 

I draw the attention of the House to problems connected with the marketing of 
produce from my area. It is usual for a free enterprise Government to encourage, where 
possible, the free sale of products to reputable companies. However, I warn grain-
producers to be extremely wary in deciding to whom they sell their product. 
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On 1 December last year, the member for Balonne (Mr Neal) asked the following 
question of the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General about an organisation known 
as The Rural Centre— 

"Could the Minister Inform the House of the corporate structure of The 
Rural Centre and, in particular, whether there Is any connection between that 
business and William James Whitla and Desleigh Marlse Whitla, both undischarged 
bankrupts, who were the former directors of Centenary Investments Pty Ltd now 
in liquidation? If there Is such a connection, what action will the Minister 
take in the matter?" 

The Minister said that the matter was under review. If honourable members want the exact 
wording of the Minister's reply, they can look it up in "Hansard" 

Quite recently, one of the members of the Queensland Produce Seed and Grain 
Merchants Association contacted me about a problem that has confronted his business. 
Most of the members of that association are in free competition with one another and 
do not mind how tough 'business gets as long as the other members play the game 
according to the rules. In other words, if an associate states a price that he is willing to 
pay fî r a product—at present it happens to be grain sorghum—sells the grain and pays 
up on time, that is all the merchants in that industry wish for, particularly in a year 
such as this. A problem arises when somebody offers consistently higher i>rices than the 
other merchants. As it is a competitive business, the other merchants prick up their 
ears and wonder whether that merchant has a particularly lucrative market lined up 
where he Is able to obtain more for the product. At present, Dertex Pty Ltd, a company 
operating from a grain store at Lowood, is offering high prices for grain, and I believe 
that WUUam James Whitla is the operator of that company. 

Mr Neal: Is he the gentleman who Is not paying for the produce he is receiving? 

Mr FITZGERALD: Because of the number of complaints that I have received 
from farmers and merchants, I believe that he is the person. It is certainly the same 
name. 

If the reports coming to me are true, he is an absolutely terrific con man. I understand 
that he can charm anybody. He is such an approachable type of chap, and has employed 
such excellent salesmen to buy for him, that some of the larger producers of grain 
have been supplying him; but in most instances they have not been paid one cent for 
their grain. As weU as that, at times the carriers have trouble getting paid. I therefore 
take this opportunity to warn growers to be very wary of that company. 

People should also be very concemed about and check out another company called 
Parakalo Pty Ltd. Although I have not quite worked out the association between the two 
companies, there is some connection between them. If suppliers to those companies want 
to take that risk, be It on their own heads. 

I draw to the attention of the House that William James Whitla resides in a very 
expensive house at 51 Huntingdale Street, Pullenvale, and that he has been associated 
also with Centenary Investments Pty Ltd, now In liquidation, which took some oil 
companies for at least a mUlion dollars. That person—he certainly has the same name— 
has left one game and is buying grain from throughout the grain belt. Only yesterday, 
I heard that he was operating ~from northern New South Wales and trying to purchase 
wheat on the black market. Growers who are foolish enough to sell on the black market 
are even more foolish if they sell to a person who could be a con man. Their position 
will become very dicey. They will have problems with their credibility; they will have 
difficulty In establishing that they have made a sale and that they have wdghed their 
grain and sold it to him in good faith. With the value of grain as it is—nat present, a 20-tonne 
load of sorghum is worth between $95 and $106 a tonne on farm in some areas of the 
Darling Downs—one can see the amount involved— 

Mr Hartwig: $85. 

Mr FITZGERALD: The last quotes that I had from the Downs were for more 
than that. The price did go down at one stage, but I beUeve that It has moved up again 
in the past couple of weeks. 
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If a farmer has gone to the trouble of growing a crop and harvesting It in good 
condition, being a prudent businessman, he should make sure that he sells it to a buyer 
who not only offers a good price but offers folding money and not just a worthless 
contract. 

I will continue to check out William James Whitb, and I have asked the Minister 
to check him out. Some confusion has already arisen with regard to another person with 
a very similar name, and I know that these two persons have been associated. When I 
have made further inquiries, I will pass my findings on to the House. 

Mr Davis interjected. 

Mr FITZGERALD: As I said to the member for Brisbane Central earlier, I do not 
abuse the privilege of the House. I do not say something unless I am fairly sure of my 
facts. 

The member for Mackay spoke at length about the need for greater expertise In 
the marketing of the State's primary products. He referred to a number of Industries 
in particular, and overseas markets for Queensland fruit and vegetables are extremely 
competitive. I know that some organisations are considering—in fact have already begun— 
establishing a market in South East Asia, and they should be given every encouragement. 
I read recently In "Overseas Trading", a journal published by the Department of Trade, 
that— 

"Despite a population of only 2.5 million, Singapore is the largest South-East 
Asian buyer of Australian apples, pears, grapes, carrots, plums, peaches and 
cherries." 

The article referred also to the traditional eating habits of tourists In Singapore and to 
the amount of produce that Is re-exported from Singapore. It stated that about 200 
ships a day call into Singapore, mainly for bunkering and provisions. So members can 
see that Australian producers have the world at their feet, provided they can establish 
a credible market in Singapore. 

However, supplying a market like Singapore Is a very competitive business. I do not 
think that AustraUan producers are supplying the residents of Singapore with fresh fruit 
and vegetables. Naturally, it is expensive for them to seU a quality product on that 
market unless they use air-freight or refrigeration. But the tourists In Singapore are 
demanding high-quality fruit and vegetables, for which they are willing to pay a reasonable 
price. 

Queensland producers are finding that in Singapore they face severe competition from 
operators from the west coast of America. Ever since the Vietnam war ended, a large 
number of surplus jet aircraft have come onto the market for haulage work. Large 
quantities of fresh fmit and vegetables are flown into Singapore every day from the west 
coast of America. The ahcraft then turn round and take products, particularly footwear 
and apparel, back to the west coast. In other words. If the aircraft can fly fully loaded 
both ways, they can operate at a very reasonable price. I would like to see the market 
developed further. 

To retum to the provisions of the Bill—I would Uke to see a reasonable amount of 
flexibiUty given to marketing organisations to operate within the law. What happens, for 
example, if a problem arises in ManUa, where a market may be developing? I know 
that the American Air Force base at Manila caUs tenders for fresh fruit and vegetables. 
Obviously, Australian producers would like to tender for some of that market, and 
sometimes they might need to send someone to Manila to look at the situation. If they 
have to engage in a good deal of red tape, they will lose the market. 

Perhaps there could be a problem in Singapore with a commodity that has arrived there. 
Provided the board of management of the particular marketing organisation believes that it 
is desirable to send an expert to that country to look at the problem on the floor of the 
market, one should be sent. That is the only way in which to judge whether a board is being 
conned or dudded by a sales representative overseas. At times a board may have to send 
someone overseas to see whether there is a problem wkh packaging, marketing or transport. 
Perhaps the quality of the product is not up to scratch. Boards must be allowed a reasonable 
amount of flexibiUty when they are searching for markets. I ask the Minister to give an 
assurance that flexibiUty will always be built into the system so that marketing organisations 
can achieve the maximum return for their producers. 
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Mr CAMPBELL (Bundaberg) (4.1 p.m.): The Primary Producers' Organisation and 
Marketing Act has served the people, the farmers and the mdustry of Queensland well for 
more than 60 years. When we talk about amendments to the Act, we should look at the 
basic aim of orderly marketing over those 60 years. We have to see whether the amendments 
wUl help to further the basic principles laid down when the Act was orlgmally mtroduced. 

I suppose that the reason we have primary producer organisations can best be summar
ised in the words of the Queensland Secretary for AgricuUure when he introduced the 
Primary Producers' Organisation BUl into the Queensland Parliament on 7 July 1922. The 
motion that he moved states— 

"That k is desirable to introduce a BUl to promote the agricultural and rural 
industries by the organisation of the primary producers of Queensland in a completely 
unified national organisation, and for other incidental purposes." 

That was the basis for the legislation. Further on in his speech he said— 
"Lack of organisation for marketing, the effects of gluts and shortages, and the 

disorganisation of markets generally are sufficient justification for doing something to 
organise the rural community along non-party political luies." 

He referred to the issue, that Is, concem for the individual producer. In this legislation 
today we must continue to look after the basic Interest of the individual farmer. 

The Queensland Secretary for Agriculture also stated— 
"He should not be left to struggle along in the old way and unite in voluntary 

bodies by which he may seek to make his wishes articulate. It is the duty of the 
nation—of this Parliament—of the Government—to assist the farmer In the direction 
in which he has been attempting to go all these years." 

At that time the Govemment legislated to establish the Queensland Primary Producers 
Association and the Council of Agriculture. At that time there were to be three tiers. Firstly, 
there was to be a local organisation similar to local progress associations and other local 
organisations, there was to be a council based on a district, and there was to be the Council 
of Agriculture. 

The Government decided to introduce the legislation because at that time there were 
already pools for wheat and cheese. Premier Theodore found that every time the Government 
wanted to establish a new pool, a new Act had to be introduced. The Government decided 
to introduce legislation to overcome that problem. In other words, it decided to introduce 
an encompassing Act so that new legislation would not be required for each board. 

It is important to remember that that was experimental legislation. It had not operated 
or even been suggested in any other part of Australia. In actual fact, since that time, 
Queensland has led the world in the field of orderly marketing. That is why amendments 
to this Act are introduced Into this House so often. 

The Secretary for Agriculture also said— 
"Not only will they have that power, but they will have responsibility. Whenever 

power is given to anybody, it should be prepared to take responsibility. I am prepared 
to give them power; but, at the same time, they must take the responsibiUty of what 
they recommend, and must do the right thing in the interests of the farmers." 

The basic amendments that we are considering today are still to do with responsibUity. 

In 1922 Queensland witnessed the birth of orderly marketing. However, the CouncU 
of Agriculture did not work and major amendments were required in 1926. It was then 
that that great Premier, the Honourable WUUam Forgan Smkh, who was also the 
Secretary for Agriculture, introduced the amendments. In his second-reading speech he 
said— 

" . . c agriculturists could co-operate with a view to securing control over the com
modity which they produced, the object being to carry out certain functions which 
could be of benefit to them. These objects were not only designed to be of benefit 
to the producers of the commodky, but, by means of stabilising prices and securing 
control generally throughout those industries, waste would be eUminated and 
Improved marketing conditions result." 

He said further— 
"The Labour poUcy is to establish agriculture as a prosperous industry, so that 

the countryside, as a rural society, may enjoy the opportunities and amenkies 
which are the moral right of a nation's citizens." 
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These words are as important today as they were in 1926. It was found then that, as 
individuals or Independent units, producers could do little to bring about improvements 
in the process of marketing. The alternative was co-operative effort, but to be successful 
that had to be carried out in an efficient way. 

Forgan Smith then quoted from a well-known American economist, who said— 
"In organising a co-operative marketing association the farmer is not creating 

an agency that will automatically solve his marketing problems, nor one that is 
endowed with any supernatural powers. The organisation is nothing more than 
he and his neighbours working together to do those things which they can accom
plish better collectively than as individuals. In moving a product from the farmer's 
field to the consumers' table certain services must be performed. Can the farmer 
perform those services more effectively through his organisation, or can they be 
performed better by private middlemen? Attention to this problem wUl enable 
students of co-operation to escape the error of thinking of co-operative organisation 
as an end in itself." 

This was the basis of orderly marketing. Its only benefit is gain for farmers. 

The economist also said— 
"The first essential of successful co-operation is that 'there must be a definite 

object in view; the organisation must perform a definite service or services. 
Furthermore, it seems to function more satisfactorily when based on a single 
commodity or a group of closely related agricultural commodities. Then it must have 
sufficient business; it must have good management, and finally, it must have a loyal 
and informed membership. There is no magic in co-operation. It Is an attempt by 
the farmer to solve his own problems, and that means that it will succeed only 
to the extent that he exercises forethought and judgment." 

Co-operation means working together, profiting by mistakes and becoming stronger 
through experience. I uphold those views. 

Forgan Smith said further In his introductory speech— 
"I think everyone in Queensland will agree as to the prmciple that life for the 

man engaged in production must be made more attractive than it has been in the 
past, and that a man upon the land engaged in producing the essentials of life, 
assuming that he is reasonably industrious and efficient, is entitled to a decent 
standard of living for himself and his dependants." 

That is even more important today, especially in industries such as beef and sugar. 

Forgan Smkh went on to summarise sound agricultural policy and the problems of 
marketing organisation. He made 10 points. They were— 

" 1 . Standardising and improving production; 
2. Standardising and Improving grade and pack; 
3. StabiUsing production; 
4. Controlling flow to market; 
5. Improving distribution between markets; 
6. Advertising and the developmg of new markets; 
7. Collective bargaining; 
8. Financing of marketing operations; 
9. Making marketing more efficient; 

10. Maintaining favourable public relations." 

Because the CouncU of Agriculture did not work very well, it was reorganised. An executive 
comprising representatives of commodity boards and the director of marketing was formed. 
Since that time, the body has worked weU. 

In 1935, section 92 of the Commonwealth Constitution raised its ugly head, and it Is 
still with us today. As a result of section 92, some of the problems that confronted marketing 
bodies then still confront them. 

At that time, 16 pool boards were operating, and some Important changes were made. 
For example, the innovations included the charging of levies for insurance against haU fire 
and pests and the Introduction of a Butter Board to overcome the monopoly in the supply 
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to the Brisbane market and to provide an equitable distribution. It may be worth the 
Minister's while to have a close look at the mUk entitlements of certain producers to the 
present Brisbane market. 

The year 1939 saw the introduction of the Peanut Industry Protection and Preservation 
Act. It provided that two pools would be available for producers to supply peanuts. 

At that time, it was stated that increased production in Queensland tended to make 
the industry uneconomic from the growing standpoint. Provision was made In that Act 
for a separate pool for peanuts used for edible purposes in Australia and for planting 
purposes within Queensland. Each grower was allotted a quota in the pool and thus 
received a higher price for his quota. Growers were not prohibited from growing in excess 
of their quotas, but any excess was included in the No. 2 pool, in which peanuts were sold 
for industrial purposes and realised a lower price. 

So the problems that were faced in those days are exactly the same as those that are 
confronted today. I do not know whether the Act has been changed to overcome some of 
the problems that were prevalent in 1939. A dynamic Act is needed, but it is changing 
all the time. In 1941, the Peanut Board was given power to borrow upon the security of 
peanuts to be delivered for sale under the Act. That was a major change. 

One of the best changes that occurred in the marketing Act In that year was that It 
made marketing boards responsible to the consumers. The Act Imposed upon every 
commodity marketing board the duty of ensuring that the reasonable requirements of 
consumers in Queensland who ordinarily obtain their supplies through a board will be 
met at a lawful price. The Act provided that, to discharge that duty, the board must 
determine the quantity of any commodity it wiU require to meet any stoppage or threat 
of a stoppage of supply by producers. 

It then provided that the board notify every producer of the quota if it could be 
supplied. In other words, it gave a commitment of growers to the board to protect the 
consumers. 

In 1965, the demise of the Grain Sorghum Marketing Board occurred because southern 
growers did not want the board. However, the Act had the flexibility to allow a reconstituted 
Central Queensland Grain Sorghum Marketing Board. That shows that the Act must be 
flexible to meet growers' needs. 

In 1973, provision was made for the setting up of the Commercial Fishermen's 
Organisation. At that time it was said— 

"Many of the industry's leaders have realised for some time that a unified body 
was needed. In the past there has been too much fragmentation between 
various industry sectors." 

In 1979, another major change was made to the Act. It allowed the boards to acquire 
shares In co-operative associations. That is where the problems arose under the Act. 
Boards were able to get round the requirements of the Government by going through the 
co-operatives. They were able to indemnify or guarantee co-operatives and be of benefit 
where a co-operative was used as an agent to handle the crop. In some Instances, boards 
were able to circumvent some of the statutory requirements of the Minister for Primary 
Industries. 

Boards were then given additional powers to permit them to hold shares in co-operative 
associations and companies. They were also given the power to engage in futures trading. 
The prior consent of the Minister for Primary Industries had to be obtained in every case. 
The previous legislation allowed a board to hedge on futures of its own commodity, but a 
board did not have the power to hedge against fluctuations in financial items such as 
Interest rates or currency rates. 

Hedging is already an important mechanism in the trading strategy of a number of 
Australian agricultural marketing organisations, including the Wheat Board, the Queensland 
Graingrowers Association and the Oilseeds Marketing Board of New South Wales. Later, 
I shall again refer to hedging. 

The Bill also gives addkional powers In that any charge or mortgage over commodkies 
given by a board shall rank in priority ahead of any other encumbrance given over the 
commodity. In other words. It gives additional security to the growers. 
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In 1983, some very laudable changes were made. A marketing board can now 
offer growers a choice of different payments, and a grower can choose the payment 
system that best suits his individual cash flow needs. The marketing board can offer 
growers three different payment systems, that is, the normal pool system, a cash payment 
in lieu of the normal pool payment system, or a cash payment after the normal pool 
first advance In lieu of further payments due. The choice of which payment system to 
accept will be the prerogative of a grower, and those growers who wish to stay with the 
normal pool payment system will be able to do so. 

In that same year, the Government considered that updated investment powers should 
apply to marketing boards, and many boards seemed to be too restricted for investment 
powers. 

The Government provided also for the Introduction of a levy on behalf of another 
statutory body and for the transfer of the proceeds accordingly. In other words, levies 
for grain-handling were included. 

Has the legislation been successful? I believe that it has been. Twenty-five boards 
have been formed under the legislation. At present, 13 boards are In existence. Twelve 
boards were terminated. One might ask why the boards were terminated. I believe that 
most of them were terminated because of the need for marketing to remain dynamic 
and democratic. 

The broom mUlet, arrowroot and canary seed industries have basically disappeared 
because of a lack of demand for those products. There is no need for a marketing 
board. Unless the need is economic, there Is no need for a marketing board. The tomato 
and strawberry boards had specific-purpose time periods when they were Introduced. 
They could be termed classic sunset marketing boards. The potato industry board, the 
two onion industry boards and the sorghum board did not function because the growers 
did not support them—in other words, they were not needed. The northern pig board 
changed because of changes in market strategies. 

I turn now to the Bill and the major changes in the financial transactions that are 
now taking place which did not take place in 1922. I remind honourable members of 
the basic aims of marketing that go back to the words of Forgan-Smith in 1926. 

Many amendments that have loosened the actions and accountabiUty of the boards 
need to be brought back Into line. The Minister said that there was need to improve 
the accountability of marketing boards not only to their growers but also to Parliament. 
That improved accountabiUty is welcomed. It is required because of the latest undesirable 
happenings in various boards. 

Further, the Minister stated that, on the recommendation of a majorky of growers 
of a commodity, the Govemor in Council may determine the term of office of the 
members of a board. That will probably be too late, because the Minister, through the 
director of marketing, who is his representative on the marketing board, must know 
whether there are any problems and any undesirable characteristics in the marketing 
board before the 50 per cent of the growers know about it. If the Minister, through 
his representative, will not be responsible and take action when k is required, perhaps 
he should not hold his present position. He must have the information on which to 
act before 50 per cent of the growers would have the mformation to know whether the 
board is operating correctly or not. If the Minister does not know that before the 
growers, his representative on the board is not doing his job properly. 

I refer to the Peanut Marketing Board. The Auditor-General really exonerated the 
Government representative. The question is: Why did the Mmlster not act to protect the 
mterests of the individual growers? Perhaps I might look further to the Minister's own 
speech— 

"As a general mle marketing boards have not abused such powers. However—" 
and this relates to co-operatives— ^ 

"such arrangements can present problems where a board attempts to bypass the 
provisions of the Prunary Producers' Organisation and Marketing Act by workine 
through an associated co-operative." 

I ask one question: Which marketing bodies have abused those powers? In the interests 
of the growers, wlU the Minister name them? He has a responsibility to the growers and 
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the consumers to name the boards. Unless he does, he Is not acting in the interests of 
the farmers; In other words, he Is deserting the producer. It is pleasing to see that the 
loophole Is being closed. 

At a later stage In his speech he said— 
"AffiUated bodies"— 

and co-operatives— 
"wlU also be subject to certain other provisions of the Act " 

That includes superannuation provisions and activities such as futures trading and the 
giving of guarantees and indemnities. A marketing board operating today needs the best 
information and the best financial advisers. It Is required to operate In a changing 
financial world—and I Instance futures trading, changed financial dealings and International 
commodity marketing. Boards have also entered several other supply areas. They also 
should report to the Parliament. What about marketing bodies In associated fields such 
as insurance, superannuation and fertiliser distribution? In my opinion, the Minister has 
a responsibility to make certain that they also report to him and to the Parliament. Those 
bodies handle millions of doUars and If he does not act quickly it Is possible for millions 
of doUars to be lost to the farmer. 

Mr Hartwig: Do you think the Minister could read all of those reports? 

Mr CAMPBELL: It Is the obligation of every member of Parliament to read those 
reports properly. The Independent member for Callide should himself accept the responsibility 
of reading those annual reports. 

Mr Hartwig: How many boards are there? 

Mr CAMPBELL: Perhaps I should ask the Minister. I am confining my remarks to 
primary industry boards. 

Mr Hartwig: There would be 780 reports. 

Mr CAMPBELL: But not all of them relate to areas that are the responsibUity of 
the Minister for Primary Industries, which is all I am concerned about at the moment. 

In the long run. Parliament relies on the annual report of the Director of Marketing. 
It may be released six to 12 months after the end of the financial year. Perhaps that Is 
too late. Serious losses may have already occurred. The Minister must ensure that his 
representatives report to him promptly on important matters. 

The Minister said— 
"Honourable members wlU be aware that striking a reasonable balance between 

autonomy for growers organisations and protection for the growers themselves is 
a deUcate business." 

I assure him as a member of the Opposition that we wiU support the Government In 
amendments aimed at achieving that objective. 

I now ask: What is the philosophy of the Government on legislation dealing with 
orderly marketing? Basically, it can fall into two categories. The first is to tidy up after 
problems have arisen. On the other hand, a Government can take the lead by encouraging 
industries in the field of orderly marketing to keep pace with the rapid changes In finance 
and international commodity marketing. What philosophy does the Government have? 

In an endeavour to strike that balance, the Minister's directions and powers must be 
considered. The legislation gives too much power to the Minister. I ask the Minister 
to consider one matter that is not contained in the auditing and reporting provisions in the 
legislation, that is the provision that all the relationships of the board members and senior 
staff in deaUngs with the board be reported and published so that everyone would know 
that in aU their dealings those people are acting with propriety. I do not know whether 
the Bill contains that provision. 

The Bill places on these marketing boards the responsibility for futures hedging. 
However, all the financial problems of grain-growers have come from trading in futures 
and the Minister should try to define the difference between futures hedging and futures 
speculation and, because it is too dangerous and not in the best interests of growers, possibly 
outlaw marketing bodies getting into futures speculation. 



2590 10 April 1984 Primary Producers' Organisation and Marketing Act, &c.. Bill 

I must agree with the honourable member for Warwick, who raised the matter of 
dealings between co-operatives and marketing boards that have the same directors. The 
Minister should examine that sort of thing very closely to ensure propriety in all deaUngs. 

One aspect that could be tidied up Is better co-ordination in the financial years of 
marketing boards and associated bodies. In other words, instead of having financial years 
ending on 30 June and 31 December, they should be made the same date so that a proper view 
of what Is happening can be gained. 

In the Minister's role of supervising marketing bodies he will have many difficult 
decisions to make but, on behalf of primary producers, I ask him, unlike his predecessor, 
to have the intestinal fortitude and the responsibility to make those decisions. 

Mr HARTWIG (CaUide) (4.27 p.m.): I take this opportunity to congratulate the member 
for Warrego upon his elevation to the position of Minister for Primary Industries. Since 
Vic Sullivan left the portfolio, a few ripples and waves have been encountered but I 
guarantee that Mr Turner, because he is a practical man of the land and has some 
pretty good advisers, will be able to smooth out the waters that Ue ahead. 

Primary industries is one of the most important portfolios in this part of Australia. 
People who live In the cities have such tremendous facilities as electricity, telephones, good 
transport and good roads, and members of ParUament too often overlook the importance 
of primary producers, who do not always have good facilities available to them. 

Since federation, Queensland has had a Minister responsible for agriculture. In 
those very early times only a minute part of the State was under cultivation and only a 
handful of cattle were grazed. There were practically no poultry or pigs. But the State 
had a Minister responsible for agriculture. I am speaking of the '20s and the '30s. 

One year, the late Frank Bulcock accepted an invitation to open the Monto show. 
He commenced to speak at 1 o'clock and at 5 o'clock he was taken a drink of tea. Because 
he spoke for three or four hours, politicians were not asked to open that show for many 
years after that. However, he was Secretary for Agriculture and Stock. Now, in 1984, 
a very large part of this great State Is concerned with agricultural pursuits. In other words, 
it is under the plough. So Queensland has come from being a very small agricultural State 
to being perhaps one of the largest. If not the largest, in AustraUa. Likewise, we have 
grown in stature In the number of beef cattle, horses, sheep, pigs, poultry, goats, deer, water-
buffalo and so on. 

This State needs a Minister for agriculture to control marketing, soil erosion, aerial 
spraying and the use of pesticides and weedicides. In addition, there should be a Minister 
of stock to control cattle, sheep and hors», of which Queensland has milUons. 

Mr Davis interjected. 

Mr HARTWIG: The honourable member for Brisbane Central can laugh; he favours 
quangos. 

The Department of Primary Industries has something Uke 60 subdepartments. One 
man cannot answer for every subdepartment. Although Queensland has come of age, 
what the House is doing today, as it has done over the years, is delegating ks authority 
to boards. Members would remember the case of Matron Abell In Brisbane. Tbe 
Government almost had to sack the hospitals board to have her reinstated. The same 
thing happens today with an Industry board. If a polklcian writes to a board, he rarely 
receives a reply, but if he speaks to a Minister, he gets one. This House should not 
delegate its authority, yet that is virtually what it does every time it sets up another 
board or authority. That is not good. 

The Govemment should be sending people overseas to find out what the people 
in other countries want. In 1974 I went to Japan and made some Inquiries. The Japanese 
said, "For goodness' sake, let us have some quarter-pound packs of butter. We can't get 
enough of them. We could sell more if we could get them." But when I arrived back 
In AustraUa and picked up a newspaper, what did I see? A headline, "Glut In dairy 
products"! A glut, when the Japanese were crying out for our products. But this 
Government does not have a go-between, somebody who can Uaise with other Governments. 
I suggest to the Minister for Primary Industries that he appoint a lobbyist to go out 
and seek markets and then report back to the Department of Primary Industries, which 
would at least know of the shortages that exist. 
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Half the industry boards cannot be relied on. We have already heard about the 
Peanut Marketing Board. Earlier this week peanut-growers from the Premier's territory 
came to see me. They do not want a marketing board. They say that they are restricted, 
that the board is stopping free trade. They say that they do not have the ability to go 
out and sell on the open market. I do not know what their arguments are. 

Who looks after the export of our primary products? Whether we Uke it or not, 
primary production exports are still our greatest dollar-earner, irrespective of what the 
mining companies might have done. Look at the beef industry. Ten years ago the 
Japanese told me that they did not like our beef, that they preferred American lot-fed 
beef. All the hollering and whinging by Mr Hawke and Mr Kerin do not mean a 
thing, because a person cannot be forced to buy something that he does not consider 
to be good enough. The Japanese gave us the message that they wanted lot-fed beef. 
Once a person has eaten lot-fed beef, he will not eat anything else. 

A feUow in Los ""Angeles was exporting melons to Japan and making a large profit, 
so it can be done. The Government must find an astute businessman to seek out the 
markets. When I went to the embassies In Japan, Thailand and Malaysia I asked them, 
"What are you importing?" The figures that they gave me were 12 months behind 
those that I had. They were supposed to be keeping an eye on our exports. If Queensland 
does not sell its produce to those countries, some other country will. As I said, there was 
an open market for quarter-pound packs of butter. When I retumed to Queensland, all 
1 read about was a glut of dairy products. I leave It to honourable members to decide 
whether this State Is doing the right thing in marketing. 

It does not matter how many boards are established. The two people who are 
important are the person who grows the food and the person who markets it. If there are 
too many others in between, the person who grows the food gets nothing. 

One thing wrong in this country today is that foodstuffs are too cheap. Consumers 
expect to be able to buy three cabbages for $1, which Is the price they paid 10 or 20 
years ago. If one looks at the dairy and poultry Industries, one sees what is going on. 
The big are getting bigger and the little fellows have to get out. 

Often, board members are appointed by the Governor in Council, If people have 
friends, they can be appointed to boards. Agriculture is so Important today that It 
warrants a full-time Minister, It Is better to have a full-time Minister than a Minister 
who delegates authority, to boards and other statutory organisations. 

The Minister is on the right track. He is giving producers the opportunity to 
sack boards If 30 per cent of growers agree. He Is writing into the Act also the 
provision that annual reports from the organisations must come not only to the Minister 
and to Parliament but also to the growers, and that Is important. 

Mr LITTLEPROUD (Condamine) (4.37 p.m.): In speaking In support of the Bill, 
Initially I enunciate once again the National Party's policy on primary industry. It Is 
National Party policy to encourage industry bodies to reach a consensus and then to 
approach the Minister, who endeavours to Implement their wishes as long as they 
concur with National Party philosophy and are for the benefit of the State as a whole. 

That consultative process took place before this BUl was introduced into the 
House. The various commodity boards have met with the Government to discuss all 
matters covered In the BUl. It is with complete confidence, then, that I support the 
Minister In seeking the passage of the Bill through the House. 

I wish to spend some time now on the matter of accountability. It Is Important 
that statutory commodity boards be accountable to the grower and to the Parliament. 
The Bill lays down regulations that will ensure a standardised style of financial reporting 
to growers at an annual general meeting. It has been carefully drafted to ensure that 
the nature of reporting Is wide enough to give a detailed review of all aspects of a 
board's financial activities. By placing these demands upon the executive of boards, 
the Government Is also ensuring that they keep adequate records so that they are able 
to scrutinise more efficiently their own operations. 

The Bill provides also that a standardised form of reporting to the Auditor-General 
may be applied. The Auditor-General, acting on behalf of this Assembly, annuaUy reviews 
the operations of each board. It Is easy to understand that a standardised format of financial 
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management would make the Auditor-General's task much simpler and more efficient. The 
provision in the Bill also ensures that a board's financial records are sufficiently analytic 
to give a comprehensive record of all aspects of all the dealings of the board. 

The Bill also places co-opertives and companies that are subsidiaries of commodity 
boards under the umbrella of the parent board. The accountabUity of some subsidiaries 
is essential. Various boards have set up such co-operatives to service their industries. 
Commodity boards are able to buy such things as fertilisers, chemicals, machinery, seeds 
and other general farm requirements. To this end, they have provided a great service, 
and they wUl continue to do so. 

Unfortunately, at least one board used its co-operative to circumvent the existing Act. 
Despite advice from the Government that some trading done by a co-operative could 
be financially disastrous, the board persisted. The ultimate result was a loss of growers' 
funds. It is understandable and commendable that the Minister for Primary Industries 
has introduced an amendment that ensures that the actions of boards and their subsidiaries 
are bound to the Act. That should prevent situations arising in which the Government 
is called upon to rescue a board to protect the growers. 

Growers are also protected in the Bill by the clauses that pertain to the dismissal 
of the directors of commodity boards. I support that initiative. 

I inform the Minister that I have been approached by private citizens who are 
concerned that the Bill does not make a definitive statement about the length of time 
an administrator can run a board before a new board Is elected. Perhaps the Minister 
might mention that in his reply. 

The Bill under debate wUl control the statutory commodity boards of the future. 
I am sure that, as a result, the nature of the marketing of rural commodities will 
change drastically. In fact, the nature of intemational grain and futures trading has 
changed already. Improved communications have brought world prices into play every 
hour of the day, and the proper and efficient use of price changes from hour to hour 
can mean higher prices for the growers. However, that sophistication m the market-place 
puts new pressures on administrators. That being so, honourable members will concede 
that the provisions in the Bill for Improved standards of accounting are necessary. An 
attempt is being made to gear the boards up to the standards required for the successful 
use of all marketing techniques available today. 

Currency trading and trading in futures must be considered when discussing international 
grain trading. The Bill ensures that trading in currency and futures is controlled to 
the extent that those tools of marketing are aUowable only In the actual sale of a 
commodity. Speculative trading in either futures or currencies will be illegal if there 
is no commodity to cover the contract. That provision Is to be commended. 

I now tum to statutory commodity boards in general. By and large, they are the 
result of requests from a majority of growers in each industry. They provide a floor 
in the selling price of commodities. Many primary producers still harbour bitter memories 
of the times when private merchants alone procured and sold the crop. Many dedicated 
and experienced men have devoted valuable time to setting up and maintaining the 
commodity boards, and I would agree that, over the years, they have served their 
industries well. Some critics claim that the boards are bogged down In red tape and 
are behind the times in merchandising trends. They can point to the time when private 
traders offered higher prices than the boards; but, by and large, growers still favour 
the retention of commodity boards. It Is In the interests of the Government to legislate 
accordingly. I am of the opinion that the majority of growers, when they have weighed 
up the pros and cons, still support statutory marketing boards for many primary products. 

Australia's economic well-being depends to a very large extent on the profitability 
of Its export Industries. The Bill is a tool to that end. It Is shaped to protect the individual 
growers and to Increase the accountability of the commodity boards. At the same time, 
it gives the boards a financial management system that will enable them to efficiently 
market commodities for the good of the growers and of the State. 

I commend the Bill to honourable members. 

Mr EATON (Mourilyan) (4.44 p.m.): Probably this Is one of the best debates 
that I have heard in this Chamber, because many Government members have agreed 
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with the Opposition's philosophy. I compUment those Govemment members who have 
had the courage to admit that they agree with it, especially as to the system of orderly 
marketing. 

The member for Lockyer commented that the boards have always had problems 
with marketing; but I do not believe that to be so. In the years foUowing the war 
and up to the early 1970s, Governments were able to negotiate 10-year contracts with 
overseas countries such as England because of the ready availability of primary produce. 
Many countries wanted Queensland Governments to sign long-term contracts so that they 
would be assured of a supply of the products being produced. I refer to butter and beef. 

After the war, England went through a very bad period while the nation was being 
rebuilt. Most of Australia's long-term contracts lay In England. That Is the cause of the 
problems that arise today. For far too long. Governments and primary producers and their 
organisations sat back waiting for the buyers to come to them. They did not look forward 
to the day when the market would become more competitive and when Australia would 
have to produce a very high-quality article to be able to compete on world markets. A 
totally different set of circumstances in marketing will arise in the future, on both the world 
and local scenes. Everyone knows that the best market for the primary producer is his 
local market. 

Although Opposition members agree with the provisions contained In the Bill, we do 
not see It as the be-all and end-all. As the honourable member for Warwick said, not all 
board members accept their responsibilities and act in the best interests of their producers. 
In the past, certain people have sought election to boards and authorities to satisfy their 
ego. They wanted to belong to as many community organisations as possible, simply to 
satisfy their own ego, but not to work hard and accept the responsiblUtles that go with the 
job. 

Many comments that I would like to make have been made by previous speakers, and 
I realise that the Leader of the House Is keen to proceed with the business of the House. 
However, I do want to point out that, over the years, board members have been guilty of 
making unwise decisions—decisions that were made In haste and were arrived at only to 
meet the needs of the tlihe. In making those decisions, the board members did not 
consider their long-term effect. 

An example is the Tobacco Board in north Queensland. Tobacco was produced in 
north Queensland as fast as possible, but production could not keep up with demand. The 
north Queensland tobacco industry received a tempting take-over offer from W. D. & H. O. 
Wills. The offer was accepted. The co-operative saw a great gold-mine and sold out to 
W.D. & H. O. Wills. As a result, these days the growers are being dictated to. Prices need 
to be raised and the quantity of imported tobacco needs to be reduced. 

A similar situation arose in relation to peanuts. In years gone by, anyone could walk 
into the peanut factory in north Queensland and buy any type of peanut that was sold 
anywhere else in AustraUa. However, as soon as the factory was taken over by the 
KIngaroy company, the employees were sacked and the products were carted all the way 
down to KIngaroy. The number of products available in north Queensland was reduced. 
Furthermore, freight had to be paid on the transport of the product to KIngaroy and on 
its transport back to north Queensland. What is most Important, perhaps, is that workers 
who were employed locally lost their jobs. So, as I said, no-one should believe that this 
Bill will be the be-all and end-all. 

Boards are able to manipulate certain situations. The Minister is Introducing an 
accountability provision that will require members of boards to be accountable to the 
producers and require boards to hold annual meetings at which reports will have to be 
deUvered, However, good accountants can work miracles. They can write up the books to 
suit the law laid down by the Government, That Is an area of great concem, A person may 
be a very good accountant, but the horse wlU have bolted before he knows It, 

Reference has already been made to the grain-growers' problem and to the problem 
with the Peanut Marketing Board, Had anyone known what was going on, he would 
have stopped It. The fact Is that nobody knew what was gomg on until it was too late 
to do anything about it. A great role must be played by the Government representative 
who Is appointed to those boards. When the problems that were being experienced with the 
Peanut Marketing Board were at their peak, the peanut-growers in my electorate were 



2594 10 AprU 1984 Primary Producers' Organisation and Marketing Act, &c.. Bill 

told by one of the elected directors from the north that the Government representative 
had been given a hard time because he could not cUck with the authorities and the top 
echelon of the Peanut Marketing Board. Because of the pressure that was appUed, he 
could not attend meetings and had to send a proxy. A strong representative is needed 
to enforce the Govemment's role of watchdog over future marketing boards. 

Mr WRIGHT (Rockhampton—Leader of the OpposUion) (4.51 p.m.): As has been 
said by members of the Opposition, we welcome the measure introduced by the Minister. 
In his second-reading speech he said that some problems are associated with the accounting 
aspects of some statutory authorkies. He made the point very clearly that the legislation 
is designed to Improve accountabiUty of marketing boards to growers and to the ParUa
ment. Mr Speaker, you would be weU aware, as other members are, that the matter of 
accountabiUty has long been canvassed in this Assembly. It was one of the central issues 
during the last election. Trrespectlve of the outcome of that election, I believe that within 
the community there Is a body of opinion that statutory authorities should be accountable. 

I refer honourable members to a statement by the Audkor-General, Mr Pat Craven, 
who was guest speaker at the forum, on 27 July 1983, to discuss the accountabUity of 
statutory authorities, for which the Minister for Primary Industries has responsibility. 
I shall refer to the conclusion that he made on page 28 of the document entitled "Accounta
bility Fomm". He stated— 

"The matter of accountabUity of statutory bodies Is one that Is being constantly 
paraded In front of an attentive public. Demands are being made, and rightly so, 
that the operations of such bodies be subjected to closer scmtlny by the executive 
and legislative arms of Government." 

The BiU before the House is in line with what was said by the Auditor-General, In 
that it recognises the need for closer scrutiny by the Assembly of these various bodies. 
The BIU Is welcome. Whilst it does not address all the problems of the numerous statutory 
authorities and quasi-autonomous non-governmental organisations, or quangos as they are 
called. It at least goes some way. That is why the Opposition welcomes it. 

Further legislation needs to be considered. To use the' pastoral term, I ask the 
Minister to take the bit In his mouth and lead a campaign within Cabinet to ensure that 
his measure today, whUst specific, does not end here, and to embark upon a general 
campaign to ensure that the expressions of opinion put forward by Mr Craven in the 
document to which I have referred are finally considered by Cabinet. 

Numerous statutory bodies are constituted under the various Acts administered by 
the Minister for Primary Industries. In the document titled "Accountability Fomm" the 
Auditor-General said that in 1983 he performed the audit of transactions of 115 such 
bodies. I am amazed that there are so many statutory bodies constituted under the Acts 
administered by the Minister for Primary Industries. It is clear that the Minister carries 
a huge responsibility. It is also known that in recent years reviews have been carried out 
by the Premier's Department and by the Auditor-General's Department and that those 
reviews Indicate serious omissions from, and insufficiencies in, the prescription relating to 
accounting and accountability In many of the Acts under which statutory authorities have 
been created or constituted. Therefore, based on what the Auditor-General said, one must 
recognise the need for an amendment to such Acts to provide, to use his words, a 
modernised, consolidated and uniform body of law in this regard. 

The Auditor-General said—and I concur with him—that basic duties should be imposed 
on each statutory authority— 

"(a) To operate efficiently, effectively and economically; 
(b) To keep proper accounts and prepare an annual statement of accounts " 

I stress that point because it has been known—the Minister said so In his second-reading 
speech—that many organisations are not bound to report annually either to himself or to 
the Parliament. The Peanut Marketing Board fiasco occurred because it took advantage 
of an exemption available under board arrangements and used provisions that empowered 
it not to do as the Minister would bid it to do. 

The third point made by the Audkor-Oeneral was— 
". . . to present ks accounts for audk by the Auditor General or a person appointed 
or recommended by him . . ." 
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Surely that is necessary. When a body is using public funds, a person appointed by the 
Government—by the people—ought to audit its accounts. The fourth recommendation was— 

". . . to prepare an annual report on its stewardship and to attach thereto the audited 
financial statements..." 

The final recommendation was— 
". . . to present such annual report to the Minister having the responsibility for the 
administration of the Act under which the body is constituted and also to other 
Interested persons, for example 'growers' in the case of a commodity board," 

They are basic requirements and should encompass every type of statutory authority 
and so-called quango in this State. Queensland has over 940 quasi-autonomous non-
Government organisations, which control almost $4 billion and employ over 50000 people. 
Approximately 4 000 people are appointed to them. However, it has been claimed—and the 
Minister supports the contention—that few report to the Ministers or to the Parliament. 
It is fair to say that some quangos in Queensland are out of control. The disclosure of 
unauthorised payments to employees. In one instance totalling $126,000, proves that. 
Twelve overseas trips by the head of one quango again prove it. Today's news that a 
statutory authorky allowed one of its senior officers to borrow $121,303 at 8 per cent 
interest proves again that there is not enough control. 

It Is not sufficient, however, to adopt a piecemeal approach to amending Individual Acts. 
That Is totally inadequate. If we attempted to amend every Act, one by one. Minister 
by Minister, portfoUo by portfolio, we would sit every day for the next two years—365 days 
a year—trying to pass the legislation. We have to deal with 940 quangos. If we were able 
to deal with six or seven pieces of legislation a week, we would barely get through them in 
three years. There has to be another way. That end can be achieved by all-encompassing 
legislation called the "Public Bodies Act" I refer members to a proposal that was 
put forward in Victoria, following which such an Act of Parliament was suggested. The key 
provisions would include— 

" • the establishment of a Registrar of Public 'Bodies in the Premier's Department, 
with whom the name and objectives of each public body would be registered; 

* a statement In broad terms of the respective roles of ministers and public body 
boards in respect of policy and management; 

* power for ministers to bind public body managements by issuing public directives . . ." 

The important word there is "bind". When the Minister's predecessor tried to do something 
concerning the Peanut Marketing Board, he was powerless. That stresses the need for 
all-powerful, all-binding and all-encompassing legislation to give Ministers of the Crown, 
duly elected or appointed by the Parliament, the abilky to carry out the wishes of the 
Parliament. Surely those Ministers must have the right to Issue public directives. 

Other key provisions would be— 
" * requirements for ministers to approve annual budgets, financial forecasts or 

corporate plans of public bodies; 

* powers for ministers to choose and, in the case of business authorities, to dismiss. 
Board members of public bodies; 

* the establishment of a Public Appointments Unit In the Public Service Board, 
like that in the British Civil Service Department, to maintain lists of sukable 
appointees to public bodies, to advise ministers on the selection of Board members, 
and to publish a consolidated list of such appointees annuaUy; 

* powers for taking corrective action through ministerial access to board minutes, 
audit, efficiency audit and consultancy reports, contract documentation and financial 
statements; 

* ministerial access where necessary to papers of the public body, or to any official 
thereof, and power to require a report on any subject." 

Surely the basic requirement is that the Minister who has the responsibility, financially, 
politically and In the public interest, should surely have the power to require a report on 
any subject from any such body. Finally, there Is a need for rules for creating subsidiary 
companies of public bodies. 
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Those things would solve the problems that have been encountered. One Act of 
Parliament to cover all relevant legislation on the statute books would stop the need to go 
through Acts one by one in a piecemeal fashion to try to amend those that control the 940 
quangos, or statutory authorities. 

An additional need Is for a parliamentary public accounts committee, which Is a sore 
point with Government back-bench members, the Premier and some Ministers, but because 
members of the Opposition beUeve such a committee is necessary, we will continue to pursue 
the issue. Queensland has the only Parliament in Australia without a parliamentary public 
accounts committee. 

In his second-reading speech the Minister clearly gave his support for some type of 
survelUance over pubUc expenditure. The decisions by Cabinet, by departments and, more 
importantly, quangos, which include statutory authorities, must be put under the microscope. 
All honourable members have a responsibility to carry out that surveillance role. The 
Government set up an inquiry into quangos, but the report has never been released. I 
remind honourable members that In 1982 I called for the release of the report from the 
inquiry Into quangos. That Investigation had been ordered by State Cabinet in May 1981 
and was carried out by the Government's Co-ordination and Review Committee, which 
comprised the Co-ordinator-General (Mr Syd Schubert), the Under Treasurer (Mr Leo 
HIelscher) the Secretary of the Premier's Department at that time (Mr Keith Spann), and 
the then PubUc Service Board chairman (Mr Col Douglas). There Is no doubt about the 
competence of those men. The report was competently prepared, but it was never made 
public. Regardless of the Opposition's attempts to get details of the report, we stiU do not 
know what took place. 

In his second-reading speech the Minister admitted that there had been troubles and he 
stressed that a number of specific amendments that he has now put forward—I stress this— 
are in the general area of accounting, reporting and auditing. That backs up criticisms that 
have been raised In the past. The Minister also said— 

"These amendments will require, amongst other things, the preparation of annual 
statements of account, the audit of such statements by the Auditor-General, the 
preparation and distribution of an annual report and the holding of an annual 
general meeting of growers." 

