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WEDNESDAY, 1 SEPTEMBER 2004

Legislative Assembly

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

FILMING OF PARLIAMENTARY PROCEEDINGS
Mr SPEAKER: Honourable members, I advise that throughout today and tomorrow there will be

periodic filming of the proceedings of the House. This filming is being conducted with my permission by
students from Griffith University's multimedia school. Extracts from the footage taken will be used by the
Parliamentary Education Service for educational purposes. Editing and use will be supervised by the
Parliamentary Education Service. Your understanding and assistance is appreciated.

PAPER
MINISTERIAL PAPER TABLED BY THE CLERK
The following ministerial paper was tabled by The Clerk—
Minister for State Development and Innovation (Mr McGrady)—
• Statement of Paul Fennelly, Coordinator-General, giving details of negotiations by the proponent of an infrastructure

facility of significance with the owner of land to be taken by the Coordinator-General to acquire the land by agreement
under Section 125(6) of the State Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Schools, Preparatory Year
Hon. P.D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Minister for Trade) (9.32 a.m.): The

introduction of a full-time preparatory year from 2007 is one of the government's most important reforms
to shape the future of Queensland. We have recognised the importance of the early years of education
and we are making the very substantial investment needed to add this extra year of schooling to our
education system. Thirty-nine schools started a trial for the prep year in 2003 and a further 27 schools
joined the trial this year. 

An independent report commissioned by the government found that the prep year was a great
success in promoting children's development and their communication, numeracy, literacy and motor
skills—in other words, key elements in the development of the Smart State. It found year 1 children who
attended prep were rated by the teachers as more socially skilled and better adapted to school than
those who attended preschool, and today I will incorporate the 30 schools that will offer a prep year from
next year as determined by my colleague the Minister for Education. 

These 25 state and five non-state schools will bring to 96 the number of schools offering a prep
program in 2005 and about 1,800 students are expected to enrol in the program next year. Schools in
our vast and decentralised state have a variety of different facilities and needs, so the new prep years
will be accommodated in a range of ways. The changes will be funded through the $36.8 million 2004-
05 building program for state and non-state schools. 

There will not be a one-size-fits-all approach. The government has developed a new prototype for
schools that need new infrastructure. Proserpine State School and the Tullawong State School—on
Brisbane's northside—will be the first to trial this prototype. The new primary school in the Narangba
Valley, Forest Ridge, will be the first new school with a prep year. All other state schools have
classrooms that will be upgraded or refurbished. 

Queensland is a diverse state which has some unique schooling features such as very small and
remote schools. As a result, there is no one-size-fits-all approach to the delivery of the new prep year in
these communities. The latest group of schools chosen to offer the prep year include the Callide Valley
cluster of six small rural or one-teacher schools around Gladstone, schools with a high number of
indigenous students and schools with special education units. These schools will help us determine how
to structure a prep year to cater for these schools.

Today's announcement delivers on the first year of our election commitment to phase in the prep
year at a further 40 state schools and up to 10 non-state schools over the next two years. I seek leave to
have the names of all those schools incorporated in Hansard, and I thank the Minister for Education and
the Arts in pursuing the government's policy. 

Leave granted.
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Additional Schools to offer the Preparatory Year in 2005
Assisi Catholic College, Coomera
Atherton State School
Bundaberg Christian College
Bundaberg South State School
Callide Valley Cluster
• Mount Murchison State School, Biloela
• Prospect Creek State School, Biloela
• Thangool State School
• Goovigen State School
• Jambin State School
• Wowan State School
Coorparoo State School, Brisbane
Forest Ridge State School, Narangba
Gayndah State School
Golden Beach State School, Caloundra
Helensvale State School, Gold Coast
Highfields State School, Crow’s Nest 
Kelvin Grove State School, Brisbane
Kimberley Park State School, Shailer Park 
Mt Warren Park State School, Gold Coast
Mudgeeraba Creek State School, Gold Coast
Our Lady of Lourdes School, Ingham
Proserpine State School
Regents Park State School, Logan
Richlands East State School, Inala
St George State School
St Rita’s Catholic School, Babinda
The Rockhampton Grammar School
Thornlands State School, Redland
Tullawong State School, Caboolture 

Woorabinda State School 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Fishing Regulations
Hon. P.D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Minister for Trade) (9.35 a.m.): A

report to cabinet has shown that key marine species, professional fishers and the environment are
winning from new Queensland fishing regulations. A discussion paper on the East Coast Trawl
Management Plan, which we introduced in 1999, shows the management plan is working to save
important species from being fished out. Future generations of Queenslanders will be able to enjoy
catching and eating delicious Queensland seafood. The discussion paper shows popular species,
including prawns, scallops, bugs, blue swimmer crabs, crayfish, squid and others, are sustainable at
present levels. Bycatch species are also sustainable yet the trawlers are more profitable. 

I table a copy of the discussion paper which the government will