The last matter does not pertain to the things that I have been saying, but it Is an important 
provision. So the Minister has admitted that things have been wrong and have not been 
as they should be. It is also an admission of the need for binding legislation over quangos— 
that Is, statutory authorities. The Minister also said— 

" there are differences in standards of accounting and reporting by individual 
boards." 

That would be the understatement of the year. I draw the attention of the Minister to the 
Peanut Marketing Board. 

The Minister is responsible for most statutory authorities and, as I said before, he should 
lead the campaign in Cabuiet for all-encompassing legislation. I again suggest public 
bodies legislation, which would not simply give the power to the ParUament. The Opposition 
stresses that this Is important and that there has to be an accounting procedure as well as 
some type of monitoring. The decisions of boards must be put under the microscope and, 
more Importantly, growers and others involved in primary Industries must be protected. 
As it is public money to the tune of almost $4m that is being used, the public also must 
be protected. 

Blanket legislation, as Is being proposed in Victoria, could be provided by a separate 
Act, but It also could be done under the Financial Administration and Audit Act which, 
as members would appreciate, provides a consolidated body of law governing the financial 
administration of Government departments and the audit not only of Government depart
ments but also of statutory authorities, to which the Minister has referred. 

In conclusion I hark back to the statement by Mr P. N. Craven that the statutory bodies 
area is significant and, indeed, is becoming more significant in the field of public financial 
administration. I stress again that Mr Craven stated that there are serious omissions and 
insufficiencies in the area of accounting and accountability with regard to statutory bodies. 
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Mr Craven is the senior audit officer of this State. He is the man we turn to to 
keep control, to have the accountabiUty role. He is the one responsible in this field, 
and he Is the man who, back on 27 July 1983, called for a modemlsed, consoUdated and 
uniform body of law to provide proper accounting and, more importantly, accountabiUty. 
Although the Opposition readily accepts what the Minister is trying to do today, it must 
be appreciated that his endeavours wiU not redress the total problem. He is not able. 
In his Umited way as Minister, to address aU the quangos In this State, so I ask him to 
lake upon himself a special duty to ensure that the principles that he has embodied In 
this legislation can flow on to ensure that there Is propetr accountabiUty in Queensland. 

Hon. N. J. TURNER (Warrego—Minister for Primary Industries) (5.6 p.m.), m 
reply: I thank honourable members for their contributions to the debate. As has been 
previously stated, the BUl has been before ParUament for some considerable time. Honourable 
members and industry bodies have had a chance to look carefuUy at the Bill and to 
comment on its contents. 

As I indicated in my second-reading speech, the BIU has three main purposes. The 
first Is to put clearly, m legislation, the procedures for a petition of growers to terminate 
the membership of the board, for the appointment of an administrator and the holding 
of a new election of board members. The second is to provide for the Minister to approve 
of certain activities of co-operatives or other bodies associated with a marketing board, 
particularly where the affiUated body Is entering into arrangements wkh a board which 
Itself does not have power to act. The third is to provide in a more up-to-date format 
the requirements on rural statutory authorities for the keeping and auditing of accounts, 
the preparation and distribution of annual reports and the holding of annual general 
meetings. 

The honourable member for Murrumba raised many aspects relating to the problems 
experienced last season by the Peanut Marketmg Board. I do not propose to rehash 
the problems associated with the past Peanut Marketing Board. The BIU covers aU 
marketing boards, something wkh which the honourable member certainly agreed. It 
should overcome many of the problems encountered by the Peanut Marketing Board, 
and should prevent a recurrence. On the accountabUity question raised by the honourable 
member, I would certainly agree that the Bill's provisions will greatly enhance the 
accountmg requirements and, as a resuU, the nature and extent of information made 
available to both growers and to this Parliament. 

The honourable member made much of delays In bringing this legislation forward. 
I remind him that this has been the direct result of the Govemment's desire to allow 
members, boards and the pubUc at large to have time to look at and comment on the 
legislation. 

The next speaker was the honourable member for Warwick (Mr Booth). He put his 
finger on the pulse when he drew attention to the responsibility of board members. He 
pointed out that that responsibUky forms a major part of the BiU. This is not a BiU 
to fix up the Peanut Marketing Board—I make that point— b̂ut a BIU for all marketing 
boards, and Its provisions wUl greatly assist members of boards to carry out their 
responsibilities. The honourable member raised the question of sister co-operatives, and 
the need for them. Perhaps the main reason is that a marketing board is Umited to the 
commodity for which it is constituted, whereas a co-operative can. If ks rules permit, 
look after other grower interests and needs such as fertilisers and chemicals. The h<xiourable 
member for Condamine or the honourable member for Lockyer also mentioned that 
point. The reason for having common directorships is to ensure that they do not work in 
opposition to each other. 

The honourable member for Mackay (Mr Casey) gave his usual lengthy discourse 
on marketing boards without really referring to the contents of the BIU, but I beUeve that 
because he did not pass any comment on the BUl itself he must baslcaUy support k. 

The honourable member for Lockyer made the very valid point that marketmg is, 
and always wUl be, a difficult area. As the honourable member p<Hnted out, aU markets 
are fairly volatile, but export markets are particularly so, as are markets for perishable 
commodities. He referred to people who have stmck troubles in that area, and, 
I again stress that I have always thought that primary producers should deal through weU-
established firms or persons who have credibUity and financial backing. 

62188—90 
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The honourable member for Bundaberg showed that he had studied very fully 
the history of organised marketing In Queensland. He indicated that he has some knowledge 
of the basic philosophy and principles that lie behind the Primary Producers' Organisation 
and Marketing Act. I assure the honourable member that, as far as I am aware, the 
Peanut Marketing Board is the only marketmg board that has been involved in the use 
of a tied co-operative to avoid the provisions of the Act. 

FinaUy in relation to the honourable member's comments, I must say that, although 
he has some theoretical knowledge, he obviously has llmked practical experience in the 
field. 

The honourable member for CalUde spoke briefly in the debate. As honourable 
members are aware, he has an Intimate knowledge of primary Industries. I noted the 
honourable member's suggestion that there should be a separate Ministry for stock. As 
he wUI appreciate, I do not wish to comment on that suggestion at this time. 

The honourable member's suggestion that Queensland should have more commerclaUy 
orientated people on the ground overseas Is certainly worthy of consideration. It is 
something at which the Department of Primary Industries Is looking at present. 

I thank the honourable member for Condamine for his contribution and for his 
support of the Bill. In particular, he appreciates the need for Improved accountabUity. 

The honourable member for Mourilyan has recognised the Important decisions that 
members of marketing boards have to make. He obviously Is aware of the wide range 
of Information that the boards must review and the need for careful scrutiny by the 
department. I assure him that the present Bill Is designed to facilitate that process. 

The honourable member also mentioned the Queensland Graingrowers Association 
and Its particular problems. I point out to him that that association is not a statutory 
marketing authority but a proprietary company over which the Government has no 
control. 

The Leader of the Opposition (Mr Wright) welcomed the Bill but pointed out 
that It was not designed to cover all eventualities. He suggested that there Is a need for 
further consideration of other aspects relating to statutory authorities. I agree with 
that. I am happy to inform him that such a review Is currently under way within my 
department. 

Basically, all honourable members from both sides of the House have supported 
the BiU. At the Committee stage, I Intend to move amendments to cover the situation 
that has arisen as a result of this BUl being first Introduced In 1983. Consequently, all 
references to "1983" will need to be changed to "1984" 

In addition, as a result of representations made to me since the BUI was first introduced, 
I Intend to move three small amendments at the Committee stage. The first of these 
relates to clause 6 of the Bill. I will propose that the petklon percentage be changed 
from 30 to 50. FoUowing recent representations and further consideration, I am convinced 
that such a change is desired within the Industries. 

The second amendment relates to clause 7 of the BUl, which inserts a new section 
13C. Here I will propose the insertion of the word "related" so as to more clearly 
indicate the Government's intention that the powers of direction referred to In subsection 
(I) (d) apply only to matters relating to accounts and reports. 

The third amendment relates to clause 10 and the new section 34E inserted by that 
clause. In its present form, the proposed section would present complications for the 
sectional group committee structure of the COD. Later, I propose to move an amendment 
that wUl remove from the COD the application of section UC. 

Responding to the points made by honourable members, I repeat that I hold the 
marketing boards of Queensland in high regard and have confidence In their management 
and directors. However, It Is necessary to ensure that there are adequate accountabUity 
provisions, and this BiU does that. 

In relation to the termination of board membership—I want to Indicate clearly the 
Intention here. The Governor In CouncU has been given a discretionary power to act 
on receipt of a petition. Some concern has been expressed that no time limit Is 
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placed on when a new election of board members should take place. That was one of 
the points raised by the member for Condamme. The intention is that the new election 
should be held as soon as possible. As honourable members appreciate, a problem 
exists in specifying a period that might cover aU sUuations. Honourable members may 
be assured that in all cases elections will be held as soon as practicable. I indicate also 
at this time that growers wishing to sign a petition wUl have to be genuine growers of 
the commodity concerned. 

With the provisions covering affiliated bodies, the Intention of the BUl Is to Interfere 
as little as possible with the flexibiUty of the co-operatives or complies. However, where 
there is a common directorship and joint financial arrangements between a statutory 
board and another body, there should be accountabUity, otherwise a loophole would exist 
through which the intent of the Bill could be circumvented. 

I, and officers of my department, have had extensive talks with member bodies of the 
CouncU of Agriculture, even as late as yesterday, and I have the support of mral Industry 
leaders for this BiU. I commend It to the House. 

Motion (Mr Tumer) agreed to. 

Committee 
Mr Booth (Warwick) In the chair; Hon. N. J. Tumer (Warrego—Minister for Primary 

Industries) in charge of the BIU. 

Qause 1—Short t i t le-
Mr TURNER (5.16 p.m.): I move the following amendment— 

"At page 2, Une 6, omit the expression— 
'1983' 

and substitute the expression— 
'1984'." 

Amendment agreed to. 

Qause 1, as amended, agreed to. 

Clauses 2 and 3, as read, agreed to. 

Qause 4—^Principal Act and citation as amended— 

Mr TURNER (5.17 p.m.): I move the following amendment— 
"At page 2, line 38, omit the expressicm— 

'1926-1983' 
and substitute the expression— 

'1926-1984'." 
Amendment agreed to. 
Qause 4, as amended, agreed to. 
Qause 5, as read, agreed to. 
Qause 6— N̂ew s. IIC; Terminatitm of term of office of Board— 

Mr TURNER (5.19 p.m.): I move the foUowing amendment— 
"At page 3, Une 24, omk the expression— 

'30' 
and substitute the expression— 

'50'." 

Mr KRUGER: I am concemed about this clause. The amendment moved by the 
Minister, which reinserts the original expression. Is quite accceptable to the Oppositi<xi. As 
I said In my speech at the second-reading stage, I was concemed about reducing to only 
30 per cent the number of growers required to request the termlnati<» of a board. But 
for the problems that can occur, that would have been a reasonable percentage. 
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Under the constitution of the board, a grower is quaUfied to vote If he has sent 
peanuts to the board In one of the last three years. Under the Act. a grower is anyone 
who grows peanuts. Therefore, growers who do not supply the board can sign a petition 
to have the board dismissed. Why should growers who do not support the board be able 
to petition the Minister for Its dismissal? 

Such a provision is a dangerous and undemocratic one, and it could render the board 
ineffective. The petition should be signed by not less than 50 per cent. In usual circumstances, 
perhaps 30 per cent is a fair level to be set. However, the Opposition accepts the 
amendment. 

The other aspect of clause 6 that concerns me Is the proposed subsection (4), which 
provides that the Minister shall arrange, at such time as he thinks fit, for the election and 
appointment of members to the board. The Minister has spelt this out earlier, but I seek 
another assurance from him that that wlU be done correctly and quickly. Problems could 
arise If a delay occurs. I should lUce the Minister to state whether he has a certain time-
limit in mind. 

Mr TURNER: I did spell it out earUer, but I state again that it Is not the intention 
of the Government to delay the election of a new board. However, one cannot aUow 
for aU contingencies. It could be that. If the Government laid down a specific period of 
three months. It would not be possible to get aU the auditing done in time to enable 
the election to be held. Nevertheless, I assure the honourable member for Murmmba 
and all honourable members that It Is not the Govemment's Intention to delay an election. 
It is the Govemment's desire to have an administrator for as short a period as possible 
and for the election to take place. 

As to the amendment to Increase from 30 to 50 percent of growers—that was at the 
request of the CouncU of Agriculture, which unanimously carried a motion that it be 
altered to 50 per cent. The councU felt that that was a more democratic number. I 
appreciate the honourable member's concem in relation to the size of Queensland and 
the difficulties that might arise In some areas In obtaining higher than 30 per cent repre
sentation to vote against the board. However, I beUeve that if a significant problem 
arises, the growers wiU respond to a petition. 

Amendment (Mr Turner) agreed to. 
Clause 6, as amended, agreed to. 
Qause 7—New ss. 13B and 13C— 

Mr TURNER (5.23 p.m.): I move the foltowing amendment— 
"At page 4, Une 31, after the word 'other' insert the word— 

'related'." 

Mr KRUGER: I can see that certain problems wiU arise in relation to the pr(̂ )osed 
new section 13C (d) which states— 

"any other matter as may be prescribed." 
That provision may be abused, not by the present Minister for Primary Industries but 
by future Ministers in charge of this portfolio. 

As to the proposed subsections (2), (3) and (4)—subsection (4) wiU fit m if the other 
subsections are accepted. However, for some time I have been concerned at the emphasis 
that is placed on provisions that give Ministers a discretion. These provisions fall into that 
category. Perhaps the Minister will state how he wlU ensure that no problem wiU arise 
under the proposed section 13C. 

Mr TURNER: I feel that the matter has been tidied up by the amendment that I 
proposed. The amendment in 13C (1) (d) alters "from any other matter as may be 
prescribed" to "any related matter" That relates to (a), (b) and (c). It is a legal 
interpretation. That wUl allay any fears made known to the CouncU of Agricukure by 
the particular bodies with which I spoke yesterday. They were quite happy with the 
proposed amendment. 

Amendment (Mr Turner) agreed to. 

Clause 7, as amended, agreed to. 

Qause 8, as read, agreed to. 
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Qause 9—New ss. 27C and 27D— 

Mr KRUGER (5.27 p.m.): The Opposition has no objectkm to clause 9, which is 
one of the most important parts of the legislation. The Opposition is very pleased with 
this clause that refers In the proposed section 27C to the annual statement of accounts 
of a board. It spells out quite clearly what is required of boards and persons operating 
them. The Bill provides that the statements wlU have to be brought forward In a form 
over whkh the Audkor-Creneral wiU have complete control. Although the Minister said 
that I referred considerably In my speech to the Peanut Marketing Board's proUem, I 
point out to him that that Is where the problems originated in many respects. The 
procedures laid down In this clause will be a great asset In the future. 

Mr CAMPBELL: I believe that the Minister should continue to Introduce such 
clauses in other legislation. The annual statement of accounts should include a requirement 
that directors provide Information about their dealings wkh pubUc companies. Any 
deaUngs that senior staff or board members have with the board and payments ma<te 
should be made public. That is possible under section 13C, which has just been amended. 
That should be made the widespread practice of every board. 

Mr TURNER: I thank the honourable member for Murrumba for his support 
for this clause. In reply to the honourable member for Bundaberg—^I say, as has been 
said on numerous occasions, that the BUl deals with accountabiUty of boards. That Is the 
purpose of the legislation. When the legislation is in place and we see how k operates, if 
at some future time It requires amendment, that will be done. 

Qause 9, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 10—Repeal of s. 34 and new ss. 34—34F— 

Mr CAMPBELL (5.29 p.m.): The proposed section 34 states— 
"A Board shaU, as soon as practicable after the end of each financial year. . ." 

An annual report wlU be submitted by the Director of Marketing. What length of time 
would be expected to elapse at the end of a financial year before the presentation to 
ParUament of the report of the Director of Marketing? A period of between 9 and 12 
months could be Involved. 

Mr TURNER: As the honourable member would appreciate. It depends entirely 
on when each board's financial year terminates. A specific date cannot be nominated. 

I move the following amendment— 
"At page 7, line 37, omit the expression— 

'13 (ill) A' 
and substitute the expression— 

'13 (lilA)." 
Amendment agreed to. 

Mr TURNER: I move the following further amendment— 
"At page 8, line 2, omit the expression— 

' l i e . " 
Amendment agreed to. 
Qause 10, as amended, agreed to. 
Clause 11—^Principal Act and citation as amended— 

Mr TURNER (5.32 p.m.): I move the following amendment— 
"At page 8, line 19, omit the expression— 

'1930-1983' 
and substitute the expression— 

'1930-1984'." 

Amendment agreed to. 
Clause 11, as amended, agreed to. 
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Qause 12—^Amendment of s. 21; Power of Minister to call for reports in respect of 
accounts, etc.— 

Mr TURNER (5.33 p.m.): I move the following amendment— 
"At page 8, line 29, omit the expression— 

'1926-1983' 
and substitute the expression— 

'1926-1984'." 
Amendment agreed to. 
Clause 12, as amended, agreed to. 
Qause 13—Principal Act and citation as amended— 

Mr TURNER (5.34 p.m.): I move the following amendment— 
"At page 8, line 36, omit the expression— 

•1923-1983' 
and substitute the expression— 

'1923-1984'." 
Amendment agreed to. 
Clause 13, as amended, agreed to. 
Clause 14, as read, agreed to. 
Bill reported, with amendments. 

Third Reading 
BUl, on motion of Mr Turner, by leave, read a third time. 

CRIMINAL CODE AND BAIL ACT AMENDMENT BILL 
Second Reading—^Resumption of Debate 

Debate resumed from 3 AprU (see p. 2390) on Mr Harper's motion— 
"That the BiU be now read a second time." 

Mr R. J. GIBBS (Wolston) (5.36 p.m.): AUhough the BUl was mtroduced mto the 
House only last week, it has already caused considerable concem and debate in the 
community. I think it would be fair for me to describe it as one of the most vicious and 
startling attacks for a number of years from this Govemment on the civil liberties of 
people In Queensland. 

A Government Member: Why Is that? 

Mr R. J. GIBBS: The honourable member should not be over-eager. If he is, I wiU 
give him a belt. I will certainly tell the honourable member why. 

The Bill is an exercise, and nothing more, by the Attomey-General in gung-ho politics. 
Quite frankly, it reeks of extreme right-wing, knee-jerk reaction following the recent 
threatened release in Queensland of foot and mouth disease. 

In his second-reading speech the Minister cited, as a reason for introducing the 
legislation, what has now become known as the HUtcm Hotel bombing at CHOGM in 1978, 
the threat of the release of nerve gas in WelUngton and the threat to place explosives on 
highway bridges In the Brisbane metropolitan area. When we are talking about introducing 
antiterrorist legislation into the Parliament, It should be pointed out that It is a poUtical 
fact of life that the sort of activities that people have come to expect from terrorists in 
countries such as Ireland, the UK and central America exist baslcaUy because of violent 
poUtical dismptlon caused by the political make-up of the people In those countries. That 
is not the position in Queensland, but I believe that, quite often, the Govemment would 
like to see those sort of activities In this State. Only the responsibility displayed by the 
Labor Party and the trade union movement on many past occasions has prevented that from 
happening. All too often the Government has made very deliberate attempts to Incite riots 
in the streets of Brisbane. 

Government Members interjected. 
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Mr R. J, GIBBS: The Govemment, on Innumerable occasions, has deliberately 
attempted to tum the police force of the State into a political weapon to suk the 
Govemment's own ends. When such accusations are made In the ParUament, it is always 
significant that the parrots on the Govemment side of the House scream and warble 
incessantly because the tmth hurts and k touches them on a raw nerve. 

The legislation Is an attempt to build up public hysteria on a very Important emoticmal 
Issue, The Opposition believes that this Issue should have been handled more responsibly. 
So that there can be no mistaking the role or the attitude of the Labor Party In this matter, 
I make the foUowing statement: The Labor Party does not, and wlU not, support acts of 
terrorism anywhere In AustraUa. If one needs confirmation of that statement, one has 
only to look back to the activities of the Federal Labor Government between 1972 and 
1975, when it gladly Introduced antihijacking legislation because of intemational activities 
that were taking place. 

This is an area of concern that causes great drama and some trauma within the 
community. I recognise that, and so does my party. Because of that, I say to the Minister 
for Justice and Attorney-General that his action In bringing such controversial legislation 
before the ParUament without first allowing reasonable public discussion was appaUlng. 

Last week, during discussion on the Law Reform Comniission, I made the point that 
It is high time that on Issues such as this, party poUtics reaUy should not count. It is 
regrettable that the Minister for Justice continues to take the action that he does, 
because antiterrorist activities or terrorist activities within the community concern every 
member of this Assembly. The responsible approach would have been to appoint an 
all-party committee to consider the matter. Members of all parties should have been given 
the privUege of making an Input Into this legislative reform, but they have been denied 
that opportunity. 

After this Bill became pubUc knowledge, the Minister said that he had had discussions 
with the Queensland Law Society. I am reUably Informed that there has been no discussion 
with the Law Society in relation to this legislation. There may have been some Intimations 
to the Law Society of what the Govemment thought should happen; but since the legisla
tion was drawn up, there has been no reference to the Law Society. I am reliably Informed 
also that the same applies in the case of the Queensland Bar Association. 

When one looks at this legislation, one cannot help but be extremely alarmed by Its 
ImpUcations. I am aware that, in the last couple of days, the honourable member for 
Sherwood has made certain utterances on television and In the press about It, as has Mr 
Terry O'Gorman of the Queensland Council for Civil Liberties. I have done the same 
thing. 

When we look at legislation we must do our best to bring it back to the basic 
principle of how It wlU affect people generaUy. A number of us have thought of sImUar 
situations that could arise in the community because of this legislation. I wUl give some 
examples whUe I discuss the BIU In detaU. 

I cannot refer specifically to the clauses, but If one looks at page 2 of the BIU one 
sees this statement— 

"Demands with menaces upon agencies of government. 
Any person who demands that anything be done or omitted to be done or be 

procured by— 
the Government of Queensland or a person in the employment of the Crown in 
right of Queensland, In performance of the duties of his employment or otherwise 
In his official capacity; the Governor, In his role of Govemor; 
a Minister of the Crown, in his office as Minister or as a member of the Executive 
Council of Queensland; 
a govemment corporation. In discharge of Its functions conferred by law, or a person 
In the employment of a government corporation. In performance of the duties of his 
employment or otherwise in his official capacity," 

Because 75 per cent of my electorate Is made up of Housmg Commission houses, I receive 
Innumerable complaints from people about Housing Ccunmission Inspectors. Only last week, 
my colleague the member for Chatsworth raised the very Important matter of raids by 
such inspectors, only to be pooh-poohed by the Minister for Works and Housing, who said 
that such raids did not take place. It is a fact of life that Housing Commission inspectors 
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are notorious for raiding homes In the early hours of the moming to check, for example, 
on women who say that they Uve on their own. The inspectors fear that a boyfriend or 
somebody else may have had the audacity to stay In the home ovemight. That happens. 
It is quite possible In such a situation that a threat could be made against a pubUc 
servant or violence could erupt. A person could throw a punch at the front door of his 
home. That happened In my electorate. A person was instmcted to remove three dereUct 
cars from the front yard of his Housing Commission yard. He took umbrage at the 
instmction given by the Housing Commission officer and threw a punch at him. 

Taking an absolutely extreme case, under this legislation, a person found guUty of showing 
aggression towards a Government employee is Uable to Imprisonment with hard labour for 
14 years. That Is deplorable. 

The legislation, under proposed new section 54A, appUes also to— 
".. a Govemment corporation, in discharge of its functions conferred by 

law, or a person In the employment of a government corporation, in performance 
of the duties of his employment or otherwise in his official capacity". 

It is quite proper for me to refer to the Queensland Tourist and Travel Corporation. A 
certain gentleman who works for that corporation certainly would not be assured of 
cmitlnuity of employment under a Labor Govemment. If a person were to threaten that 
gentleman In a public place that he could be discharged or fired from his job, that could 
be construed as being a threat against a Govemment employee. Again, the person who 
made that threat could be found gulUy of a crime and be Uable to Imprisonment with 
hard labour for 14 years. 

When one reads the BUl, one sees the incompetent and hasty way in which it was 
drafted. Proposed new section 54A provides— 

"A person is not criminally responsible for an act referred to in the preceding 
paragraph if the injury or detriment Is threatened to himself only or to property 
of which he is the sole owner." 

What a stupid and ridiculous situation could arise under those circumstances! A person 
who is extremely distressed and temporarily out of lus mind could lock himself in his 
own home with a couple of sticks of dynamite ami make a threat pubUcly to blow 
himself up. The legislation provides that because it is only that pers(m's Ufe and property 
that are threatened, no charges wiU be preferred. That is absolutely stupid. It agam 
points to the hasty way in which the legislation was drafted. 

Proposed new section 54A also provides— 
"It Is Immaterial to the commission of an offence defined in this section that— 

(a) the demand or threat Is made by means of a medium ordinarily used 
for disseminating information to the pubUc and not to a particular persmi;". 

I look at the Criminal Code, and, in particular, at section 317, which refers to acts mtended 
to cause grievous bodily harm or prevent apprehension; section 317A, which refers to 
taking or sending dangerous goods on an aircraft; sectkxi 319, which refers to intentionaUy 
endangering the safety of persons travelling by railway; section 319A, which refers 
to endangering the safety of persons travelling by aircraft; secticm 321, which refers 
to attempting to injure by explosive substances; and secti<»i 322, which refers to maliciously 
administering poison with Intent to harm. 

Recently, the Minister got uptight when a threat was made to release foot and mouth 
vims In the community. The Govemment tried to make a great deal of pc^tlcal mileage 
out of it. I shaU not go Into the specifics, other than to say that, if my Information is 
correct, the threat actually came from a person who is presently Incarcerated and would 
not be In a position to carry out the threat. 

Mr Lingard: You should be praising the poHce. 

Mr R. J. GIBBS: The member for Fassifern is a great disciplinarian. Honourable 
members are aware of his record In the teaching profession. I am reUably informed that 
the next step from disclpUne Is bondage, and we should all be concerned for the future of 
that honourable gentleman. 

Section 328 deals wkh negUgent acts causing harm and section 328A refers to the 
dangerous driving of a motor vehicle. Section 354 is also interesting because the Minister 
for Justice and Attorney-General, in his second-reading speech, spoke about the possibility 
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of terrorists kidnapping people. Section 354 of the Criminal Code makes adequate provision 
to cover the crime of kidnapping. Section 354A covers kidnapping for ransom and section 
355 deals with deprivation of Uberty. I could go on. 

In his second-reading speech, the Minister made mention of threats by maU. Section 
415 of the Criminal Code covers demanding property by written or oral threats, section 
416 deals with attempts at extortion by threat, section 417 talks about procuring execution 
of deeds etc., by threat, and section 417A deals with taking control of aircraft. 

My point Is this: the Government has hastened to bring in this legislation deliberately 
to capitalise on what it believes Is public opinion that supports this legislation at the 
present time. The Government has neglected the fact that Queensland already has adequate 
laws to cover these situations. However, I do acknowledge that there may be a need for 
specialist terrorist legislation, but it should not be of this nature. I do not support the 
way in which it has been brought Into this ParUament. 

A close reading of the legislation Is even more disturbing. Clause 3 contains the 
words, "If the carrying out of the threat would be likely to cause". This is a real humdinger. 
The Bill provides for the possibility that that threat would cause "(a) loss of life or serious 
personal injury to any person" Of course, every member would be concemed if that 
situation occurred. But the real guts of the clause Is In part (b), which reads— 

"Substantial economic loss— 
to the Crown, or 
to a Government corporation; or 
in any industrial or commercial activity whether conducted by a public 

authority or as a private enterprise" 
That is a snide attack on trade unions and is an Insidious way to try to creep up on their 
activities. I can Imagine the situation that could and does occur in a drawn-out Industrial 
dispute In which a union leader or leaders, or union membership could say, "We wiU not 
send our members back to work until your company agrees or accepts the conditions which 
we have laid down." In that situation, as provided by this legislation, that would cause 
substantial economic loss to the Crown, to a Government corporation or to an Industrial 
or commercial activity whether conducted by a public authority or as a private enterprise. 
As a result, a trade union official could be arrested. Clause 3 provides that a person who 
commits such an offence, which cannot be mitigated or varied under section 19 of the 
Criminal Code, is liable to Imprisonment with hard labour for life. A reading of section 19 
of the Criminal Code makes It apparent that the fanaticism of the Government has no 
bounds. It provides the construction of provisions of the Code as to punishments. Section 
19 (1) states— 

"A person liable to Imprisonment, either with or without hard labour, for life 
or for any other period may be sentenced to sImUar Imprisonment for any shorter 
term" 

Section 19 (2) states— 
"A person liable to Imprisonment with hard labour may be sentenced to 

Imprisonment without hard labour" 
The Minister for Justice Is setting himself up as a modern-day SS major, and he wants 
to be prosecutor, judge and jury—the lot. The Bill provides that a prosecution for an 
offence defined In one of Its sections. In which It is Intended to rely on either or both 
of the circumstances of aggravation that are referred to In a preceding paragraph, shall 
not be commenced without the consent of the Attorney-General. That will give the 
Minister's officers the right to advise him on what he believes Is either a serious 
offence or a non-serious offence, based on how the threat was made and the commission 
of the offence at the time. That principle is an extremely harsh one and It causes me 
and, I am sure, the community grave concern. This principle does not exist In the 
legislation of any other State. I realise that It exists in two other Queensland Acts, but It 
does not exist In the Crimuial Code. The Minister will be able to make the decision 
on how a person shall be charged. 

I can well recall the attkude that was adopted by this Govemment on past occasions. 
I remember the teacher who, because he was a homosexual and was hot considered 
to be a fit person to teach chUdren, was hounded and persecuted by this Govemment. 
I can recall the torment and drama that the Government caused for a certain police 
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officer because he refused to stand In the street with his colleagues and bash people with 
his Government-issued baton. I can recall the John Sinclair case, in which that man 
was persecuted by this Government. With those cases in mind, I consider it is not beyond 
the bounds of possibility that this Government will deliberately sort out a person 
for special attention, or request that that person be charged with the more serious of 
the two offences. The decision wUl be left to the Attorney-General. That aspect causes 
me grave concern. That decision should be the responsibility of the prosecutor, whether 
it is the Crown prosecutor or the police prosecutor, and it is the responsibility of the 
jury to decide on the evidence put before the court whether a person should be convicted 
of a serious offence. 

The deeper I go into this legislation, the more concerned I become. Earlier I referred 
to section 415 of the Criminal Code, which relates to threats by letter. The Bill amends 
section 415 in major respects. I draw to the Minister's attention a relevant case that 
arose under section 415, which is headed "Demanding Property by Written or Oral 
Threats" In the case of the Queen v. Howe, It was held that It is not the fact of 
writing but the causing a person to receive the writing which constitutes the offence. It is 
stated that the onus is on the Crown to prove absence of reasonable or probable cause. 
What Is reasonable or probable cause is a matter for the jury to determine, but the belief 
of the accused person that he has such a cause is Immaterial to the jury's determination. 
I accept that principle in relation to an accused person who is on trial before a jury. 
Under the BUl, however, the Attorney-General will determine what is reasonable or 
probable, or whatever terminology Is used. 

[Sitting suspended from 6 to 7.15 p.m.] 

Mr R. J. GIBBS: As I said before the dinner recess, the Opposition considers the BUI 
to be a shocking piece of legislation. I referred to proposed section 415. I have already 
outUned the major amendments that have been made to the Criminal Code. I wish to refer 
In greater detail to the proposed section 415, which deals with threats by letter. It states— 

"Any person who with Intent to extort or gain any property or benefit or the 
performance of services from any person— 

(a) knowing the contents of the writing, causes a person to receive a writing 
demanding without reasonable or probable cause— 

(1) any property or benefit or the performance of services from any 
person 

and containing threats of Injury or detriment of any kind to be caused to that 
person or any other person or to the public or any member or members of the 
public or to property, by the offender or any other person, if the demand is not 
complied with;" 

The section also covers threats that may be made orally by a person in that situation. 

Under the original section 415, the same penalty of 14 years' imprisonment with hard 
labour was provided. That legislation contained two safeguards. Section 19 of the Criminal 
Code provides for the trial judge to determine the penalty to be Imposed on a convicted 
person. The same discretion applied to parole recommendations. The Bill provides that an 
offence Is committed if a person sends a threat by letter. The threat could be minor. A 
person could orally demand something from another person. That oral demand could be a 
serious or minor demand. In a case Involving an oral demand. It Is a matter of deciding 
between the word of the person on whom the demand Is made and that of the person who 
is alleged to have made the demand. I am disturbed that the provisions of section 19 of the 
Criminal Code will not relate to this offence. Instead, the Attorney-General will be given 
the power to determine what Is a major offence and a not so major offence. The Bill states 

"A prosecution for an offence defined in this section In which It is Intended to 
reply on a circumstance of aggravation referred to in the preceding paragraph shall 
not be commenced without the consent of the Attorney-General." 

I hope that when the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General replies he will state the 
reason for that provision. I said earUer that his approach is reminiscent of an SS major 
who wants to control the whole legal situation hUnself. I do not believe that similar legislation 
exists anywhere else In Australia. For the first time, such legislation has been Introduced In 
Queensland. It wiU place extraordinary powers In the hands of the Minister for Justice 
and Attorney-General. 
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The last part of the legislation deals with amendments to section 13 of the Bail Act 
Reference is made to bail on charges Involving serious offences. I have said in this Parliament 
before that present members of the Government have a hype mentality in relation to people 
who are charged with serious offences. 

The Opposition does not share the (pinion that because a person is charged with 
murder, dmg-mnning, piracy on the high seas, extortion attempts or terrorism, he ought 
to go before a Supreme Court judge in order to have bail granted. By taking that procedure 
out of the Magistrates Court, the Govemment is questioning the competency of the 
magistrates appointed by It. The magistrates are proper and competent people to decide 
whether or not bail ought to be granted In serious cases. Applications made to a judge of 
the Supreme Court result In unnecessary delays In the judicial system. 

I give an example of that. I shall not go into the details, but a man was extradited 
to Melbourne on a serious charge relating to the matter of the Trustees and Executors 
of AustraUa. I am told that the charge could involve misappropriation of anything up to 
$30m. Whether it was warranted or strings were pulled—one does not know—he went 
before the Magistrates Court on the morning of last Saturday week. The magistrate refused 
baU. I realise that It Is not unprecedented, but. In an unusual move, there was a hearing 
in the home of a judge on Saturday afternoon and the man was granted bail. I cast 
absolutely no aspersions on the Supreme Court judge who handled the matter; but, in the 
circumstances, it was a waste of time and an ill-formed opinion that aUowed baU to a 
person who was to be extradited to Victoria on the Monday morning. 

On behalf of the Opposition, I make It very clear that we will not support the Bill 
in any shape or form. It Is Ul conceived and has been deliberately mshed In. Because of 
the haste, very Uttle consideration has been given to it. The Government has faUed abysmaUy 
to discuss the Bill in any public forum. Contrary to statements made by the Minister, the 
Government has not conferred with the Queensland Law Society or the Bar Association. 
The BUI ought to be withdrawn. 

I am waUIng with much anticipation to discover the attitude of the Liberal Party. The 
member for Sherwood, as I understand It, might move amendments tonight. The Opposition 
will not be supporting amendments by the Liberal Party. No amendment can take away the 
true meaning of the legislation. It is draconian, and It is one of the most shocking attacks 
on the civil liberties of Queenslanders that the Opposition has seen for a long time. In the 
last couple of months, the Attomey-General has attempted to make himself appear to be 
reasonably progressive—and I put "reasonably" In Inverted commas—but a performance 
such as this does very little to enhance his reputation either with the legal fraternity or 
with the pubUc In general. 

Mr INNES (Sherwood) (7.24 p.m.): I rise to speak against the provisions of the Bill. 
I do so on behalf of the parUamentary Liberal Party; I do so with regret. We have 
absolutely no objection to effective, contemporary criminal legislation opposing terrorism; 
we have no objection to serious penalties attending those who commit acts of terrorism. 
Regrettably, In the name of antiterrorism. Invoking all the horrors that beset the inter
national world, we have had placed before us a piece of legislation that does not in fact 
deal with terrorism but, in an enormous dragnet, covers a host of actions by ordinary 
Australians involved In ordinary activities or marginal infringements of the law. 

In presenting the legislation, the Attorney-General spoke in fakly high-powered terms. He 
Invoked the name of Sir Samuel Griffith and the fact that this statute— t̂he Criminal 
Code of Queensland—has been In force for almost 83 years with remarkably few 
amendments. Sir Samuel Griffith, who was a Liberal Attorney-General, Chief Justice and 
Premier of Queensland and Chief Justice of Australia, gained his reputation and his 
eminence because of his foresight, legal training and worldly experience. The reason why 
the Criminal Code has had so few amendments is that Sir Samuel Griffith was (a) a wise 
man and (b) technically proficient as a lawyer. 

Mr R. J. Gibbs: This Is the same speech you made the other night in relation to the 
Law Reform Commission. 

Mr INNES: I am referring to the Minister's second-reading speech. 
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The reason why the Liberal Party opposes the BUl is that it does not show that same 
foresight, wisdom or technical competence. Unfortunately—one might say tragically— 
for the reputation of the State, the legislation will be justifiably and roundly criticised 
throughout the country. 

An easy way to stop all deaths on the road would be to shoot or Incarcerate all 
motorists. All manner of Ills can be stopped by taking extreme steps. If the Government 
invokes, as the learned Attomey-General has Invoked, protection of our democratic 
system of government, if the Govemment speaks of threats of violence and mayhem 
by those who would seek to exert thdr authority over democraticaUy elected Govemments, 
which the Attorney-General did, and if the Government says that throughout the world 
terrorist groups have been active, that there have been hijackings, kidnappings, threats 
of poisoning and indiscriminate bombings, an emotional state could be arrived at In 
which the House could support, and could support on the basis of intemational experience 
and even experience In this country, strong, tough legislation to stop those sorts of 
things occurring in this State. Indeed, no doubt that sentiment led to the Crimes (Hijacking 
of Aircraft) Act that the Commonwealth Invoked In 1972-73. Ilie HUton bombing and 
the recent threat to release foot-and-mouth disease are extremely serious acts that 
deserve serious consequences for those who would perpetrate them. However, if the 
Govemment invokes all of those things and whips up emotions, it must make sure that 
the laws that the Parliament passes register the same problems, meet the same problems 
and are an effective and appropriate response to the danger. 

Without going as far as the member for Wolston did or engaging in the extremes 
of rhetoric that he did, I point out that the world has experience of people whose 
philosophies the people of this country totally reject, namely the leader of Nazi Germany, 
Adolf Hitler who, in Invoking all sorts of horrors, in the name of public interest, passed 
legislation that In fact went so far through society that it attacked comparatively Innocent 
or minor actions by the majority of the population. 

The people of Queensland, taking the example set by people such as Sir Samuel 
Griffith, have always been wise and balanced enough to resist the higher points of 
rhetoric and emotion and to find a balance based in common sense and down-to-earth 
judgment. 

The whole second-reading speech of the Minister Invokes the reality of terrorism. The 
proposed new section as contained In the BUl is headed "Demands with menaces upon 
agencies of government". That is the last time either the word "terrorist" or the word 
"menace" is seen in the legislation. The Government whips up the rhetoric. It Involves 
extreme words. 

Then I look at the clauses, and I am afraid that they belle the force of the 
Minister's arguments In his second-reading speech and. In fact, belle the title of the 
clause Itself which reads, "Demands the menaces upon agencies of govemment". The 
solution that Is proposed Is to catch so much human activity under the umbrella of 
"demands with menaces upon agencies of government" that it puts at risk ordinary 
Queenslanders doing ordinary things, albeit that some of them might be moderately 
unlawful. The Government does not want to go out and catch people who, in the heat 
of the moment, say Impetuous, Intemperate things to public servants. The Government 
does not want to get at, to catch and to prosecute, with the penalties and the severity 
of the law that is intended for terrorists, people who do Uttle more than express 
emotionalism or irrational threats or, in fact, as I will point out in a simple example 
very shortly, even do no more than call upon a public servant to do his duty. 

The Government does not want to stop either the unions of the State, which are 
lawfully recognised, or other organised bodies such as the United Graziers Association or 
the Cattlemen's Union, which, in protection of their economic life, can make demands 
on a Govemment that things should happen or that things do happen, and threaten 
to boycott the railways, or to picket the railways, wkh consequent economic loss, so that 
they are able to achieve their democratically justified ends, because the protection of 
democratic standards was Invoked in this State, and that Is something the Minister Invoked 
In his speech. 

The stance of the Liberal Party Is not that It rejects attempts to amend the law in 
the Interests of being effectively antiterrorist. It recognises that some amendment of the 
law can be envisaged, and Is desirable, because k certainly Is the skuatlon that modern 
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means of communication and the sophistication and, shaU we say, the generalisation of 
threat that can be made nowadays did not exist in Sir Samuel Griffith's day. People have 
the capacity to remain hidden and yet to perpetrate threats which severely Inconvenience 
or put in fear groups of people within or outside the Government. We In the Liberal 
Party have no problem in accepting the principle that we can look at the law and come 
up with something more effective. 

The essence of criminal law is that It shaU be certain. If a person is to be put at 
risk for one year's, seven years', 14 years' or life Imprisonment, he has to know what 
behaviour It Is which Is unlawful. The simple essence of any legal system which involves 
penalties, or even involves just contract. Is that It must be certain. People have to know 
the ground rules so they can order their lives and their affairs. Our complaint about this 
legislation Is that people do not know, and that In fact the Executive proposes such a 
wide umbreUa that It Is left for the discretion of the prosecution to decide who shaU be 
visited with the harsh penalties of life imprisonment or 14 years' imprisonment as opposed 
to being dealt with simply under legislation such as the Vagrants, Gaming, and Other 
Offences Act, which contains an offence of making threats or giving Insulting words. There 
Is also the host of other Govemment legislation setting up Government departments which 
protects public servant after public servant and department after department. We have 
heard time and time again in this House sections which prohibit interfering with an officer 
In the course of his duty, insulting an officer or assaulting an officer. We have no 
objection to those sections at that modest level of Infringement and of penalty. What we 
do object to Is the width of the proposed amendments. 

We are not rejecting the principle. We are calling on the Minister to withdraw 
the legislation and to consult effectively with those people who have the wisdom and 
broad experience to cross-fertilise with the experience In the Minister's own department 
to arrive at effective legislation. The Law Reform Commission Is an obvious starting 
point. A request for an urgent report from the Law Reform Commission into proposals 
for effective antiterrorist laws would be a basic starting point. What is the rush? Why 
are we debating tonight legislation that was introduced only last week? Many of the 
affected bodies that have the wisdom, experience and Intelligence to assist the Minister, 
not to Impede him, have not had an opportunity to make submissions. 

Mr R. J. Gibbs: What is the attkude of the Law Society? 

Mr INNES: The attitude of the professional bodies was summarised by the member 
for Wolston. They have not had time to look at the wording of the BIU. One has to 
look at the wording of the BiU, because that Is where the offence is found; it Is not 
found In the Minister's second-reading speech or In the rhetoric. 

If the problem Is foot-and-mouth disease, would it not be simple to provide for 
that? That Is a horrible threat, and the Liberal Party does not walk away from that. 
The threat of a disease that affects the livestock and the prosperity of the people of this 
country, and the threat of disease that affects people themselves or of poisons or 
gases, are terrible threats and can properly be the subject of legislation. 

I will not use precise legal words, because obviously the Parliamentary Counsel 
has to assist; but it would be comparatively simple to say that any person who threatens 
to set loose disease, gases or poisons that wlU endanger the lives of people or livestock 
in this country shall commit a crime. That Is a simple statement of a positive offence, 
and It could be visked wkh a severe penaUy. 

The Liberal Party has no problems about providing life imprisonment as the 
maximum penalty for many crimes. Qearly, acts of terrorism are crimes that should be 
visited by a maximum period of imprisonment, such as life Imprisonment. Later, I shall 
come to the other question of a mandatory life sentence. As I say, the Liberal Party 
has no problem wkh that. If that were before this House, the Liberal Party would be 
with the Minister. 

We recognise that there are other deficiencies In the law. One of the main deficiencies 
in the Criminal Code of Queensland appears to have been picked up by the new 
Criminal Code of the Northern Territory. That Criminal Code was Introduced last year by a 
conservative Government, clearly on the advice of people trained in the operation 
of the Queensland Criminal Code. It was based upon the Queensland CrimlnaP Code. 
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It takes a completely different tack. The Liberal Party thinks that the Minister would 
have been well served by looking at the Criminal Code that the Northern Territory has 
so recently adopted. 

The Queensland Criminal Code contains plenty of offences. Threats against a 
person or property are crimes under the present Criminal Code and attract the appropriate 
penalties. The main deficiency relates to generalised threats against a section of the 
pubUc or the public at large. In which no specific person Is Involved. That deficiency is 
addressed in the Northem Territory Criminal Code by defining acts of terrorism as Involving 
people Who threaten violence—not mere Injury—and violence Is defined as violence of 
a kind that Is likely to cause death or grievous bodily harm to a person, to put a 
ŝection of the public or the pubUc generally in fear, or that is used for the purpose 

of preventing or dissuading the public or a section of the public from carrying out 
either generally or in a particular place an activity that they are entitled to carry 
out. That Criminal Code refers specifically to the estabUshed agencies of government, 
constituted legal bodies, whether inside the Northern Territory or outside it. It is an 
example of a simple and effective way of moving towards a solution that does not 
offend against the basic principles of the Criminal Code and does not throw a blanket 
over the whole of society. 

Severe penalties are embodied in the Northern Territory Criminal Code for anybody 
who threatens property. Including livestock. The Queensland Government would be well 
served by looking at that approach as opposed to the approach that It has taken. In fact, 
the Northern Territory code goes much further, and a dispute has arisen between the 
Commonwealth Government and the Northern Terrkoiy Oovernment. The Northern Territory 
Government is prepared, with the consent of the Legislative Assembly, to proscribe or outlaw 
organisations such as the Bader Meinhoff group. It wUl outlaw any organisation that advocates 
the use of violence to achieve Its alms. That Is a tough, dramatically different approach, but 
it avoids the pitfalls of putting In the barrel of convictions for a serious crime ordinary 
Australians doing ordinary things. 

Page 2 of the BiU says, "any person who demands that anything be done or omkted 
to be done or be procured by"—and it includes public servants and officers of statutory 
corporations—"with threats of injury or detriment" is guUty of a crime, with a maximum 
penalty of 14 years. The word "detriment" Is an extreme, deliberately wide word. 

I will give a couple of examples. A good example is the Housing Commission Inspector 
who exceeds his duty In making an Inspection and is threatened. In a wrong but understandably 
Australian way with a punch upon the nose to induce him to leave the property. The person 
making the threat faUs foul of section 54A of the Criminal Code. If a SEQEB employee starts 
to mangle a person's favourite tree in an attempt to clear the lines, and it leads to hot words, 
and the person claims that the job Is not being done properly and orders the SEQEB linesman 
off his property under pain of a smack In the mouth, the person making the threat falls foul 
of section 54A. 

I can see the member for Lockyer laughing. 

Mr FitzGerald: I am not laughing; I have a smile on my face. 

Mr INNES: He says he has a smile on his face, because he is obliged to support this 
legislation. That Is an Illustration of how wide 

Mr FitzGerald: You stay in the House while I am speaking. 

Mr INNES: They award great legal degrees In the Lockyer VaUey. 

I have no doubt that the Government will say that no policeman would ever think 
of throwing the book at somebody doing the things that I have mentioned. But the point 
Is that laws should never be wide enough to embrace such straightforward, simple and minor 
human actions. Some of the actions will be wrong; some of the threats will be wrong. 

In the interests of prevention of terrorism, the legislation encompasses people who are 
no more than disturbed, although their disturbance might lead to some unlawful action 
Such people might be disturbed because their wife has run off, because they cannot see 
their kids, or because they are going through a period of being psychologically unbalanced 
without being Insane. They will fall foul of the penalties Invoked for the prevention of 
terrorism. 
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The Criminal Code provides for disturbed people and provides different levels of punish
ment for different levels of Uifringements. A threat against property has one level of 
punishment, a threat to cause bodily Injury has another level of punishment, and a threat to 
take someone's life carries an even more severe penalty. However, terrorism Is an extreme 
form of antisocial behaviour and only for offences such as terrorism, treason, murder and 
rape should the very severe penalties even be considered. 

That is where this legislation goes off the rails. It is so far off the rails that I have 
suggested some very modest amendments. I recognise that, at this stage, members on 
this side of the House are confined in what they propose. We cannot substitute; we can 
only nibble at the edges to stop the Implementation of the more severe provisions In the 
legislation. Apparently, substitution is not acceptable. So we are left with no altematlve 
to opposing the legislation itself. 

I believe that the legislation should be withdrawn, and my party believes that It 
should be withdrawn, to enable the Government to have a rethink urgently. It should 
not be put on the back burner. 

I understood it to be claimed that, in addition to the threat of foot and mouth 
disease, a demand that somebody be released from gaol was involved. It was not 
extortion, which is covered by the Criminal Code, or the threat of an injury to a 
person, which also is covered. 

The Criminal Code, which was drawn up by Sir Samuel Griffith, contains a chapter 
relating to prisoners. From illustrations of overseas terrorism, we know that one of the 
most frequent demands made by terrorists is the release of people from gaol. So why 
not Include In the Criminal Code a section that deals with demands to release people 
from gaol or assisting In their escape from gaol? The code could contain a simple 
provision to the effect that anybody who demands, with menaces, of a person in authority 
the release of a prisoner before he is legaUy entitled to be released shall be guilty of a 
crime. Is not that a simple offence? Does it not let us know where people stand? Does 
it not say what we want to say? 

Approximately six years ago, on behalf of the Crown in Queensland, I conducted 
a prosecution in a case In which it was alleged that a Molotov cocktail had been thrown 
at the Petrie Police Station. A number of pleas of guilty were entered. The Crown looked 
for an appropriate charge. Difficulties arose in the evidence. The section of the Criminal 
Code that was closest to that which we were seeking was the one that prohibits the throwing 
or the using of explosive substances. 

The problem with a Molotov cocktail Is that its principle Is not explosion; the glass 
breaks and burning petroleum is spread. After that case, I proposed that the definition 
of "explosive substance" be amended to Include flammable substances, so that the 
stock-in-trade of the drunken larrikin and the terrorist could be dealt with. The definklon 
still has not been changed. The Criminal Code contains a number of provisions that 
should be looked at, and I have examined them. The Minister .«hould consider the Inclusion 
of specific offences that set out clearly what people should not do and the punishment 
that they are likely to receive if they do it. The offences could be categorised according 
to their severity, so that a person knows that If he is sentenced to life Imprisonment it Is 
for a very sound reason. 

I turn now to mandatory sentences, which are provided for in the Criminal Code. 
The section in the code is very similar to the provision In the Bill, excluding the operation of 
section 19 of the Criminal Code. That section provides that anyone charged wkh an offence 
can be sentenced to a maximum punishment or to decreasing degrees of punishment. The 
section sets out a maximum and provides for a whole range of lesser punishments. 

Mr Davis: Don't waste your time taUdng to FitzGerald. 

Mr INNES: One must use every opportunity one can to educate people. 

The other offence in relation to which the maximum only Is provided is treason. 
How Is treason addressed? Is anybody who talks about changing the flag or anybody 
who says a couple of unkind words about the Queen guilty of that crime? No! A 
person who klUs the sovereign or does any bodily harm tending to her death, malms 
or wounds her, is guilty of that crime. In other sections of the Criminal Code, a 
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person who assists enemies of the Queen, levies war or commits specific offences, Is 
guilty of a crime that Is called treason and Is liable to imprisonment with hard labor 
for life, which cannot be mitigated or varied under section 

Mr FitzGerald: That Is far-reaching. 

Mr INNES: Far-reaching? If the honourable member wants to talk about things 
that are as important as mandatory Ufe Imprisonment, he should do some homework, 
look at the traditions of the law and come into this House wanting to do what he 
wants to do on his farm. Let us come up with a specific product of good quality. 
The good quality must be precision. We know what the Minister wants to do. We 
support that. Let us do It precisely, clearly and effectively. I am not wafiUng; I am 
proposing a number of specific things that can be done. Honourable members can look 
at the Northern Territory Code; they can look at the Queensland Crimmal Code; and 
they can look at the instances given by the Minister. Let us see whether they are 
capable of being expressed in simple and clear language. They are. We should examine 
the offences that attract mandatory life imprisonment and make sure that they are 
serious and clear. Treason Is deadly clear. People know what they are up against If 
they levy war on this country, assist the enemy, or kill or malm the sovereign. That Is 
the precision that we must attempt to achieve. 

The Liberal Party is against mandatory sentences except in the case of clear offences. 
It does not believe that some disturbed little Queensland person, who might be overwrought 
by his wife having taken all his kids and who makes generalised threats against other 
people. Is the sort of criminal who should be attended by the maximum penalty contained 
In the Bill. If we are talking about the Bader Meinhoff group or a person who is 
not demented and threatens to poison the waters of Brisbane or threatens to let loose 
foot-and-mouth virus in the State, we are absolutely In favour of hard and maximum 
penalties. However, the Liberal Party Is not In favour of maximum penalties when 
the crime Is shrouded In legislation, despite the grandiose title "menaces", and It comes 
down to threat or Injury or detriment if somebody does not do what Is demanded. It 
Is too wide. It is wrong and imprecise. The Government should think out the legislation 
agam. The Minister should withdraw the legislation. He has the chance. The Liberal 
Party will support him If he Introduces clear and effective legislation. For a clear case, 
the penalties can be as tough as the Minister likes. 

Ms WARNER (Kurilpa) (7.53 p.m.): It Is with some confusion that I rise to 
speak to the Bill. At this stage, the legislation appears to me to be unnecessary. A 
few weeks ago, when I raised In this House the Issue of the reform of rape laws, 
the Minister told me that a comprehensive review would be made of the Criminal Code. 
I wonder why this piece of legislation would not also be part of such a comprehensive 
review. As the honourable members who have so far opposed the legislation have adequately 
pointed out, the Bill has been produced in Indecent haste and with Uttle regard to 
precision. It does not target the area that the Minister said it was supposed to Interpret. 

An Honourable Member Interjected. 

Ms WARNER: Of course, I am talking about my interpretation. 
When introducing the BIU the Minister said that the recent foot-and-mouth virus 

threat was only one catalyst and that the Bill did not address itself to that particular 
crime. However, that crime Is covered within this legislation. However, specificity is 
not the compeUing quality of this Bill; the Bill errs In its breadth of interpretation rather 
than In Its specific application. It is the all-embracing quality of the legislation that 
brings fear and a certam amount of loathing Into the minds of those persons in 
this State who have any concern for civil liberties or democracy. 

The part of the Criminal Code Into which the new section 54A is inserted is 
intended to deal with the smooth running of Parliament, a matter that the Speaker 
raised In this House this morning, perhaps m vain. This Parliament does not have a 
good reputation for running smoothly. The Bill will probably have little effect in helping 
it to do so. 

The Indecent haste with which this Bill has been prepared and brought before the 
House for debate Indicates that the Parliament has not had an adequate amount of time 
to review the legislation; yet for months we were skting round deaUng with nuts-and-bolts 
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Issues, trying to find something to say about quite meaningless pieces of legislation. We now 
have something that could be of some significance—Indeed, of great Importance—an 
amendment to the Criminal Code. As the Minister pointed out in his second-reading speech, 
the Code has not been amended to any great extent for a long period. He suggested that 
that was because It was adequate. I suggest that It is rather because of the negUgence of 
the Government to keep the Criminal Code up to date. 

As a relatively new member, I am amazed at the seemingly unnecessary and petty 
restrictions placed upon the Opposition, which are not similarly Imposed upon the Govem
ment and Its back bench. That leads to a build-up of fmstratlon which could give credence 
to the old idea that the only man who ever entered Parliament with honourable intentions 
was Guy Fawkes. Certainly the Queensland Parliament has little of which it can be proud. 
It Is not accidental that many people from many different walks of life are forcefully reminded 
of the excesses of Nazi Germany when hearing about National Party legislation. 

Mr Borbidge: That Is disgraceful. 

Ms WARNER: It is certainly true. It has been raised in a number of places. 

Mr Borbidge: You don't know what you are talking about. 

Ms WARNER: I am sorry that that evokes great surprise on the part of the 
Government back bench, but It is a fact that a number of pieces of legislation that have 
been introduced into the Queensland Parliament over the last five or six years have forcefuUy 
reminded archbishops, other dignatories of the church, members of Parliament from other 
States and Federal members of ParUament of the excesses of the Queensland Govemment 
In the curtailment of civU liberties, which this piece of legislation also brings to mind. 

Mr FitzGerald: When was the last election? What was the result? 

Ms WARNER: 38.9 per cent. 

Mr Mackenroth: You got 39 seats and two scabs. That was the result. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! The honourable member wUl withdraw 
the word "scabs" It is unparUamentary. 

Mr MACKENROTH: I withdraw the word "scabs" There were two deserters. 

Ms WARNER: Certainly the Queensland Parliament has little to be proud of and now 
this new section 54A is being inserted to deal with the smooth ^mnnmg of Parliament and 
the conduct of members of Parliament. In attempting to protect the Parliament, the 
Executive and all Govemment departments from so-called terrorist threats, the section has 
been so sloppily drafted that It could be constmed as protecting the Executive and Govern
ment departments from criticism and justifiable anger on the part of citizens who have 
some reason to suppose that they have been harshly or unfairly treated by a Govemment 
Minister or department. If they reacted by saying that they would do everything In their 
power to have a public servant sacked or a Govemment Minister defeated at the polls, 
they could be prosecuted under this legislation. In Issuing the threat, they would not even 
have to say what the Injury would be. 

Proposed section 54A provides that there is no need to specify the Injury or detriment 
that is to be caused. Typically, the Government, In attempting to obtain such sweeping 
powers. Is using a sledge-hammer to crack a nut—a typical Queensland Government reaction 
to what was an unsubstantiated and unproven threat, probably made to divert attention 
from what was really gdng on in the Brisbane gaol at that time. 

Under this legislation, the right to strike or to threaten to strike Is under threat. The 
right to withdraw labour is a fundamental democratic right in a free society; without It, 
we can only regard ourselves as slaves. As the Premier and others have often threatened 
unionists with draconian action, I realise that the Govemment would be quite unconcerned 
if the legislation were applicable to the right to strike. 

So much for democratic rights. No so long ago the honourable member for Mt 
Gravatt questioned the whole notion of civU rights, concluding that they do not exist. That 
philosophy Is consistent with the Government's attitude to civU liberties in general. In 
fact, the Queensland Govemment's record on civil liberties is a matter for national concern 
and, unfortunately, at the expense of Queenslanders, some humour. 
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I repeat that In a free, democratic society, which is presently not the case in Queens
land and, under this Govemment, has no hope of becoming so, the right to strike Is 
fundamental. The legislation hks hard at that democratic right. The Minister waffled on 
about protecting our Inherited, democratic system as a valuable gift, and about the 
protection of the future rights of aU Queenslanders. Surely that Is sheer hyproclsy. 

The Minister went on to complain about those who do not value and respect these 
rights. He need not expend much time and energy trying to identify those people and 
sending out members of the Special Branch to look Into people's papers, as happened 
recently. I refer to the harassment of a person In my electorate who had taken up the 
legitimate cause of prison reform. His house was searched and his papers looked through. 
Similar treatment was given to MUce Kennedy of the Prisoners Action Group. Clearly, 
those sorts of searches are politically motivated. No charges were laid; no evidence of 
terrorism was found. That was a clear case of poUce harassment and a denial of the 
democratic right of Queenslanders—the democratic right to object and to opi>ose the 
actions of the Govemment. 

The Minister need not go very far to find those who do not value and have no 
respect of these rights; they are within his own ranks. Time and time again the Queensland 
Government has ridden roughshod over those who dare to disagree. Many of the people 
of Queensland are used to threats and intimidation, and now the Government wants to 
invoke frighteningly wide-ranging powers to lock people up for Ufe for daring to say to 
the Govemment, "We are going on strike unless we are given a Uving wage with decent 
conditions." That is what most strike action is, and always has been, about. Trade unions 
are far more responsible and caring In their attitudes than the present Government. 

Honourable members should make no mistake: the Bill undermines Queensland's 
democratic system far more effectively than any so-caUed terrorist threats, real or imagined, 
because the hallmark of fascism and the development of fascism comes out of arbitrariness. 
That is precisely what the Bill is—arbitrary. It arbitrarily threatens quite Innocent people 
who, perhaps in a disagreement with a pubUc servant or a member of the Government 
over quite a minor Issue, may unthinkingly make threats that are not meant. The BIU 
threatens them with 14 years' hard labour. That is absurd; it is an over-reaction, and It Is 
arbitrary. It is that arbitrary nature of the Bill that is so frightening and so reminiscent—I 
do not say that It Is fascism—of how that kind of phUosophy can gain strength and 
promotion within a free society. That Is why the Opposition opposes the BiU. 

The Opposition is speaking about the basic phUosophy behind the Indecent haste 
with which the BiU Is being dealt. Why Is It to be pushed through now? What possible 
good can It do? As has previously been pointed out in the House, the Criminal Code 
contains sections that are adequate to deal with the sorts of contingencies that have arisen 
so far and, in my view, the sorts of contingencies that are likely to arise over the next 
few months. 

The Opposition asks for the withdrawal of the legislation at this stage so that it 
can be re-examined. Perhaps the Queensland Law Society and the Bar Association of 
Queensland could be asked If they think the legislation goes a little too far. However, 
there has been no consultation and, if the BUl Is passed tonight, there wlU be no time 
for consultation. The House has not received an adequate explanation of why the BIU 
has to be passed today. If the Opposition's objections to the BIU are wrong, we could 
have our minds put at rest by some kind of review over the parUamentary recess. 

In his reply, the Minister may very well say that all the Opposition's objections to 
the legislation are superfluous because the legislation was not designed to cover, and 
will not cover, the problems that have been raised. If that Is the case, why is It not 
possible to draft the legislation to say what it wlU cover? The Govemment needs to 
develop a Uttle finesse if It wishes to protect democratic rights. Democracy is fragile, 
and has suffered greatly under the legislative hammer in Queensland of late. How long 
can we claim with any shred of credibility that we Uve in a democracy when we see 
legislation such as this passed on the numbers in this House? Given the pubUc statements 
by the member for Sherwood, and his comments tonight, the Liberals will on this occasion 
be voting with the Opposition. 

Mr Lee: You wUl be voting with us. 

Ms WARNER: Whichever, I think we are on the right side. 
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I was taUdng to someone from Interstate who thought that perhaps some more 
enUghtened Govemment back-benchers woukl realise their responsiblUtles and vote against 
the Govemment on this BUl. The person to whom I spoke was bUssfuUy unaware of the 
political reaUties in Queensland. However, we live in hope. I appeal to the more progressive 
members opposite to stick to their own convictions and oppose these provisions, which 
constitute such a great threat to our democratic rights. 

Mr FitzGerald: Why don't you and Tommy Burns cross the floor and vote with the 
Government? 

Ms WARNER: I point out to the honourable member for Lockyer that on many 
occasions the Opposition does not oppose Govemment legislation. We do not caU frivolous 
divisions. We call for a division only when we cannot agree with the legislation. I have 
been talking to a few members of the National Party who claim that they have progressive 
attitudes on a whole range of social Issues. I had hoped that this was one of those social 
issues that those members would take seriously enough to oppose the Government. Surely 
there have been sufficient precedents and sufficient public debate about excesses of 
legislation going through hurriedly and in error, and afterwards the Government repenting 
and showing some sort of remorse. 

Mr FITZGERALD (Lockyer) (8.7 p.m.): I join the debate to support the legislation. 
I say at the outset that it Is unfortunate that this legislation Is necessary In a democracy. 
But world events have taken a very serious turn for the worse, and so we have seen 
similar or tougher legislation introduced in England, the home of democracy under the 
Westminster system. Because of the tum of events, Govemmeiks in England, Europe, 
America and the rest of the Western World 

Mr Borbidge: More often than not, in those countries it Is approached on a 
bipartisan basis. 

Mr FITZGERALD: The honourable member for Surfers Paradise fuUy understands 
the seriousness of this legislation. 

Opposition members have been using scare tactics to frighten people who might, 
for example, have a difference of opinion with a rent collector from the Housing Commission 
or with someone from the electricity authority. They have said that this legislation will be 
used against those people. I do not think that Opposition members realise the seriousness 
of the situation, or the safeguards built into this legislation for the everyday citizen. 

The honourable member for Kurilpa said that we should be concerned for civil 
Ubertles In a democracy. I could not agree more. The civil liberties of the citizens of 
Queensland Is what this debate is all about. They need to be protected against the 
irrational actions of somebody who not only has a twisted mind but also takes positive 
action to implement his twisted ideas. Never before have we seen the sort of threats 
now being made against democracy and our free society. 

Mr Davis: Why don't you support a BiU of Rights? 

Mr FITZGERALD: I think that the member for Brisbane Central is Interjecting from 
the wrong place. 

The honourable member may not be aware of the BiU of Rights that England handed 
down to this country under common law. 

Mr Davis Interjected. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! I pomt out that members are Interjecting 
from other than their usual places. I ask any member wishing to interject to return to his 
usual place. 

Mr Borbidge: If someone engaged in an act of terrorism and we did not have this law, 
the Opposition would criticise us. 

Mr FITZGERALD: I agree with the member for Surfers Paradise, who said that if 
we did not have this legislation and If a threat was made to society, we would be crklcised 
for not having the legislation. 
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An honourable member opposite asked why the legislation is being rushed through now. 
He said that time should be allowed to consider it. That has been said about a good deal 
of legislation. Now Is the time to have a cold hard look at the matter. It is wrong to 
introduce legislation immediately after a threat has been made. 

In England and In other countries, political fanatics are committing assassinations. An 
Opposition member said that he would legislate along specific lines, and he gave a couple 
of examples. The fertUe mind of a fanatic could think up something that was not covered 
by the legislation to which the honourable member referred. 

In Great Britain severe penalities are provided to protect citizens. They are far greater 
penalties than those provided under this legislation. There are such penalties as detention 
without trial and detention without access to legal advisers. They would be serious Infringe
ments of what Opposition members consider to be the rights of an accused person. This 
legislation does not go as far as the English legislation. 

Members of the Labor Party and of the Liberal Party have not really got the point. 
Some honourable members have given the example of a person punching a Government 
agent in the mouth. Before a charge Is laid under this legislation. It will be necessary to 
obtain the agreement of the Attorney-General. I have here a list of 30 Commonwealth 
enactments under which the consent of the Attorney-General or an officer authorised on his 
behalf must be obtained before proceedings may be instituted. 

Mr R. J. Gibbs: What are they? 

Mr FITZGERALD: First of all, there Is the political consideration. I quote from a 
book titled "The Decision to Prosecute" by A. F. Wilcox, In which the English system Is 
discussed. It points out that Attorneys-General have the proud record of deciding, without 
political favour, whether prosecutions should or should not take place. 

In 1951 Sir Hartley Shawcross was Attorney-General of Great Britain. The book 
quotes a letter from Lord Shawcross, written on 19 November 1970, In which he said— 

"In deciding whether in any particular case the public Interest (considered 
always in a non-party poUtical sense) requires a prosecution, the Director may 
consult with a Department or take specific Instructions from the Attomey-General. 
SImUarly, the Attorney-General is entitled to (but rarely does) seek the views of 
colleagues as to matters of public Interest Involved In a prosecution. The eventual 
decision, however, and the responsibUity for it lies with the Attorney-General alone 
and It Is very weU understood that no-one may seek to influence him on political 
grounds. In my own experience no-one ever does and no Attorney-General worth 
his salt would tolerate any such intervention in his quasi-judicial duties." 

It Is laughable to think that minor breaches of the peace as illustrated by the 
member for Sherwood could be offences under this legislation. That Is why I had a 
grin on my face before. It is laughable to think that these people could be prosecuted 
under the legislation. 

The judicial system has Its own controls. After the decision to prosecute has been 
taken, the case Is tried by a jury whose verdict must be unanimous. Prosecutors often 
reduce a charge of murder to manslaughter or an altemative charge, and the accused 
either can be found guilty or not guUty of murder or guilty or not guilty of 
manslaughter. That form of judicial control is very important. 

I listened yesterday to a person on the radio who said that the Attorney-General 
makes the judicial decision. He does nothing of the sort. The Attorney-General decides 
whether a prosecution should proceed and it is then up to the judge and the jury. I quote 
further from "The Decision to Prosecute"— 

"Perhaps the most powerful Influence on prosecution poHcies Is exerted by 
the courts. Magistrates and judges can show their displeasure when trivial or 
oppressive charges are brought before them by inflicting a nominal penalty or 
giving an absolute discharge. Juries may throw out a case altogether, in spite 
of plain evidence of guUt, If they think a charge should never have been brought. 
Prosecutors will soon become discouraged If their efforts are achieving no significant 
effect." 
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In many cases a person Is found guilty but receives only a nominal fine by way of 
punishment. I can Imagine the egg all over the faces of prosecutors If a trivial incident 
came forward under this l^islatlon. Members of Parliament are protected by privilege 
in this place. Questions can be raised with the Attomey-General about the decision to 
prosecute or not to prosecute crimes that come wkhin his limited sphere of responsibiUty. 
Members are accountable to the House. Members can question the Attorney-General 
about whether he wiU prosecute. If he did prosecute, why he did not prosecute 

Mr Burns: You don't answer them. 

Mr FITZGERALD: Members of the Labor Opposition use the press to full advantage 
at every opportunity. 

This BIU Is about the protection of Iktle John Citizen. It is about democracy and 
the protection of civil rights. I sincerely hope that no charges are proceeded with under 
this legislation. This legislation Is necesary, but because the Attorney-General has to 
grant permission before a prosecution can be made, protection Is provided. After that, 
the case must go before a judge and jury. It then becomes a very serious case. The 
mandatory sentences provided under the legislaticHi make It a very serious crime. Murder 
and treason are also serious crimes. If a person Is found guilty under this legislation, 
it wiU be a very serious case. If the offence was only trivial, the Attorney-General would 
not allow the prosecution to proceed. 

Mr MACKENROTH (Chatsworth) (8.20 p.m.): I enter this debate to make one point. 
Government members have stressed the need for this legislation to cover cases In which, 
for example, threats are made against members of Parliament, Ministers or people within 
the Government. When I entered Parliament, I was surprised to find that the Special 
Branch interviewed me and told me of the need for it to have certain Information, so 
that if any threat was made to either myself or members of my family it would have the 
information and would be able to act quickly. 

Mr Jennings: It asks all of us. 

Mr MACKENROTH: It does. However, the honourable member should listen to 
what I am about to tell him. 

In February 1983, about 14 months ago, I received a bomb threat at my office. I 
immediately informed the Special Branch, and now, 14 months later, I am still waiting for 
the Special Branch to investigate that threat. One wonders why special legislation is needed 
to impose higher penalties, when nothing Is done about people whb make threats that are 
covered by the present legislation. 

One week ago, the Special Branch called at my office, left a form with my secretary 
and asked her to have me update the Information. I sent the form back to the Special 
Branch, politely stating that I could not see any sense In updating the information, as the 
Special Branch would not do anything with It. AU it does Is employ one policeman to file 
the information away In its files. So I wonder why legislation such as this is needed to deal 
with people who make threats against other persons, when Queensland has a police force 
that does not do anything about such threats. 

Mr JENNINGS (Southport) (8.22 p.m.): The honourable member for Chatsworth would 
know that all members of Parliament have an obligation to provide the Special Branch 
wkh details of their background and famUies. All of us should be grateful for the interest 
shown In us by the Special Branch. 

As to threats—there are threats and threats. At times, members of Parliament receive 
threats from odd characters who are disillusioned. I have received such threats. However, the 
matter raised by the honourable member for Chatsworth is not relevant to the Bill. 

This Bill is an Important one, because terrorism Is probably the worst, the most 
sinister, the most frightening and the most fearful crime that can be perpetrated on a 
democratic community. Terrorism can undermine democracy. Threats can affect the life of 
a member of Parliament and influence him in what he says, what he does and what 
he thinks. They can Influence how his wife feels and how his kids feel. 

Opposition members and other members have made a good deal of the consequences 
If the Bill is carried to the extreme. Anything can be taken to the extreme. Reference 
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has been made to stock Inspectors, meat inspectors, health inspectors and Housing Com
mission inspectors. In the context of this Bill, such references are totally Irrelevant and 
ridiculous. This legislation Is not designed to refer to normal people. 

Mr R. J. Gibbs: In your case that would certainly apply; you are not normal. 

Mr JENNINGS: I will not deny that In my own case. I am talking about the man 
in the street, not someone who is In Parliament. Not one of us here is normal, and the 
honourable member for Wolston knows that. I am talking about the normal people 
outside who lead normal lives, not people who are stuck in here till 1, 2 or 3 o'clock In the 
morning arguing with members such as those on the Opposition side who do not read 
legislation carefully. 

Mr Lee: One has to be silly to be here, though. 

Mr JENNINGS: I do not deny that. 

Mr Lee Interjected. 

Mr JENNINGS: The honourable member for Yeronga has been here for 20 years, 
and he reckons he Is not normal. I am not going to deny that. The honourable member's 
electors might be concemed about his admission, but I will not deny that he is not normal. 

Mr LEE: I rise to a point of order. The honourable member said that I am not normal. 
I did not utter such words. The honourable member's comment Is offensive and untrue, and 
I want it withdrawn wkhout hesitation. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! The member for Yeronga is offended. I 
ask the honourable member for Southport to withdraw 'the words. 

Mr JENNINGS: There is no way in the world that I would deny anything that 
"Normal Norm" said, because 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member for Southport to wkhdraw the 
words that offended the member for Yeronga and to get on with a normal speech. 

Mr JENNINGS: I have no hesitation in withdrawing the words. 

Mr Mackenroth Interjected. 

Mr JENNINGS: This is one of the most important BUls that has been introduced 
into this Chamber. It Is aU very well for the member for Chatsworth to say that. 

The BUl is designed for the premeditated, caUous, calculating, ruthl^s purveyors 
of terror. There is no doubt about that. We can have some amusement. However, honourable 
members should remember what happened at the Munich Olympics. The brutal, callous 
terrorists did not care one lota how many people they kUled, how many families they 
affected or how many children they orphaned. The bombing of the Hilton Hotel In 
Sydney Is another example of terrorist activity. Do we want to give to terrorists rights not 
enjoyed by other persons? Honourable members should also remember the attempt to 
assassinate Arthur Calwell. Could one ever find a man in Australian politics whom one 
would be less likely to want to assassinate than Arthur CalweU? As a leader of the Labor 
Party, Arthur Calwell did a terrific job. He was an honest person. He was a little different 
from some of the Labor members of the Federal Parliament. It was shocking that somebody 
tried to assassinate him. 

Mr Burns: If you keep going, you will really set the House alight wkh your speech. 

Mr JENNINGS: When the bridge Is constructed in the honourable member's electorate, 
he might be able to be covered, too. 

Because It was proposed to bring Rugby players from South Africa to New Zealand, 
a threat was made to poison the water supply. The foot-and-mouth virus threats would 
have worried the Opposition more than the Government, because its members have the 
problem. The legislation Is designed to frighten potential terrorists. 

The member for Kurilpa referred to many matters contained In the Bill. This Bill 
is designed to create fear in lunatics. 

Mr Borbidge interjected. 
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Mr JENNINGS: The member for Surfers Paradise always interjects accurately. 

Opposition Members Interjected. 

Mr JENNINGS: The Bill Is serious. If such terrorists are In our community, t h ^ 
should be subjected to the full force of the law. In my opinion, no penalty is too bad 
for the proven terrorist. 

Opposition members referred to the legislation being an attack on trade unionists. 
Does the Opposition think that the Government would want to attack the trade unions? 
Does the Opposition think that the Government would want to thwart what the trade unions 
are doing? Does it think that the Govemment would want to stop John Halfpenny or 
Mr Carmichael espousing the rubbish that they espouse to the man in the street? 
Would we want to stop Gallagher and his thugs getting involved In Melbourne? I know 
that certain people here want to stop me talking. 

This Bill Is an Insurance that moderation will prevail in our community. On many 
occasions terrorists kill, kidnap or threaten. We are unique world-wide. No-one on the 
Opposition side would disagree. People can alight from aircraft in Cairns, TownsvUle, 
Brisbane, or the Gold Coast—not the Gold Coast, because the member for Surfers Paradise 
has not yet succeeded in having that made an International airport—and they can walk away 
without fear. They do not have to worry about terrorists thumping them. 

Mr De Lacy: Why are you Introducing this legislation? 

Mr JENNINGS: We want to make sure that that continues. Australia is unique. We 
do not have an IRA. We do not have many lunatics. We do not have any racial or religious 
cranks, I hope. 

The Opposition has expressed a number of concerns. We are not concemed about the 
point of view that they expressed about extremists. We are concemed with protecting the 
average Australian—the man who walks down the street; the man who goes to work every 
morning. The member for Sherwood mentioned Sir Samuel Griffith. I do not take anything 
away from what he did years ago. Members of the judiciary in the 1800s and early 1900s were 
great feUows. They understood human nature. Today is different. People are cranks. We 
can see on television what happens aU over the world. 

This Is not a piece of extremist legislation. It is a piece of responsible legislation. Every 
member who has been In the Parliament the last six or seven months realises how lucky we are 
to have this Minister for Justice. He Is doing a fantastic job. He 1̂  pragmatic. He has been 
out talking to the legal fraternity and he has been out talking to the man In the street. He 
has taken the criticism and punched back. He has the results. This Is not dictatorial 
legislation. The Minister's committee has been through it. This has come from true democracy, 
which is what our party is based on. Members opposke know that. Our committee has been 
through the legislation. We punch the Minister and he punches us. The result Is the best 
in the world. That Is why we have the legislation. We are lucky to have a Minister produce 
such legislation. We do not want terrorists. The Opposition might, but we do not. That Is 
why we support the legislation to the hilt. 

Hon. N. J. HARPER (Auburn—^Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) (8.33 p.m.), 
in reply: I thank honourable members for their contributions. I shall refer to a number of 
points. I assure the member for Wolston that in the opinion of the Government at present 
there are certainly not adequate laws to cover the threat of terrorism In the State. Indeed 
there are not adequate laws to cover the threat of terrorism in the Commonwealth other 
than the Instance he quoted—the hijacking of aircraft. 

The member for Wolston highlighted the specific offences under the Criminal Code 
with which an accused may be charged. These do not reflect the Importance of the legislation 
which Is aimed at attempts to subvert the democratic process by fear and force. Maximum 
penalties for these offences do not reflect the abhorrence of the community at attempts to 
destroy the democratic process. 

The honourable member for Wolston seems not to appreciate that there Is a distmctlon 
between a simple assault and a demand that something be done or omitted to be done on 
the threat of injury. The essence of the offence under proposed section 54A is the demand 
accompanied by a threat of injury or detriment. The member for Wolston attempted to 
denigrate the office of Attorney-General. That would seem to reflect on his own integrity 
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for he is, at least at the present time, the OpposUion's alternative to the Attorney-General. 
I find It odd, to say the least, that he should attempt to denigrate the office of the Attorney-
General. 

The member for Lockyer referred to approximately 30 Commonwealth enactments 
In which the consent of the Attorney-General, or an officer authorised on his behaff, 
must be obtained before proceedings may be Instituted. Some of those are quite serious 
pieces of legislation; others are not so serious. In the latter case, I mention the require
ment under the Commonwealth Boy Scouts' Association Act that before a charge -may 
be laid against someone for unlawfully wearing the uniform of a boy scout, the approval 
of the Federal Attom^-General must be obtained. 

I am sorry that the member for Sherwood Is not presently in the House. I suppose he 
strutted the planks earlier In the evening and has now left. From what the honourable 
member said. It would seem that he does not have faith In the Queensland courts, 
certainly not to the degree that I would expect from one who has the pretentions of the 
honourable member for Sherwood. 

It is not at aU unusual to see In the Criminal Code offences similar to those In the 
proposed sections of 54A and 415. A maximum sentence Is provided by the Criminal Code 
for aU the varied circumstances under which a particular offence can be committed. 
An excellent example Is the off^ice of receiving, for which the maximum sentence Is 
14 years, which applies If the accused has received a shirt or a whole warehouseful of 
shirts. To suggest that the courts cannot properly impose sentences to accord with the 
crime is quite ridiculous. They have been doing that for very many years. If the charge 
related to a single shirt, the offender may be fined. However, if the charge related to 
something more substantial—I used the example of the receiving of a warehouseful of 
shirts— a court may impose a sentence of a number of years' imprisonment. I personally, 
and the Government, have great faith In the judges of Queensland, who, I beUeve, wUl 
continue to apply the proper principles in tempering justice with mercy In the appropriate 
cases. 

Let me make It quite clear to those who have not studied the Bill: despite anything 
to the contrary that the member for Sherwood may have claimed, even when the circum
stances of aggravation have been estabUshed and a mandatory life sentence imposed, 
parole may stUl be granted by the Governor in CouncU at any time during the sentence. 
Section 61 of the Offenders Probation and Parole Act provides for the release on parole 
of a prisoner undergoing sentence of Imprisonment for life. The section Is In the following 
terms— 

"(1) The Governor m Council upon the recommendation of the Board may 
release from prison on parole a prisoner undergoing a sentence of imprisonment, 
with or without hard labour, for Ufe and the provisions of this Act with respect to the 
release of prisoners on parole shall with aU necessary adaptations apply and extend 
to a prisoner so released. 

(2) The parole order In respect of a prisoner specified in subsection (1) shaU 
contain, in addition to the other requirements provided for In this Act, a requirement 
that the prisoner shaU be under the supervision of a parole officer for life but the 
Govemor in Council upon the recommendation of the Board may at any time cancel, 
vary or amend this requirement." 

For the benefit of the House, particularly the member for Sherwood, I give some 
examples. People who are disturbed but not Insane commit offences and frequently are 
deaU wkh by the courts. In those cases, the courts regularly take into consideration 
the extenuating circumstances under which the offence was committed. Where the degree 
of disturbance of the mind amounts to insanity, the provisions of the law relating to the 
Mental Health Act will apply. 

Further, let me tell the learned member that, by the Explosives Act Amendment 
Act 1975, the definition of "substance" was extended to Include liquids, which include 
petrol. The incorporation of that definition in the Explosives Act assists in the definition 
of an explosive substance under the Criminal Code. Honourable members who are now 
In the Chamber will recall that, in haranguing the House, the honourable member for 
Sherwood Introduced the question of Molotov cocktails, and suggested that it was high 
time that petrol as an explosive substance was Included in the definitions. Well the 
fact of the matter is that that has already been done by amendments of which he 
certainly should have been aware. 
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I do agree with the member for Sherwood in one regard, and that is that, just 
as for offences of treason or murder, people who espouse terrorism—people who not 
only threaten terrorism but who take steps to carry out that threat—wlU in future 
know quite clearly what Is the penalty that they wiU face. 

Reflecting on the contribution of the member for Kurilpa, let me just say that I 
am forced to wonder whether the honourable member seriously suggests that the act 
of striking should be construed as terrorism. 

As usual, the honourable members for Lockyer and Southport made constmctive and 
Intelligent contributions to the debate, and for that I thank them. 

Question—^That the Bill be now read a second time (Mr Harper's motion)—put; 
and the House divided— 

Ayes, 40 
Ahem 
AUson 
Austin 
BaUey 
Bjelke-Petersen f 
Booth 
Borbidge 
CahUl 
Chapman 
Cooper 
Elliott 
Gibbs, L J. 
Glasson 
Goleby 

CampbeU 
Casey 
Comben 
Davis 
De Lacy 
Eaton 
Fouras 
Gibbs, R. J. 
Goss 
Innes 
Kmger 
Resolved in the affirmative. 

Gunn 
Harper 
Harvey 
Henderson 
Jennings 
Katter 
Kaus 
Lane 
Lester 
Lingard 
Littleproud 
McKechnie 
McPhie 
Menzel 

Noes, 29 
Lee 
Lickiss 
Mackenroth 
McElUgott 
MiUer 
MiUiner 
Prest 
Scott 
Shaw 
Smith 
Vaughan 

Committee 

Muntz 
Newton 
PoweU 
RandeU 
Simpson 
Stephan 
Stoneman 
Tenni 
Tumer 
Wharton 

Tellers: 
FUzGerald 
Neal 

Warburton 
Wamer, A. M. 
Whit6 
Wright 
Yewdale 

Tellers: 
Burns 
HamiU 

Mr Randell (Mirani) in the chair; Hon. N. J. Harper (Aubum—^Minister for Justice 
and Attomey-General) In charge of the Bill. 

Qauses 1 and 2, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 3— N̂ew s. 54A; Demands with menaces upon agencies of government— 

Mr HARPER (8.51 p.m.): I move the foUowing amendment— 
"At page 3, omit all words from and Including 'In' second occurring in line 19 

to and including 'paragraph' In line 21." 

In moving this amendment, I am mindful of the comments made by honourable 
members during the second-readmg debate of this BIU. I have moved the amendment with 
the object of placating concern expressed by honourable members. 

Fears have been expressed that charges may be laid under the proposed section 54A 
of the Criminal Code for offences of a minor nature. A number of examples have been 
given by honourable members of the types of offences that may be caught by this provision. 
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The clause has been drafted widely to ensure that all offences constituted under the general 
category of demands with menaces upon agencies of Govemment are covered by this 
provision. 

The present section 415 of the Criminal Code was drafted In a similar manner. At no 
time since the Code's enactment In 1899 has this section been used to proscribe the trivial 
offences raised by honourable members. 

The proposed section 54A was never designed to cover those minor offences that are 
already provided for by specific enactments or other lesser offences contained in the 
Criminal Code. Difficulties arise, however, when attempting to draft legislation to cover a 
wide range of activities. 

This amendment will provide that the consent of the Attorney-General Is to be obtained 
before a prosecution under the proposed section 54A Is Instituted. Such a mechanism wUl 
provide an additional safeguard to ensure that careful consideration is given before a 
charge is laid, not only by the relevant police officers involved but also by the Attomey-
General. 

This amendment should relieve, to a certain extent, the concem that the honourable 
member for Wolston expressed that the Attomey-General was to have the opportunity to 
decide whether or not a higher penalty should be imposed. Such an interpretation was 
completely wrong and misleading. As I said earUer, the Attomey-General is placed In a 
position of adopting a protective role for those who may be charged under the proposed 
legislation. 

Mr R. J. GIBBS: The Opposition accepts the amendment although it wlU stiU oppose 
the clause. I stick by the argument I made in my speech at the second-reading stage. This 
is a good example of a Bill that has been poorly drafted. The Attorney-Creneral, after 
pressure from the Opposition and the Liberal Party spokesman (Mr Innes), has decided that 
the legislation was Incorrect and has now moved an amendment to it. Honourable members 
have just heard from the mouth of the Attorney-General that he is concerned at the way 
In which this paragraph is worded. It is not just that paragraph; it is the whole BUl. 

Earlier tonight the Attorney-General referred to the case of a person who could 
be charged with a serious offence because he happened to be a receiver of stolen goods 
comprising one or two shirts or, alternatively, a warehouseful of shirts. Whether the charge 
involved one shirt, or a warehouseful of shirts, the fact remains that determining the 
guilt or innocence of the person charged Is the responsibility of the jury in the court 
in which he Is tried and, if he is convicted, the sentence is determined by the judge 
on the bench. 

Beyond doubt. It has been shown that the Opposition has been totally correct In 
Its approach to this legislation. If the Attomey-General did not have his advisers sitting in 
the lobby, handing him written notes and telUng him what to say in relation to this 
legislation, he would be proved once again to be abysmally out of his depth. 

Certainly the amendment does a little to ease my mind, but It does nothing to 
change the overall contents of the Bill. The Opposition wUl be opposing the clause. 

Mr INNES: It is a shame that. In order to achieve a Uttle bk of sense, one has to 
go through the confrontation that has taken place. The amendment Is an Improvement 
and, as the honourable member for Wolston suggested, it is a recognition that the basic 
provision of the new section 54A was drawn far too widely. For that reason. It is now 
sought to llmk It by bringing It under the discretion of the Attorney-General to 
approve aU prosecutions under that new section. Inasmuch as that acts as a filter to this 
new section, I believe that It should be supported. It means that all prosecutions under It 
shall be referred to him. One assumes, expects and hopes that he wiU receive legal 
advice as to whether a charge should be brought under this new section or. In the case 
of those very marginal activities that the new section would embrace, under one of the 
lesser and perhaps more appropriate sections. 

The Mmlster Is accepting ImpllcUly the force of the criticism levelled by me, the 
honourable member for Wolston, the Law Society, Mr O'Gorman and others. It would 
not be necessary to propose this amendment unless there was some merit In what we 
had said. 
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I IK ĴC that this new section will be pĉ iced— Îf, as appears Inevitable, it becomes law— 
in an enlightened and tolerant way. The fact that one supports it does not mean that the 
new section is satisfactory. The matter should not have been approached in this fashion; 
the new section should still be the subject of a complete rethink, a new approach and 
specific amendments with specific references to terrorist offences. 

Amendment (Mr Harper) agreed to. 

Question—That clause 3, as amended, stand part of the BUl—put; and the Committee 
divided— 

Ayes, 41 
Ahern 
Alison 
Austin 
Bailey 
Bjelke-Petersen 
Booth 
Borbidge 
CahlU 
Cooper 
Elliott 
FitzGerald 
Gibbs, I. J. 
Glasson 
Goleby 
Gunn 

Harper 
Harvey 
Henderson 
Hinze 
Jennings 
Katter 
Kaus 
Lane 
Lester 
Lingard 
Littleproud 
McKechnie 
McPhie 
Menzel 
Muntz 

Newton 
Powell 
Row 
Simpson 
Stephan 
Stoneman 
Tenni 
Turner 
Wharton 

Tellers: 
Chapman 
Neal 

CampbeU 
Casey 
Comben 
Davis 
De Lacy 
Eaton 
Fouras 
Gibbs, R. J. 
Goss 
Hamill 
Resolved in the affirmative. 

Noes, 28 
Innes 
Kruger 
Lee 
Lickiss 
Mackenroth 
McEUigott 
Miller 
MilUner 
Prest 
Shaw 

Smith 
Vaughan 
Warburton 
White 
Wright 
Yewdale 

Tellers: 
Burns 
Wamer, A. M. 

Clause 4—Repeal of and new s. 415; Demanding property, benefit or performance of 
services with threats— 

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN (Mr Randell): Order! Before I call the clause, I 
draw the attention of honourable members to a clerical error on page 5, line 2. The word 
"reply" ought to be "rely". 

Mr GIBBS (9.17 p.m.): The mere fact that you have had to stand In the Parliament 
to advise us of a clerical error, Mr RandeU, emphasises the point that I have been making 
all night: the Bill has been drawn up In haste, is ill-conceived and has been drafted without 
consultation with a broad section of the community. The Opposition wlU not support the 
new section 415 of the Criminal Code. The existing provision adequately covers the matter 
In Queensland until an adequate Bill to deal with the problems of terrorism or counter-
terrorism Is presented before the Parliament. It causes me a great deal of concern that a 
number of things outlined in the proposed section In relation to threats by letter and minor 
threats by letter 

Mr Lane Interjected. 

Mr R. J. GIBBS: I do not mind the Interjection from the member for Merthyr. It Is 
understandable that he, as a great civil libertarian of the past— ĥe used to bash innocent 
people In Fortkude Valley and in public toilets—^would support legislation such as this. 
However, the Opposition has no Intention of supporting clause 4. 
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Question—^That clause 4, as read, stand part of the Bill—put; and the Committee 
divided— 

Ayes, 41 
Ahem 
Alison 
Austin 
BaUey 
Bjelke-Petersen 
Booth 
Borbidge 
CahUl 
Chapman 
Cooper 
ElUott 
Gibbs, I. J. 
Glasson 
Goleby 
Gunn 

Casey 
Comben 
Davis 
De Lacy 
Eaton 
Fouras 
Gibbs, R. J. 
Goss 
HamUl 
Innes 
Kruger 

Harper 
Harvey 
Henderson 
Hinze 
Jennings 
Katter 
Kaus 
Lane 
Lester 
Lingard 
Littleproud 
McKechnie 
McPhie 
Menzel 
Muntz 

Noes, 30 
Lee 
Lickiss 
Mackenroth 
McEUigott 
MUler 
MilUner 
Prest 
Price 
Scott 
Shiaw 
Smith 

Resolved in the affirmative. 
Clauses 5 to 7, as read, agreed to. 
BUl reported, with an amendment. 

Third Reading 
Bill, on motion of Mr Harper, by leave, read a third time. 

Newt(m 
Powell 
Row 
Simpson 
Stephan 
Stoneman 
Tenni 
Tumer 
Wharton 

Tellers: 

FitzGerald 
Neal 

Vaughan 
Warburton 
Wamer, A. M. 
White 
Wright 
Yewdale 

Tellers: 

Bums 
CampbeU 

STANDING ORDER NO. 273—BILLS PASSED WITH UNUSUAL EXPEDITION 

Hon. C. A. WHARTON (Burnett—Lead^ of the House): I seek leave of the House, 
pursuant to Standing Order No. 273, to proceed during this week's sittings with the 
remaining stages of certain of the BiUs read a first time on 4 April and 5 AprU. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! Is leave granted? 

Mr WRIGHT: Mr Deputy Speaker, the Leader of the House has endeavoured to change 
the Standing Rules and Orders 

Mr Wharton: I haven't. 

Mr WRIGHT: Yes, he has. Mr Deputy Speaker, I draw your attentkm to Standing 
Order 241 (d), which states— 

"Further debate on the Question 'That the BIU be now read a Second time' 
shall be adjourned for a period of at least two whole sitting days." 

Members wiU realise that, when these Standing Orders were reviewed over a period of some 
four years, k was an agreement of the House that we should always have at least two whole 
sitting days before we proceeded to the next stage of le^lation. It is not because the 
Opposition required It and It Is not because the Government of the day required it; 
it is because the Legislative Assembly believed that it was necessary. I have heard many 
a Minister rise In this House and stress the Importance of consultation wkh those groups 
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that are affected by legislation. If the proposal made by the Leader of the House 
Is accepted and we proceed and cast aside this agreement, and it was t^ way of agreement 
that this Standing Order Is on the books, we wUl destroy the very basis of that consultation. 

A Government Member: Rubbish! 

Mr WRIGHT: Yes, we wUI. Other Opposition speakers wUl demonstrate the amount 
of vkal lelgslation that the Govemment will end up rushing through, and I refer in 
particular to the proposed Aborigines legislation. I do not believe that this action should 
be aUowed. The rules have been set over a long period. Standing Order 273 states— 

"Bills of an urgent nature may, by leave of a majority of the House, be passed 
with unusual expedition through their several stages." 

Mr Deputy Speaker, you act as the Speaker, you are Chairman of Committees and you have 
been a member of the panel of Temporary Chairmen for a long period. You must see 
that the emphasis In Standing Order 273 is on Bills of an urgent nature. I cannot accept, 
looking at the Business Paper, that these BiUs are of an urgent nature. Instead, I suggest 
that they should be fuUy debated. We need to debate them properly. They should not be 
rushed through. The Opposition cannot accept t̂his move by the Leader of the House. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I intend to take k on the voices. Hie Leader of thfe 
House has asked for leave of the House to apply Standing Order 273, which deals with 
the expeditious passage of Bills. 

Question—^That leave be granted—^put; and ithe House divided— 
Ayes, 41 

Newton 
Powell 
RandeU 
Simpson 
Stephan 
Stoneman 
Tenni 
Turner 
Wharton 

Tellers: 

FitzGerald 
Neal 

Vaughan 
Warburton 
Warner, A. M. 
White 
Wright 
Yewdale 

Tellers: 

Burns 
HamlU 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 
Hon. C. A. WHARTON (Burnett—Leader of the House): I move— 

"That Orders of the Day Nos. 4 and 5 be postponed until a later hour of the 
sktmg." 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! The question Is that Orders of the Day 
Nos. 4 and 5 be postponed until a later hour of the attlng. As many as are of that opinion 
say, "Aye", to the contrary, "No". I think the ayes have it. 

Ahern 
Alison 
Austin 
Bailey 
Bjelke-Petersen 
Booth 
Borbidge 
Cahill 
Chapman 
Cooper 
Elliott 
Gibbs, I. J. 
Glasson 
Goleby 
Guim 

CampbeU 
Casey 
Comben 
Davis 
De Lacy 
Eaton 
Fouras 
Gibbs, R. J. 
Goss 
Innes 
Kmger 

Harper 
Harvey 
Henderson 
Hinze 
Jennings 
Katter 
Kaus 
Lane 
Lester 
Lingard 
Littleproud 
McKechnie 
McPhie 
Menzel 
Muntz 

Noes, 
Lee 
Lickiss 
Mackenroth 
McEUigott 
Miller 
MiUiner 
Prest 
Price 
Scott 
Shaw 
Smith 
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Mr WRIGHT: Mr Deputy Speaker, I rise to a pomt of order. 

Mr BURNS: I rise to a point of order. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The House wiU come to order. I wiU take one 
point of order at a time. 

Mr WRIGHT: Previously, the Leader of the House sought leave of the House to 
proceed, and the question that you, Mr Deputy Speaker, put to the Assembly was, "Is 
leave granted?" We debated that question and called for a division. The Govemment won 
the division. Normally the Leader of the House would then move a motion in which he 
proposed that certain aspects of the Standing Orders be set aside or that the House move 
to the next business. Mr Deputy Speaker, we believe that we have the right to debate 
that motion; otherwise, you are removing the right of the Opposition to debate these Issues. 

Previously, we obtained an opinion from the Clerk, In which we were told that we 
had the right to debate such motions. I realise that the Leader of the House has tried 
to twist It round by seeking leave. 

Mr Wharton: You have debated it. 

Mr WRIGHT: We have not debated k. You, Mr Deputy Speaker, did not allow us 
to debate it. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! My understanding is that the motion 
was carried on the voices. I said, "I think the ayes have It." And there was no call to 
divide. 

Mr WRIGHT: I rise to a point of order. Mr Deputy Speaker, was the question that 
you put to the Assembly, "Is leave granted?"? 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The question I put to the House was the motion 
moved by the Leader of the House that two items on the Business Paper be deferred. 
That was the motion. I said, "I think the ayes have it." 

Mr WRIGHT: I rise to a point of order. Mr Deputy Speaker, wlU you tell the 
Assembly what the motion was? I have the motion which the Leader of the House read 
out, and I Intend to place it on the record. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: WUl the Leader of the House please repeat the motion 
he moved? 

Mr Wright: There is no motion; he sought leave. 

Mr WHARTON: The motion I have just moved, and that has been carried, was— 
"That Orders of the Day Nos. 4 and 5 be postponed to a later hour of the 

skting." 

Mr Burns: I would like to debate the orden numbered 4 and 5. 

Mr WRIGHT: There was a previous motion. I have It here. I wlU read what the 
Leader of the House said. He said— 

"Mr Speaker, I seek leave of the House, pursuant to Standing Order No. 273, 
to proceed during this week's sitting with the remaining stages of certain of the BUls 
read a first time on 4 and 5 April." 

He sought leave. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the House moved that two of the 
items on the Business Paper be postponed. 

Mr BURNS: I rise to a point of order. I was on my feet, Mr Deputy Speaker, when 
you put the motion that Items 4 and 5 on the Business Paper be set aside. I want to 
debate the motion that Items 4 and 5 be set aside. You have a motion before the House, 
Mr Deputy Speaker. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The House will come to order. 
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I am advised by the Qerk of the ParUament that the postponing of orders is done 
by practice and the motion having been put on the voices is the proper procedure. I think 
the ayes have It. 

Mr BURNS: Divide. If the Government wants gag, we wiU give It gag. 

Question—That the motion (Mr Wharton) be agreed to—^put; and the House divided. 

In division— 
Mr Burns: This Is sheer and utter Incompetence, the way this House is run. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I warn the honourable member for Lytton under 
Standmg Order 123A. 

Ayes, 46 

Ahem 
Alison 
Austin 
Bailey 
Bjelke-Petersen 
Booth 
Borbidge 
CahlU 
Chapman 
Cooper 
Elliott 
Gibbs, I. J. 
Glasson 
Goleby 
Gunn 
Harper 

CampbeU 
Casey 
Comben 
Davis 
De Lacy 
Eaton 
Fouras 
Gibbs, R. J. 
Goss 

Harvey 
Henderson 
Hinze 
Innes 
Jennings 
Katter 
Kaus 
Lane 
Lee 
Lester 
Lickiss 
Lingard 
Littleproud 
McKechnie 
McPhie 
Menzel 

Noes, 25 
Kruger 
Mackenroth 
McElUgott 
Milliner 
Prest 
Price 
Scott 
Shaw 
Smith 

Miller 
Muntz 
Newton 
Powell 
Randell 
Simpson 
Stephan 
Stoneman 
Tenni 
Turner 
Wharton 
Whke 

Tellers: 
FitzGerald 
Neal 

Vaughan 
Warburton 
Warner, A. M. 
Wright 
Yewdale 

Tellers: 
Burns 
HamUl 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

LIQUOR ACT AMENDMENT BELL 

Second Reading—Resumption of Debate 

Debate resumed from 4 AprU (see p. 2474) on Mr Harper's motion— 
"That the BUI be now read a second time." 

Mr WRIGHT: I rise to a point of order. I draw your attention, Mr Deputy Speaker, 
to Standing Order 332, which provides— 

"Any of the foregoing Standing Rules and Orders may be suspended or dispensed 
with by the majority of the House." 

What the Leader of the House has done is dispense with Standing Order 241 (d). I ask 
you to rule whether Standing Order 332 requires a vote In the House—not leave, but an actual 
vote. As I say, k provides that any Standing Order may be suspended or dispensed .with. 
You have dispensed with Standing Order 241 (d). I believe that, to do as the Leader oif the 
House has done, you must put the question. 
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Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! My mterpretation of the process under
taken In this Chamber was that the last two divisions were both resolved In the 
affirmative by the majority of the House. Therefore, the suspension of Standing Orders 
was agreed to by the majority of the House. I cannot see any difference In that. I call 
the member for Wolston. 

Mr R. J. GIBBS (Wolston) (9.35 p.m.): The context of the BIU before the Pariiament 
to amend the Liquor Act is fairly small. The Opposition has no qualms about supporting 
the BUl. It allows Morans Wharf at the Beenleigh Rum DIstiUery to sell to customers who 
frequent the tourist attraction one bottle of the liquid distilled at that establishment. 

The BUl allows the Opposition to discuss a number of areas. I Intend to be fairly 
brief, because I understand that the Attorney-General is now undertaking a broad, sweeping 
review of the liquor laws in Queensland. Progressive legislation was Introduced providing 
for far-reaching reforms of the liquor Industry. It allowed hotels to trade on a 24-hour 
basis during the CommonweaUh Games, to provide entertainment, to serve food and to 
provide a basic service to the community. That is something that most persons have wanted 
for a long time. It would be correct to say that during that period there was very little 
abuse of those faculties. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! I ask for order In the Chamber. There 
is too much audible conversation and too many members moving round the aisles. I ask 
those members who are standing to sit down, unless they wish to leave the Chamber. 

Mr R. J. GIBBS: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker, for your protection. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: You are welcome. 

Mr R. J. GIBBS: As I said, there was very little complaint from the community and very 
little abuse of the special conditions that were given to the pubUc at that time. Most 
people expected those progressive reforms to remain intact after the Commonwealth Games. 
It Is a shame that, 12 months after the Commonwealth Games, we are stUl awaiting major 
reform or an announcement of reform of Queensland's liquor laws. 

I share with a large number of people a concem about the announcement during the 
last couple of days relative to BYO restaurants. Suggestions have been made that they 
will come under the auspices of the Licensing Commission. The Attorney-General is 
shaking his head. I am pleased that that will not happen. There are many fme BYO 
restaurants in Brisbane. I would be the first to advocate that they should bring their health 
conditions, particularly their toilet facilities, up to par. It is the responsibility of local 
authorities to ensure that that happens. It will be a sad day when the Licensing Commission 
becomes Involved In the activities of BYO restaurants In this State. 

The Opposition supports the Bill and Is happy to give it its total commitment. 

Mr BURNS (Lytton) (9.39 p.m.): I wish to refer to the increase in the price of beer. 
It is time that the Government, which raises about $41 m a year from licensing fees, began 
showing some concern for the customers In the liquor industry. As far as the National 
Party is concerned, the $1 pot is round the corner. The National Party members of the 
Parliament have sat idly by while the breweries squeezed the last cent out of every 
drinker In the pubs, because the National Party draws 8 per cent as a licensing fee Into 
its coffers. $41,517,863.59 was collected from workers by way of licensing fees through 
the pubs by this low-tax Government—this Government that does not believe In taxing 
people and which always reduces t axes l l challenge the Minister and the Premier, who 
is ^ways talking about reducing taxes, to reduce the Ucensing fees and wipe out the $41 m 
so that the worker might have cheaper beer. 

The breweries in this State have been screwing us for far too Imig. It is time that 
the Govemment took a stand. It Is time that the Govemment took on Fourex and Carlton 
over their pricing policies. One week before the wages of the workers went up, the breweries 
decided to Increase the price of beer. They have a history of Increasing their prices before 
increases In wages or excise. Excise was increased on 19 August 1982. However, on 10 
August—^nlne days earlier—the breweries put up their prices. In the last few days Carlton 
has been reported in the newspapers as saying that It had no thought of putting up prices, 
but it would Increase them because Fourex had. That Is a great argument for price 
justification! 
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Whatever happened to the prices and Incomes accord? Whatever happened to the 
decent Industrial processes that the ordinary bloke has to go through? Every worker who 
drinks a Fourex beer tonight and wants a wage Increase has to wait for the national wage 
Increase. He has to wait for the fight In the arbitration court. He has to wait for the case 
to be argued. His Increase Is awarded long after price rises. He Is always six months 
behind—but never so with the breweries. There have been 42 increases in the price of beer 
since mld-1975. Last week the breweries increased the price of a kUderkIn by $2.50. They 
Increased the price of a carton of beer by 2(k;, a carton of stubbies or cans by 25c and a 
carton of twist-tops by 15c. To that has to be added the National Party's 8 per cent Ucensing 
fee. Add to that also the cost to hotels of the recent wage Increase and additional profits 
en that outlay and we have the new beer prices. 

Beer is no longer the ordinary man's drink. Wine and champagne wUl soon be cheaper. 
A 5-oz. beer has been Increased from 46c to 48c—up 2c. An 8-oz. beer has Increased from 
69c to 72c—up 3c. There are 32 5-oz. beers to the gallon. That means that the increase for 
eadi gaUon Is 64c. The price of a 10-oz. beer—a pot—has risen from 81c to 85c—up 4c. 
The price of a bottle of beer has risen from $1.40 to $1.43— ûp 3c. The cost of a dozen 
bottles of beer has risen from $14.90 to $15.15—up 25c. Single stubbles have risen from 
84c to 86c— ûp 2c. Stubbles In cartons have risen from $17.30 to $17.60—up 30c. Single 
cans have risen from 87c to 89c—up 2c—and cartons from $18.30 to $18.60—up 30c. Single 
twist-tops have risen from 60c to 61c— ûp Ic— and in cartons, from $12.50 to $12.70— ûp 
20c. 

The breweries cannot justify the price rises. They have never been forced to justify 
them as the ordinary worker has to justify demands for a wage increase. The breweries 
seem to run the liquor industry in this State. It is about time that the State Govemment 
took them on. The breweries completely dominate the liquor industry with their tied houses 
and everything else. I make no bones about it. Over the years the breweries have owned and 
run most of the good pubs. A lot of little publicans have been finding it hard to pay their rent 
to the breweries. Fourex did nothing about It till the last 12 months, when It started to 
review the rents and reduce them. Prior to that, Fourex could not care a damn about the 
publicans or the community at large. All it did was look after Itself. 

Mr Hinze: 61c out of every 100c goes to the Commonwealth Govemment. 

Mr BURNS: The first thing the Minister can do Is to hand back $41 m. Let him put 
his money where his mouth Is. He Is complaining about the Federal excise. This Is a State 
Parliament. He has the opportunky to go to Cabinet tomorrow and move that the 8 per 
cent licensing fee wlU not be collected any longer. I bet that he wUl not do it. He is a 
publican. He is building the road to his pub. He Is putting the air museum near his pub. 
He Is shifting his pub down near Dreamworld. He is making a quid out of the brewing 
industry—probably far more than he Is making out of the trotting mdustry. If I were 
him, I would be making the worker's beer a little cheaper Instead of a little dearer, as he 
has been doing over the past few years. 

Mr Hmze: Don't be mde, Tom. 

Mr BURNS: I am mde. The Mmlster Is not my friend. 

Fourex were the prime movers for this rise, which surprised both Carlton and United 
Breweries and the publicans themselves. Despite the fact that Australians drank less beer last 
year than they did In 1975, in the six months to last December Fourex showed a 19 per cent 
profit leap to $64m before tax. Sales climbed from $460m to $523m, and a couple of weeks 
ago "The Courier-Mall" reported a 13 per cent higher profit of $34.4m after tax for Fourex. 
Without any justification, Fourex announced that It wUl Increase the price of beer by 20c 
a carton. 

That provoked not a word from the Government, the Ministers or the Licensing Com
mission. Durmg Queensland's long drought, over the last six months of economic recession, 
with thousands on the dole. In spite of excise Increases, 0.05 and Ulegal random breath tests, 
which are operating In every suburb, and with a reported 6 per cent drop in the total volume 
dmnk over the latest period recorded, Fourex recorded champagne profits. That company 
Is working the old worker to the bone. I make it very clear that no-one could ever organise 
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a strike on beer; no-one could ever convince people not to drink It. To see the decline In 
beer sales, one has only to go to the pubs or read the report of the Licensing Commission, 
which states that because country pubs are no longer economic, some will have to close. 
The four or five pubs In a little country town that has a refreshment room, a golf club 
and a bowls club have no chance of surviving. A few years ago they did. The only people who 
are getting a quid out of those pubs today are the breweries, which could not care less 
whether or not those four or five pubs go to the wall. Breweries do not own pubs in towns that 
have four or five publicans going to the waU. 

I do not blame publicans for the price Increase. I blame the breweries, because they 
are the ones that are making the excess profits, the ones that are making the extra millions 
and millions of dollars, and they are showing no concern for the drinkers In the community. 

The prices of hotels in Queensland have been inflated by many southemers who have 
come here because pubs in this State do not have licensed clubs and corner bottle shops 
competing with them. They have thought to themselves that pubs in Queensland would be 
a bonanza. They have paid fancy prices and quite a few of them have gone home with their 
fingers burnt. 

Fourex and the green death brewery did not worry about screwing publicans and drinkers 
on the price of beer. 

Government Members Interjected. 

Mr BURNS: Honourable members should not laugh about the green death. When I 
was a lad, I could always tell when a bottle of green death had been opened. In days gone 
by, just the smell of the rotten stuff knocked me off my feet. 

I make no bones about the fact that Fourex and others have screwed the publicans 
and the drinkers to the waU. One only has to go Into pubs to see the faU In the number 
of drinkers. The statistics produced by the pubs show that In Australia 6 per cent less beer 
Is being drunk now than years ago. An indication of that Is the advertisements for brewery 
products on television and in the press. Quite truthfully. It Is about time that the Parliament 
investigated liquor as a drug and the effects that It has on the community. We should start 
to do to the breweries what they have been doing to us for years. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): I caU the Minister. 

Mr HAMILL: Mr Deputy Speaker 

Mr WRIGHT: Mr Deputy Speaker, the Opposition has three members to speak to this 
matter. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I Inform the House that I was given no Ust by the 
Whips, and I was of the opinion 

Mr HAMILL: I rise to a point of order. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member wlU resume his seat. I 
call the Opposition Whip. 

Mr BURNS: Mr Deputy Speaker, can you show me the Standing Order that requires 
me to provide a list? Standing Orders provide that when two or more members rise to 
speak, Mr Speaker shall call upon the member who first rose in his place.' 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I quke agree with what the honourable member for 
Lytton has said. The first member to stand after the honourable member sat down was the 
Honourable the Minister. 

Mr WRIGHT: That is not true! The member for Nudgee was on his feet first. Mr 
Deputy Speaker, I ask you to consider your role. You must decide whether or not you 
beUeve that a matter has been properly debated. Do you beUeve that such an Important Issue 
has been properly debated when only two members have spoken to it? 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! It Is not my desire to unjustly curtail 
debate in this Qiamber, but I was distinctly of the impression that two Opposition members 
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had spoken on the BiU, and I had no indication from the Opposition Whip whether 
there were any other Opposition speakers. The Minister rose, and I called him. That Is 
the situation I am in. 

Mr WRIGHT (Rockhampton—Leader of the Opposition): I 
"That the honourable member for Nudgee be heard." 

Question put; and the House divided— 
Ayes, 29 

CampbeU Lee 
Casey Lickiss 
Comben Mackenroth 
Davis McEUigott 
De Lacy MlUer 
Eaton Milliner 
Fouras Prest 
Gibbs, R. J. Price 
Goss Scott 
Kruger Shaw 

move— 

Ahem 
Alison 
Austin 
Bailey 
Bjelke-Petersen 
Booth 
Borbidge 
CahlU 
Chapman 
Cooper 
EUiott 
FitzGerald 
Gibbs, L J. 
Glasson 
Resolved in the negative. 

Noes, 40 
Goleby 
Gunn 
Harper 
Harvey 
Henderson 
Hinze 
Katter 
Kaus 
Lane 
Lester 
Lingard 
Littleproud 
McKechnie 
McPhie 

Smkh 
Vaughan 
Veivers 
Warburton 
Wamer, A. M. 
Wright 
Yewdale 
Tellers: 
Bums 
HamUl 

Muntz 
Newton 
Powell 
RandeU 
Simpson 
Stephan 
Stoneman 
Tenni 
Turner 
Wharton 

Tellers: 
Menzel 
Neal 

Mr HAMILL (Ipswich): I move— 
"That the member for Ipswich be heard." 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! My interpretation of the Standmg Orders 
Is that a member cannot move that he be heard. 

Mr MACKENROTH (Chatsworth): I move— 
"That the member for Ipswich be heard." 

Question put; and the House divided— 
In division— 

Mr Fouras: If you want to abuse this place, it can apply both ways. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member for South Brisbane wUl 
stop shouting In the Chamber or I will warn him under Standing Order 123A. 

Campbell 
Casey 
Comben 
Davis 
De Lacy 
Eaton 
Fouras 
Gibbs, R. J. 
Goss 
HamUl 

Ayes, 26 
Kruger 
Mackenroth 
Milliner 
Prest 
Price 
Scott 
Shaw 
Smith 
Vaughan 
Veivers 

Warburton 
Wamer, A. M. 
Wright 
Yewdale 

Tellers: 

Burns 
McEUigott 
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Ahern 
Alison 
Austin 
Bailey 
Bjelke-Petersen 
Booth 
Borbidge 
CahUl 
Chapman 
Cooper 
Elliott 
Gibbs, L J. 
Glasson 
Goleby 
Gunn 
Harper 
Resolved In the negative. 

Noes, 46 
Harvey 
Henderson 
Hinze 
Innes 
Jennings 
Katter 
Kaus 
Lane 
Lee 
Lester 
Lickiss 
Lingard 
Littleproud 
McKechnie 
McPhie 
Menzel 

Liquor Act Amendment Bill 

MUler 
Muntz 
Newton 
PoweU 
RandeU 
Simpson 
Stephan 
Stoneman 
Tenni 
Tumer 
Wharton 
White 

Tellers: 
FitzGerald 
Neal 

Mr WRIGHT (Rockhampton—Leader of the Opposklon) (10.4 p.m.): This Bill is 
very important. A specific amendment such as this gives members an opportunity to 
raise matters pertaining to the prmcipal Act. The Minister for Police has spoken quite 
openly and forcefuUy about the underage drinking problem on Ucensed premises. AU 
honourable members would agree that he has done the correct thing in trying to combat a 
major social problem. In my own area of Rockhampton, hotels and cabarets have aUowed 
people as young as 13 or 14 years of age on their premises. I place on record my 
support for the Minister for Police In trying to stamp out that problem. 

I suggest, however, that the Minister for Justice needs to review the present laws 
and to gain from the experience in Rockhampton, where the Minister and the Licensing 
Commission have aUowed the Heritage Hotel to experiment by settmg aside a part of 
the hotel for under-age people. They are allowed on the premises. Honourable members 
may be aware that this Is the first occasion on which such a thing has occurred in 
Queensland. I beUeve that It Is an excellent experiment. I hope that It is not just a single 
experiment or a one-off situation. I hope that Queensland wUl benefit from that experiment. 

Honourable Members Interjected. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! There Is far too much audible conversation 
in the Chamber. The Chamber wUl come to order. I expect order to prevaU. I do not want to 
hear voices raised 30 seconds or so after I conclude my statement. 

Mr WRIGHT: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. 
AS I was saying, the young people in Rockhampton welcomed that experiment, which 

was authorised by the Minister for Justice and the Licensing Commission. Young people 
under the age of 17 years can go onto a licensed premises and participate in a cabaret. 

We aU realise that top artists appear at hotels— ît Is the hotels that can afford to 
pay for those artists—and that a person under the age of 18 years has no right to be on 
Ucensed premises. That creates a very difficult situation for young people. 

I ask the Minister to consider what is occurring at the Heritage Hotel In Rockhampton 
and to experiment in other provincial cities. I hope that eventuaUy the Act can be amended 
to aUow certain parts of licensed premises to be set aside for young people. Naturally, 
there will be a need for supervision, for roping off areas and for control. 

The Government should also take a close, hard look at those people who are allowed 
to conduct cabarets. With the concurrence of the Minister, I take this opportunity to 
mention a person who has applied for a licence in the Mackay district and who also 
operates in the Rockhampton district. It Is not my intention to attack a person under 
the privilege of this House, but I mention that something Is rather strange about this case. 

I refer to Mr Merv Crouch, who is an appUcant for a licence at premises known as 
Toucans, In Victoria Street, Mackay. The same person also contr(^ licensed premises in 
Rockhampton known as the Casa del Quay. 

The Racing and Betting Act now provides for imprisonment for offences committed 
under the Act on Ucensed preniises. Mr Crouch is a known consorter of a convicted 
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criminal by the name of Don Murray Corrlgan, whom he employs as a bouncer at the 
Penthouse premises in Mackay. 

Corrlgan has convictions for breaking, entering and stealing, possession of concealable 
firearms and a number of other offences. He Is currently committed for trial at the District 
Ck)urt on charges of steaUng and receiving Uquor valued at $2,300. I point out that Mr 
Merv Crouch Is aware of Corrlgan's convictions. 

I have a list of offences that involve the premises in Mackay. I suggest that a thorough 
Investigation should be conducted into those premises. Mr Crouch directed the removal 
of kitchen faciUties at the Penthouse Cabaret in River Street and InstaUed a second liquor 
bar. In doing so, he removed the kitchen faciUties. However, he did not advise the 
Licensing Commission, nor did he seek permission. His licensee. Cheryl Margaret Fadden, then 
operated the premises as other than a cabaret, at Crouch's Instmctions, and on five 
occasions was convicted of breaches under section 125EE of the Liquor Act. Crouch 
came to the Mackay CIB on two occasions and agreed to instmct his Ucensee to InstaU 
proper kitchen faciUties, but that was never done. Regardless of the efforts of the Mackay 
police, nothing has been done to force Mr Crouch to abide by the Licensing Commission 
rules. 

As I said, he made personal application for a restaurant licence for premises known 
as Toucans In Victoria Street. He failed to attend the Mackay Police Station to provide 
his personal particulars, and he failed to complete the necessary appUcation forms. He 
then approached two other cabaret licensees, Howard Ford and Tony LUddls, and advised 
them to take no notice of the police in respect of the Liquor Act breaches. He claimed 
that he was related to a particular judge In this State. I do not want to use the judge's 
name, because that would be a misuse of the privilege of this House. Despite police 
objections, the judge said that he would be Issued with a restaurant Ucence. 

I have a copy of a letter from the Licensing Commission dated 7 March 1984 
regarding the application for a restaurant licence at Toucans, Mackay. It states— 

"I refer to the above application and would advise that the Commission is in 
receipt of a report from the licensing Inspector, Mackay, wherein he advises that 
the applicant, Mervyn James Crouch, is a principal Involved in the mnning of 
the Penthouse Cabaret. River Street, Mackay. At the present time there are four 
summonses actions pending before the Magistrates Court, Mackay, In respect of 
breaches of section 125EE of the Liquor Act in relation to the operation of this 
nightclub and there are further breaches under investigation. The licensing inspector 
further advises that he had spoken to Mr Crouch on a number of occasions and 
on two occasions Inspected the premises Which were open for business. From 
his observations the Ucensing inspector was satisfied that Mr Mervyn James Crouch 
shows a blatant disregard for the provisions of the Liquor Act. 

The Licensing Commission considered this report on 5 March 1984 and deter
mined to recommend to the licensing court that as It did not consider Mr Crouch 
to be a fit and proper person to conduct a restaurant the Ucence not be granted." 

I am prepared to table a copy of the letter from the Licensing Commission. It clearly 
says that the Licensing Commission recommended that the licence not be granted. 

The matter was heard by the Licensing Court and, apparently, the judge did not 
have full and proper evidence before him. Rather than read my material, I think that 
the substance of It should be recorded In "Hansard" It states— 

"In the light of other matters that have been placed before me, the 
appropriate order is that the application be granted subject to the completion of the 
premises to the satisfaction of the Licensing Commission." 

A decision was made by the Licensing Commission and the licensing Inspector not to recom
mend that the man be granted a licence. The matter went to the Licensing Court. Probably 
because proper evidence was not made avaUable, probably because the poUce were not 
called to give evidence, and probably because no evidence was asked for, the licence 
was granted. 

I happen to know of Mr Merv Crouch. I do not want to begin a campaign against 
him, but I know one of the greatest problems in Rockhampton surrounding the dmg 
problem centres on the cabaret operated by Mr Crouch. I know also that some persons 
enter the cabaret and do not have a meal as provided under the Licensing Commission 
mles. Those persons drink until the early hours of the morning. I know that five 
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bashings have taken place in that area. It may well be coincidental; k may be that 
Mr Crouch has no part of k; k may be that the bouncers are criminals. It has been 
proven that the bouncers who work for the cabaret-owner cause the trouble. A man 
drew a shotgun in the Casa del Quay restaurant. Another person was grabbed by a bouncer, 
taken downstairs in a headlock and bashed by three people. 

I do not believe that Mr Crouch should be given a licence wkhout a full and 
proper Inquiry being undertaken. I do not want to attack the judge who made the 
decision. I believe that he made his decision based on the scant evidence before him. 

I ask the Minister for Justice and Attomey-General to speak with me about the 
matter. I am prepared to provide him with other documents that name people. He 
can examine the matter and take upon himself the responsibUity to mvestlgate fully 
the activities of Mervyn Crouch and the cruninal actlvUles that take place. He should 
investigate the criminal associates of Mr Crouch. He should take a hard look at all 
the breaches of the Liquor Act. If the Minister does that, I do not believe that 
Mr Crouch will be given a licence. 

Mr CAMPBELL (Bundaberg) (10.14 p.m.): The proposed changes to the Liquor 
Act show favour for one individual. I ask the Licensing Commission and the Minister 
whether any other bodies have requested changes to the Liquor Act. If changes have 
been requested, I would ask whether those requests have been acceded to; If not, why 
have they not been considered? There Is a definite case of favouritism with the proposed 
changes to the Liquor Act. The Bill is designed to help a tourist facility. It seems 
that the breweries and the tourist facility recdve special advantages over other people. 

I ask: What help has been given to small country hotels? No changes have been 
made to help that section of the Industry. It has been said that, because of rationalisation, 
some small hotels will have to close. Let us look at the situation. In 1935, the number 
of hotels or taverns in existence was 1 342. The number of persons per hotel or tavern 
was 724. In 1983, the number of hotels and tavems totaUed 1091—almost 300 fewer 
than in 1935. 

Mr Hamill: It certainly shows up the Government for what it Is. It Is a pure sham 
for It to claim that It is looking after small business In country areas. 

Mr CAMPBELL: That is so. The average number of persons per hotel or tavem 
is 2269. Is that an Indication that the Government is looking after the small business 
person In the country area? 

A growing section of the liquor trade that ought to be given some consideration involves 
cabarets. That body's association made submissions to the Licensing Commission and to the 
former Minister for Justice and Attomey-General 18 months ago. The submission requested 
major changes to the Liquor Act to take Into account that association's specific requirements. 
Tonight I ask: Has any credence been given to that submission? Will any changes be 
introduced to take Into account the Issues raised? If not, why not? Why should one 
section of the Industry be given favourable treatment i In preference to another section? 

The cabaret association based its submission on several grounds. It dealt with trading 
hours, the provision of meals, functions, entry requirements to premises, entertainment, 
tourist areas— t̂hat Is, the brunch permit— ând Saturday and Sunday lunch hours. Additional 
submissions were made about the Liquor Act, with particular reference to restaurants 
serving liquor without food. That section of the industry has made major capital com-
mkments but is not given an economic spread of hours. At present the trading hours 
for cabarets are from 7 p.m. to 3 a.m. Why could those trading hours not be altered? 
In its submission to the Licensing Commission, the association proposed changes so that 
the hours from Monday to Saturday would be from 5 p.m. to 6 a.m. and on Sunday 
from 7 p.m. to 3 a.m. That part of the industry has a substantial capkal Investment. 

The brewery section of the Industry has been able to secure changes in hours, 
particularly for taverns. Trading hours for taverns are usually from 10 a.m. to 3 a.m. Why Is 
It that another section of the Industry which Invests just as much money does not 
enjoy the same economic spread of trading hours? Their assets are not utUlsed from 
10 a.m. There Is no reason why their top-class function facilities could not be used for 
lunches, for exhibitions and for special functions such as weddings. Why is it that those 
faculties are not permitted to be used more economically? They have a capital investment 
just as large as that of any other section of the Industry. 
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The other Important factor Is that extended hours would lead to a permanent labour 
force. On the present hours, the cabaret industry cannot afford permanent employees. If 
there were longer hours, there would be a great number of permanent jobs. 

If the hours do not represent an economic spread, we wiU not have the high-class 
cabaret faciUties we desire. The Leader of the Opposklon has referred to some of the 
poor cabaret areas. If there were an economic spread of hours, we would have first-
class facUUIes and first-class entertainment. The Licensing Commission many years ago 
caused a law to be Introduced that a substantial meal had to be served in any area in 
which there was live entertainment. 

Over the last 20 year^, things have changed. Most entertainment is now of the disco 
type and there is no reason why cabarets should be forced to provide meals and people 
who attend a cabaret^hould be forced to have a substantial meal. However, if that Is 
the case, taverns, which can now trade until 3 a.m., should be made to provide meals. The 
laws relating to cabarets should be updated. 

Every class In the cabaret industry provides a different type of entertainment for ks 
cUentele. A growing cabaret industry with upgraded facilities would not exist If it was 
not required. That Industry provides a type of entertainment that Is presently 
not provided by hotels, so It has a little niche In the Uquor industry and must be considered. 
If the system of Ucensing is not properly controlled In a way that enables the various 
classes <yF premises to trade profitably, the public wUl be disadvantaged. 

The Government can expect that responsible people, if they are given a chance, will 
provide good faculties for their clientele. Future considerations of the Liquor Act 
should accept the cabaret Industry as a responsible part of the liquor Industry. 

Mr PREST (Port Curtis) (10.22 p.m.): I have pleasure In rising to speak to the 
BUl. I am particularly concemed about Its effects on ordinary hoteliers. I am pleased 
that the Bill wiU benefit only Beenleigh Rum Pty Ltd, which holds a tourist park Ucence. 
In his second-reading speech the Minister stated that the Bill will permit the licensee of 
the tourist park to sell single bottles of the Ucensee's own manufactured product. The 
BiU wiU allow tourists to take away a single bottle of any of the products of the distillery. 
To do something to encourage the tourist industry in the State Is a fair thing. Queensland 
should recognise that the tourist industry Is growing and should do everything possible 
to assist and encourage tourists not only In the area of the Gold Coast but also In 
other areas. The Bill will aUow tourists to spend time at the Beenleigh rum tourist facUity 
and be able to take away a single bottle from that distillery. 

However, my concern Is for the publican. The Minister for Local Government, Main 
Roads and Racing is the proprietor of a hotel not very far from this tourist facility. I am 
concemed that he has spent a considerable amount of money In restoration of the 
Oxenford Hotel. I have read that he has said that he and his family have invested a 
colossal amount of money and that the hotel wUl be kept in the famUy for many years 
to come. 

I have read In the press that hotel profits are on the rocks and that the doors of 
approximately 200 hotels may close. The BIU aUows a particular tourist operator to have 
single bottle sales of the rum produced by the distillery, and honourable members should 
he concemed about that. It could have some effect not only on the Minister's hotel 
at Oxenford but also on other hotels in that area that are battUng to make a profit. 

I was concerned when I read the foUowing article In a newspaper— 
"In the pub trade they are called 'acorns*—hotels that come on to the market 

repeatedly. 
'We can tell from one year to the next what wUl be on our lists,' a hotel 

broker, Mr Tom Ross, said yesterday. 
'Prices have levelled off a bit this year but there Is still no shortage of 

buyers.'" 
No wonder there Is not a shortage of buyers. Look at the price of beer! In January 1981 a 
pot cost 58c. By April 1984 It has risen to 85c, a hike of almost 50 per cent. I know that the 
price of beer is not made up entirely of the cost of wages and the excise imposed on the 
product. The hotelier makes a fair profit. No doubt he Is entitled to that profit because in 
most cases he does have fairly high overheads. But I am also concemed that the ordinary 
person who performs a good day's work, as Opposklon members do, should be able to go 
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into a hotel of his choice and enjoy a beer in wonderful, friendly surroundings at a price 
that he can afford. But I am afraid that the price of beer Is getting to the point where 
it Is virtually beyond the capacity of the battler to pay. 

People who have paid out hundreds of thousands of doUars for a hotel need some 
sort of protection. Members must be concerned, as must the publicans themselves, when 
headlines appear like the one that I saw in March this year. It read, "Pubs' profits on the 
rocks" The chairman of the Licensing Commission, Mr Stubbins, said that up to 200 
Queensland hotels would have to close their doors because they were not viable. He 
mentioned some of the towns in which those hotels are situated. They Included Gympie, 
Maryborough, Bundaberg and Toowoomba, which have been very prosperous for a long 
period. But the Industry has developed to such an extent that there are now 1 046 tavems 
throughout the State, a greater number than Is necessary. The pubUcans In those towns 
must be very concemed. 

I sincerely hope that this legislation will not cause any hardship to hoteUers. In 
particular, I hope that it wUl not have any great financial effect on my very fine friend 
and colleague, the Honourable Russ Hinze. 

For a long time promises have been made that changes to the liquor laws would be 
Introduced Into the House. A lot of the promises were made prior to the 1983 election. 
At some stage every member has been lobbied by sporting clubs, particularly golf and 
bowls clubs. Even if he has not been a financial member of such a club, I am certain 
that he would have been asked to bring some equity Into the Uquor trade by allowing 
bowls and golf clubs to seU take-away liquor. That was a Labor Party promise, and Mr 
Harper has said that he wants changes. In an article headed, "Harper still seeks grog 
law change", this statement appeared— 

"The Justice Minister, Mr Harper, wUl press for changes to the state liquor 
laws, despke opposition to some proposals from the Premier, Mr Bjelke-Petersen." 

Over the years sporting clubs have been discriminated against in that regard. 

Some sporting clubs are allowed to sell take-away liquor, but bowls clubs and golf clubs 
are not. After a day's bowls or a day's golf, members are not allowed to take a bottle of 
beer from their clubs. 

Changes to the Liquor Act are long overdue. Tonight, I ask the Minister to honour 
the promises that he has made. The members of the Labor Party said that they would 
pressure the Govemment to introduce changes to the Liquor Act to allow sporting clubs to 
sell take-away liquor under the same condUlons as other clubs. On behalf of the sporting 
clubs in my electorate, I ask the Minister to honour the promise that he made In 1983 and 
Introduce further changes to the Liquor Act. The change that is being made to the Liquor 
Act tonight Is a minor one. 

At present, we are aU concemed about the widespread abuse of the liquor laws. An 
article In "The Courier-MaU" of 27 December 1982 states— 

"Night raids by State police and Licensing Commission officers have uncovered 
widespread abuse of liquor laws. 

They found only 13 of 34 premises visked were trading in accordance with licences. 
The Attorney-General and Justice Minister, Mr Doumany, announcing the night 

checks, said he was extremely concerned about the increase In under-age drinking." 
I am greatly concerned about underage drinking. None of my children are now under age, 
but I am concerned about young schoolchildren with whom I come into contact at various 
times. I am certain that they are being allowed to consume alcohol. I do not believe that any 
junior sporting club should sell liquor as a means of raising funds. It is sickening to see 
alcohol being placed In front of young children. Most children have the courage or wlU-power 
to refuse liquor, but the temptation Is stUl there. Some people are only too wiUIng to take 
advantage of young people and offer them alcohol. I am concerned about this matter, and 
so are parents and many other Interested people in the communky. 

Some parents do not supervise their children as they should. They allow their children 
to sleep away from home with friends at week-ends. I am quite certain that they do not 
know what is going on. Other parents drop their children outside a picture-theatre at 7 p m 
and are told that the pictures will finish at 11 p.m. The children go off to a disco and return 
to the picture-theatre at about 10.30 p.m. The parents return to the picture-theatre at 10 45 
p.m. to pick up their children. 
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What can we do? Do we chase children away from discos, where they are under some 
supervision, or do we allow them to get into a motor car with someone who Is old enough 
to have a driver's licence and go to a hotel drive-in bottle shop to buy a carton or two of 
beer? The driver is old enough to have a driver's licence but the other children are under 
age. If children are not allowed to go to discos they may end up at a party in the bush 
for which they have bought beer at the local drive-in bottle shop. One can only wonder what 
will happen to them eventually. The same thing can happen if discos are not properly 
controlled and If the licensees do not act In accordance with the requirements of their Ucences. 

This Bill amends the Liquor Act for a very Important reason, namely, the tourist 
industry. However, the Minister should be duty-bound to do everything in his power to 
amend the Act to tighten it up and protect underage children. The people who are 
answerable to the Licensing Commission should be put on the mat, and If they are 
flouting the law they should be dealt with in a proper manner. 

Because the Bill is in the Interests of tourism, I have much pleasure in supporting It. 

Hon. N. J. HARPER (Auburn—Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) (10.36 p.m.), 
in reply: I found It difficult to follow the reasoning of the honourable member for Port 
Curtis because, at the commencement of his speech, he opposed the Bill strenuously, but 
at Its conclusion he commended it. At least through his rambling address he managed to 
get onto the right track eventually. 

I assure him that at no time have I made promises, as he suggested, about the Liquor 
Act as It applies to clubs. I have indicated publicly on a number of occasions since 
August or September last year that It Is my Intention to undertake a complete review 
of the Liquor Act. The review will be equitable to all sections of the liquor industry and 
will have a satisfactory result. Towards the end of May, I wUl convene a meeting of 
Interested parties. Honourable members who are Interested in this wUl know of my 
intentions. 

Honourable members will also be aware of my concern about the underage drinking 
problem. Before the Christmas vacation, I instructed the chairman of the Licensing 
Commission to issue a warning to all licensees about the problem of underage drinking and, 
at the same time, I made statements In the media that action would be taken if the 
law was broken in this regard. I repeat that statement, and it Is not political. 

Mr Shaw: You should send your inspectors to discos; you will find a lot of 12-year-
olds and 13-year-olds there. 

Mr HARPER: Much concern has been expressed about the problem. The member 
for Port Curtis asked whether it was better to have the young people—I am not talking 
about the 12-year-olds and 13-year-olds but about the 15-to-17-year-old group— ûnder 
supervision at discos than tum them out Into the streets away from these places of enter
tainment. On,e can only wonder at the kind of drugs that they will get in the gutter. 

I am well aware of this complex issue. I have said publicly that I Intend to tackle 
the problem and, between the lot of us—and I mean every member—a solution wiU be 
reached that will overcome the underage drinking problem to a large degree. 

However, let me say categorically that the underage drinking problem that results 
from lack of parental guidance and control will never be overcome. It is not possible for 
the Government to do that by legislation. The only people who can solve that problem 
are the parents of the children Involved. I have said this many times; It is the responsibUity 
of the family. I am sure that Opposition members agree with me. 

I am quite sure that all honourable members would agree that there is a family concern 
about under-age drinking. As I have said on many occasions, I intend to approach It on 
that basis. I have made it quite clear that I have a number of ideas on under-age drinking 
and that over the next six months I Intend to put those Ideas Into effect. They cannot be 
implemented overnight. 

The Leader of the Opposition, in raising a number of matters, mentioned Mervyn 
James Crouch. I assure the House that I will have investigations made Into the matters 
raised by the Leader of the Opposition. It Is unfortunate that he chose this forum for the 
purpose of raising those matters. No doubt he had his reasons, but the matters could quite 
easily have been brought to my attention by the more usual process of letter or personal 
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approach. Be that as it may, I will certainly have investigations made based on the 
information provided to me by the Leader of the Opposition. As I have said on a number of 
occasions, I wlU honour the pledge that I made as Minister, to act without fear or favour. 

Mr Wright: You will find some of his employees were convicted of dmg charges, too. 

Mr HARPER: I thank the Leader of the Opposition. I look forward to receiving 
information that will help the Govemment In combating that problem. 

I do see some conflict of purpose between the Licensing Commission and the Licensing 
Court. That matter was raised by the Leader of the Opposition. I have given thought to 
it, and I intend to try to resolve It during the next few months. I hope that towards the 
end of the year, during the Budget session, I wlU be able to bring forward comprehensive 
and far-reaching amendments to the Liquor Act. 

As I said previously, this Bill is being brought forward specifically for the purpose of 
helping a distillery in a tourist park, a distillery that has a tourist park licence. I would 
rather wait untU I am able to bring forward the full volume of the amendments. However, 
the need is urgent. The Bill will save many jobs In the particular area, and it is for that 
purpose that it was brought forward. 

Obviously, the honourable member for Bundaberg has little real Interest In the problem. 
If he had, he would have either listened to or read my second-reading speech. If he had 
done that, he would not have needed to raise a number of matters that he did raise. I 
suggest that he read "Hansard" 

Motion (Mr Harper) agreed to. 

Committee 
Mr Menzel (Mulgrave) in the chair; Hon. N. J. Harper (Auburn—Minister for Justice 

and Attorney-General) in charge of the BiU. 

Qauses 1 and 2, as read, agreed to. 

Qause 3—Amendment of s. 125LE—^Effect of tourist park license— 

Mr PREST (10.43 p.m,): At the second-reading stage, I may have given the Minister 
the Impression that I was concerned about take-away liquor at the Beenleigh dIstUlery. I 
was not opposing the Bill. I expressed concern, however, for hoteUers. The BUl provides 
that people will be able to take away a single bottle or bottles of the product. Because of 
hotels in Queensland that would be closing their doors, I voiced my concem. It was not 
stated that any hotels In the Beenleigh area fall into that category. 

We should show concern for others. On this occasion I was concemed for the 
Minister for Local Government, Main Roads and Racing. 

Mr HARPER: I am quite sure that the abUlty of the tourist park Ucensee to seU 
single bottles of his own product will not have any detrimental effect. It may weU prove 
to be advantageous to other hotels throughout Queensland, because It wUl give tourists an 
opportunity to sample the product of the Beenleigh distillery. Perhaps, as a result of that, 
they/will be encouraged to buy the product from other hotels throughout the State. 

Qause 3, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 4, as read, agreed to. 
BUl reported, without amendment. 

Third Reading 
Bill, on motion of Mr Harper, by leave, read a third time. 

CITY OF BRISBANE ACT AMENDMENT BILL 

Hon. R. J. HINZE (South Coast—Minister for Local Govemment, Main Roads and 
Racing), by leave, without notice: I move— 

"That leave be given to bring in a BiU to amend the Qty of Brisbane Act 
1924-1982 in certain particulars." 

Motion agreed to. 
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First Reading 
Bill presented and, on motion of Mr Hinze, read a first time. 

Second Reading 
Hon. R. J. HINZE (South Coast—Minister for Local Government, Mam Roads and 

Racing) (10.48 p.m.): I move— 
"That the Bill be now read a second time," 

This BUl has two principal purposes, namely—the making of provision for the mayor 
of the city of Brisbane to be elected in future by all the electors of the city of Brisbane; 
and the increase from 21 to 26 In the number of wards into which the city of Brisbane 
is divided for electoral purposes, the North Brisbane Zone and the South Brisbane Zone 
being each divided into 13 electoral wards. 

As honourable members wUl appreciate, the amendments to which I have referred 
necessitate a number of consequential amendments in the provisions of the City of 
Brisbane Act, For the information of honourable members, I wUl proceed to outUne the more 
important provisions contained in the BUl, 

The first major provision of the Bill is to the effect that, on and from the conclusion 
of the triennial election of the mayor and aldermen to be held In March 1985, the city 
of Brisbane will be governed by a council composed of 27 aldermen consisting of a mayor 
and 26 other aldermen. The mayor is an alderman by virtue of his office. 

The provisions of the principal Act that deal with disabiUtles for the office of alderman 
are to be widened to provide that a member of the Legislative Assembly is incapable 
of being or continuing as an alderman. This means .that if a member of the Legislative 
Assembly contested an election for the office of mayor or alderman of the Brisbane City 
CouncU and was successful, he would have to vacate his seat in ParUament before being 
quaUfied to take office as a member of the councU, Similarly, if the mayor or an alderman 
of the council contested a seat in the Legislative Assembly and was successful, he would 
have to vacate his seat on the council before taking office as a member of ParUament. 

As honourable members are aware, an alderman of the Brisbane City Council is 
paid a salary for his services, and this denotes that the office of alderman is one that 
requires the full attention of the person occupying that office. Accordingly, the Government 
feels that it is inappropriate for a person to occupy the office of mayor or alderman of 
the council in addition to holding office as a member of this Assembly. In addition to this 
amendment, the existing provision relating to disabiUty on account of bankruptcy is 
amended to bring it into conformity with mcMdern terminology. 

In accordance with the terms of the Bill, the mayor of the city of Brisbane will in 
future be elected by the whole of the electors of the city, and the electoral rolls for all 
the electoral wards will constitute the electoral roll for the election of mayor. The BUl 
provides that, it is not competent for a person to nominate for both the office of mayor 
and the office of alderman. The Bill makes provision for the continuation in office of the 
present council untU the conclusion of the March 1985 triennial election. 

If a vacancy occurs in the office of alderman of the present council before the next 
triennial election, the Govemor in CouncU will determine whether a separate election 
will be held to fill the vacancy. In making this determination, the Governor In Council 
wiU take Into consideration the period between the occurrence of the vacancy and the 
date of the next triennial election and the practicability and cost of preparing the 
necessary roll for such an election. Where a separate election is to be held, the Governor 
in Council will be empowered to make an Order in CouncU regulating and controlling the 
holding of such election. If a vacancy occurs In the office of mayor of the present council 
before the next triennial election, the vice-mayor wiU fiU the vacancy. 

As I mentioned previously, the Bill provides for the city to be divided for electoral 
purposes into 26 electoral wards, the North Brisbane Zone and the South Brisbane Zone 
each being divided into 13 electoral wards. At the time of the 1972 distribution, there were 
approximately 390100 electors in the city of Brisbane, whereas at 31 December 1983 
the total was 478 539. Having regard to the Increase in the number of electors in the city 
since the last distribution in 1972, it is considered that an increase to 26 in the number 
of wards is warranted. When the present ward boundaries were determined in 1972, the 
quota for the North Brisbane Zone was 18 211 and the quota for the South Brisbane Zone 
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was 18 979. Applying these quotas to the enrolment of the city as at 31 December 1983, 
there wlU be 13 wards in each of the North Brisbane and South Brisbane Zones. The 
number of electors in the North Brisbane Zone and the South Brisbane Zone at 31 
December 1983 (238799 and 239 740 respectively) are so close as to warrant an equal 
number of wards In both zones. 

The distribution of the city into 26 electoral wards wlU be carried out by three 
electoral commissioners to be appointed by the Govemor In CouncU. The commissioners 
wUl determine a quota for each zone by divldmg the number of electors In each zone at 
30 April 1984 by the number of wards within the zone. The date selected coincides with 
computer programs for the selection of jurors and enrolment details of State electorates 
and local authorities. In the distribution of wards within a zone, a margin of aUowance 
may be allowed by the commissioners, but in no case can the margin be greater than 20 
per cent over or below the quota as determined above. 

The duties of the commissioners, the matters to be considered by them In distributing 
zones, the giving of notice of a proposed distribution by the commissioners, the lodgment 
of objections thereto, the reporting by commissioners on their distribution and the 
proclamation of electoral wards are all govemed by the existing provisions of the City 
of Brisbane Act and the BUl makes no alteration to these provisions. I feel, however, that 
It would be appropriate for me to give a brief outline of them. 

The principal Act provides that, in distributing zones, the commissioners shaU give 
consideration to such matters as community of interest, means of communication, physical 
features, density of population and demographic and developmental trends. The principal 
Act provides that the commissioners are to designate by name electoral wards proposed 
by them and no name Is to be adopted which Is the name of a State electoral district 
whoUy or partiaUy comprised within the city of Brisbane. 

The commissioners are required on or before a date fixed by the Govemor In 
CouncU by proclamation to prepare a map or maps showing the names and boundaries 
of electoral wards proposed by them and they are required to pubUcly exhibit a copy of 
the map at every police station wkhin a proposed electoral ward. Maps are also to be 
exhibited in a conspicious place at an office of the Brisbane City CouncU at which public 
business is conducted and located at or within 1 km of the City HaU. In addition to the 
maps, the commissioners must place on exhibition a statement showing the quota for 
each zone, the name of each proposed ward and the approximate number of electors In 
each such ward. 

Objections or suggestions in writing wkh respect to any proposed electoral ward 
may be lodged with the commissioners not later than 21 days after a date fixed by the 
proclamation referred to previously. The commissioners are required to consider all objections 
and decisions so lodged. 

Not later than a date to be fixed by the Governor in Council the commissioners 
have to forward to the Minister a report upon the distribution and covering such 
matters as the quotas for the respective zones, names of electoral wards determined 
by them, the numbers of electors in and the description of the boundaries of such 
wards. Thereupon the names and boundaries of the electoral wards as determined by 
the commissioners shall forthwkh be proclaimed by proclamation. It will be seen that 
the procedure is designed to enable Interested parties to have an Input Into the distribution. 

The Bill inserts a new section dealing with the fiUing of extraordinary vacancies In 
the office of mayor or alderman. In terms of the BiU, If an extraordmary vacancy 
arises in the office of mayor or alderman, the Govemor In Council will decide by Order 
In Council whether the vacancy Is to be filled. In making this determination, the 
Governor in Council wiU have regard to the period between the occurrence of the 
vacancy and the next triennial election and the practicability and cost of preparing a 
roll for the holding of a separate election. Where the Governor in Council determines 
that a separate election Is to be held to fill an extraordinary vacancy In the office 
of mayor or other alderman, such election is to be held on a Saturday appointed by 
the Town Clerk as Chief Returning Officer, which shall be within two months of the 
occurrence of the vacancy. The electoral roll for the holding of a separate election in 
these circumstances will close seven clear days before the day of nomination. Where 
the vacancy is In the office of mayor and the Governor In Council determines a 
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fresh election Is to be held to fill the vacancy, the vice mayor will act as mayor 
until the conclusion of the fresh election. If a fresh election is not to be held, the 
vice mayor wUI act as mayor untU the conclusion of the next triennial election. 

The Government is of the view that local authorities are best served by mayors 
or chairmen who are elected by all the electors of the particular local authority area. 
Honourable members will be aware that I have already Introduced a Bill to amend the 
Local Government Act to provide that the mayor or chairman of every local authority 
outside the city of Brisbane will In future be elected by all the electors of the local 
authority area concemed. The amendments of the City of Brisbane Act that I have 
outlined are In consonance with this principle. 

I commend the BUl to the House. 

Mr SHAW: Before I move the adjournment of the debate. In view of the earlier 
motion to rush BUls through the House, could I seek an assurance from the Minister 
that the BUl will not be debated other than In accordance with Standing Orders? 

Mr HINZE: Let me say that I have every desire to provide ample time for members 
opposite to consider the contents of the Bill. There Is no attempt by me to msh 
anything. When the Bill Is debated it shall purely be a matter of argeement between 
the Opposition and the Govemment. 

Mr SHAW: Before I move the adjournment of the debate, I remind the Minister 
that the Bill has been on the Government's books for In excess of six months and it 
reaUy should be before the House for more than seven days. 

Debate, on motion of Mr Shaw, adjourned. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT AMENDMENT BILL 

Second Reading—Resumption of Debate 
Debate resumed from 4 April (see p. 2446) on Mr Hinze's motion— 

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

Mr SHAW (Wynnum) (10.59 p.m.): The Local Government Act is a very important 
piece of legislation and must be one of the biggest contained in the statutes. In a very 
broad sense the Act has more bearing on the Uving standards of the people of this 
State than any other Act. Amendments to the Act are very frequent and cover a 
wide variety of aspects of Government. 

Nothing highlights more the difference in National Party attkudes than the Local 
Government Act. The attitudes of the State Government to local government and to the 
Commonwealth Government are completely different. On the one hand, when the State 
Government deals with Canberra, it argues that it knows best what Is needed In 
Queensland. But when it comes to dealing with local government, a completely different 
attitude prevails. One does not see the same respect for the right of people to determine 
their own destiny at the local level that the State vGovemment professes to have when 
dealing with ks counterpart In Canberra. It Is a great pity that one sees that Inconsistency. 

The Bill has several major provisions and some of them deserve and wUl get the 
support of the Opposition. There are others about which we are not quite so enthusiastic. 
The Bill provides that in future all chairmen of councils throughout the State will be 
elected by the population at large. I have argued that there should be some consistency 
in the manner In which chairmen of shires are elected, so I suppose, if for no other 
reason, that I should support it on the basis that It does introduce some uniformity. 

There are arguments on both sides as to what is the best method, and I could point 
to many examples of both systems having had some quite notable failures. The system that 
is being adopted has had some very notable failures and the Gold Coast City Council is 
a case in point. That council just failed to operate, largely because the system which is 
now being universally adopted was in force at that time. At this stage the Minister wUl 
probably remind me that most councils already operate under this system so that the 
effect of the legislation wUl not be all that great. I concede that that is so. 
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If my memory serves me correctly, the Logan City Council and the Redland Shire 
Council argued very forcibly against this system. They must have changed their attitude, 
because in the past they have had a very good record of being able to lobby the Minister 
and get what they wanted. If not, they must have lost favour with the Minister. 

The third major city in which there wUl be a change Is Brisbane, and that was dealt 
with In a BUl Introduced by the Minister only a few moments ago. Any arguments that we 
might put in favour of the election of chairmen certainly wUl not apply where Brisbane is 
concerned. I point out that, because of the different provisions In the City of Brisbane 
Act, the size of Brisbane and the way that the council operates, Brisbane deserves and 
needs to be treated differently from all the other local authorities. They obviously operate 
on a far lesser scale than the city of Brisbane. 

The provision that enables councils to combine In calling tenders Is a very positive 
step forward, and I do not think that anybody would argue against It. It will certainly 
be more efficient and wUl encourage councils to co-operate to their mutual advantage. 
Unfortunately, that spirit of co-operation does not always eventuate and there Is often 
a spirit of 

Mr Hinze: Petty jealousy. 

Mr SHAW: The word I was searching for was "competition", but perhaps the 
Minister is right. CouncUs often entertain petty jealousies, which is a great pity because 
that operates to the detriment of aU councils. 

Another provision enables some councils. If they wish, to purchase stock feed to be 
used during drought. That is a notable alteration. I can understand how k would be 
important In some shires, and I do not oppose it, but whether it is appropriate for 
a council to expend money In that fashion Is somewhat doubtful. However, I am prepared 
to argue that It Is a decision that a council should be entitled to make and then justify 
it to its electors. 

That view Is tempered slightly by the knowledge that In some shires a form of 
gerrymander operates and some of the people who might benefit from a decision are 
represented by a disproportionate number of members on the councUs. The city dwellers 
in those shires may make a contribution that Is somewhat unfair when compared with 
the contribution of rate-payers in the more remote areas of the shires. 

One constantly hears back-bench members of the Government chanting their com
mitment to free enterprise. That provision in the Bill is certainly worth noting, because 
it is hardly supportive of the spirit of free enterprise. In fact. It comes much closer to the 
definition of socialism than it does to free enterprise. One often sees that with the National 
Party. Its fear of socialism depends on who will benefit by it. 

In contrast to the idea of allowing councils greater freedom to decide how they wUl 
compete with free enterprise, I point to the strong opposition to allowing councils to 
compete in the field of public works. Govemment spokesmen express quite a deal of 
opposition to the proposal to aUow councils to compete with private contractors in the 
field of road-making. There is also the problem of councUs carrying out work on private 
property. Recently, my attention was drawn to the fact that councils are experiencing 
dUficulty in carrying out a Uttle bit of work on private driveways while doing roadworks. 
There Is a great conflict In the CSovernment's attitude towards various work that local 
government wants to undertake. As I say, the Government is very flexible in the appUcation 
of its principles. It depends on which section of the communky will benefit. 

The Bill clarifies the point that local government has no responsibility for the control 
and the issuing of permits for itinerant vendors. I think that aU councils wUI welcome 
that clarification. They are quite happy to pass that task on to somebody else. It is a 
difficult system to administer. 

At the same time, it needs to be said that the police are not in the best position to 
make decisions in these matters. Quite clearly, they are in an Ideal position to decide 
whether people wUl create a traffic hazard. Unfortunately, they do not have a very good 
record when it comes to applying common sense in the area of traffic safety. When one 
looks at the way In which they apply the Traffic Act, particularly in relation to speeding 
offences, one sees that they cling very heavily to the view, "Well, if it does not apply 
to the letter of the law, it is wrong." If they apply that same sort of thinking to the 
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granting of permits to vendors to establish stalls, there wlU be many problems In the 
future. I predict that further amendments wUl be brought before this Chamber. The 
National Party Government has a stated commitment to protect small business and to 
further the interests of small business. This provision wiU not give small business any 
protection. Quke often, vendors set up In close proximity to people who have established 
a store. Those people pay rates and make a contribution to the council to overcome dust 
problems by sealing roads. They provide access to their shops and parking areas. All of that 
involves them in capital outlays and increased overheads. Vendors who set up in close 
proximky to an existing business have an unfair advantage because they can take business 
away. The Bill provides no protection for the small-businessman. I repeat: there will be 
problems with the legislation, and it is likely that amendments wiU need to be made m the 
future. 

The Opposition has difficulty with a clause that I will call the Keppel Island clause, 
which relates to the fencing of swimming-pools. The clause is the result of an over-reaction 
and a hasty action by the Government. 

Mr Hinze: It Is not. really. The Livingstone Shire CouncU believes in what the Govern
ment Is doing. The councillors did not want to do It themselves, so they asked me to do It 
for them. 

Mr SHAW: I appreciate that. Without being party to the Minister's discussions with the 
councU, I would think that the council would be concerned that, if a relaxation of the 
by-laws was granted and an accident occurred at a later date, the council could be held 
legally responsible and ordered to pay compensation. If that is the council's concern, the 
problem could be approached in a different way. I hope that the Minister for Local Govern
ment will correct me If I am wrong. Perhaps he should have had one of his well-publicised 
talks to the council, as he did with the Maroochy Shire Council when he was not happy 
with what It was'doing. He told the members of that council the facts of life. 

Mr Scott: He should come and talk to the Cook Shire Council. 

Mr SHAW: The Minister has those talks fairly often. He makes the councils an 
offer that they cannot refuse. 

Mr MUliner: He is very persuasive. 

Mr SflAW: Yes, he Is very persuasive Indeed. I have been very critical on many 
occasions of those little talks, but I think that In this case It would be appropriate for him 
to talk to the Livingstone Shire Council. 

The Opposition holds the view that the by-law relating to the fencing of swimming-
pools must be ai^lled with discretion. It cannot be said that every pool must have a fence 
round It that meets the requirements of the by-law. Discretion must be applied In accordance 
with the prevaUing conditions. 

I am not thoroughly familiar with the Keppel Island swimming-pool, but I am told that 
It Is very close to the sea and that. If the pool Is to be fenced, the entire island should be 
fenced. 

Mr Milliner: I think you should go and have a look at It. 

Mr SHAW: Perhaps the Minister wlU take a deputation up there. 

If the situation on Keppel Island is as I have been told, discretion should be applied. 
It may not be possible for another tourist development to be constmcted on Keppel Island, 
but that could happen In some other area. A second pool constmcted on Keppel Island 
could be located next to the nursery or next to an accommodation block. That pool would 
need to be fenced, and the by-laws should apply. But If the l^-law is relaxed for the entire 
Island, problems could occur. The exemption would be far too broad. To put It another way, 
the back of an axe Is being used to do the work of a scalpel. 

The Govemment has acted hastUy and the amendment could go further than the Minister 
expects. The Minister should consider other ways of overcoming that problem. The councils 
should be aUowed to use discretion In this regard, and the responsibUity for safety at pools 
on which the discretion is exercised should remain with the owner of the pool or the person 
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who applied for an exemption from the by-laws. In those circumstances, the Livingstone Shire 
CouncU would probably have been quite happy to grant exemption. I think that the councU 
was wrong In the way In which It applied the by-law, but I can understand the reasons for 
Its action. 

The matter of hypermarkets Is covered by the Bill. Discussion on hypermarkets used to 
be very fashionable among certain members of the Liberal Party who are no longer In 
this Assembly. Perhaps there is a lesson to be learned from that. However, those small-
businessmen who pressed very hard for some promises from the Government that something 
would be done about hypermarkets—^promises that apparently led to the Inclusion of 
hypermarkets In the Bill— ŵiU be sadly disappointed with the type of protection that is 
afforded to them by the BUl. 

The definition of hypermarkets Is a very broad one. It Is so broad that It provides a 
loophole that a tmck could be driven through. If I wanted to be mde, I could say that the 
Minister could walk through the loophqle. Certainly the loophole that Is provided is a 
very wide one. 

Mrs Chapman: They did not have it when they were going to build It though, did 
they? 

Mr SHAW: Is the honourable member referring to the hypermarket at Aspley? 

Mrs Chapman: Yes. 

Mr SHAW: These provisions did not exist when Aspley was first promoted, but I 
think the honourable member will find that It would not have mattered whether they 
existed at that time or not. I suggest that If she reads the Bill she will find that that is so. 

The definition is so wide that It is useless. I do not know whether that has been done 
deliberately, but In future there will be applications not for hypermarkets but for large 
shopping centres. If there Is a genuine wish to control the development of hypermarkets, 
this clause will require further consideration. It may be that there Is not a genuine wish 
but merely a wish to enter Into a cosmetic exercise and to say to the small-business 
community, "Look, we have tried to do something." It wUI be a fair while before members 
of the small-business community wake up and reaUse that the BUl wUl not do anything of 
the kind. 

It Is notable that the whole concept of restricting business to protect smaller business 
Is hardly in accordance with the free enterprise, healthy competition concept that Govem
ment members proclaim so often and tell us they really believe in. Perhaps It could be 
regarded as more of a socialistic concept than a free enterprise concept. Certainly, In no way 
could the concept of restricting people who want to start a business be regarded as a free 
enterprise concept—quite the contrary. 

The BUl allows councils to exercise greater discretion in amending site approvals. That 
is a positive step. It Is not hard to 'see the necessity for the amendment. In the past, 
Govemment members have said, "We have to restrict these councUs, because if we do not, 
they wUl be stepping in and putting more and more conditions on people as they go along. 
They wUl be holding back development." Govemment members adopted the philosophy of 
tying councUs down as much as possible. That sort of philosophy gives rise to a counter-
reaction, as Is apparent on this occasion. Giving councils a little discretion will be a 
positive step and will assist In development aU round the State. It Is necessary to place 
trust in councUs to do the job. They do not always do the job properly, and when they do 
not, they need to be offered some help and guidance. However, the Govemment should 
exercise care when considering taking powers from them. In many respects, the Bill does 
concentrate more power in the hands of the Minister. In very few aspects it gives local 
authorities more rights or greater powers. 

Although this matter does not arise out of the BiU, I urge the Minister to give 
some thought to the promotion of greater simplification and rationalisation of town-planning In 
this State. The residential zoning In Brisbane would permit completely different thmgs 
from the residential zoning that might exist in some other shire or cky. Zoning terms used 
In one town plan do not appear in another. Although it is not possible to have complete 
uniformity, it would be of great benefit to developers and to the Department of Local 
Government in drafting legislation If a zone could be referred to with the knowledge 
that k meant the same thing in all local authorkies. 
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Like lawyers, town planners who graduate with academic quaUfications will admit, 
almost without exception, that unless people can go to their books and research a 
question that is asked of them, ithey cannot give a quick answer. That is not in the 
best Interests of development. Recently legislation was mtroduced to overcome buUding 
approval delays. On that occasion I said that many delays occur because of the very 
complicated town-planning procedures. Many of those delays can be eliminated. If 
something can be done to simpUfy town-planning, a great service would be provided for the 
people of Queensland. 

Mr PREST (Port Curtis) (11.22 p.m.): The Bill provides that, in future, the chairman 
of each local authority will be elected by the electors of a local authority. In the past, 
that has occurred in many local authorities. Previous legislation that was introduced gave 
local authorities the right to choose, three months before a triennial election, how their 
chairman would be elected; that is, either by a separate vote or by the members of the 
council who themselves had been elected. That method has worked effectively over a 
long period. 

The BIU affects five local authorities, namely, the Gold Coast City CouncU, the Logan 
City Council, the Redlands Shire Council, the Aurukun Shire Council and the Mornlngton 
Shire CouncU. Honourable members should be very concerned about the Logan Qty 
Council. Since the formation of that council, it has experienced many problems, particularly 
since the last election. In electing a chairman. Eventually the Minister appointed the 
chairman. Those persons who were elected did not take kindly to that appointment. Until 
now, factional fights have continued between both sides of the council. That Is not in the 
best interests of the electors In the area. If we can provide a method that Is fair and 
equitable and wUl result in sanity and good local government, we will have achieved 
something. 

I remember being at a local government conference In the township of ClapeUa when 
one of the motions put forward was that candidates be allowed to stand for chairmanship 
of a shire as well as to represent a division of the shire. The candidate whb achieved 
the second highest number In the division contested by the person who was elected as 
chairman would become the duly elected member of that division. Quite a deal of 
debate ensued. The reasons for the motion were sound. It was said that on many 
occasions there Is more than one weU-quallfied candidate. They might have served long 
terms as councillors. Although there might be two or more good candidates, only one 
could be elected. The other would be lost to the local authority for a period of at least 
three years. That is a sound argument. I am certain that the motion was accepted by 
the meeting. I do not know how far it went—^whether It was agreed to by the Queensland 
Local Government Association meeting and whether it eventually came to the notice of the 
Minister. 

As the Opposklon spokesman, the member for Wynnum (Mr Shaw), said, our approach 
to this legislation dealing with the selection of the mayor of Brisbane city Is different from 
our approach when changes were made to the provisions relating to the election of the 
mayors in Townsville, Rockhampton, Maryborough and other places. At that time It 
appeared that the Government was virtually trying to rig the baUot, or to have candidates 
of its choice elected. However, irrespective of which way it goes, if It Is the choice of the 
people It should be accepted. 

After the Bill was introduced, I spoke to as many shire representatives as I could. 
They said they had no objection to k. If It is to be uniform, it is commendable. At all 
elections after 1985, the chairman or mayor will be elected by the majority of the people. 
The person wiU be separate from ward candidates. Someone selected by a group or a 
party wiU be put forward as the candidate for chairmanship or mayoralty. An opportunity 
is provided for a person without party affiliation who has particular qualifications to stand 
for that poskion if he so desires. If he obtains the numbers, he becomes the leader of the 
local authority. 

If 11 people were elected and if it so happened, as is presently the case In the 
Rockhampton City CouncU, that five of them were conservative and five members of the 
Labor Party, that could become a hostile council. What could happen Is that the 
person who won the vote for mayor would control the local authority for three years On 
the other hand, if 10 people were elected, six of one persuasion and four of another and 
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the person who won the position of mayor was an Independent, he would become a 
little boy lost. The six aldermen may be in opposition to the mayor and he would have 
very little power. 

There is some merit in having uniformity In the voting system in Queensland. The 
local authorities that I have spoken to do not object to the provisions of the BiU. Both 
the Gladstone City Council and the Calliope Shire Council presently use the method 
outlined in the BUI; that is, the mayor in Gladstone and the chairman of the Calliope 
Shire CouncU are elected by a separate vote. That system has worked quite well. If It 
can work well there, I am sure that It can work well throughout Queensland. The provision 
wUl be extended to the shires of Aurukun and Mornlngton Island and that wUl be of 
great value. 

For the past 50 years, a mayor or chairman of a local authority has been able 
to spend $40 if the expenditure was of an urgent nature. That limit has now been 
Increased to $1,000. With the way costs have increased over the years, honourable members 
must realise that It Is only fair and reasonable to provide for that sort of expenditure In 
an emergency. In fact, $40 would not pay for the cut lunches of people who have 
been called out to do emergency w(»'k. 

I am pleased that the BIU gives adjoining local authorities the right to Invite tenders 
for goods and materials and to be able to share In that sort of tender arrangement. 
That Is beneficial to local authorities and I am sure none of them object to that. At 
this time local authorities must be counting their pennies. If there Is any possible way 
that they can save money on behalf of their rate-payers, we in this Parliament should 
do everything possible to help. 

The Bill also provides that when local authorities borrow money and find they 
have a short-fall in one fund, they can finance It from the general fund. Local authorities 
have done that for a long time, but only untU they have been caught. The matter 
Is not significant, but when the books are being audited that matter has to be brought 
to the attention of local authorities. UntU now It has been an Improper practice. The 
removal of that restriction will be advantageous to local authorities In getting work 
completed In a reasonable time and wiU cut out much of the red tape that normally 
has to be got over when they have expended more money than they have borrowed. 

Another provision will enable local authorities to provide storage for water and 
feed for stock during times of drought or other natural adversities. That subject was 
also raised at the conference to which I have referred. It is a sensible provision, particularly 
for shire councils. It would not affect cities because they would not have to face water 
and fodder problems. But It would be of great assistance If a local authority had the 
power to provide that sort of storage In drought conditions. At that conference an 
attempt was made to move a motion that drought reUef be provided during good times. 
It was suggested that during a drought graziers were short of not only stock feed but 
also ready cash, and that, if they continued to get drought relief for a period after 
the drought broke untU they had built up a reserve, that would be of great assistance. 
This provision wUl benefit not only local authorities who will be able to assist land-holders 
but will also be of great benefit to graziers. 

Stock feed is always cheaper during good times than during periods of drought. 
Although a grazier's next-door neighbour or a feUow down the track might feel sorry 
for him, he would not sell the grazier lucerne at a good price or a give-away price. He 
would want the top price that he Is able to get during the drought. So it obviously 
makes good sense to buy cheap fodder during good times and store It to be used 
during a drought. 

Another provision takes away from local authorities the right to issue Ucences 
to vendors. The issue of such licences will now be made under the provisl(xis of the 
Traffic Act. That is aU very weU, but local authorities wlU be the subject of complaints 
about Ulnerant vendors, particularly if they start selUng their wares outside a smaU 
business at a seaside resort or outside a small fmit shop. The proprietors of such businesses 
will complain to the local authorky and say, "Why Is this vendor aUowed to come and 
do this to me? He Is not paying rates or charges to you, but I am up for all the 
rates and charges that you impose on me." 
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All the control Is being taken away from local govemment and given to the poUce. 
I am certain that the poUce, in issuing a vendor's licence, should take Into consideration 
the effect that the granting of the licence will have on the businesses in the particular 
area. 

I remember when the Local Government Act was amended to provide for the fencing 
of swimming-pools. At that time, the Government said, "We wlU not be hard and strict. We 
wlU allow local governments to make their own by-laws." ITie Livingstone Shire Council 
introduced Its own by-law to cover swimming-pools; but that has had an effect on the 
Great Keppel Island tourist resort, which has asked that the by-law be repealed. I think that 
the by-law should stand. The Great Keppel Island tourist resort should seek an exemption 
from the by-law because such a fence may be unsightly or incmivenient in a tourist resort 
complex. But, as the member for Wynnum said, when an exemption is granted, future 
liabiUty must rest with >the applicant. The Opposition would >Uke to have another look at 
this matter. Until that Is done, the by-law should stand. 

I shall not talk about the amendment that places a restriction on the use of land 
for hypermarkets. They are something for the future. Provision for hypermarkets must 
be made In town plans. 

I am concerned about the clause that. In effect, takes away the right of appeal to 
a court by giving the Minister power to bypass It. I find it difficult to see why that change 
Is necessary. At present, an appUcant for a development project has the right to appeal 
to a court If he Is dissatisfied with a decision of the council. It Is accepted that, from time 
to time, the opportunity Is taken to use the court system to frustrate devel<^>ers. Appeals 
are lodged and adjournments of hearings are sought untU a developer finds that it is 
no longer economic to proceed with a development. That procedure has been known 
to be adopted by business competitors who object to a development proposal. 

The legislation gives the Minister power to bypass that court of appeal procedure. It 
can easUy be imagined that, with environmentally sensitive development proposals, the 
legislation could become very popular, and the pubUc's right of appeal through the court 
would be lost. Perhaps it would be more appropriate to streamUne the court procedure 
by some type of legislation. 

It Is noted that no provision Is made in the legislation for a local authority to be 
provided with a copy of the notice of a proposal. It is noted also that a local authority 
is to bear aU <the costs incurred by the Minister. It seems ridiculous that a local authority. 
Instead of an appUcant, should have to meet the cost of a development. 

The Act is being amended to allow local authorities to charge a developer for the 
cost of street Ughting where underground electricity is supplied. That should not be a cost 
on the ordinary rate-payers of an area. It could also have an effect on a developer. A 
subdivlder might say, "Well, I will not put in underground power if I have to pay for 
the street lighting." It could add $1,000 or $2,000 to the cost of a block of residential 
land. As a result, the developer might not go ahead with the provision of underground 
electricity because it is more costly to Install than overhead power. 

Local authorities should be able to put the cost of street lighting onto subdividers. If 
the developers cannot sell the blocks, that Is their bad luck. Even In the depressed state of 
the economy at the moment, the price of land Is high enough for subdividers to make 
handsome profits. 

Before rural residential subdivisions are approved, arrangements must be made with the 
electricity authority to supply electricity to those subdivisions. At that stage, after the land 
has been subdivided and the blocks have been sold, the pressure is on the (JEGB to supply 
power to the subdivision. No local authority can give approval for a subdivision until 
arrangements for the supply of electricity have been made with the subdividers. 

I wiU now speak briefly about the amended local government election rules. The 
amendments bring the local government voting procedures into line with the Elections Act. 
Members on this side of the House support those amendments. Nomination fees have 
increased from $40 to $150, but that increase Is In keeping with other costs. 

Although I have one or two reservations, I am certain that the Bill has merit. 
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Mr McELLIGOTT (TownsviUe) (11.47 p.m.): Honourable members will understand 
that the Opposition views with suspicion any proposed alterations to the Local Government 
Act because. In recent times, it has become familiar with amendments to the Act that clearly 
were designed to assist the electoral chances of National Party candidates. To be fair, the 
Minister for Local Government has never really attempted to hide that ideal. 

The most recent and notorious amendment was the Introduction, Immediately prior to 
the last local government elections, of the ward system Into some of the provincial cities. 
Ward systems were introduced only In the cities that had ALP-domlnated local authorities. 
It is beyond me, and, I am sure, the people of Queensland, why it was necessary to implement 
the ward system In Townsville, Rockhampton, Maryborough and Ipswich but not In the 
cities of Caims, Mackay and Bundaberg. It is interesting to note that no attempt has since 
been made to implement the ward system in those cities. The Minister made no secret of 
the fact at the time that the Implementation of the ward system was to assist National Party 
candidlates. Unfortunately for the Minister and the National Party, It did not turn out that 
way. 

Concern has been expressed that the Government wiU alter the boundaries of the wards 
that have been Introduced. A number of prominent people in those local authority areas have 
expressed very real concern about that possibility. There have also been expressions of 
concern about a rumour that the Local Government Act might be amended to require that 
aldermen or mayors who nominate as candidates for a parliamentary seat at State Govemment 
level resign their seats on their local authorities. I think that the Minister stated that he 
was considering that possibUity. As such a provision does not appear in this amending 
legislation, I like to think that it has been dropped. I certainly hope that that is the case, 
because a number of members on both sides of the House had their grounding In govemment 
at the local government level. I would not seek to lay down the requirements for a successful 
State parliamentarian, but I would suggest that local government is an Ideal training-ground. 

Mr Hinze: It is only in the city of Brisbane, because of the salary angle. 

Mr McELLIGOTT: I thank the Minister. 
Mr Shaw: It is the Brisbane Nationals that he wants to protect. 

Mr McELLIGOTT: That may be so. 
I turn now to the election of mayors and chairmen. I am really only repeating the 

words of previous Opposition speakers. Wkhout foreshadowing the attitude that the 
Opposition will adopt to the amendments to the Cky of Brisbane Act, I would state that 
it may be necessary to look at Brisbane in a manner different from that concerning 
provincial and shire councils. Honourable members will reaUse that. In the smaller cities 
in particular, the mayor or chairman is very highly regarded as the No. 1 citizen. It is 
desirable that every person in the community have the option of deciding whom he wants 
to elect as the No. 1 citizen. 

The honourable member for Port Curtis mentioned the problems that could arise 
when a mayor or chairman has a hostile councU. Experience has shown that such situations 
are fairly rare and that the present system has turned out some very fine mayors. I will be 
fair and say that not all of them have been members of the ALP. However, the Queensland 
coastal provincial cities and the country shires as well have had some very fine mayors 
and chairmen. 

As I suggested, the situation In Brisbane may be different because of the size of the 
city and the council. However, no attempt is made to elect a Premier or the Prime 
Minister by popular vote. 

I turn now to the amendment that is designed to permit councils to use revenue 
funds to meet over-expendkure on loan works. That practice has been indulged m for 
quke some time, apparently without any legal backing. If that is so, it is desirable that 
legal status be given to the practice followed by local authorities for quite some time. 

This brings me to the problem that local authorities encounter in transferring funds 
and expenditure between their various funds. Although I do not know the answer to the 
problem, it severely hamstrings local authorkies In planning their budgets among the 
various funds. Obviously, priorities within a city change from year to year, and it may be 
necessary to transfer priority from, say, sewerage to water supply or drainage. However 
it is not easy to have a comparable transfer of fund aUocations between those funds. That 
problem should be looked at. 
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I am sure that local authorkies wiU appreciate the provislcm that removes from them 
the responsibiUty for itinerant vendors. However, I fear that their appreciation might 
be based on the wrong reasons. I realise that the control and Ucensing of itinerant vendors 
has caused grave concern to local authorities. For that reason, I am sure that they 
will be glad to get rid of that responsibiUty. However, as previous speakers Indicated, I 
doubt whether itinerant vendors can be controUed properly by the Traffic Act alone. 
They have an important Impact on traffic management as well as on small business and 
so on. It is desirable that local authorities be given some Input Into their operations. Perhaps 
that can be done by a process of communication and discussion between local authority 
representatives and the police. 

Like previous speakers, I am concemed about the abandonment of a local authority's 
responsibUity for the fencing of swimming-pools on tourist islands. I accept, the advice of 
the Opposition spokesman that the clause should be withdrawn and reconsidered. It is 
better to give local authorities a discretion in this Instance. Although a problem might arise 
on Great Keppel Island, it would be dangerous to adopt a clause that seeks to take 
Into account all eventualities. 

It has been suggested that the pool on Great Keppel Island was so close to the 
beach that it would be pointless to fence k. I can recall an unfortunate incident on 
Magnetic Island in which a child almost drowned in an ornamental fountain at the head of 
the Magnetic Island jetty. The fountain was within about 10 yards of the beach. The 
child would have drowned if k had not been for the action of a council employee who 
happened to be In the vicinity. That shows that, no matter where swimming-pools are 
located, accidents can happen. 

I support strongly the move to record on town-planning certificates details of any 
control or Interim development control that are applicable to particular properties. I support 
entirely the use of development control plans and congratulate the Govemment on 
Introducing them. Many problems have arisen in our communities because of ad hoc 
development proposals and ad hoc decisions on the use of land. Development control plans 
have certainly gone a long way towards Introducing some detailed planning on the future 
use of land. Although I may have been a bit fanciful in my maiden speech, I suggested, 
and I suggest again seriously, that there may be value in giving consideration to a State
wide development control plan to give people entering Queensland with development 
proposals in mind some broad concept of how the citizens of this State view the future 
development of their State. 

The amendments that provide for permanent modifications to approvals under town-
planning schemes are very sensible. Experience has indicated that It Is time-consuming for 
developers to reapply for town-planning approvals when, by commonsense approaches and 
discussion around a table, minor modifications can be made to permit development to go 
ahead. I think that all honourable members would agree that any proposal that does that 
should be applauded. 

It has been suggested to me that there would be benefit In advertising subdivisions or 
In some way making potential subdivisions known to communities. I am sure that all 
honourable members would appreciate that with the best engineering sklUs In the world It 
is quite often not possible to match local knowledge. I can recall Instances during my local 
government experience In which engineers fouled up drainage plans and the council was told 
by the locals that they could foresee those dUficultles occurring. Of course, they had no 
opportunity to do so on the subdivislonal proposals that were put before councU. It would 
be of some value if residents had the opportunky to comment—If not formally, at least 
informally—on the effect of subdivisions on their ratings and matters such as drainage. 

I add my voice of approval to any move that simplifies voting procedures in this State. 
The Intent of the legislation is to bring local government election procedures closer to 
State Government election procedures. I welcome that. It seems that the desirable 
situation Is to have a uniform set of election Acts and procedures across all three levels of 
govemment. There must be tremendous confusion among the people of Queensland when 
they are confronted with three different types of elections, each with different mles. The 
hoary chestnut which has been mentioned on many occasions, and which is worth 
mentioning again. Is the uniform electoral roll. 

I accept those proposals and look forward to discussing some of the Opposition's 
objections at the Committee stage. 
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Mr MILLINER (Everton) (11.59 p.m.): I support my very good friend and coUeague 
the member for Wynnum in his contribution to the Bill. I express my concern about some 
of the matters raised by other speakers. Because of unemployment, there Is a proUferation 
of itinerant vendors, and I am concerned about them. The good old Australian slogan, 
"Have a go" is being put into effect. 

However, I foresee problems in having Itinerant vendors covered by the Traffic Act. 
In my electorate of Everton, Itinerant vendors set up pie stalls at the same spot every 
day to cater for the lunch trade. I am concerned about the effect that they are having 
on the local business community. Unfortunately, the local business community wiU not 
be taken into consideration when itinerant vendors are Ucensed under the Traffic Act. I 
would have preferred input by local government, which would be more in tune with 
the desires of the local community in indicating where itinerant vendors could and could 
not be allowed to set up. 

[Wednesday, 11 April 1984] 
The member for Wynnum referred to hypermarkets. It would appear that the Govern

ment Is trying to take some action concerning them, but It Is far too little, far too late. 
If the Government were fair dinkum, it would have taken action before the Aspley hyper
market was developed to Its present stage. As the member for Wynnum indicated, the 
provisions relating to hypermarkets have loopholes big enough to drive a truck through. 
We considered moving an amendment, but because of time restraints we will not proceed 
with that course of action. We adopt the approach that we would have wished to move 
amendments following consultation with the community. 

As the member for Port Curtis (Mr Prest) indicated, hypermarkets are a thing of 
the future. One Is being constructed at Aspley and will obviously cause enormous concern 
to businesses in the area. It will have an effect on business communities out as far as 
Strathpine, in the Pine Rivers electorate. That again raises the matter of making provision 
in town-planning for hypermarkets and supermarkets. I personally feel there ought to 
be far more consultation between local authorities when they are considering shopping 
centres and hypermarkets to make sure that there is not such a proliferation of retaU 
outlets that each one Is cutting the other's throat. 

The provision relating to the position of chairman Is a desirable one for Incorporation 
In the BIU. It is now becoming virtually a full-time position. The chairmen of many of 
the larger local authorkies consider it to be a full-time position and treat It as such. 
If a person is to be elected to a full-time position, the electorate Is entitled to know in 
advance whom it Is electing. Shire councillors or aldermen are virtually part-time repre
sentatives. If the chairman or mayor Is elected other than by popular vote, the voters 
do not know whether they are voting merely for a local representative or for someone 
who ought to be acting In a full-time capacity. 

It is common sense to amend the Act to bring elections more Into line with the 
State Act. As the member for TownsviUe (Mr McEUigott) said, it Is hoped that the 
State Government takes the matter a step further and considers the Introduction of one 
electoral roU. At the moment there are two electoral rolls. It works quite successfuUy at 
local government level and at State level, where the State roll Is used. There is no reason 
why It cannot be taken a step further. The State ought to co-operate with the Federal 
Government so that there is only one State roll. 

I hope that the Minister takes on board the comments made by the Opposition and 
does something about them. 

Mr PRICE (Mt Isa) (12.4 a.m.): I will conclude the debate for the Opposition. AU 
the points worthy of debate have been weU and truly thrashed and winnowed Including 
my back by the party whip, who has told me to hurry up. 

I thank the House for the opportunity to speak. On a very serious note I offer 
a few words, to one of the aspects of the Bfll, as a eulogy to those few souls who are 
talented enough to be considered for one of the most challenging places In politics in 
Australian government. I refer to those few who, having put their names forward 
to become leaders of their respective communities, lose the battle and are lost to 
local government for years hence and perhaps. In the worst cases, for good. 
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Under this legislation, the community leader wlU be elected on a separate ticket, 
and may the strong man win. On occasions, that system has been very successful, and 
huge leaps in progress In various regions have been accompUshed. But there is, as on 
every ticket, a loser. Generally it is the popular man who wins, and the defeated 
candidate just may have been the better man. When that occurs, the city is the double 
loser, for not only are his talents as a potential mayor lost, but also his talents as an 
alderman or councillor are lost. 

Dynamism does not necesarily go with being popularly elected, nor does strength 
or Integrity. When this legislation is assented to, 133 Queensland local authorities will 
embrace this system in a last-ditch stand by this Government to be seen to be introducing 
stability and uniformity Into a system It so freely manipulates for its own ends. Now 
the State wUl have 133 strong men assessing the State's local govemment needs; 133 little 
presidents for three years—prima donnas of their provinces. This is the National Party's 
attempt to attract 133 talented men to positions of glamour, men with high community 
profiles and strong business attributes. However, like the best laid plans of mice and 
men, only a few will attain these pinnacles. Upon election, the majority could find 
themselves facing hostile councils, with poor results and constant bickering for very low 
pay. Despite all the rhetoric to the contrary, they wUl find politics Involved and could face 
a council of a different political colour. That leads to councU Instability. 

In the past, there have been examples of councils being sacked. Honourable members 
might recall the Sir Bmce Small fiasco on the Gold Coast. The possibUity of the 
community leader being corrupt or even being able to be bought must be faced. I can 
Imagine that In a wealthy, developing area large sums of money might be Invested 
In the right mayoral candidate. That is not unusual in this Government's repertoire. 
I have to admit that It was all started by us In the 1920s and from now on things will 
be very Interesting. 

Mr HARTWIG (CalUde) (12.8 a.m.): At the outset I say that history has turned 
full circle this evening, "Hansard" of some years ago wiU reveal that I said to the 
Minister, when he introduced the provision that a council appoint its own mayor or 
chairman, that at some time In the future he would have to repeal that provision, 
I admit that it helped to get rid of Qem Jones, For that reason alone, I suppose It 
achieved something. Popular vote seems to be the best method and I commend the 
Minister for Introducmg the BiU. 

I admire the suggestion that local authorities be given power to provide faculties 
for the storage of water and fodder for stock during times of drought or other natural 
adversity. I ask the Government to go a little further and allow local authorities 
to make requests that a shire be declared drought stricken. 

Time and time again, a local authority might make application to be declared 
drought stricken; yet It experiences constant delays from the Minister. He might say that 
he wiU consider the matter. It ithen goes to an officer of the Department of Primary 
Industries In the area, who drives round in a vehicle, sees a bit of dry grass and says, 
"It's not drought stricken; we've got some dry grass." CouncUs should be given the 
power not only to provide faciUties for the storage of stock feed but also to declare a 
shire drought stricken. 

I turn now to the swimming-pool on Great Keppel Island, which, for many years, 
has been the subject of a running fight between the Livingstone Shire CouncU and TAA. 
TAA has made tremendous improvements to the Island, but it has encountered trouble 
wkh the councU over water supply, sewerage extension and treatment works and now 
the fencing of the island's swimming-pool. 

I have inspected the pool In the company of the manager. Earlier tonight, an 
honourable member said that the pool Is too near the water. It is at least 2(X) metres, if 
not more, away from the water. The designers of that pool did a very good job. Although 
TAA has spent millions of dollars on the Island so that people can sit around the pool 
and sunbake all day, the council insists that a fence be erected around it, which would 
spoil the whole concept. The council is trying to stand over TAA and have the pool 
fenced. Somebody asked who would be responsible if something happened in the pool. 
Who is responsible if something happens in a private pool? Somebody has to be 
responsible, and I presume that if TAA does not want to fence it, it wlU be responsible. 
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The Livingstone Shire Council Is involved in more court cases .than any three other 
.shires put together. It has about 20 cases either pending or part heard. It is the most 
litigation-minded council I have ever encountered. It takes three days or more to conduct 
Its meeting, and the meeting expenses have got completely out of hand. 

Some years ago, I requested that the Minister appoint an administrator. The people 
who have to deal with the councU face frustration after frustration. It Is time that the 
Minister looked into the council's affairs, and in particular into the extortionate financial 
demands made upon people who want to build anything. A woman complained to me that 
she wrote to the councU applying for a building permit and had to wait 11 months 
for a reply. By that time, her costs had risen by something like $40,000. That sort of 
thing happens with all local authorities today. The employees of councils, the paid 
servants of the rate-payers, think it is good to frustrate people. These employees are 
standing over councils and telUng them what they can and cannot do. 

People moving into the Livingstone shire who want to spend money on development 
are being so frustrated that they go elsewhere. The woman to whom I referred waited 11 
months and then received 24 questionaires and a Ust of requisitions 2 ft long. If a person files 
an application to buUd a block of flats, surely he should receive an answer within a 
month or six weeks, and not have to wait for 12 months. But that is the sort of thing 
that Is aUowed to go on in the local authority field today. Having been the chairman 
of a shire, I believe that council officers are there to help people, not to frustrate them 
or to take them to court. Council officers should be instructed to assist people with 
their problems. 

Knowing the ability of the Minister, I am sure that he wUl consider the matters that I 
have raised relative to certain councils. He has done the right thing in regard to Great 
Keppel Island. 

Hon. R. J. HINZE (South Coast—^Minister for Local Government, Main Roads and 
Racing) (12.15 a.m.), in reply: I would like to open my remarks this evening by thanking 
aU honourable members who have taken part in this debate for their contributions. 

In leading the Opposition debate tonight, the honourable member for Wynnum 
supported the principle of having the chairman of a local authority elected by all the 
electors. As the member has pointed out, the provisions of this Bill will secure uniformity 
in all local authority areas. The principle of having the chairman so elected is supported 
by the Local Government Association of Queensland. 

The member for Wynnum referred also to the provision in the Bill that states it is 
not competent for a local authority to require the fencing of a swimming-pool at tourist 
complexes located on offshore Islands specified by the Governor In Council, In this regard, 
it should be pointed out that the provisions can apply only to offshore Island resorts that are 
designated as being suitable places for the removal of the need to fence pools. The 
provision can apply only to tourist resort complexes that the Govemor in Council declares 
as being eligible. The decision of the Govemor In Council wiU have regard to the nature 
of the resort, the age group and type of patronage of the resort and the location of the 
pool in relation to the sea-shore. 

The member for Wynnum raised the question of the need for simplification and standard
isation of town planning, I would like to assure the honourable member that I agree with 
him on this. In fact, action is to be taken to review the town planning legislation with a view 
to simplifying procedures to speed up the processing of developmental proposals. 

As to remarks made relative to shopping complexes-^I advise that such places are 
adequately controlled by the existing legislation. 

Let me make it quite clear that there is a distinct difference between shopping centres 
and hypermarkets. The difference is that a hypermarket is not a true free enterprise establish
ment, as it is usual for the owners of hypermarkets to control and regulate the merchandise 
that is sold through shops within the complex. The owner can build, buy and dictate what 
all lessees of the smaller shops operating within the complex may sell, and can even dictate 
pricing policies. 

If there are no small tenants within the establishment, it becomes just a plain super
market or shopping centre—honourable members may call It what they like. 
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Hypermarkets are a new type of development In Queensland and. In the public interest 
and in the Interests of those tenants of existing shopping centres, there is a need to exercise 
control over their establishment. That Is exactly what the BiU does. 

The member for Port Curtis raised the question of allowing a person to nominate for 
both the office of chairman and member of a local authority. That has never been aUowed. 

In practice. If the law were amended In that direction, every candidate could decide 
to have two bites at the cherry, by nominating for both the office of chairman and the 
office of member. That would lead to all sorts of complications. For example, what would 
be the position If the candidiate were successful for both offices, or if he were successful In 
one but not the other? 

The law has always provided that a person seeking local government office must decide 
which office he wishes to contest. That is a sensible provision, and the Bill does not alter 
existing provisions In that regard. 

The member for Port Curtis referred also to the provision in the Bill that empowers 
the Governor In Council, on the recommendation of the Minister, to grant approval for 
the use of land for a particular puri>ose, in cases where the use and development of the 
land Is controUed by an Interim development by-law made by the local authority. 

This provision Is similar to the existing provision under which the Minister may initiate 
a rezoning of land where a town planning scheme is In force. In both cases, the proposal 
has to be advertised for objections, and all objections have to be considered fully before 
a decision Is made. 

Reference was made to the undergrounding of electricity supply as a requirement of 
approvals for a subdivision that could be forced only where a local authority has a by-law 
to that effect. The courts have found In recent cases that where power is underground, 
the cost of erecting high standards In subdivisions cannot be made a condition of 
approval. The effect Is for the rate-payers generally to provide the cost for such Ughting, 
and that Is unacceptable. The Bill corrects that situation and requires the developer to 
pay for his proper works. 

The member for Townsville (Mr McEUigott) raised a query as to whether the BUl 
contained provisions affecting rights of a member of ParUament standing for local 
authority office. The local government BiU does not do that, but the City of Brisbane 
Act Amendment Bill Introduced tonight does. Aldermen of Brisbane, of course, are 
paid a salary and this denotes that the office is fuU time. Accordingly, the City of 
Brisbane BUl provides that a member of the Legislative Assembly is not capable of being, 
or acting as, a member of the BCC. 

A number of members raised the question of itinerant vending. For very many 
years this has not been a function of local government but has been a matter for 
consideration by the Police Department under the Traffic Act. This BUl removes itinerant 
vending from the functions of local govemment under section 30 of the Local Government 
Act. Local authorities can, however, take action to control the establishment of fixed stalls 
on roads by making by-laws deaUng with them. 

I take on board the comments made by the members for Everton, Mt Isa and CalUde. 
I indicate to them that their contributions have been recorded and my department wiU 
consider their suggestions. 

Motion (Mr Hinze) agreed to. 

Committee 
Mr Randell (Mirani) In the chair; Hon. R. J. Hinze (South Coast—Minister for Local 

Govemment, Main Roads and Racing) in charge of the BIU. 
Clauses 1 to 10, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 11—^Amendment of s. 3 IB; By-laws respecting fencing swimming pools— 

Mr SHAW (12.22 a.m.): This is the swimming-pool clause. It would have been better 
If the Government had come right out into the open and said that it wanted to exempt a 
swimming-pool on Great Keppel Island, and that would have been an end to the matter. 
However, the Government has gone through the pretence of drafting a clause to provide 
a long-term solution to the problems associated wkh tourist complexes; k is not necessary. 
Obviously the Government has envisaged that this clause wiU relate to Islands wkh one 
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tourist complex. The exemption wlU apply not to the swimming-pool but to the Island. 
When an island is specified, every tourist complex on that Island wlU be exempted from 
the by-laws. That is the Opposition's point, but I do not want to labour it. Labor Party 
members wiU not oppose the clause to the extent of dividing the Committee and wasting 
valuable time, but I hope that the Minister's department wUl look closely at it because 
I am sure that there is a much better way of achieving the desired end. The Opposition 
is not opposed to the concept of relaxing the by-laws. In some cases it is necessary. I 
will take the first opportunity avaUable to me to look at the Great Keppel Island swimming-
pool, and. In the light of the comments by the member for CalUde, I will be interested to 
see whether or not It would be possible to meet some of the fencing requirements without 
creating the problems that he spoke about. Sometimes it is possible to get round a problem. 

The Opposklon believes, however, that this clause is the wrong way to tackle the 
problem. One tourist complex on a particular Island may apply for an exemption from 
the by-laws but, because the clause exempts the entire island, any other complexes on 
that island wUl also be exempted, and that may not be desirable. 

Mr HINZE: I thank the honourable member for Wynnum for his comments. I can 
indicate that this clause will be considered for further amendment at another time. I 
remind him that the Governor In CouncU will, from time to time, decide which particular 
island will be affected by this clause. Obviously, islands other than Great Keppel Island 
will be considered. However, I assure the honourable member that the clause wUl probably 
be amended In the future. 

Qause 11, as read, agreed to. 
Qause 12—Amendment of s. 33; Town planning— 

Mr SHAW (12.25 a.m.): As the honourable member for Everton said, the Opposition 
would have moved an amendment to this clause if we had had time to draft It prop>erly. 
However, because we felt that we would fall Into the same trap as the Government and 
prepare something hastily that might miss the point, we decided not to move an amend
ment. Our objection Is that the clause, in part, sets out the definition of a hypermarket. It 
states the gross floor area, which is quite clear. But it then goes on to provide— 

"is owned or leased by an owner or lessee who principaUy controls merchandising 
in respect of at least 80 per centum of those shops therein ." 

I stress the word "shops". Someone could come forward with a proposal to erect a 
hypermarket and to control 6500 square metres of the building proposed. The proposal 
could be that in a small section of the remainder provision would be made for a small 
florist shop, which would be privately owned and operated, a newsagency, a sweet shop and 
some other small shop. The building would contain four shops, of which the main owner 
would own only one, which is 25 per cent. Therefore, it would not be a hypermarket. 
However, he would have control of the entire complex or at least the greatest percentage 
of It. That definition will not be of any use In eliminating people who want to get round 
It by putting forward the proposition, "We are not a hypermarket, because we control 
only 25 or 30 percent of the shops in the complex." 

Mr HINZE: This is an attempt by the Government to recognise a new type of 
trading area that Is known as a hypermarket. I asked the people who came to me originally 
where they got the term from. They said, " 'Hyper' means 'big'— b̂ig market." It Is very 
difficult to decide the difference between a hypermarket, a supermarket and a shopping 
centre. However, this clause establishes that the Government recognises the trading 
area known as a hypermarket. I agree with the honourable member that It is obvious 
that further amendments will be needed to cover this type of trading. 

Qause 12, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 13—^Amendment of s. 34; Subdivision of Land— 
Mr HARTWIG (12.29 a.m.): I hope that the people who suggested this provision 

are aware of the cost of installing underground electricity on Crown land and on Crown 
subdivisions. I do not think the Crown is specific about Installing underground electricity. 
If the provision is to be Imposed on the subdivision of blocks by the Crown, who will 
pay? It wUl not be the subdivlder. 

Mr Casey: The Lands Department is already doing that with quite a number of its 
subdivisions. 
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Mr HARTWIG: Quite a number, but not all. 

Mr Casey: How many people get kUled mnning into lamp-posts every day? 

Mr HARTWIG: Who pays for the difference in cost between overhead and under
ground power lines? 

Some real estate agents advertise land wkh "power nearby" or "electricity available in 
the vicinity" That Is a false statement. A person may buy a block of land because 
electricity is nearby. The person purchases the block and then finds out that he must pay 
a great deal of money to have electricity connected. The Bill goes a long way towards 
rectifying that problem. 

I am concerned about the price of residential allotments. It is becoming impossible 
for people to buy land. Recently an auction of a subdivision In BUoela produced prices 
between $18,000 and $24,000 per block. Young people must try to meet that cost. We 
have power jwles In our main streets and along our highways. The provision of under
ground electricity should be examined. When the cost of providing underground electricity 
Is added to the cost of a subdivision, the final cost of an allotment is very high. Many 
local authorities get away with it; regional electricity boards get away with it. Land is 
cleared for highways. Every morning I pick up a newspaper I read where a vehicle has 
collided with a power pole and a person has been kUled. I am concerned about the extra 
cost Involved In providing underground electricity. 

Clause 13, as read, agreed to. 

Clause 14, as read, agreed to. 

Bill reported, without amendment. 

Mr HINZE: I seek leave of the House to move now for the third reading of the Bill. 

Mr MACKENROTH: I rise to a point of order. Earlier tonight the Leader of the 
House sought leave to use Standing Order No. 273. It is my understanding that Standing 
Order No. 273 allows this House to proceed with all stages of the Bill and that the leave 
sought by the Minister Is not necessary. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! 
Third Reading 

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

CITY OF BRISBANE TOWN PLANNING ACT AMENDMENT BILL 

Second Reading—^Resumption of Debate 
Debate resumed from 4 AprU (see p. 2448) on Mr Hinze's motion— 

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

Mr SHAW (Wynnum) (12.34 a.m.): This Bill Is similar to the Local Government Act 
Amendment BiU which has just been debated. I suppose that I should repeat the arguments 
that were advanced against hypermarkets and those objectionable clauses that are repeated 
In this BUl. Anybody who may read "Hansard" in the future should refer to the debate 
on the Local Government Act Amendment BUl, because the same arguments apply. 

The BUl specificaUy gives the Brisbane Cky CouncU the right to modify applications 
for site approval. As Opposition members stated during the debate on the Local Govern
ment Act Amendment Bill, that requirement was originally Introduced so that councils 
would not do the wrong thing. This Is a positive move that wlU enable the Brisbane 
City Council to negotiate with developers in a more realistic way. It is a posklve move 
that wUl enable the Brisbane City CouncU to negotiate wkh developers In a mUch more 
realistic way. 

We will not repeat our arguments on the matter of hypermarkets. The Minister dealt 
with them adequately In his reply. However, if there are problems with hypermarkets, they 
will be much greater in Brisbane than in any other part of the State. If there are serious 
problems to be addressed, they should be addressed much more urgently in Brisbane. 
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There Is no point In reiterating our earlier arguments. They were dealt with quite 
adequately In the debate on the previous BUI. 

Mr BURNS (Lytton) (12.36 a.m.): The Act is very Important at the moment for the 
residents In my electorate. I have only just discovered that the Brisbane City Council and 
the State Government have arranged for a private enterprise operator to spend three-quarters 
of a mlUion dollars on a toxic waste treatment plant on the Government's Industrial estate 
at Lytton. The people Involved are those currently involved in the managment of the 
WUlawong area. I do not want to quote exactly from their letters because I am not Interested 
in picking on their company. However, I do want to know what Is going on. They say— 

"We are presently designing a plant for this service for our subsidiary company 
. . Brisbane City Council Town Planning consent has been granted for the development, 

using Austgen-Blojet as consuUants, for the plant on land at Lytton offered under 
a Special Lease by the Department of Commercial and Industrial Development. Early 
extensions to the Lytton plant are proposed to treat oily water and acidic and 
alkaUne waters. It Is our expressed Intention to move towards the establishment of 
privately owned treatment facilities for each of the wastewater types presently 
dumped at WiUawong. The proposed capital investment at Lytton is to be $750,000 
this year, followed soon by a similar sum." 

They state their beUef that all grease-trap wastes and acidic and alkaline waters— 
" . . could be treated eventually at our Lytton complex, thus relieving the pressure 
which exists at WUlawong Liquid Waste Treatment Plant today. We are prepared 
to take it on, on a short term basis " 

We have not been told that such a private enterprise plant Is being established at 
Lytton or that approval has been given. Never once have the people of the area been invited 
to lodge an objection or been advised of any right of objection they may have to the 
establishment of such a plant. If it had not been for a colleague's drawing It to my 
attention, I do not know that we would have discovered it until after the plant had been 
constructed. That is not the way town-planning should operate on State Government Industrial 
estates or industrial areas. 

The people in that area are already subjected to the threat by the Brisbane City Council 
of a massive sewage plant adjacent to residential areas. Now we have this approval by the 
Government and the city council. I could provide the name of the company to the Minister 
at a later stage. I want to know why such secret deals are done and why such decisicms 
are made. Toxic waste and its treatment are highly controversial subjects and are of 
grave concern to the families who live in the area. I want to know why the local members 
are not told and why the local residents In the area have not been consulted. 

Hon. R. J. HINZE (South Coast—^Minister for Local Government, Main Roads and 
Racing) (12.39 a.m.), In reply: I thank the honourable member for Wynnum for the 
manner In which he accepted the amendments to the Bill that relate to hypermarkets. It must 
be recorded In "Hansard" that the previous Bill gave ample opportunity for members 
to speak about hypermarkets. I make that comment so that people who read the records 
at some future time are aware that we have not merely glossed over this very Important 
amendment to the Bill on the matter of hypermarkets. That statement covers any attitude 
that might be taken in the debate. 

I say to the member for Lytton that his colleague the member for Woodridge today 
referred to me the particular matter about which the member for Lytton spoke. 

Mr Burns: No. 

Mr HINZE: He came to me today with Mr McCOrmack, who Is the principal of the 
WUlawong plant. He indicated that the Brisbane City Council was a fair way down 
the track towards the establishment of the treatment plant. The Government wUl 
certainly undertake to discuss this matter with the honourable member for Lytton before 
final approval is granted. That will go some way towards alleviating his anxiety. Obviously 
that will not correct the overall problem of the matter having gone so far without his 
being advised. I can only say that the matter is one for the Brisbane City Council and 
perhaps, as the member for Lytton is a friend and colleague of members of that council, 
the matter should have been discussed with him. However, that is not for me to decide. 
Now that the honourable member for Lytton has mentioned the matter in the House, 
officers of my department will certainly refer back to him before final approval is granted. 
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Motion (Mr Hinze) agreed to. 
Committee 

Clauses 1 to 7, as read, agreed to. 
BiU reported, without amendment. 

Third Reading 
BIU, on motion of Mr Hinze, by leave, read a third time. 

STOCK ROUTES AND RURAL LANDS PROTECTION ACT AND OTHER 
ACTS AMENDMENT BILL 

Second reading—Resumption of debate 
Debate resumed from 4 April (see p. 2478) on Mr Glasson's motion— 

"That the Bill be now read a second time." 
Mr GOSS (SaUsbury) (12.43 a.m.): In view of the lateness of the hour and the 

tiredness of Government members, I do not propose to give a long and detailed analysis 
of the stock routes legislation, the Barrier Fences Act and the Rabbit Act. I summarise 
my comments by saying that the Opposition supports the legislation as a commonsense 
and fair way of equitably sharing the cost of enforcing these measures and distributing 
the cost fairly among those shires where the money Is to be spent. 

Mr PREST (Port Curtis) (12.44 a.m.): AUhough the main part of the BiU deals wUh 
Increases in the levies or precepts that local authorities have to pay for certain things, 
I am concemed about a matter mentioned in a press article of 22 February this year by 
David Landers. It is headed, "Logan pays for a rabbit fence", and states— 

"One of the few things you don't see among the fast food outlets, bunting-
bedecked used car lots and real estate agencies crowding the Pacific Highway in 
Logan City, south of Brisbane, is a rabbit. 

Yet the Logan Qty Council, which covers this largely built-up urban area, has 
to pay $12,074.42 this year towards maintaining the state's rabbit fences. 

The financially-strapped councU also faces an $85,009.44 bUl for Queensland's 
stock routes— ând few cattle wander the fields of asphalt surrounding Logan's giant 
shopping centres. 

These mral outlays were raised yesterday by Alderman BUl Kohlmann, the 
council's Labor leader." 

He believes that k is an iniqukous tax being imposed on the Logan Shire Council, and 
he does not know why It should have to make such a contribution. 

Mr Lingard: It's not the only thing he doesn't know. 

Mr PREST: That could be so, but If he spoke to the honourable member he would 
not learn anything more. 

Many other local authorkies pay a precept to the Stock Routes and Rural Lands 
Protection Board, and I am certain that many of their rate-payers would be bewUdered 
to find out that they are doing so. They would certainly wonder what they get out of It. 
But a certain amount of money does go towards the eradication of vermin and noxious weeds. 

Some local authorities, or the land-owners within those local authorities, are not 
doing enough to eradicate noxious weeds. Years ago people were employed as burr-pullers 
In sheep country. They used to remove the Noogoora burr, which is a hazard to sheep. 
If the Noogoora burr and other burrs are aUowed to get into creek beds, when a flood 
occurs they are washed downstream, perhaps onto the properties of people who had made 
an effort to keep their properties clean. Tliat must cause concem to land-owners who are 
already paymg a levy to the board through their councU rates. Nevertheless, the precept 
has not been increased for some time. 

I reiterate the problem of the Logan Shire CouncU, which is objecting to paying the 
precept because it maintains that it does not have too many rabbks or cattle wandering 
the streets, yet this year faces a bUl of approximately $100,000. 
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Hon. W. H. GLASSON (Gregory—Minister for Landŝ  Forestry and Police) (12.48 
a.m.), in rqply: I thank the Opposition spokesman, the member for Salisbury, for accepting 
the amendments in the spirit that he has. He obviously appreciates the purpose for which 
they were introduced. 

I wlU deal with the amendments in order. In relation to stock routes, the precept 
of 75c in the dollar was set in 1944, and I think that everyone wUl agree that the 
escalation In Inflation since then has been of the order of many thousands of per cent. 
But to offset that escalation, there has also been a dramatic increase in the valuation of 
the various shires over that period. 

The amendment relating to barrier fences has been Introduced for exactly the same 
reason. The valuation of the inside shires has increased at a rate greater than that of 
the western shires, and therefore the situation has arisen In which the shires with lower 
values are being subsidised by the shires wkh higher values. That is the reason for the 
increase in the precept paid under the Stock Routes and Rural Lands Protection Act. 

The percentage paid under the Barrier Fences Act was set by Cabinet at 1.25c In the 
dollar. Once again, the western shires, in particular the BuUoo and Quilpie shires, cannot 
p>ossibly meet their commitment on a precept of 1.25c in the dollar. The amount is being 
Increased to 3c in the dollar. That does not mean that all shires wUl be paying 3c in the dollar. 
The figure has been set so that the lower valuation shires wUl be able to meet their 
commitment. The figure of 5c per protected animal—sheep or beast—has been set. In 
order to meet that commitment, the precept has to be increased to 3c In the doUar. The 
board knows that when the precept is set, the shire will be able to meet Its commitment. 

The member for Port Curtis referred to the fact that the Logan City Council Is 
paying a rabbit levy and pointed out that the councU's area is very urbanised. The matter 
can be looked at another way: the western shires are also paying the rabbit levy. If 
the high-infestation shires were not gradually breaking down the rabbit numbers, the 
rural area of the Logan City CouncU would also be badly infested. I can understand 
the Logan City Council saying that, because It is becoming urbanised, its commitment 
to pay the precept should be reduced. 

I thank the Opposition for accepting the amendments and for understanding the 
meaning behind them. 

Motion (Mr Glasson) agreed to. 

Committee 
Qauses 1 to 9, as read, agreed to. 

BiU reported, without amendment. 

Third Reading 
Bill, on motion of Mr Glasson, by leave, read a third time. 

FIG TREE POCKET NOISE EMISSION BILL 

Second Reading—^Resumption of Debate 
Debate resumed from 4 AprU (see p. 2479) on Mr Tenni's motion— 

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

Mr MILLINER (Everton) (12.54 a.m.): The Opposition has a deal of concem 
about a couple of matters. Firstly, it Is concerned about the way in which legislation 
Is being Introduced Into the House and constantly amended. Already the Olminal Code 
and Bail Act Amendment BIU has been amended, and the Minister for Environment, 
Valuation and Administrative Services has just Informed me that this BIU wUl be 
amended at the CommUtee stage. 

Mr Hartwig: It is because of the bureaucrats. 

Mr MILLINER: Probably that Is so. I am concerned about the way in which the 
Bills are being amended. 
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I am concerned also about the principle that permitted the Introduction of this 
legislation. As the Minister said In his second-reading speech, the Bill came about as a 
result of approaches made to him by the Brisbane City Council and the sand and gravel 
producers working in the Fig Tree Pocket area. 

I am sure that all honourable members are aware of the problems that noise can 
create. However, it seems to me that the land development at Fig Tree Pocket should 
never have gone ahead. It was obvious that noise would be a problem for the residents 
In that subdivision, and noise is a real environmental problem. 

The sand and gravel producers had been using the area for a considerable time 
before the subdivision was approved. It seems crazy to me that the subdivision was 
allowed to go ahead. However, I am concerned that the Government Is prepared to 
Introduce legislation of this type for a quick quid. I have been informed that the sale 
of the land In the subdivision will probably return about $2m to the Brisbane City Council. 
That is not a bad sort of profit In anybody's language. 

The Bill provides that purchasers of land in the subdivision must be advised of the 
noise pollution. Obviously, when purchasers hear the gravel trucks In operation, they 
would want to know about It. It stands to reason that they should be advised. 

The BIU also requires the Brisbane City CouncU to note on the rate notices of 
the properties m the subdivision that there Is a problem with noise and that the people 
who own the land affected by the legislation wiU have no recourse to the law. I ask 
the Minister whether it Is sufficient to make a note on the rate notices. I would have 
thought that It would have been a good Idea to mark the title deeds of the properties in 
a similar fashion to ensure that there was no chance of the properties being transferred 
without that Information being conveyed to the purchasers. 

It is Interesting to note that the legislation has a sunset clause. It will run for 30 
years. In some cases sunset clauses are good, but I would like to know why the figure 
of 30 years was plucked out of the air. 

I am concerned about the effect that noise pollution will have on the properties In 
the vicinity of the subdivision. Purchasers of some parcels of land in the subdivision, as 
I have said, will have no recourse to law. But what about the properties In Its 
vicinity? 

The Opposition has grave reservations about the BUl. The subdivision should not 
have occurred; but, as It has happened, I hope that the Government can do the best 
it can for It. 

Mr MACKENROTH (Chatsworth) (12.59 a.m.): Like the Opposklon spokesman, 
I am opposed to the Bill. I do not like this type of legislation. People are being protected 
in a funny way when land can be subdivided close to a noise pollution problem. I know 
that the Minister wUl teU me that this is a Brisbane City CouncU subdivision, but I do 
not think that the council should have subdivided that land if the gravel operation was 
to continue. 

Right throughout the State, too much land is being developed for residential purposes 
too close to Industrial activity. I am sure that all honourable members would have had 
people from their electorates complaining about the noise made by industries or about 
air poUution, especially when they have built their house on a block of land In the path 
of noise and air pollution from factories already In operation when the land was 
subdivided. Those people want to complain about an industry that was in the area before 
their houses were buUt. They want the Government or the councU to stop that industry. 

I realise that the Minister is bringmg In this legislation so that the people who move 
Into the houses concerned will not have any right of complaint for the next 30 years. 
The honourable member for Everton asked why a 30-year period is stipulated. I suggest 
It Is because after 30 years no gravel wiU be left In the river. 

What the Govemment and council should be doing Is stopping this type of develop
ment. If it Is believed that this Industry Is necessary to the development of Brisbane and 
needs to continue to operate In the Brisbane River, and If It is thought that pec^le will 
be annoyed by the noise levels, the Govemment and council should ensure that the 
development Is not aUowed to occur. 
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The Minister, In his second-reading speech, said that the Local Govemment Department 
received various objections to this development. Probably the Minister wiU answer me 
by saying that the development is a Brisbane City CouncU development. I should Uke to 
know whether the Local Govemment Department did anything to stop the development 
going ahead. The Minister for Local Government has power to stop the development. 

Govemments and local authorities should look very closely at any residential development 
that is proposed near mdustry. Industries are needed to create jobs. Adequate buffer zones 
must be provided between Industries and residential areas. 

In my electorate, residential areas extend up to the back doors of industrial premises 
and people bulk homes round a sewage treatment plant. Those people complain because 
the sewage treatment plant is operating. It Is ridiculous for anyone who builds a home 
next to a sewage treatment plant to complain to the councU that the plant is next door. 
In the first Instance, the council should have ensured that a buffer zone was created 
between the sewage treatment plant and the residential area. By way of legislation, such 
as the City of Brisbane Town Planning Act Amendment BUl, this Parliament should 
ensure that buffer zones are created between industries and residential areas. 

I am aware of the reasons why the Minister is bringing this legislation forward. The 
Opposition will not be voting against it, but I am opposed to the type of action that Is 
envisaged by the Bill. It Is the wrong type of action to take to overcome the jM-oblem. 
The Minister knows as weU as I do that after people buUd houses on this land, pressure 
will be brought to bear to stop the Industry operating. 

Mr Tenni: Plave you another suggestion to get over this problem? 

Mr MACKENROTH: The land should not have been developed. 
Mr Tenni: So you wiU not get over the problem? 

Mr MACKENROTH: The land should not have been developed. This is shutting the 
gate after the horse has bolted. 

Mr Tenni: You do not have a solution. 

Mr MACKENROTH: I would not have sold the land. That Is a simple solution; but 
It would, probably have cost the council too much money, so It would not have taken 
that action. 

As I said, this legislation Is the wrong type of legislation to overcome this problem. 
In future, buffer zones should be created between residential estates and industry. 

Hon. N. E. LEE (Yeronga) (1.4 a.m.): I agree with the BiU and I commend the 
Minister for bringing It forward. As honourable members may know, for many years 
I was deeply Involved In the contracting Industry and the sand and gravel industry. Most 
of my early working life was In that particular industry. 

Mr Bums 'interjected. 

Mr LEE: The honourable member for Lytton would not know what it means. When 
a gravel barge came in. It used to unload onto the ground. In those days I owned trucks 
and I had to personally shovel sand and gravel into the trucks. Opposition members claim 
that I was born with a silver spoon in my mouth and would not know what a hard 
day's work is like. What a lot of rot! The days of unloading from a barge directly Into 
a tmck were regarded as easy days, because the sand and gravel did not have to be 
shovelled off the ground. 

Nowadays, It Is all contained in bins. A driver backs his tmck under the bins. In the 
early days the Industry was not required to provide a good class of material. The material 
was always dumped on to the ground and It was known as X-cIass gravel. That gravel 
came straight from the river. It was ungraded. In those days there was plenty of reasonable 
X-class gravel. The Industry and the Government now demand that the gravel be washed 
and graded Into various sizes. 

The construction of high-rise buildings requires a better qualky of graded material. 
The mixing of concrete Is a scientific process. The gravel industry Is required to produce 
high quality, graded gravel. Recently the Captain Cook Bridge was constructed in concrete, 
the gravel for which was obtained from the Brisbane River. 

Mr Mackenroth: About what size? 
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Mr LEE: Some of it was as large as the honourable member's head. Other gravel 
was much smaller, about one inch in diameter. 

The new Gateway Bridge is now being built in concrete. That type of construction 
demands the use of better quality gravel. There is a tendency to swing away from steel 
bridges, such as the Story Bridge. 

For many years gravel plants were located downstream in the Brisbane River and 
had a right to be located there. I make it clear that before I became a member of 
Parliament I was a director of two or three gravel companies. Pressure was placed upon 
those gravel companies by the Government and the Brisbane Qty Council to move their 
plants upstream. As far as I am concerned, they were both to blame. Both those 
organisations put pressure on the gravel companies to locate their plants upstream. That 
was OK, provided it was done in toto, which was done. A site above Seventeen Mile Rocks 
was agreed upon. That site was very good because it was located near many plants 
producing concrete products, such as the plant at Darra that manufactured pipes and 
the tile-manufacturing plants. The cost to the industry to truck the material from the 
higher reaches of the river instead of its being brought down the river by barges was 
many thousands of dollars. Nevertheless, I agree that the plants had to be located in the 
higher reaches of the river. Many companies tried to have the plants located further 
downstream. The Brisbane City Council said that its long-term plan was to locate all 
gravel companies at Seventeen Mile Rocks. The council insisted on doing that. 

Some years ago the Government dredge opened the channel at Seventeen Mile Rocks. At 
low tide there was a three-foot depth of water through which the dredges could pass. The 
rock was blasted and the channel was opened up. The Government ran out of money and 
it left the blasted rock in the channel. 

Mr Prest: What do you mean, "blasted rock"? 

Mr LEE: The rock that was blasted. Unlike the honourable member, I do not have 
a dirty mind. 

The rock was blasted from a solid mass and left In the channel. For years and years 
there was no more than a three-foot clearance over the rocks. As a consequence, the 
industry had to buy flat-bottomed barges, which cost a lot of money. On the way up, 
they travelled over the rocks at low tide so that, when they were loaded, they could 
return at high tide with sufficient clearance to pass safely over the rocks. 

Since then the plants have been moved to Seventeen Mile Rocks. They have been 
restricted virtually to day-time dredging—from 6 a.m. to 9 p.m. It is essential that this 
legislation be agreed to. The companies have invested between $20m and $30m and have 
a right to be protected. Before they were forced to go up there, their investment would 
have been only $2m or $3m. However, they were forced to go there and build a new 
plant, which resulted in that large-scale investment. Therefore, they have a right 

Mr Burns: To make a noise. 

Mr LEE: It is aU very well for the member for Lytton to interject. Eariier he was 
complaining about toxic plants in his electorate. I am putting forward my case. 

Credit should be given to the gravel companies. Over the years, they have tried to 
reduce the noise from their dredging operations. At one time, the vessels all had diesel 
motors on top of the decks. Now they are virtuaUy all diesel-electrics and the motors are 
below decks. Of course, there was an obligation on them to lower their noise levels. 
They have met their obligation. 

Almost all the barges were operating before the houses were built along the river. 
Now, as the member for Chatsworth has said, there is an industry wkh residential A land 
encroaching on it. Complaints are now being made about the noise. I do not deny people 
their right to complain. However, it must be remembered that the industry was responsible 
in its attitude to those complaints and spent many thousands of dollars remedying them. 

The land at Fig Tree Pocket was resumed for the estabUshment of a sewage treatment 
plant. It should never have been rezoned by the Government and subdivided. It was 
resumed from a private person for a pubUc use, not to be rezoned as residential A. It is 
wrong that that should have happened. The councU, by requesting permission to subdivide, 
and the Government, by allowing the rezoning, have brought all of this trouble on 
themselves. They should not blame the c<;mipanies for everything. 

62188—92 
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In my opinion, there has been a deal between the Government and the Brisbane 
Qty Council. I refer honourable members to Queensland Govemment Gazette No. 71, 
31 March 1984, pages 1371 and 1372. The matter went through the gazette in a most 
peculiar way. The Minister acted under his reserve powers. It was not that there were 
not sufficient objections^—there were plenty of them— b̂ut the Minister acted under his 
reserve powers, in spite of the wishes of aU the people, to rezone it as residential A. 
Therefore, it is obligatory for the Grovernment to protect an industry that was forced up 
there—U did not go of ks own volition—by the Brisbane City CouncU and the State 
Government. 

I am especially disturbed by the statement in the Minister's second-reading speech in 
the foUowing terms— 

"As a consequence of fairly lengthy negotiations between the Premier, the 
Brisbane City Council, the Sand and Gravel Producers Association and me, I have 
prepared the Fig Tree Pocket Noise Emission BiU, which permits specified noise 
levels to continue for a period of 30 years .,,," 

I really do not think that is sufficient, but I suppose 30 years is fair enough. The Minister 
went on to say— 

"These levels would be above those normally considered acceptable In residential 
areas. The specified levels may be prescribed by Order In Council upon the 
recommendation of the Minister." 

I have noted that the Minister has circulated an amendment to the Bill. In my 
opinion, it is absolutely essential, because, unless the noise levels are brought under the 
legislation, the Bill is useless. An Order in CouncU could have changed the Act the day 
after it was assented to. The Brisbane City Q>uncU is not obliged to notify Intending 
purchasers of the land of the noise levels that could occur. At least the proposed amendment 
lays down the noise levels agreed upon between the Sand and Gravel Producers Association, 
the Brisbane City Council and the Government. 

It Is very Important that the council give intending purchasers the correct details so 
that i>eople do not buy the land and then erect substandard buUdings. Perhaps, because 
of the noise, the land will sell cheaply. Intending purchasers should reaUy be told that, to 
overcome the noise problem, they should build houses with double-glazing, air-conditioned 
houses or something such as that— ŝomething that will keep out the noise. If purchasers 
are not told very clearly about the noise levels, they will buUd houses and complaints 
will be made. That should not happen, because It Is very easy these days to build a house 
that wiU combat noise. 

I support the BUl. 

Mr PREST (Port Curtis) (1.17 a.m.): This Is a weird Bill. AU honourable members 
should be interested in noise levels In the community. 

A Government Member interjected. 

Mr PREST: I quke agree that the Brisbane Qty Council has entered into an 
agreement with the State Government on this matter. I am surprised that it has done so. 

From time to time, noise abatement legislation comes before the House, and frequently 
honourable members claim that very Uttle has been done to ensure that noise is contained 
under the Act. The area of land in question has been rezoned for residential, sport and 
recreation and open space purposes. The land should never have been rezoned for residential 
purposes; it should have been zoned light Industrial. If people had the knowledge that the 
land was zoned light industrial and stiU decided to build a house in the area, they would 
have to put up with the noise and inconvenience from industry there. 

The Bill provides that when the Brisbane City CouncU is selUng the land it must teU 
purchasers of the noise factor, which could remain for 30 years. As the member for 
Yeronga said, the land may be sold more cheaply than normally, and when people establish 
themselves In that new residential area, objections and complaints about the sand and gravel 
company wlU begin to flow in. When the proposal was first advertised, there were 74 
objections and four petitions containing 133 signatures against the development. That is 
objection from a signiftcant number of people. 
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That figure applies only to the people who actually signed the petition. What about 
their children? The number who wiU be inconvenienced by this sort of noise could run 
into hundreds. We have already heard from the member who represents the area about 
the noise problem, yet the Government Intends to allow even more people to be incon
venienced by it. It is wrong for the Brisbane City Council to develop this land for residential 
purposes, and for the State Government, by introducing this Bill, to give it some form of 
protectl(xi so that people will not be able to complain for the next 30 years. If the Govern
ment Is fair dinkum it must admit that a noise is a noise, irresj)ective of where it emanates, 
and it must be kept down to the level set out in the Noise Abatement Act. 

Hon. W. D. LICKISS (Mt Coot-tha) (1.21 a.m.): Let me say at the outset that I 
have some sympathy for the Minister in charge of the Bill because he is endeavouring, 
using the question of noise emission, to forge an agreement between the council and the 
Government in order to make land which has been developed avaUable for sale. I wish to 
comment generally on the situation. 

To start with, the Minister mentioned that the Brisbane City Council has amended the 
town plan for the city of Brisbane. Let me correct that statement. The Minister for Local 
Govemment, Main Roads and Racing amended the town plan for the city of Brisbane 
in a most peculiar fashion. The member for Yeronga mentioned that the Minister used 
his reserve powers to re-zone the land so that the matter could not be taken further and 
no appeal could be made to the Local Government Court. That is the first point. 

The second point is that this land was subdivided by the Brisbane City Council some 
years ago. At that time the land was zoned for sewage treatment purposes. It was never 
zoned for residential purposes and consequently it is an illegal subdivision. We are dealing 
with the town-planning authority of Brisbane, which is the Brisbane City Council. It has 
breached its own town-planning laws. What is more. It tried to sell the land when it was 
zoned for sewage treatment purposes. It conducted an auction when the gravel companies 
were still working. The noise was such that not one block was sold. That Is the land it 
now prop)oses, in a conspiracy with the Government, to again try to sell, to see what its 
luck will be like this time. The council probably feels that, because land is rather scarce, 
some of the blocks might be taken up. By today's standards these blocks are too small. 
It is a substandard subdivision. Land cannot be subdivided into blocks smaller than 24 
perches, except for a corner allotment, and most of the blocks are only 21 or 21,5 perches. 
That is another ptoint that should be taken into consideration. 

The people In the area have no objection to the land being used for sport, recreation 
and open-space purj)oses, because that is the purpose for which it should be used. It certainly 
should not be used for residential purposes. But the Government and the councU are now 
saying, "Here we have a subdivision for residential purposes, but in addition, we are going 
to rezone further land for residential purposes and create even more blocks in this area." 
This is being done over the objections of the gravel companies, which have proven that 
most of the land is unsuitable for occupation for 24 hours a day, and that, because of 
noise pollution, a great deal of it is unsuitable for residential occupation during the 
night hours. 

So the planning authority of Brisbane is seUing its own land, which it has wrongly 
subdivided, and is proposing to subdivide further land In the same area saying that there is 
a blister over all the land which has proven it to be unsuitable for residential occupation. The 
Government and the council have got together, and the Minister has introduced legislation 
which pwrovides that the people who buy that land wiU not, for the next 30 years, be able to 
complain about the noise provided that it does not exceed the p>ermlssible decibel levels, which 
a layman cannot understand in any case. 

When the land was offered for sale previously, because of the noise, not one block 
was sold. It is no good the Minister saying, "If that is the case, no land wUl be sold." 
With spiec building going the way It Is, the land will be sold and the area will become 
a substandard subdivision. That is what we do not want to happen, and I am sure that 
the Brisbane City Council, in its right mind, does not want it to happen. The Brisbane 
City Council will not aUow a private subdivlder: to do the very thing that the Government 
will permit the council to do, aided and abetted by this legislation. With all due respect, 
I think that it is an indictment against the Minister for Local Government. 

62188—93 
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In his second-reading speech, the Minister said— 
"Present noise levels from the gravel plants in the area are high over the whole 

24-hour period of each day and would most certainly generate noise complaints from 
future residents of the land in question." 

The Minister knows, before he starts, what will happen. He has introduced this legislation 
and said, "We will legislate against you. If you beUeve the noise is unbearable"— the 
Minister now admits that it is unbearable, that it is above the normal tolerance that is 
allowed for residential purpx>ses—"you can do nothing about it for 30 years." That is 
planning gone mad. 

One ought to ask the question: What creates the nuisance in that area? The nuisance 
is created by the gravel plants. Who approved the shifting of the gravel plants from the 
city reaches of the Brisbane River to that area? It was the Brisbane Qty Council, 
assisted by the Government. Therefore, the gravel plants on the other side of the river, 
which create this nuisance, were established by a planning decision of the Brisbane City 
Council. The river is In between. Whoever heard of a river being a buffer for noise? In 
fact, it acts more as a bouncing board for noise. 

There has been an accumulation of errors. The way out will be at the ex[)ense of 
the general residential environment and at the risk of the quiet enjoyment of i)eople who 
will buUd residential homes in that area. The whole situation has been created through 
very bad planning. The land should not be used for residential purposes. Certainly the 
area should not be extended for residential puri>oses because already, before a start is 
made—to use the Minister's own words—the land is unsuitable for residential puri>oses 
because of the noise factor for 24 hours of the day. Knowing that, the Minister is 
legislating to stop people from complaining about noise, even though he says that It Is 
unbearable. 

I reaUse that there Is the old adage of caveat emptor—let the buyer beware. 
Mr Lee interjected. 

Mr LICKISS: People will be complaining, and k will have to be proved that the 
noise level has not gone above what is permissible—and that which is permissible is too high 
in the first instance. 

I have not had an opp>ortunity to look at the amendments that the Minister proposes 
to move but, as the Bill is presently worded and in the words of the Minister, the noise 
levels can be adjusted from time to time by the Minister. I hope that he will not proceed 
with that provision because there Is no way that I would suppx)rt It. Again, It dep)ends 
on the levels, and at least these must be prescribed by regulation. 

I have to reiterate that I have every sympathy for the gravel p)eople who have 
done nothing wrong. They have abided by the town-planning requirements of the Brisbane 
City CouncU and, at great expense, have established gravel plants in that area. It should 
be borne in mind that the subject land Is Immediately across the river from the gravel 
plants. People in the Mandalay and Fig Tree Pocket area, which is removed farther from 
these gravel plants, have complained about the oi)eratlon of gravel barges and gravel plants. 

If he looked through the records of the complaints that I have received over ihe past 
20 years, the Minister would know that there has been much objection to the oi>eration of 
gravel barges and gravel plants in the area. However, the land immediately opposite the 
operation, by virtue of this legislation, is to be subdivided for residential purposes—^that is 
the issue. The Minister for Local Government, Main Roads and Racing arranged for the 
rezoning of the land—not the Brisbane Cky Council—and, at the Insistence of the council, 
the Bill provides a means by which the existing subdivision for residential purposes can be 
sold. More Importantly, because of this Bill other land in noise poUution areas, within a 
range that would preclude ordinary develop)ers from being able to subdivide that land, that 
is zoned for residential purposes can be subdivided for residential purposes. This Is a 
shocking indictment of the Brisbane City Council because k inklated the subdivisions in 
this area. It is also an indictment of the Government for condoning that subdivision, and 
I cannot excuse the Minister for Environment, Valuation and Administrative Services for 
introducting legislation that will enable that land to be occupied for residential purposes 
when he knows that, from a planning point of view, it is totally unacceptable. 

Hon. M. J. TENNI (Barron River—Minister for Environment, Valuatwn and Admin
istrative Services) (1.31 a.m.), in reply: I thank honourable members for their comments, 

and I have a pile of notes to which I could refer. 
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Firstly, I thank the member for Everton for his comments. It is worth pointing out 
to him that the subdivision took place under a Labor city council and, at the time, the 
Lord Mayor was Qem Jones. I am now endeavouring to get another Labor council out 
of trouble to the tune of a loss of about $3m. Whether or not the coundl wUl make 
that much money out of the sale of that land Is yet to be seen. 

My department Is sure that the people In the surrounding area will stUl be protected 
by the present noise pollution legislation; they wiU not be affected in any way. The BUl 
allows the city council to notify aU purchasers of the land about the noise poUution piroblem 
for the next 30 years. 

In this modern age there are ways of building a house to reduce the effects of noise 
pollution. When we sit in this building we hear very little noise from outside, and this 
building has not been double glazed. Houses can be built in double brick, the windows 
can be double glazed and the house can be air-conditioned. If those measures are taken, 
outside noise will not be heard. If purchasers can buy the land under discussion at a very 
reasonable price and build the typw of house that I have referred to, they will live a 
satisfactory, peaceful life. The legislation wUl not affect the area surrounding the 
development. 

All honourable members agree that it is pleasant to have a large buffer zone round a 
particular area. Although the buffer zone in this area is not as wide as It could be, it is 
StiU a buffer zone. 

The member for Port Curtis commented about the rezoning of Fig Tree Pocket. He 
said that that rezoning was initiated by the Minister for Local Government, Main Roads 
and Racing, when he had regard to the money expended by the city councU on works 
associated with a residential development there in the early 1970s. This subdivision has 
been lying idle since then and all sorts of disputes and debates have taken place over those 
14 years. But someone had to make a decision and do something to assist the rate-payers 
of Brisbane. That decision is being made tonight, and I can only hoi)e that it is fmitful 
for the councU. 

I thank all honourable members for their contributioas. 
Motion (Mr Tenni) agreed to. 

Committee 
Mr Booth (Warwick) in the chair; Hon. M. J. Tenni (Barron River—Minister for 

Environment, Valuation and Administrative Services) in charge of the Bill. 
Qause 1, as read, agreed to. 
Qause 2—^Meaning of terms— 

Mr TENNI (1.36 a.m.): I move the following amendment— 
"At page 2, lines 12 and 13, omit the words— 

'prescribed under* 
and substitute the words— 

'determined in accordance with'." 

Mr LICKISS: I am pleased to see that the Minister has amended this clause, because 
it makes it meaningful to those who understand the technicalities involved In the 
measurement of sound. However, k will mean very Uttle to Mrs Housewife who 
suddenly hears some reject gravel being dropped across the river and wonders why 
the baby has been awakened and cannot get back to sleep, 

Mr Prest: And why the dog runs under the bed. 

Mr LICKISS: That is right. 

This Is a technical requirement. However, It will not be a case of someone coming 
along and saying that with only one plant working a loud reading has been obtained 
at a certain station and that that reading is too high, and that when the three plants get 
going the poskion will be aggravated. Rather will it be a case of her complaining each 
time the baby wakes up. She will say that the noise is above the prescribed level and 
she will be asking whether someone can measure the noise. That is one thing that wUl 
occur and that will require an answer. 



2666 10 & 11 April 1984 Fig Tree Pocket Noise Emission Bill 

Look at the situation that wUl confront these pwople. The people over the road, 
for argument's sake, can be subject to noise just within the prescribed limit, but If they 
believe the noise is too loud, they can take action against the gravel comp>anies, as 
they wiU be entitled to. The Bill will not give protection to the gravel companies. In 
no way will it inhibit any adjoining land-holder in taking action. 

I point out to the Minister that this subject land will establish a p>eculiar race of 
people, who will not be entitled to the quiet enjoyment of their properties. The Minister, 
in his second-reading speech, admitted that, because of the noise levels that he is now 
condoning, they will not be entitled to the normal quiet enjoyment of their prop)erties 
for 24 hours a day. 

Mr TENNI: I thank the honourable member for his comments. The adjoining 
land-owners are protected by the Bill. I cannot foresee the problems that the honourable 
member referred to. 

Mr LICKISS: With due respect to the Minister, the adjoining land-holders are not 
protected by the Bill; it applies only to the prescribed land in > the schedule. They are 
outside the prescribed land and they will be able to take action against the gravel company 
for any noise level that they believe prevents them from having the quiet enjoyment 
of their properties. However, the people within the subdivision will not be able to take 
such action, because this very legislation will prevent it. The Bill is creating a special 
group of people who will have to suffer the noise and who, by virtue of the BiU, will 
not have the normal legal remedies. 

Amendment (Mr Tenni) agreed to. 
Clause 2, as amended, agreed to. 
Clause 3—Prescription of permissible noise level— 

Mr TENNI (1.40 a.m.): I move the following amendment— 
"At page 2, omit all words comprising lines 31 to 38 and substitute as clause 

3 the following clause— 
'3. Permissible noise level. (1) The permissible noise level in relation to 

one plant being carried on at the material time shall be an Lio of 59dB(A) 
and in relation to more than one plant being carried on at the material time 

-shaU be an Lio of 65dB(A) where Lio is the level exceeded for 10 pjer.-centum 
of any period of 30 minutes measured in decibels on a precision sound level 
meter using "Fast" response and the "A" weighted scale. 

(2) Measurements taken to establish noise levels for the purposes of 
subsection (1) shaU be taken at a point nominated by the Director within the 
part of the prescribed land that is included in the Residential A Zone under 
the Town Plan for the City of Brisbane as at the passing of this Act/ " 

Mr LEE: I thank the Minister for moving the amendment. I was contacted by the 
Sand and Gravel Association 

Mr Davis interjected. 

Mr LEE: There is no need to be ashamed of that. If a problem has arisen in the 
industry, one goes to the people who are affected. The association indicated to me 
a letter that outUned agreements between the association, the Government and the Brisbane 
City Council. I rang the Minister's office. Unfortunately, I was unable to speak to the 
Minister because he was attending an official function; it was not that he was in his office 
and would not speak to me. Nevertheless, I conveyed to the Minister that it was 
imp>ortant to amend the clause so that people would at least know what the noise levels 
were. I told the Minister's secretary what the industry wanted. I pointed out that the 
only fair way was to amend the legislation so that people would know what land they 
were purchasing. That was dealt with ably by my colleague the member for Mt Coot-tha. 
He touched on a matter with which I was concemed, namely, that if the Bill was not 
amended substandard houses would—and still could—be built. 

I have never believed that the council has the right to resume the land from a 
private owner. The council falsely resumed the land as a site for a sewage treatment 
plant. It was unlawful at a later date for it to subdivide the land for its own use. That 
was wrong. 
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It is at least pleasing that noise levels are referred to in the Bill so that people have 
some pwssibUity of findmg out what they are. Many p)eople will not understand what 
that clause means. At least a person has the right to go to an engineer or somebody 
who can explain to him what It means. Adequate protection wUl be given to that person 
by the BIU. 

Mr LICKISS: I note that the amendment states— 
"Measurements taken to estabUsh noise levels for the purposes of subsection 

(1) shall be taken at a pwint nominated by the Director within the part of the 
p)rescribed land that is included in the Residential A Zone under the Town Plan 
for the City of Brisbane as at the passing of this Act." 

The range of noise levels over the area is not consistent. The gravel companies found that 
for residential purposes some parts of that area had a total block-out because of noise for 24 
hours a day. Other parts, it was said, could be used during daylight hours and would 
not be all right during the night, depending on the noise emanating from the works 
functioning at the time. 

Will there be automatic monitoring from the monitoring point? What wiU happen 
if there is a high level of noise at 2 o'clock in the morning? Does a resident ring up> and say, 
"The noise Is too loud.", with the result that plant is partially shut down and somebody 
is sent over to record a low noise reading? Is it to be an automatic recording program? 
It is all very weU to set up. a place and to say, "This is the px>int for monitoring." I 
want to know how these people wUl have their rights protected—that Is, the few rights 
they will have left after the Government has legislated to take away their rights, 

Mr BURNS: I, too, want to know what the clause means, if we are tb vote on 
a clause that says-^ 

"The pjermissible noise level in relation to one plant being carried on at the 
material time shall be an Lio of 59dB (A) and in relation to more than one plant 
being carried on at the material time shall be an Lio of 65dB(A) . . . " 

I would like the Minister to give me an answer off the cuff, because I know that he 
understands the legislation. How does the ordinary person know exactly what that means? 
The member for Mt Coot-tha said he is worried about the ordinary person whose, home 
win be affected by the noise. An engineer might understand the type of jargon. In the 
amendment but the ordinary person would never understand it. The housewife who is 
complaining about the noise has no idea what all of that means. 

Mr INNES: The three plants are in the heart of my electorate, I leave it for the 
member for Mt Coot-tha to speak about the problems in his electorate. He knows 
the propwsed residential site and the circumstances far better than I. He can more than 
adequately represent the p)eople in his area. However, when it comes to the matter of 
noise control, it has a relevance to my electorate. 

Honourable members know that on many occasions I have raised the matter of-the 
noise produced by the gravel barges that feed the plants. In commendation of i>rogre^ 
and in commendation of the actions taken by the Sand and Gravel Dredgers Association 
led by Mr Cridland of Pioneer Concrete in recent times, I report that steps have been 
taken. The former Minister for Water Resources and Maritime Services set up a con
sultation committee comprised .of members of the community, representatives. pf the Sand 
and Gravel Dredgers Association and officers of the Department of Harbours and Marine 
to attempt to resolve the conflict. In resolving the conflict, a diligent resident ,of my 
electorate—Mr Park, a resident of Cbrinda who lives about half a mile away—himself 
acquired a hand-held sound-measuring device and somewhat graphically was able to display 
the problem to the committee and the Minister. He took a tape-recording of the' noise 
and tested the levels, brought into the committee rooms of Parliament a tap)e-recording 
of the actual noise, set it for the decibel reading he took at the time and reproduced 
the sound levels. He is an unusually dUlgent man who took and maintained an Interest 
in a problem that disturbed him greatly. ; , ' 

There has been progress. Pioneer and one of the Other companies have modified 
barges at enormous expense and are to be commended for that. They have put diesel-
electric motors into sealed compartments In their barges, thus reducing the sound immensely. 
With oiling arid proper maintenance of the grabs and crane devices, noise levels have 
been significantly reduced. ' 
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It is a matter of measuring devices. The committee, with the Minister, has tried to 
achieve levels acceptable to riverside dwellers that will allow the activity to continue. 
Everybody recognises that It will continue; the object has been to minimise the intrusion 
into the residential life along the river. So far that has been done as a consultative 
process, with agreed rotation set by the Sand and Gravel Producers Association so that 
barges do not constantly hammer the same place. With the rotation at the direction of 
that association, barges use different parts of the river and there has definitely been an 
improvement. It has also been a time of a downturn in the industry, so pjerhaps other 
features have led to a sensation of overall Improvement; but there Is no doubt that 
Mr Cridland and the office-bearers in recent years have taken significant steps to Improve 
matters for the residential dwellers. 

The setting of sound levels was considered by the residents' committee to be an 
Important feature; but, because of the costly nature of the necessary improvements and 
modifications to the barges on the river, it was agreed they could be phased in over a 
period of one or two years. The committee wished to have control over the total number 
of barges. It accepted the reality of the maintenance of the industry and, therefore, 
wished the barges to be improved in terms of the nuisance they created. 

So far as the river itself is concerned, as oppjosed to the activities of the plants and 
the crushers—^progress has been achieved, and the essence is the setting of a reasonable 
level, which, in the case of activities on the river Immediately adjacent to existing residential 
A dwellings, has to be lower than that contained in the amendment. The setting of 
proper levels that can be monitored—although sometimes that requires p}eople with 
a couple of dollars and much diligence—is very important. So the strategy as set up 
can be made to work. 

The member for Mt Coot-tha was far better able to tell the House how the noise 
levels affect areas of his electorate. My electorate, unlike his, does not have any 
residential development close to the crushers. 

Mr TENNI: I thank the honourable member for Yeronga, who said that he tried 
to get in touch with me yesterday moming but was unable to do so. In fact, we sp)oke 
this morning. I am always available, just as he was when he was a Minister. 

The answer to the member for Mt Coot-tha Is that noise levels wlU not be taken 
automatically. They will be taken on complaint, as they are In any other area. I can 
only hopjc that there will not be very many complaints. 

The member for Lytton 

Mr Burns: No notes! 

Mr TENNI: I will look at notes. The honourable member Is being very facetious. 
He knows as well as I do that no member In this House would be able to give an 
explanation of the noise level as set out in the amendment. The "Lio" stands for the 
level; "59dB" stands for decibels; and " (A)" Is the weighting scale or the raw noise. I 
hop)e that when the honourable member's colleagues in the Brisbane City Council list 
this on the computers for the rating system, they. In liaison with my dep>artment, will be 
able to set that out in much simpler and clearer terms—terms that can be understood 
by the ordinary pjerson in the street. 

Mr Casey: That raw noise that you have referred to—is that "raw" or "roar"? 

Mr TENNI: The honourable member is being very facetious. Such a remark does 
not really deserve comment. 

Amendment (Mr Tenni) agreed to. 
Clause 3, as amended, agreed to. 
Qause 4—^Nolse emission not ground for action In certain circumstances— 

Mr TENNI (1.55 a.m.): I move the foUowing amendments— 
"At page 3, omit all words comprising Une 18 and substkute the words— 

'determined in accordance with section 3 in relation to one plant; or*"; 
"At page 3, omit aU words comprising line 21 and substitute the words— 

'determined In accordance with section 3 in relation to more than one plant. '" 
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Mr LICKISS: When land is subdivided, pnirticulariy for residential purpxjses, one looks 
In terms of planning to ensure that people have the quiet enjoyment of their prop>erties. 
The side heading to this clause, "Noise emission not ground for action in certain circum
stances" indicates to me that the BiU is designed so that the noise presently emanating 
from these gravel plants would not be actionable against the gravel companies, and I do 
not disagree with that. But I want to place on record this extract from the Mmister's 
speech— 

"Present noise levels from the gravel plants in the area are high over the whole 
24-hour period of each day and would most certainly generate noise complaints from 
future residents of the land in question." 

So what this Assembly is doing tonight is condoning the offering for sale of land sub
divided by the planning authority of this city, which Is the Brisbane City CouncU. This 
proi>osal has been condoned by the Local Crovemment Department, under the Minister for 
Local Govemment, who applied for the rezoning in his own name using reserve p>owers and 
thus avoiding any app)eal by the p>opulace against this shoddy planning procedure. 

The Minister in charge of the BUl said in advance that if people live in that area 
they wUl not have the quiet enjoyment of their homes because the existing noise levels 
already prevent such enjoyment. This Assembly should tonight make a statement that 
that land, even though it may be p>artiaUy subdivided for residential purpxwes, should not be 
further subdivided, and that the land should never be made avaUable for residential 
purpxjses. The land could be used to advantage for other purposes, and the town-planners could 
tell the Government how that could be done. I could tell the Government myself. But 
this legislation is an Indictment of this Government, the Minister for Local Government and 
particularly the planning authority of this city, the Brisbane Cky Council, which is responsible 
for Its planning and development. 

Mr TENNI: I thank the honourable member for Mt Coot4ha for his comments but 
I remind him that, in my second-reading speech, which he has rep>eated, I did not pull 
any punches. I said that I was not forcing anyone to buy that land. If anyone does 
buy a block, he knows full weU the existing noise levels and that they will continue for 
up to 30 years. 

Amendments (Mr Tenni) agreed to. 
Clause 4, as amended, agreed to. 
Clause 5—Brisbane City Council to inform of likelihood of noise— 

Mr LICKISS (2.1 a.m.): If we ever add insult to Injury, this clause Is the one that 
wiU do it. The planning authority, having made the land available, wUl have to record 
why the land is unsuitable for residential subdivision and residential habitation; but It will 
do it presumably by noting on all the appropmate rate notices the effect of this legislation. 

Sir WiUlam Knox: Without any covenant on the tkle. 

Mr LICKISS: That is the point that I am making. Quite frankly, any accurate title search 
Is not dep}endent on a rate notice. It is dep)endent on the title deeds, which give a p)erson title 
to the land. It is on that title that there should be a covenant or documentary evidence of 
the fact that the land is restricted and that pjeople are not entitled to all the rights that a 
normal freehold or registered proprrietor would have over freehold land. 

Not only that, we are now condoning a restricted freehold title. People who buy this 
land will not have the rights to their freehold land that honourable members and I have 
to our freehold land. If someone comes along and makes a noise near my property, I can 
go to the Minister's department and say, "Look, my place Is affected by noise pollution. 
Come and Usten to it." If the noise pollution is wkhin the prescription of the legislation, 
I can have it stopp)ed; action can be taken. The owners will not have that option. 

This provision wUl apply for 30 years. In 10 years' time someone could buy this land. 
Suppose that he does not look for the rate notice until after the contract is signed, but 
does a title search. Nothing on that title wiU show that the land is restricted in any way. 

To make restricted land available without placing a covenant on the title is unthinkable. 
Quite frankly, I cannot understand why the Minister's department and the Local Govemment 
Department have not Insisted on that happening. This matter should be taken up with 
the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General and. In turn, wkh the Registrar of Titles, 
and certainly appropriate action should be taken. The owners wUl not have that option. 
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It is almost unthinkable. Land is made available by the planning authority. It will be 
sold by the planning authority. It will have a restricted title, and the planning authority 
will not make that known. The planning authority is responsible for giving clear title and 
setting out conditions on the land, but it hopes to do it by some round about method by 
saying, "Well, we will put it on the rate notice. When ybii get your rate notice you will 
find that you have trouble with your land." It leaves me speechless. 

Mr LEE: I cannot help but agree with my colleague the member for Mt Coot-tha. 
He pointed out so ably the problems that are likely to arise. 

I am absolutely staggered that the mertibers for Sandgate and Wynnum, who were 
members of the Brisbane City Council when this land was bought by the Council, are not 
saying one word in this debate. They knew that the land was unlawfully subdivided. They 
were kept silent by Clem Jones and they have kept silent during this debate. I am astounded 
that two members of this Chamber, who were members of the Brisbane City Council at 
that time, have not said one word on this matter. 

Mr TENNI: I thank honourable members for their comments. I should not have 
to tell the honourable member for Mt Coot-tha—I am sure that he is awiare— t̂hat no law 
permits the placing on title of anything but an easement. That is my informaition. 

An Honourable Member interjected. 
Mr TENNI: Well, when a person purchases a block of land or a house, he.either does 

a rate search himself or engages a solicitor to do it for him. I hope that a solicitor would 
advise future purchasers of the special conditions, attaching to the land in this subdivision. 

Mr LICKISS: If the Minister was not such a good friend of mine, I would give him a 
better serve than what I propose to give him. This Assembly can legislate for any endorsement 
on a title. Any documentary evidence, presented for registration at the Titles Office, can be 
registered on the title. Quite frankly^ I think.that the,Minister needs better advice. 

Mr TENNI: I thank the honourable member, but I was aware of that. ; I was referring 
to preset legislation that does not. permit anything but easements to be endorsed on a deed 
of title. 

Mr LICKISS: I would like to clarify the situation. By way of amendment, this 
legislation can make provision for those endorsements. It can be done. 

Clause 5, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 6—Termination of Act— 
Mr LEE (2.7 a.m.): This clause limits the life of the Act to 30 years. However, I 

am sure that the Brisbane River will still be a viable gravel-producing projwsition for many 
more years than that. Material for treatment will be brought up the river from Moreton 
Bay and from the river mouth. I do not want to make a fuss about this, but I must say 
that 30 years is too short. 

Mr TENNI: No-one knows for sure, but it has been estimated that gravel supplies from 
the Brisbane River will last only another 30 years. For all I know, gravel may not be used as 
a building material in 20 years' time or 30 years' time. However, the Bill will operate for 
only 30 years. 

Clause 6, as read, agreed to. 
Schedule, as read, agreed to. 
Bill reported, with amendments. 

Third Reading 
Bill, on motion of Mr Tenni, by leave, read a third time. 

VALUATION OF LAND ACT AMENDMENT BILL 

Second Reading—Resumption of Debate 
Debate resumed from 4 April (see p. 2483) on Mr Tenni's motion— 

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

Mr MILLINER (Everton) 2.10 a.m.): Bearing in mind the lateness of the hour and 
the request that has been made by the Whips, I will keep my contribution as short as 
possible. The Opposition does not oppose the Bill. The Minister, in his second-reading 
speech, said that he had received approximately 204 submissions regarding valuations. 
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In the,. 1970s the then Minister for Survey and Valuation (Mr Greenwood) Indicated 
that he was considering setting up an Inquiry into the valuation system. Over many years, 
valuations have been the subject of considerable debate. The New South Wales Govern
ment even conducted a royal commission Into the system of valuation in that State. 

Mr Austin interjected. , . 

Mr MILLINER: It has had one or two royal commissions, but a decent royal 
commission into the Queensland Government would prove. interesting. 

The New South Wales royal commission came up with various methods that, .could 
be adopted. 

Mr Austin: You are only trying to protect your friend Nev. 

Mr MILLINER: I do not think so. However, if a royal commission was conducted 
into the Queensland Government, the Minister for Health might need some protection. 
I do not want to be side-tracked, because the longer I am side-tracked the longer this 
debate wiU continue. I am sure all of us want to get home. 

Many inquiries have been conducted into valuation methods. As the Minister In 
charge of this BiU indicated, he be'ieves that valuation is the best method of laying the 
foundation for local government finance. I think all honourable members will agree that 
that is so. 

Various suggestions have been put forward as to ways and means by which local 
authorities can raise their revenue. I honestly believe that the valuation method Is the 
best method available to them. 

The Minister Indicated his suppx>rt for the centralised valuation system. I would not 
disagree with him on that. He did say, however, that he supported the unimproved value 
method. On that, he and I disagree; I do not support that method. I consider it fairer to 
introduce the site value method. Too many problems arise with the unimproved value 
method, and It would be fairer if valuers valued properties on site on the basis of the 
use to which they were put. 

Mr Lane: Is that official policy, by the way? 

Mr MILLINER: That is official policy. 

The provision that relates to entry upon mining leases Is fair and just. A valuation 
does not take effect prior to entry upon that mining lease. I have nothing to complain 
about In relation to that provision. 

As to multiple dwelling units—my good friend and colleague the honourable member 
for Bundaberg may raise this matter; but as far as I can see, these days more and 
more granny flats are being erected to enable elderly parents to live with their families. 
There is a greater need to provide accommodation such as granny flats. 

Mr Tenni: That is allowed for. 

Mr MILLINER: I know It Is allowed for. I can see merit in that provision. As 
I say, the honourable member for Bundaberg may raise some other matters in relation to It. 

Mr Austin: Is there a division In the ranks? 

Mr MILLINER: No, there Is not. OppKJsition members scrutinise the legislation very 
well and make their individual contributions. 

The matter of stratum has come up and obviously has to be rectified. Buildings such 
as the Sheraton Hotel are erected over air space. That particular building is over the 
Central Railway Station and is not on separate land. There are conflicting Interests. 

Mr Borbidge: It will be a great asset. 

Mr MILLINER: No doubt k will, but the land Is used for a railway station and also 
for a hotel. How will it be valued? The valuation of stratum Is an excellent idea. 

Mr Austin Interjected. 
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Mr MILLINER: The Brisbane City Council Is right behind this development. It is 
a very progressive council. I am sure the Minister for Health will agree with me that 
the Labor Brisbane City Council is so progressive that it wiU annihilate the Liberals In 
the local authority election next year and wUl be returned In a resounding victory. 

Mr Austin: You think that the boys will beat her? 

Mr MILLINER: I think so. 

Mr Austin: You mean that you think? 

Mr MILLINER: He Is an excellent Lord Mayor. I wonder whether the Minister for 
Health wlU be supporting Sallyanne Atkinson. I do not want to be side-tracked, but I 
have been provoked by the Minister for Health. 

Stratum Is an interesting matter. An Increasing number of buildings wiU be using air 
space rather than land. Because of modern building techniques, more buildings will be 
constructed In air space. The Minister for Transp)Ort has left the Chamber. He has 
Indicated quite clearly that he Is advocating more use of space above railway stations for 
that type of development. I do not know whether the Minister Is familiar with the 
construction of buildings above rivers. A restaurant has been constructed over the Maroochy 
River. At the moment, its name escap}es me. However, It is a fixture. 

Mr Simpson: They keep changing its name. 

Mr MILLINER: Its name is changed regularly. 
The restaurant Is a fixture. The construction Is supposed to resemble a floating 

restaurant. However. I do not think that it would float very far. 

Another interesting provision in the legislation relates to invisible improvements, which 
are defined in the legislation. I favour the sight value method rather than an unimproved 
value method. The Bill refers to the unimproved value and takes Into consideration invisible 
Improvements. I think that a site value method should be used rather than an unimproved 
value method. 

Reference is made to the valuation of several parcels of land. In 1979 I brought 
to the attention of the public the situation that could occur with separate parcels of land. 
That took place in the Mackay area in north Queensland. Two parcels of land were 
Involved. 

Mr Tenni interjected. 

Mr MILLINER: The people in Mackay certainly think that they Uve In north Queensland. 
I reside in Brisbane. I do not want to enter into an argument on where north Queensland 
begins. 

The following article appeared in "The Sunday MaU" on 15 April 1979— 
"An ocean-front block of land owned by a North Queensland, farmer has been 

downvalued from $25,000 to $30. 
Adjoining blocks one-tenth the size have sold for up to $16,000 in the Mackay area. 
The rateable value of two much smaller blocks on either side of the land was 

$11,650 and $11,500." 

The Valuer-General, Mr Cook, expressed his amazement that 1.047 ha of land could be 
worth only $30. Following the Valuer-General's determinaton, an appeal was lodged in the 
Land Court. The matter was heard by the Land Court in Mackay. The article in 
"The Sunday Sun" further states— 

"In the Mackay case, the Land Court ruled that the land was part of a cane 
farm. 

Counsel for the owners argued successfully that the land, in Douglas Shire, was 
part of the farm because the owners' houses and machinery sheds were there. 

The cane farm is a short distance down the road. 

The court termed the land 'unassigned' and set ks value at $30, 

This came after counsel for both parties—the Valuer-General and the owners— 
agreed to an all or nothing approach either a valuation of $25,000 or one of $30, 
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The Valuer-General (Mr Cook) wrote to a departmental officer after the ruling and 
said: 'What amazes me is that even If it is valued as unassigned cane land, the parcel 
containing 1.047 hectares is only worth $30.'" 

That is a serious situation. I do not think that anyone in this Chamber would seriously 
suggest that such a block of land would be worth only $30. 

Mr Austin: What about aU the land that the former Lord Mayor owned down TIngalpa 
way? 

Mr MILLINER: I am not aware of the activities of the former Lord Mayor. 

Mr Austin: A big sewerage line went right through it. 

Mr MILLINER: That could be so. I am not familiar with the dealmgs of the 
former Lord Mayor. If the Minister is able to enlighten me, weU and good. However, 
amalgamating that into the one property will overcome the problems that I raised in 1979. 

The provision relating to valuations over boundaries is a commonsense approach to a 
problem that has arisen, and I make no further coinment on that. 

The appeal system outUned by the Minister wlU rectify problems that have existed. 
However, I would like to see a complete review. Presently, the first api>eal is to the Valuer-
General's Department. As we all know, that is virtually appiealing from Caesar to 
Caesar. If the department has completed the revaluation of a shire and a pierson api>eals, 
he Is appealing to those who have effected the revaluation. A person dissatisfied with that 
can take the matter to the Land Court. I have advocated previously an app>eals tribunal 
consisting of a registered valuer, someone from the local authority in which the revaluation 
has occurred—I believe that local knowledge is important—and a magistrate or some other 
person with legal training to Interpret the Act. That would be a better app>eal system than 
is available now. 

The Bill provides for the reduction of the p)eriod between valuations. The next Bill 
on the Business Pap)er is the Valuation of Land (Annual Adjustment) BUl. The Oppxisltlon 
fully supports the shorter valuation period. The system now is that valuations are made 
every five to eight years. In my opiiuon, that has not been satisfactory. As all honourable 
members know, property values are affected by booms and busts. If a i)erson is fortunate 
enough to have his prop>erty valued at a time when the market is depressed, he has a 
significantly reduced valuation. On the other hand, a p>erson who is unfortunate enough 
to have his prop>erty continually valued In boom p>eriods is faced wkh high valuations and 
the disadvantages that flow from them. The action of the Minister in introdudng annual 
valuations wUl overcome many of the problems resulting from sky-rocketing land valuations. 

The other provisions in the Bill are principally machinery provisions. The Opp>osition 
does not complain about the Valuer-General being able to sell statistics compiled by his 
department. Obviously, a person wishing to mount a case against a valuation requires 
information that will assist him In his app)eal. 

OveraU, the Opposition does not oppwse the BUl in any way. 

Mr McELLIGOTT (TownsviUe) (2.24 a.m.): I congratulate the Minister on his 
expressed determination to change the system of valuation and rating. It is to be applauded. 
I certainly wish him well. In my experience in local govemment, no subjects have caused 
more discussion and argument than valuation and rating. 

I have sp>oken previously in the House about the problems caused by large increases 
in valuation. I am sure that all honourable members appreciate that, as long as increases 
are uniform, there is no significant effect on the relativity of rates payable within a local 
authority area. However, serious problems result from abnormal increases. 

I was surprised to hear the Minister say that the people and organisations that he 
had spoken to favoured the retention of unimproved value as the basis for setting rates. 
I would be mterested to know to which local authorities he sp>oke and what other opytions, 
if any, were considered. I agree with the Opposition spokesman who said that, because 
the present system has too many anomalies that Govemments are unable to resolve. It 
just does not work and, therefore, other altematives need to be studied fully. 
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On a number of occasions I have spoken of the need to take into account the 
current use of the land. Certainly the unimproved value method does not allow for that. 
1 note that the Minister will have continuing discussions with local authorkies and 
interested groups and that further amendments to the Act will be forthcoming. I look 
forward to receiving them. 

On the subject of stratum, the Minister instanced the Sheraton Hotel development 
as a classic example; it is certainly one of which all honourable members are aware. Local 
authorities require develoi>ers to make reasonable contributions to their costs. The anomaly 
in the Act prevented that from happening where buildings were constructed in air space. 
Commercial operators need to be forced in some way to make an equitable contribution 
to the cost of running local authorities. 

The proposal to include the Commonwealth Government in the proviso to section 
12 (c) of the Act is a commonsense one, hut it does nothing to take account of invisible 
improvements provided by private developers. It deals with invisible improvements provided 
by the State and CommonweaUh Governments, but takes no account of invisbile improvements 
provided by private develoi)ers. The most obvious instance in my experience is that of 
the casino site in Townsville. Because I am aware that discussions are going on between 
the Government and the Townsville City CouncU in an endeavour to reach agreement on 
overcoming the problem, I do not wish to speak at length about it. However, the lesson 
is there for all to learn and, of course, it has application in other areas. The casino site 
in Townsville is to be reclaimed from the sea. Because of the omission of which I have 
spoken, the costs of improving the site are deducted from the improved value so that, 
as all honourable members will appreciate, a very, very low unimproved value is arrived 
at and the local authority misses out. Because the developer has reclamation costs to 
meet, he gains no advantage, but because of the low unimproved value of the reclaimed 
land, ultimately the local authority misses out. As I said, in this particular instance 
agreement is to be reached to ensure that the TownsviUe City Council gets a reasonable 
return. 

I have two other examples which will very simply explain the problem about which 
I am speaking. They relate to two large department stores. One is a Target store located 
on 45 000 square metres of reclaimed land. The Valuer-General's valuation of that land is 
$330,000. The Nathan Plaza shopping complex is located on 26 OOO square metres and is 
valued by the Valuer-General at $ 1.58m. That is a substantial variation. Honourable members 
will appreciate that they are two very similar types of operation, but, because of the 
anomaly I have mentioned, one department store pays substantially less in general 
rates to the Townsville City Council. The Canelands shopping complex in Mackay is 
another example of a retail store on reclaimed land. Because of the anomaly, the unimproved 
value of the land is very low indeed. 

I leave that matter with the Minister. He spoke about further consideration of 
amendments to the Act and I would be grateful if in due course he would consider the 
matters 1 have raised. 

Mr BAILEY (Toowong) (2.29 a.m.): This is an interesting and commendable Bill, 
as it aims to correct some of the anomalies in relation to valuations. One important clause 
amends the section of the Valuation of Land Act that requires the Valuer-General to 
make a concessional valuation of land occupied by a single dwelling-house when that land 
has a higher value for more intensive use. 

At present, a concessional valuation applies only to land with the following types of 
dwellings— 

A dwelling occupied solely by one family; 

An owner-occupied dwelling, part of which is converted for use as a flat, 
which in most circumstances is a granny flat, as has been mentioned already; and 

An owner-occupied dwelling in which a furnished room is occupied by 
someone who is not a member of the owner's family. 

The existing provision does not cover a building originally constructed as two flats, 
even if the owner lives in one flat and lets the other. In such a case, the full market 
value applies, and it is only fair that that be corrected. The Bill goes a long way towards 
doing that. 
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In that context, at the last valuation of the city of Brisbane, a typical 809 square 
metre block in the division of Toowong zoned residential B would be valued at $33,000 
oh the basis of its potential for units. If, however, the concession had appUed It would 
have been valued as residential A land at only $18,000, so it would be the same as all 
the other residences in the area. 

The new provision will also extend the concessional valuation to larger dwellings 
that are owner-occupied in which more than one room may be occupied by p)ersons 
other than the owner's family. So, whereas under the present Act a widow, for example, 
can let one room, in the future she will be able to let more than one room as long as 
she remains a resident in the home. The provision will not apply to boarding houses and 
guest houses, but it will do away with an anomaly v/here a person gets into that 
predicament and has to make money from her home. 

Obviously, the application of full market value to land as multiunit sites causes 
hardship to the owners of duplex flats and dwellings that do not fall within the existing 
provisions of the Act. So there is merit in protecting residential land-owners who cannot 
gain the fuU income potential of the site whilst in family occupation. 

With the .increasing demand for space within the commercial areas of Brisbane and 
Queensland provincial cities, it is pleasing to note that the Valuer-General is to be 
given the power to value a stratum. Of course, that will be fairly difficult to do, because 
he will be valuing a horizontal layer of land, as is the case with the Sheraton Hotel, 
which was mentioned earlier. I think that building will be valued slightly lower than the 
ordinary high-rise blocks at the moment. I am pleased that I do not have to carry out 
the valuation, because it wlU be quite confusing. 

The commercial development of the air space over Crown land, including the 
proposed project at Toowong, which I hope will take place in the not too distant future, 
should be applauded. However, developers of those projects should contribute to local 
authorities and not enjoy an advantage over other developers just because they are 
building over land that is presently used by Government organisations. It should be 
emphasised that the new provision will not affect properties that are subject to the 
Building Units and Group Titles Act, In which case only one valuation will stiU be 
made. Sep)arate valuations will not apply to the individual units. 

There is also a new provision relative to the lapsing of objections, which wUI 
obviously improve the efficiency of the objection procedure for both the land-owner 
and the Valuer-General. It is clearly undesirable to have any uncertainty regarding the 
legal status of an objection that has been overtaken by events. In such circumstances, 
when a residential estate is subdivided, the valuation is issued and the developer objects. 
He then begins to sell the estate. More objections are then received before the valuation 
takes full effect. In those circumstances, it wiU be the last objection that applies. All 
the other objections will lapse. That will, it is hoped, simplify any confusion over the 
process, and that will be a benefit to aU. 

There Is also a sensible solution to the problems encountered by a layman in an 
appeal to the Land Court when he fails to serve a copy of the notice of appeai on the 
Valuer-General within the prescribed period. If that does not happen now, the appeal is 
totally ruled out. Previously, the court had no jurisdiction to hear the appjeal if there was 
a late lodgement; but this amendment means that the failure to serve a copy of the 
notice of app)eal on the Valuer-General will not jeopardise the appeal. It could, of course, 
cause increased costs if the appellant does not submit the notice within the prescribed time. 

Amendments of this type should be encouraged, as they serve to simplify the inherent 
rights to object and appeal without detracting from the Valuer-General's administrative 
duties under the Act. I commend the Minister on their introduction. 

Mr PREST (Port Curtis) (2.35 a.m.): I have much pleasure in speaking to this BUl. 
The valuation of land Is always a controversial issue. When legislation is introduced to 
amend the Valuation of Land Act, quite a few members take part in the debate. 

No doubt the valuation pf land Is a matter that concerns all land-holders. On occasions, 
local authorities use a new'Valuation to slip a little extra onto the rates. Then they say 
to the rate-payers, "It was not our fault; it was the new valuation that caused your rates 
to go up so much." We all know that if the increased valuation is not above the average 
mcrease for the area, the rates should not alter. 



2676 10 & 11 AprU 1984 Valuation of Land Act Amendment BiU 

, A similar skuatlon wiU arise later this year when the fire brigade levy is imposed. 
Again, a little extra will be slipp>ed onto the rates. Shires that have been revalued, such as 
Miriam Vale shire, will be able to add a Uttle to the rates and say, "Oh, the fire brigade 
levy is responsible for that." 

I am concerned about the method used to make a valuation. The method changes from 
time to time. Last year, a new valuation of approximately $13,000 was placed on a prop)erty 
in Lord Street, Gladstone. The block of land was held under perp)etual lease. The owner 
passed away. The children wanted to freehold the land because the property had to be 
sold to finalise the estate. They applied for a price, and the Lands Department fixed a price. 
It was not $13,000, which was the Valuer-General's valuation, but $40,000. They could have 
accepted that figure. Also, they could have approached the Valuer-General's Department in 
Rockhampton and obtained a valuation or they could have approached a local valuer and 
obtained a private valuation. The Valuer-General's Department said, "Look, we cannot do any 
better than $40,000." After the matter was taken up with the department again, the figure 
was reduced to $30,000. Eventually k was reduced to $20,000. 

Mr Tenni: The Valuer-General's Department or the Lands Department? 

Mr PREST: The Valuer-General's Department did the valuation in Rockhampton. 

Mr Tenni: $40,000? 

Mr PREST: Yes. At first we were told that the department could not do any better 
than $40,000. 

Mr Tenni: The Lands Department said that it could not do any better than $40,000? 

Mr PREST: I ask the Minister to allow me to finish the story. We ended up getting 
the figure down to $20,000. I do not know how the department did that. It would have 
beMi a gigantic rip)-off. 

I am forced to sp>eak in this debate and to refer to a new valuaticm that has taken place 
in the Miriam Vale shire, which is in the electorate of the Minister for Works and Housing. 
As I am the adopted member representing that shire, I have to sp>eak on its behalf. 

A press report dated 25 February 1984 states— 
"Miriam Vale was a town *up in arms' last night with locals set to battle with 

the State Government over new land valuation notices which could result in a massive 
hike in rate bUls. 

Some landholders have had the total rateable value of their land increased by up 
to 2,400 p>er cent. 

Miriam Vale Shire Council deputy chairman Mr Graham Colyer said yesterday 
the valuations were probably some of the highest to take place in Queensland. 

One local shop proprietor said the Valuer-General 'wouldn't want to be walking 
around the streets (of Miriam Vale) at the moment because nobody would say good day 
to him.' 

The new valuations for property owners in the Miriam Vale Shire were released 
by the Valuer-General's dep)artment yesterday. A State Govemment report shows the 
city's total rateable value had increased by 860 p)er cent from $3.9 mUlion in 1976 to 
$37.9 mUUon. 

Everyone who owns land is affected by the new increases and the locals are up 
in arms about the whole Issue, the local businessman said. According to another 
local the new valuations will have no effect if the council chooses 'to do the right 
thing' by the ratepayer." 

That is understandable. It makes sense that, if the valuation did not increase any more 
than the average valuation, the rates should not increase. But k is important how the 
local authorities choose to spend money and they always manage to put a Uttle extra onto 
the rates in the new valuation year. The article goes on to say— 

"The valuations wUl be used by the councU from July 1 to calculate the new 
general rates to be paid by the Miriam Vale's ratepayers. 

The councU's deputy chairman Mr Graham Colyer denied yesterday that the 
new valuations would create a flood of funds for the councU. 
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He said it was Ukely that the only i>eople who would face a higher rate bill 
were those whose land evaluatkms had increased by more than 2,000 per cent. 

State Government Valuation Minister Mr Martin Tenni said yesterday he was 
concerned that prop>erty owners should be aware that their general rate biU would 
not increase by the same p)ercentage as the new valuations. 'Exp>erience has shown 
(hat councils invariably adjust the rate in the dollar,' he said. 

Mr Tenni said grazing values had increased greatly in the shire. 'Values in the 
shire were not increased in the 1976 valuation due to the beef depression and the 
new values therefore represent the changes that have occurred since 1968.' 

He said rural home sites had also increased In value due to the demand from 
Gladstone and Bundaberg purchasers. Miriam Vale residents have until April 24 to 
lodge objections about the new valuations wkh the Valuer-General's Depnutment." 

People In the area were concemed about the massive Increases of up to 2400 per cent 
in valuation. The average for the Miriam Vale shire was 860 per cent. A pubUc meeting 
was held about these massive increases in valuation. A member of the local press 
attended the meeting and this report appeared in one of the local p)ap)ers— 

"Miriam Vale Shire residents, recently hit with shock increases in land valuations, 
are considering using professional advice in their fight to reduce the new land values. 

Angry, concemed residents packed into the Miriam Vale Bowls Club on Wednesday 
night to discuss methods of combating the Increases. 

Every land owner present wanted to know why land values had increased by up 
to 4,(XX) p>er ceik In the shire, how the revaluation would affect their rates and 
what they could do to reduce them. A committee of three was formed as a result 
of the meeting to investigate the cost of having a valuer give general advice on 
how best to put the cases for a reduction in valuation. 

Every resident at the meeting was unhappy with the valuation hike and all 
planned to lodge an objection." 

I warn the Minister that he can expect a flood of objections artiving at his office by 24 April. 

Mr Lee Interjected. 

Mr PREST: The member for Yeronga is off the track, but I wUl let his comments 
blow over my shoulder. He has weathered the long day pretty well. 

As I was saying, the Minister can expect to receive a flood of objections from p>eople 
because of the increase in valuations. Some of them claim that the valuations have 
increased by 4 000 per cent, but even if the average is only 2400 per cent on rural land, 
it is still a massive increase. People in the Miriam Vale shire say that one of the reasons 
for the huge increase was the depression in the cattle industry and valuations not having 
risen when they should have. But, although it is said that the cattle industry is still not 
doing weU, the valuations have now been increased. I am sure that the land-owners will 
be given an opportunity to have the high increases introduced over five years. This 
means that the graziers of the Miriam Vale district and other residents in the shire wUl 
receive continual increases in their valuations for the next five years. If the valuation is 
higher than the average, the land-owners wUl be paying more in rates each year. 

By the time their latest valuation reaches the peak, the shire wUl be due for another 
revaluation. The department will say that, instead of imposing massive increases on the 
property-owners, it will go steady on them and spread the increases over five years. However, 
as valuations take place every five or eight years, by the time the first revaluation is spread 
over five years the prop)erty-owners will be faced with another revaluation. The whole 
process will be an ongoing one. 

The people in the Miriam Vale shire, as in other local authority areas, become deeply 
concerned when their properties are revalued. And so they should. Can honourable members 
imagine an increase in the total valuation of the shire from $3,9 m to $37 m In one hike? 
That is unbeliveable. The Government should introduce a method that is fair and just 
and acceptable to the rate-payers. 

From time to time the Government has said that k will try new valuation methods. 
So far, nothing has been done. I ask this Minister, instead of continuing to make promises, 
to do something positive during his term of office and bring forward a new valuation system. 
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Mr NEWTON (Caboolture) (2.47 a.m.): The amendment to the BiU as set out in 
subclause 4 (a) removes from the unimproved value of the land any enhancement in land 
values arising from any licence, right or privilege. A sugar-cane assignment is excluded 
from this provision, and any enhancement that it gives to land still forms part of the 
unimproved value. 

This provision will benefit both the dairying and tobacco industries. By virtue of the 
Milk Supply Act 1977, some dairy-farmers in south-east Queensland hold market milk 
entitlements that enable them to supply milk to certain processors for domestic consumption. 
The market milk entitlement is determined on the basis of past production and reflects the 
farmer's management as weU as the quality of the land. The market milk entitlement 
attaches to both land and premises. Under the Act, the Valuer-General is required to value 
dairy farms in such a way that the unimproved value of the land includes the value of 
the market milk entitlement. In 1982, the Land Appjeal Court confirmed that that method 
of valuation was correct and included milk quotas issued by dairy factories within the 
unimproved value. 

At present, the value of dairying land is higher than that of comparable land used for 
other primary production purposes. The Bill will put dairy farmers on the same footing as 
other producers in the same locality. I am sure that all members support such endeavours, 
which means a good deal to my area and will assist primary producers to withstand the 
increasing pressures of rising costs. 

Clause 5 provides for a change in the law relating to the valuation of applications for 
mining leases. Previously, those applications were valued as rateable land before the 
applicant received approval to commence mining operations. 

In future, an application for a mining lease will be valued for rating purposes only 
when approval to enter has been given under the mining Acts. Eliminating the need to 
value applications that do not eventuate as mining leases, wiU be of benefit to unsuccessful 
applicants for mining leases, the Valuer-General and local authorities. However, the 
Valuer-General will still be required to make valuations of those applications that concern 
the sites of large-scale mining operations. 

The Valuation of Land Act requires the Valuer-General to value land for rating 
purposes. It prescribes how the valuations are made and the period between valuations. 

The BiU amends the Act in several respects. For example, paragraph (a) of clause 7 
provides that it will now be possible for the Minister to Initiate a fresh valuation of a local 
authority in less than the minimum period of five years. That wiU enable a new valuation 
to be made If drought or a depressed market has affected the value of land In a local 
authority area before the five-year period has elapsed. 

Clauses 7 and 8 introduce amendments that benefit primary producers. They relate 
to the Valuer-General's powers to amalgamate parcels of land for rating purposes. The 
Valuer-General's discretion will be widened to allow one valuation of several scattered 
rural properties, provided that they are held by the same owner and used for the same 
business of primary production. In future, amalgamations may also be made in the 
period between valuations where the properties become subject to common ownership. 

Qause 9 of the Bill will allow the Valuer-General to apportion the valuation of a 
property that is severed by the boundaries of rating divisions in the way in which he 
now apportions the valuation of a property that is severed by a local authority boundary. 
Under the present Act, there is no power to apportion valuations in this way, and the 
Valuer-General is obliged to value the separate parts of individual parcels, sometimes to 
the disadvantage of the land-owner. The new provision will provide a useful measure of 
rating relief to land-owners. 

I support the Bill. 

Hon. W. D. LICKISS (Mt Coot-tha) (2.51 a.m.): It is a pleasure to join in the debate on 
the Valuation of Land Act Amendment Bill, if only to pay a tribute to a department 
with which I very much enjoyed working when I first became a Minister. Not on'y did I 
have the pleasure of being able to work with that department; having been a valuer and a 
past president of the institute, I had a lot in common with the valuation staff I believe 
that I am in a position to say how dedicated the Valuer-General's Department valuers 
are in their operation. They receive a great deal of criticism that they do not deserve 
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Over the years, the Valuer-General's Department has served this State .in A way 
in which no other department has had to serve it. It is the only department that, when 
making a statutory valuation, virtually has to defend its own valuation in the court. When 
one looks at the success that the valuers have in the courts, one reaUses the competency 
with which they work. 

The purpose of the Valuation of Land Act is to provide equity between owner and 
owner and to provide valuations for rating and taxing purposes. Those valuations are 
statutory valuations. They are governed by statutes, and the statutes by which they are 
governed are made in this place. Honourable members ought to remind themselves that 
the principles and practice of valuation are the professional qualification of valuers, 
whUe the statutes under which they are comp)elled to work and are judged are created 
and amended from time to time in this Parliament. 

Earlier, a number of discussions took place on improved value, site value; partially 
improved land, and both visible and invisible improvements. Where these can be used is 
qualified In the statutes. As we depart from the original settlement of this State over 
100 years ago, consideration must be given to the adoption of site value. I do nOt know 
whether it is generally known, but some of the State's lands were cleared more than 100 
years ago. The valuer, when valuing that land and having to determine the unimproved 
value of that land, has to work out the present site value. He has to assume what the 
land was like 100 years ago. He has to assess the present-day cost of effecting the 
improvements such as clearing the trees or whatever there might have been there 100 
years ago. 

Mr R. J. Gibbs: This Is almost a touch of the pioneering spirk. 

Mr LICKISS: It not only touches the pioneering spririt; it also gives evidence of the 
difficulties faced by the Valuer-General and his valuers. In addition, he Is required to 
defend that system. 

If timbered country compared with treeless country has the same productive capacity 
and was leased 50, 60 or 100 years ago when it was wooded country, there should be no 
difference in the unimproved capital values. Those improvements, which are invisible improve
ments, could have been effected 50 or 60 years ago and three or four owners ago. Wh^ should 
the benefit carry through? In my opinion, there is a degree of selfishness by some of our 
landed gentry. If they have cleared country, they want to reap the benefit of the invisible 
improvements indefinitely. 

I am pointing out some of the difficulties that face the practising valuers of the 
Valuer-General's Department, Again I say that it is about time we took a bold step 
forward. It has to be taken sooner or later. In another 50 years' time, we might still have 
this system—and no-one has come up with a better one—so we ought to grasp the 
nettle of site valuation. 

Mr Borbidge: You would go weU on the Gold Coast. 

Mr LICKISS: I will argue that one, too. I wiU deal with the Gold Coast for the 
benefit of my friend from Surfers Paradise. I refer to the old Rankine estate, which was 
probably created before he wore napkins. The area was fiUed with sand. Does he know 
the old Rankine estate? 

Mr Borbidge: I am aware of it, yes. 

Mr LICKISS: The value of that land today is the value of the land in situ, as it is 
now, less the cost of the filling, which probably took place 30 or 40 years ago. Six or 
seven owners later, someone is still benefiting from the invisible improvements that 
would have to be valued today, if anyone could remember that it had been fiUed. That 
is how farcical the system is. That occurred only 30 or 40 years ago. What would happ>en, 
for argument's sake, with land invisibly improved 100 years ago? 

The question that has always been posed is this: is there a better system for rating, 
to enable a more equkable distribution of the rate burden? In this Bill, the Minister has 
propx)sed a new version. Previously we had the Hiley formula, which was the old valuation 
plus the new valuation, divided by two. Although p>eople felt that it gave some rating relief 
it was only illusory. It was not equitable. I intend showing the Minister that what he 
proposes in the Bill is really not equkable. If rates are to be paid on the unimproved 
capital value, the proportion of the total local authority rate revenue that each individual 
pays is calculated by dividing the total valuation for the area by his own unimproved value 
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Mr Wharton: Come on, Billy. 

An H(Miourable Member: He's enjoying himself. 

Mr Wharton: We're not. 

Mr LICKISS: I am afraid that the Leader of the House wiU just have to sk and bear k. 

Mr R. J. Gibbs interjected. 

Mr LICKISS: If the member for Wolston p)ersists In Interjecting, he wlU be kept a 
little longer, unless the Govemment apypUes the gag. 

Under the present formula, I can understand the difficulties that confront a rate-p)ayer 
who has a sudden increase in valuation. However, the Government has to remember that 
for stmie years he has probably been carried by someone else who has had a fairly high 
valuatlmi. Because of the formula, which wUl ease the burden imposed by the new high 
valuation, the rate-payer who has always had a high valuation wUl continue to p>ay more 
than he really should. 

What I would like to see hapypen—this applied to the old formula and It wUl apply to 
the new one; I do not disagree with what the Minister Is trying to do because I faced the 
same difficulty-—Is the Institution of what one might term an amenity rate. I have never 
yet been able to determine why a propjerty on the top of a hill, which shares the same 
amenkies as a prop)erty at the bottom of the hill and has a valuation twice as high, should 
pay twice the rates. Therefore, consideration will have to be given ultimately to spUtting the 
rate on unimp>roved value so that p>art is a general amenity rate and only part Is dep)endent 
on the unimproved capital value. 

Although I might have taken an extra five minutes in spoaking to this BiU, because I 
have said what I want to say, I will not sp>eak to the next BUl. 

I pay a tribute to the department and to the Minister. I fully understand what he is 
trying to achieve. I believe that the BUl will help In some small way, but it does not 
preserve equity as between owner and owner. 

Mr CAMPBELL (Bundaberg) (3.2 a.m.): I congratulate the Minister for trying to 
implement accepjitable changes to modernise the Valuation of Land Act. Honourable members 
should consider the practicalities of the amendments. 

Mrs Chapnnan: Say something that has not been said. 

Mr CAMPBELL: I wUl do that, because the pxor old valuer on the site has to imple
ment the provisions of the Act and the amendments contained in the Bill. The problem is 
that some of the provisions are a little wide and worded loosely. I am trying to raise 
practical points contained In the Bill. 

The first point I wish to mention is the aspect of spocial leases. The Bill makes sp)ecial 
provision' for camping and watering places. Any special lease has special restrictions. If 
the Government wishes to keep equitable rating between special leases, aU sp>ecial leases 
should take account of those restrictions and not just camping and watering places. 

A Government Member interjected. 

Mr CAMPBELL: When I worked for the cane-growers in Bundaberg, they won a case 
in the Land Appoal Court. However, because the wording of the Act has to be interpreted, 
solicitors are being paid $300 to $4(X) a day to argue the meaning of one word. That costs 
farmers and the department a great deal of money. If these points are not made now, 
they wUl cost p>eople a great deal of money in the long mn. 

I wish to make a point on the definition of a dwelling-house, which states that, as long 
as there is a resident owner, it can have a furnished room or furnished rooms. A solicitor 
will argue in the Land Court that "furnished rooms" include a guest-house. I know the 
Minister said in his second-reading sp)eech that that is not intended. However, the problem 
is that it is not a matter of what the Minister intends; it is how it will be interpreted in the 
Land Court. The problem is that a smart lawyer will argue that that term includes a 
guest-house. Because the wording is there in the BUl, a solicitor could take the ridiculous 
point that it includes a motel. I have to mention the nitty-gritty because the valuers In the 
field are the ones who have to support their valuations in the courts. 
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The next matter that causes a bit of a problem is the valuation of several pieces of land. 
I know that the Minister is trying to solve that problem, and that if it was easy of solution 
It would have been done years ago. 

There is also the problem of the definition of a smgle business for primary production. 
The Minister has said that if two parcels of land are used for a single business they wlU 
be valued together. 

Mr Tenni: That is right. 

Mr CAMPBELL: The problem is that most primary businesses conduct more than 
one enterprise. Will a single business be defined only as growing cane, or wiU k include 
beef production or winter and summer cropping? That wiU be a problem in the Bundaberg 
region, for a start. It is a fairly important question, because the valuer has to decide 
the definition. There are many cane-farmers in Bundaberg who own another block that 
may be used for cattle grazmg, growing tomatoes 

Mr Tenni: Pineapples, or anything. 

Mr CAMPBELL: Yes. Does that mean that k cannot then be valued as a single 
block because there is more than one raterprise? I do not know whether that is defined 
clearly in the BUl. If it is not defined here, it wiU be defined in the Land Court, and that 
will cost a lot of money. 

Mr Tenni: You can have three or four crop>s. It does not make any difference as 
long as it is one business. 

Mr CAMPBELL: That is all right. 
Another problem arises with the valuation of separate blocks in the one shire. The 

Banana shire is very large; it runs from somewhere near Rockhampton right down to 
BUoela. A p>erson conducting one enterprise could own blocks 100 km apart. Ii will be 
very difficult for the valuer to value them as one farm. I am trying to bring up the 
practical difficulties. 

Mr Wharton interjected. 

Mr CAMPBELL: I am trying to limit myself to five minutes. This is Important, 
because k Is the Govemment valuers, not the Minister or me, who have to go out and 
interpret the legislation. 

The last problem to which I refer arises when there Is a block in two different divisions. 

Mr Tenni: I will answer that. I have that query here from you. 

Mr CAMPBELL: The Minister has that example? All right. I beUeve k should be 
defined as being apportioned between two differeint divisions rather than being made separate. 

Hon. M. J. TENNI (Barron River—^Minister for Environment, Valuation and Admin
istrative Services) (3.8 a.m.), in reply: I thank the honourable member for Everton for his 
contribution. Submissions made to me and to the two previous Ministers have all been 
correlated by the department. The majority of those submissions have been given effect 
In this Bill. 

Mr MUUner: What about the ske value? 

Mr TENNI: As to site value—^unimproved value is considered to be the best valuation 
method, as it ensures that only the land itself is rated and that no rate Is imposed on the 
value of improvements—that is, the owner's enterprise is not taxed. Queensland is stiU a 
developing State in which land-owners must incur considerable expense on land development, 
and It would be unfair to pienalise them for those improvements. 

Mr MUliner: Do you support that? 

Mr TENNI: I support that. I do not support site valuations. 
I thank the honourable member for TownsvUle for his compUments, because I have 

endeavoured to take action wkh regard to amending the Act. Not all increases in land 
valuations are made in a uniform manner. It is not possible to apply a uniform increase 
across a whole local authorky, and that is the big problem. 
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The honourable member expressed surprise that a nunqiber of local ^authorities faypured 
the retention of the unimproved value. Of course, I have met with the executive of the 
Local Government Association and have spoken to, many other people. I assure the 
honourable member that a very substantial .nuinber of the people to whom I have 
spoken and who have written to me supported the uniriijprOved value. 

The honourable member mentioned some problems with the present Act.:, The 
introduction of the two Bills before the House is only the first step in my review of the 
whole system, which I think is well and truly overdue. 

I thank the honourable member for Toowong for his support of the BUl. He has 
obviously made a study of its provisions. I appreciate his interest in valuation matters, 

I was somewhat surprised that the member for Port Curtis—he Is not in the Chamber; 
he must have gone to bed—choseto speak about rating, fire levies and Lands Department 
freeholding when we are debating the Valuation of Land Act Amendment BiU. I just 
could not understand what he was getting at. Apparently he got his Bills mixed up. 

The honourable member referred to the high valuations in the Miriam Vale ; shire. 
He might recall that when the shire was valued in the 1970s it was suffering from the 
effects of a severe cattle recession. Because the market for rural land was very depressed, 
the valuation for much of the shire was not increased at that time. In those cases 
the valuations were not adjusted for a pieriod of nfearly 16 years: My proposal for annual 
valuations wiU eliminate the need to provide that type of increase. The phasihg'irt Bill is 
only a short-term measure. , . . . 

The honourable member finished up by making his normal vicious attadc on me. 
I am getting quite used to his behaviour. If he has a system that he believes will solve 
the problems with valuations in this State, I am certaihly' prepared to look at it. I challenge 
him to bring that system forward. ' ,i, 

I thank the: honourable member for Caboolture for supporting the Bill. I know that 
he Is concerned to ensure that rural land-owners are not penalised i by any unfair provisions 
in the Valuation of Land Act. The; matters that he has raised go a long way towards 
improving the Act, and I thank him for them. ; 

I thank the honourable member for Mt Coot-tha for his support of the BiU apd for 
the nice things that he had to say about the officers of the department. I agree with 
him that too often they are blamed for matters for which they are not responsible. I 
appreciate his support. Being a valuer, he is one of the few members In this House 
who has an in-depth knowledge of valuation matters. .tl^.'.:' '.-_y 

The member for Bundaberg referred to separate valuations for a block of land that 
extends over more than one division in a shire. It is very difficult to explain this matter 
without using a diagram. Let us say that 10 per cent of a block is in No. 2 division 
in a shire and that 90 per cent of k is in No. 1 division, and that the land is valued 
at $100. Provided the land is of equal tl^aUty, the distribution would be $90 for the 
larger percentage and $10 for the other. One would look at the type of land and whether 
one area would have a greater value than the other. 

Mr CampbeU: I don't think you are saying that In the BiU. 

Mr TENNI: I assure the honourable member that that is the way in which the 
Act wUl be interpreted. There wiU be no problems. 

As I have said, I am commkted to reviewing the present valuation and rating system 
for the benefit of all land-owners. Since I have become responsible for this portfolio, I 
have come to appreciate what a dedicated and loyal group of public servants work in 
the Valuer-General's Department. They are as keen as I am to improve the valuation 
system. They have had to live with the dissatisfaction of the public and with the problems 
created by the present Act. None of our public servants should have to put up with 
the sort of treatment that they receive when valuations are issued. Much of the abuse 
that is levelled at departmental officers really stems from dissatisfaction wkh the whole system. 

I can Imagine what my departmental officers endure at objection conferences. They 
should not have to put up wkh that, because they efficiently administer an Act of this 
Parliament. I Intend to improve their working conditions by reviewing the whole system 
of valuation. 

I thank all honourable members for their comments. 
Motion (Mr Tenni) agreed to. 
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Committee 
Mr RandeU (Mirani) In the chair; Hon. M. J. Tenni (Barron River—Minister for 

Environment, Valuation and Administrative Services) in charge of the BiU. 
Qauses 1 to 3, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 4—Amendment of s. 11; Valuer-General to make valuation— 

Mr CAMPBELL (3.16 a.m.): Why have sp>eclal allowances been made for sp>eclal 
leases that are camping places and watering places? Why have the same aUowances not 
been given to other special leases which have restrictions on limitations? 

Mr TENNI: The restrictions on the use of that land are because of certain circum
stances such as its use as a watering place. 

Mr CAMPBELL: Every other special lease has restrictions on limitations so should 
an allowance not be made along these lines in the valuation of the land held under those 
special leases? 

Mr TENNI: Perhaps the member for Bundaberg could give me some examples. 

Mr CAMPBELL: People using that land may not be allowed to poison trees, which 
means that they cannot increase the carrying capacity of the land. That Is a limitation on 
a spocial lease and an allowance could be made for It in the valuation. 

Mr TENNI: I have no further comment. 
Qause 4, as read, agreed to. 
Clauses 5 to 7, as read, agreed to. 
Qause 8—Amendment of s. 14; Lands to be included in one valuation— 

Mr CAMPBELL (3.17 a.m.): Why have the words "single business" rather than "sole 
business" been used in this clause? 

Mr TENNI: The word "single" describes what I wanted It to describe and I am happy 
with it. 

Mr CAMPBELL: In the long run, problems will be encountered by using that word 
and I think that the word "sole" would be a better word to use. 

Clause 8, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 9—^Amendment of s. 15; Separate valuation— 

Mr CAMPBELL (3.18 a.m.): I am not clear what is meant by the words, "the parts 
that are in such separate Areas or divisions, or the part that is rateable, shaU be separately 
valued." To me that means that an area in one division wUl be valued separately from an 
area in the next division. If the clause provided that the area would be valued as a whole 
and the valuation apportioned to the separate divisions. It would be easier to understand. 
This dause wiU lead to a lot of different definitions or interpretations. The clause should 
provide that the valuation will be apportioned in separate parts, not that areas wiU be 
valued separately. 

Mr TENNI: I do not see any problems with the clause. The member for Bundaberg 
is playing with words. It is a matter of interpretation. I assure him that the clause wUl 
work satisfactorily. 

Mr CAMPBELL: It is aU right to play with words in this place but I am concemed 
that these words will be played with in the Land Court between solicitors. Because the 
wording is so open, a lot of money wUl be spent in Utigatlon. It is a sloppy clause. 

Mr TENNI: I take the honourable member's point. 
Clause 9, as read, agreed to. 
Qauses 10 to 15, as read, agreed to. 
Bill reported, without amendment. 

Third Readmg 

BUI, on motion of Mr Tenni, by leave, read a third time. 
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VALUATION OF LAND (ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT) BILL 
Second Reading—^Resumption of Debate 

Debate resumed from 4 April (see p. 2485) on Mr Tenni's motion— 
"That the Bill be now read a second time." 

Mr MILLINER (Everton) (3.21 a.m.): Bearing In mind the lateness of the hour, 
I simply state that the Opposition does not oppose this legislation. In fact, some years 
ago, the Opposition advocated annual valuations. I believe in annual valuations because 
they will overcome many of the problems that now arise in having the 5 to 8-year valuation 
period. 

As I said in the debate on the previous Bill, under the present system people can 
be faced with very large increases in their valuations and, as a consequence, the 
Government receives a whole stack of objections. 

In 1978 I visited South AustraUa, which has had annual valuations for a lengthy 
period, I was informed that the number of objections that are received annually Is very 
small. It was believed that, because of annual valuations, p)eople were able to relate more 
to the valuations, which were believed to be more realistic. 

Mr CAMPBELL (Bundaberg) (3.22 a.m,): Mr Deputy Speaker 

Government Members Interjected, 

Mr CAMPBELL: Look, I don't like being here at 3 o'clock in the morning; but I 
do not make the rules for this Parliament. 

Government Members interjected. 

Mr CAMPBELL: My remarks will be relevant to the BiU. I have given to the 
Minister an example of the way in which the valuations will turn out. I gave him a 
piece of pap)er on which I set out an original valuation of $10,0(X) and the increases. 
The increases set out are of 100 per cent, 150 per cent, 200 per cent, 250 per cent and 
300 per cent. 

After the first year of phasing in, a 100 per cent increase will result in an increase 
In value from $10,000 to $15,000; after two years, the value wiU increase to $20,000; and 
that value will remain for the next three years. With a 150 pjer cent increase in 
valuation over five years, from $10,000 to $25,000, the increase wUl be to $15,000 after 
the first year, to $20,000 after the second year and to $25,000 after the third year. 
With an increase of 200 per cent, from $10,000 to $30,000, the increase wiU be to $15,000 
after the first year 

Mr Tenni: This is in the Bill. Are you aware of that? 

Mr CAMPBELL: Is that right? 

Mr Tenni: That is what the Bill does. 

Mr CAMPBELL: AU right. In the Minister's second-reading spieech, he said that 
in the near future further legislation will be introduced to provide for the Valuer-General to 
make annual adjustments to valuations. He added that, once that is completed, there will 
be no need for any further phasing in of valuation increases. 

The point that I am trying to make with this example is that, with annual increases, 
after two years all the valuation increases of 100 per cent, 150 por cent, 200 per cent 
and 250 per cent will result in the same valuation. So what is the use of the Bill? 

Mr Tenni: No they are not. 

Mr CAMPBELL: They are for rating purposes. 

Mr Tenni: You are horribly confused. When you are finished, I will explain the 
position. 

Mr CAMPBELL: After two years, a 100 per cent increase resuUs in a value of $20,0(X) 
as do increases of 150 per cent, 200 per cent and 250 per cent. In other words, there is 
no real difference. If the Minister is going to introduce annual adjustments, after two years 
the valuation for, say, the 250 per cent increase wlU have gone from $10,000 to $20,000. 
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After two years, if annual Increments are brought in, that valuation will have to increase 
from $20,000 to $35,0(K). If the new legislation Is Introduced, an increase from $20,000 to 
$35,000 will apply after the second year. So there Is no reason for it. 

Hon. M. J. TENNI (Barron River—^Minister for Environment, Valuation and Admlns-
tratlve Services) (3.25 a.m.). In reply: I thank the honourable member for Evertcwi for his 
support of the Bill. I know that he understands It. 

It is unfortunate that the member for Bundaberg is confused or has been misled. 
I feel sorry for him. The answers to his question are contained In the BiU. The scales 
contained in the BUl produce the same figures as the system used by the honourable member. 
There is no difference. 

The other system to which I referred Is what I term a rating area system. I have had 
discussions about that system with the Valuer-General, the Deputy Valuer-General, the local 
government executive and the Local Government Association. The system is completely 
different from the one to which the honourable member referred. It would take untU 
9 o'clock this morning to explain it to the House. 

I suggest that the honourable member wait until August or September this year, when 
that system wUl be introduced in legislation in this Chamber. I am sure that the councUs 
will be very hap>py with the system. Pilot schemes have been conducted in the Douglas 
shire. The system has been explained fully to the Mackay City Council. Those local 
authorities believe that the system Is one of the best that has been created and they want 
It introduced. I hoi>e to obtain 100 p>er cent support for it round the State and in this 
Chamber. I thank honourable members for their contribution. 

Motion (Mr Tenni) agreed to. 

Committee 
Clauses 1 to 13, as read, agreed to. 
BUl reported, without amendment. 

Third Reading 
BiU, on motion of Mr Tenni, by leave, read a third time. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Hon. C. A. WHARTON (Burnett—Leader of the House): I move— 

"That the House do now adjourn." 

In-line Machines 
Mr GOSS (Salisbury) (3.29 a.m.): For five weeks, I have outUned in detail the way 

In which the Rooklyn organisation profits to the tune of milUons of dollars from iUeg£d 
gambling and how it obtained and maintains its dominant share by iUegal and corrupt means. 
The Minister for Justice and Attomey-General continues to try to avoid his responsibiUty 
to conduct a fuU inquiry by investigating only individual cases. 

I deplore the tactic of the Minister for Justice and Attorney-General in singling out 
the Southport RSL Club or any other club as a scapegoat, to give the appearance of Justice 
Department action. His Ciovernment used the same trick in January 1975, when it raided 
the Queensland Soccer Club and the Coorparoo Australian Rules Club. However, after 
the pubUcky died down, the cosy relationship between the Rooklyn organisation and the 
Justice Department went on its merry way. 

I wiU table two further statutory declarations by Mr Les Holman and Mr Peter Burke 
about violent threats made against Mr Holman last year by Rooklyn employee Mr Barry 
McNamara. These statements are not merely further evidence of violence from the 
Rooklyn organisation. They show that charity fund-raising is now the subject of the 
same tactics. McNamara threatened Holman that they would get him in a dark alley and 
he would need cmtches when they finished with him. The threat was then rep)eated to 
Burke. 
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Turning to this aspect of the Rooklyn operation's involvement in charky fund-raising in 
Queensland, I will table a letter from Golden State Ticket Machines (another Rooklyn front) 
in which that firm names the charities that It has in its stable and how it raises $10m 
per year for prominent Queensland charities. On my inforination, the Rooklyn group 
takes a minimum of 10 per cent of that ainount—$lm. On the other hand, if $10m is a 
net figure for charity, the gross is $30m and the Rooklyn cut Is nearly $3m. No wonder 
the Justice Minister attempted yesterday morning to avoid a request that he table Justice 
Department figures on charity fund-raising showing the respective shares taken by the 
Rooklyn company, the charities and the owners of the sites where the machines are 
placed! Whatever the sum raised by the Rooklyn organisation is, I challenge the Minister 
for Justice to table those figures. 

I wiU not name the four prominent Queensland charities Involved in this Rooklyn 
scheme, but I wUl table the letter from Golden State Ticket Machines to prove the 
allegation and the Opposition's good faith. I will also table associated documents proving 
the connection of Golden State Ticket Machines with Queensland Automatics, the major 
Queensland In-line machine distributor, and the rest of the Rooklyn group. I will also 
table the transcriprt of a Channel O television news transcript furnished to me by the 
Parliamentary Library, in which a former Victorian Liberal Cabinet Minister, Mr Welder-
man, confirms the racket and the way the lucky-ticket disponsing business Is wide opon to 
abuse in Queensland. 

The Opposition agrees that Queensland charities should be supported and assisted, 
but we do not agree with what the Justice Minister Is doing to assist and protect the 
growing Rooklyn monopoly at the same time. The facts are that Golden State Ticket 
Machines is developing a stranglehold on charity fund-raising by lucky-ticket machines. It 
is doing so by its usual practice of— 

(1) Threatening compotitors; 
(2) Sabotaging competitors' operations and machines; 
(3) Offering kickbacks and bribes to some owners of skes where the machines are 

placed; and 
(4) Running blank sets of unauthorised tlck^s through the machines wkh no return 

or accounting to the individual charity or the Justice Dep>artment. 

The Justice Dep>artment does nothing more than provide token supervision. In fact, 
it is simply an opjen slather. The Justice Department does not even know how many skes 
or machines are in the State. 

Does the Minister for Justice agree that Rooklyn should take a minimum 10 per cent 
share of the charity cake, that blank tickets can be freely run through the madiines without 
Justice Department detection and that 9 per cent, plus kickbacks in some cases, should be 
paid to the owner of the premises where the machines are placed? 

If the Minister truly supported charities, he would agree to our request for an Inquiry 
and regulate the fund-raising to increase the charity share. The fact Is that In most 
Instances the local Rooklyn representative, contrary to the law of this State, services the 
machines and fixes the kickbacks, and the charities get and accept what they are given. 
Rooklyn employees are all over the State. The charities, on the other hand, cannot afford to 
place p>eople all over the State to service machines. 

What options do the charities have? None! Mr Rooklyn and his organisation have 
them by the throat because if they buck the operation they will receive nothing. As 
things stand, they get quke a good revenue^and, as far as they are concerned, that beats 
a poke in the eye with a burnt stick. 

I believe that some of the charities are not even getting the minimum 30 por cent 
prescribed by the Act. They should be doing much better. Some of them do not even 
know how many sites or machines they have or what those machines gross. When one 
charity—Sporting Wheelies—had the guts to challenge the Rooklyn organisation, it had two 
of ks sites taken from it to teach it a lesson. That is how the Rooklyn organisation 
maintains disclpUne amongst Queensland charities. These skes are supposed to be controlled 
by the charities, but In truth Golden State Ticket Machines calls the shots. Recently k 
even sold a run of ticket machines. So much for charity control! 
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As for competitors—well, they are being squeezed out by the usual Rooklyn tactics. 
At the recent fund-raising convention in Brisbane, competitors had to threaten legal action 
against the organisers to overcome a deal arranged by Golden State Ticket Machines which 
would have prevented comp>etitors showing their machines. 

When wUl we see the full inquiry Queensland needs to clean out the corruption, to 
end the cosy arrangement between the Rooklyn group and the Justice Department, to 
stop the criminal activity and to keep profits in Queensland? 

Whereupon the honourable member laid on the table the documents referred to. 

Soil Conservation 
Mr LITTLEPROUD (Condamine) (3.35 a.m.): I intend to speak about conservation 

and to question the sincerity of the conservation lobby. At the outset, I acknowledge the 
need for conservation of the environment. As a farmer, I am well aware of the consequences 
I will suffer If I fail to do so, so I spend much more than the average citizen on conservation. 

The qualification I make on conservation is, however, that it must be in accord with 
rational development. The public is well aware of the actions of the fanatical conservation 
lobby, members of which sat In front of bulldozers at Cape Tribulation to conserve rain 
forests and camped out in the rain In Tasmania to conserve the wilderness. 

Mr Borbidge: They also destroyed thousands of jobs. 

Mr LITTLEPROUD: That is so. 

They have endured the heat of the desert at Roxby Downs. They are capable of 
tremendous zeal and seem to have an endless source of "funny" money. Some of them 
claim to be on the dole, but in fact they travel the length and breadth of the nation to be 
active in every conservation issue. 

I am concerned, however, that they do not show the same capacity to protest and lobby 
on soil conservation. Conservationists argue that huge amounts of public money should 
be expended to create national parks and to preserve the environment. Why do they not 
sp)eak up more for public funding of soU conservation? I have a newspaper article of 12 
May 1983 in which the then Minister for Primary Industries (Mr Ahern) supported my case. 
The article is in the following terms— 

"Trendy greenies 'off target' 
Trendy conservationists were off target with their campaigns, according to the 

Minister for Primary Industry, Mr Ahem, 
The most urgent conservation issue in the country undoubtedly was soil preser

vation, he said," 

An economic reality is that land must be cleared and cultivated to produce the food 
and create the wealth that allows the nation to enjoy a high standard of living. A well-
accepted point of view is that definite steps must be taken to protect soils used for cultivation. 
The vast majority of farmers are conservationists at heart and undertake contour work and 
practise conservation techniques to the extent that they can afford. I have come to the 
conclusion, however, that (he cost of proper soil conservation is beyond them and that they 
need assistance. 

If society is to hold the land in trust for future generations, it must poblicly fund soil 
conservation. I firmly believe that Government subsidies must be greater and that the number 
of Government staff must be increased to step up soil conservation work to safeguard the 
nation's heritage. 

I challenge conservationists to show their sincerity and consistency by displaying the 
same zeal for soU conservation as they do for forests. I challenge them to lobby Govern
ments to urge them to allocate more from the pubUc purse to preserve the resource that 
does most towards feeding and clothing the pjeople of the nation. I do not advocate that they 
lie in eroded gullies; or that they harass farmers. I do not want them to lie in front of 
tractors. I simply want them to use some of their energies and expertise to rationally lobby 
for all branches of conservation even-handedly. 
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As a member of this House, I intend to do my bit by pwessing for more funds to be 
allocated in the Budget for conservation, with particular emphasis on soil conservation, 
for I firmly beUeve that soil conservation is not receiving the funding or the recognition 
that it deserves. 

I wish to read from some press articles, the first of which is dated 11 November 1981 
and is in the following terms— 

"Soil conservation is 'a struggle we are losing and the total communky have to 
realise this,' a top Department of Primary Industries Officer told the Queensland 
Graingrowers Association last week." 

An article dated 22 April 1982 states— 
"Over 68 per cent of Australia's general cropping land, 66 per cent of the 

intensive cropping land and 36 per cent of the grazing land is degraded and needs soil 
conservation treatment." 

The following article deals with an area closer to my electorate. It states— 
"Mr Neville Geldard, Western District CouncU, said an increase in the numbers 

of soil conservation officers in the west and south western areas was vitally important. 
At present, there was 524 000 ha of cultivation and this was increasing at 30 000 ha 

a year 

It would take the present staff of three men 124 years to 'catch up', he said." 
(Time expired.) 

Education 
Mr HAMILL (Ipswich) (3.40 a.m.): I want to raise a matter that Is presently 

concerning many Queenslanders, and it relates to the education system. I believe that the 
Queensland Government has abdicated Its responsibility of ensuring that all eligible 
students receive an education. At present, not all eligible students are receiving an 
education that is generally recognised. 

In response to a question I asked, the Minister for Education said that the Queensland 
Govemment believes that all students In this State should have an education that will allow 
them to reach their fuU potential. The Minister said also, I think quite recently, that 
not every student wants to achieve a tertiary education. But, under the existing policy of 
this Government and because of the Govemment's neglect of the education system, not 
every student who might like to achieve a tertiary education can do so. 

Let us look at a number of aspects of that neglect. The most glaring example would 
have to be the Woody Point Tutorial Service. In that regard, the Govemment Is not ensuring 
that every student in this State is receiving a level of education that is generally recognised 
as being acceptable, a level of education which, regardless of the achievement of the student, 
could allow him to go on to tertiary education. In fact, the Govemment is tolerating all 
sorts of cranks and crackpots who offer some sort of pseudo education, and a number of 
young Queenslanders are being subjected to that by idiosyncratic parents who are not 
thinking of the future of their children and are, therefore allowing them to miss out 
on the opportunity of a reasonable tertiary education and, of course, the job prospects 
that may well flow from such an education. 

Many Queenslanders were alarmed by a report on "Nationwide" that highlighted the 
p)seudo education being offered by the tutorial service of Mrs Rona Joyner. If one looks 
at the Minister's track record in this regard, and at the recent amendments made to the 
Education Act, one can see quite clearly that the education that Is presently being offered 
to the range of students in Queensland had derogated greatly from the opportunities that were 
offered in the last century and till the date of the most recent amendments to the Education 
Act. It is quke clearly an abdication by the Queensland Government of ks responsibUities 
to the young people of this State. 

Until the Education Act was amended recently, the Minister had a responsibility to 
ensure that, no matter which education system parents opted for, the system at least had 
to be efficient. Of course, there have been no comments from the Minister In relation 
to the relative efficiency of that system offered by certain persons, in particular Mrs Joyner 
in her tutorial service at Woody Point. I believe that the young people of Queensland are 
entitled to the protection of the Queensland Government. I remind honourable members 



Adjournment 10 ft 11 AprU W84 2 6 ^ 

opposite of a speech that I made just before the Christmas break. It was at the time when 
the Minister stood against the attacks that Mrs Joyner made against the multlculturalism 
course in the Queensland education system. As I warned the Minister at the time, Mrs 
Joyner then said, "If I don't receive satisfaction from the Minister for Education, I will go 
to the Premier." She p>robably received satisfaction from the Premier. 

Mr Bums: Do you think the Minister for Education could satisfy Mrs Joyner? 

Mr HAMILL: I say that the Minister for Education did not satisfy Mrs Joyner, and 
she held sway, as she did with SEMP and MACOS and a number of other regressive steps, 
against the education system of this State. When she attacked the multlculturalism course 
as being anti-Anglo-Saxon and anti-Christian, she probably offended a great percentage of 
the Queensland population, who own no antecedent links to the EngUsh population. There 
are many Celts and people from other nations who were probably offended by those remarks. 
I reiterate that Mrs Joyner maintained that, under Queensland's education system, students 
should not go to school to think; they should go to school to leam to read, write and 
spell correctly. In all of this, I wish to see that aU children in Queensland receive a rational 
and reasonable education—a competent approach for all Queenslanders. 

(Time expired.) 

Government Regulation; State Taxation 

Mr BORBIDGE (Surfers Paradise) (3.45 a.m.): I wish to speak briefly about the 
price of Government regulation, and also about the promises and performance of State 
Governments in regard to State taxation. 

Over recent weeks, there has been a debate about the way In which the Queensland 
Government is performing and how it continues to perform when comi>ared with the 
other State Governments. I believe that it is relevant to quote from a publication by an 
Independent body, and I refer to the summer review of the Institute of Public Affairs. 

Opposition Members Interjected. 

Mr BORBIDGE: Obviously Opposition members do not like to hear an Independent 
assessment of the way in which the Govemment Is performing. 

Mr Austin: They don't like the truth. 

Mr BORBIDGE: As the Minister for Health says. Opposition members do not like 
the truth. I recommend this pubUcation to them. It contains an interesting table. I quote 
directly from the IPA commentary— 

"The growth figures In the table represent the total increase In State taxation 
revenue In current prices. Even after adjustment is made for Inflation and some 
boost to revenues from improving economic growth In 1983/84, it is clear that in 
a number of States there has been a very heavy increase in the real level of taxation. 

Broadly, the Labor States, Victoria, New South Wales, Western AustraUa and 
South Australia, are pursuing higher tax policies. 

New taxes have been introduced, a range of existing taxes broadened and the 
rates of a number of taxes increased. 

Queensland and Tasmania have been able to reduce the real level of state taxation. 
State taxes can have a significant impact on incomes. For example the 40 

percent increase in Victorian State taxes over two budgets (see table) means that 
the Government Is collecting an additional $800 miUion dollars. This represents about 
$320 for every adult in Victoria. The growth In taxes has not k ^ pace with 
Government spending, which has risen 43 per cent!" 

Those figures should be of concern to each and every member In this House, particularly 
to Opposition members who from time to time seek to mislead the people of Queensland 
and the Parliament about the Queensland Government's performance compared with the 
performance of their colleagues in the other States. 

Turning to the degree of Government regulation—k Is relevant to refer to what Mr Ian 
Splcer said at a recent Victorian congress of the Institute of Chartered Accountants. He 
gave some interesting figures, and honourable members should take note of them. He 
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made the point that during the 1970s all Government expenditure in Australia grew by 
298 per cent, against 132 per cent in the private sector. During the same period, aU 
Government employment grew—in spite of employment ceilings—^by 26 per cent against 
1.4 per cent in private industry. In the past 20 years. Federal and State Governments have 
passed 16 631 Acts of Parliament and no fewer than 32551 regulations. The Federal 
Government has an estimated 12 500 public servants engaged fuU time in regulating business. 
By contrast, in business k was estimated that 54 400 employees were engaged last year 
in dealing with Federal and State Government regulations at a cost of $3,720m. Put another 
way, out of every $1 of net income received by business, 13c was spent in complying with 
Federal and State laws. 

It is worth making the point, as the IPA has reported, that the situation in Queensland 
certainly is far better than the skuatlon in any other State. The Government's record 
and its abilky to ensure that it is providing the necessary incentive for business have been 
substantially better than those in any other State. 

The fact remains that regulations are a considerable burden on job recreation, private 
enterprise and business activities. It is very important that we do what we can at all 
levels of government to restrict the growth of regulations, which is presently running 
rampant in Australia, particularly out of Canberra, New South Wales, Victoi-ia, South 
Australia and Western Australia. There figures are quite horrifying and they should be 
viewed with the utmost concern by members of this Parliament and, more particularly, 
by our counterparts in other ParUaments in the nation. 

North Queensland Games 

Mr McELLIGOTT (Townsville) (3.50 a.m.): It is important that I record in this place 
reference to the inaugural North Queensland Games that are to be conducted in TownsviUe 
at Easter. I do not mention it because it is a sporting carnival being conducted in the city 
which I represent but because the Games are shaping up as a prototype or an initiative for 
providing sporting activities for people who live outside the capital cities throughout the 
nation. The Commonwealth Government has given the Games that recognition. It has 
asked the North Queensland Games Foundation to produce a booklet about the Games that 
will be used as a blueprint for other country sporting events. 

The Games originated from an idea based on the Blacktown City Games in New South 
Wales. It was felt that the people in North Queensland would benefit more if the Games 
were conducted on a regional basis, and they have been arranged along those lines. 

The Games will provide an opportunky for about 8 000 sportsmen and sportswomen 
to participate in high standard competition with other North Queenslanders and with inter
national and interstate viskors. The Games have already promoted the idea of the 
improvement of sporting faciUties and that must be of benefit to sportsmen and sportswomen 
in llie north. The Games have the complete support of local authorities in north Queensland, 
which are providing secure funding to the extent of about $45,000. The Games have attracted 
major sponsorship from the SGIO Building Society, which is contributing $50,000, and a 
whole range of other commercial sponsors is giving the foundation a total budget of about 
a quarter of a mUlion dollars. 

Unfortunately, the State Government refused an application for financial asistance. I 
am not critical oT the Government for that. I took the opportunity to speak personally to 
the Minister for Sport and he felt that the idea was too innovative. He said that he preferred 
to see whether the Games were successful before he was prepared to commit the Government. 
I reaUse that that was a difficult decision for him to make. However, I appeal to the 
Government to keep an open mind. I have no doubt that the Games will be tremendously 
successful and, hopefully, the State Government wiU provide financial assistance in the 
future. 

The foundation is concerned that the Games are not limited to Townsville and the 
board of directors has decided to stage the 1986 Games in Mt Isa to ensure that everyone 
in north Queensland has equal opportunity to participate. 

The foundation is managed and controlled by a board of directors that represents local 
authorkies north from Sarina and west to Mt Isa. The board of directors is responsible 
for the organisation and conduct of the Games. The board has access to a full-time 
executive director who is the only full-time, paid member. He is paid from the money 
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allocated to the funding of the Games. The Commonwealth Government Is funding about 
16 casual employees through various training schemes, and they are providing valuable 
assistance. 

The program of events wUl commence on the Thursday evening before Good Friday 
with a spectacular opening ceremony involving about 1 500 schoolchildren In tableaus and 
the 8 000 competitors who will converge onto the main oval at the TownsviUe sports reserve. 
The events wUl continue throughout the Easter week-end and wiU conclude with a presentation 
and closing ceremony on the Monday afternoon. Some of the highlights of the week-end 
Include the Magnetic Island to Townsville swim, which has been brought under the umbreUa 
Of the Games Foundation. The North Queensland Athletics Association has b^en granted 
the presentation of the Queensland Country Athletics Championships, and there wiU be an 
international athletics meet. 

The North Queensland Games wUl be a sporting event of a much higher standard than 
has ever been mounted In the region. As I said, I wanted to place my comments on record 
because I believe that the Games are the start of something that will pave the way for 
sporting people who live outside the capital cities to participate In a high standard of 
sporting competition. I know that the Games have the support of aU honourable members. 

Racing Development Fund 

Mr COOPER (Roma) (3.55 a.m.): On behalf of the <people of Queensland in 
general and of the people oJf Roma in particular, I' express my support for and appreciation 
of the work and investment carried out under the Racing Development Fund by the 
Minister for Local Government, Main Roads and Racing (Mr Russell Hinze). 

"'• Over the past three yearsf, $58m has been spent on upgrading racing facilities 
throughout the State. The benefits to the recipient clubs have been tremendous. The 
money has come from the industry itself and has been returned to the industry. At the 
same time, each year the racing industry contributes about $30m to the Queensland 
Treasury by way of the Totalisator Administration Board. : = -.; 

Any suggestion that the Racing Development Fund should be used for other purposes 
is misplaced, I am as keen, on other spojrts as I am on racing, but I beUeve .that other 
methods should be found to obtain funds for other sports, I ipake it clear that the 
funds for racing have come from the industry itself and that nothing has come from the 
Consolidated Revenue Fund, 

Over the past three years, centres in the Roma electorate have benefited from 
expenditure on racing. About $257,000 has been spjent at Roina itself, with thfc result 
that that centre now possesses facilities that are comparable with those anywhere else 
in rural Queensland, Sprlngsure has had $296,000 spent on upgrading its course and track 
faciUties; Bluff has had $65,(506 spent on its faciUties; Dingo has had $30,000 spent on 
its facilities; and Duarlnga has put forward submissions to the Minister, Those small 
areas are in the northern p>art of my electorate, in central Queensland, and they have 
benefited eiiorinously from this expenditure. They draw horses' and faciUties from 
Emerald and Rockhampton, 

The result of this ^developmMiit has been security and expansion for a most valuable 
and important industry and one that employs an inestimable number of people, both 
directly and indirectly. 

From a business and social point of view, these developments have meant a great 
deal to country centres. The racing industry was beginning to slump, but these clubs and 
centres have been given a new lease on life, 

I make it quite clear that the Racing Development Fund is alive and weU, It is 
poised ready to assist other centres in the years to come and wiU continue to encourage 
racing and all that pertains to it. It will continue to Improve the quaUty of Ufe ih rural 
centres and make Ufe in the bush much more attraptive. 

The Minister is to be commended. His initiatives have been well received. Exp)ressions 
of confidence and support have recently been carried unanimously at significant levels 
namely, the Roma electorate council meeting and the National Party central council 
meeting that was held recently in Mackay. , i. 
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Most of the improvements that have been carried out have Incurred one-off costs, 
which means that those costs will not recur for years to come. Many centres now have 
covered betting rings, photo-finish facilities, horse stalls, running rails, improved track 
surfaces and modern and up-^to-date social facilities. Some of the facilities, particularly 
those at Roma, can be used in conjunction with other functions. 

People from aU walks of Ufe can share in the use of those Improvements. The move 
by the Government to set up the Racing Development Fund has been fully justified. Trainers 
have been encouraged to set themselves up in close proximity to the centres that have 
benefited from the fund, and owners have been encouraged to race horses either 
individually or through syndicates. Encouragement has been given to apprentice jockeys 
and new hope and a more secure future have been given to many people who are 
directly involved with racing. 

I urge the Minister and the Government to continue this program. It Is fully appyreciated. 
Motion (Mr Wharton) agreed to. 
The House adjoumed at 3.59 a.m. (Wednesday). 




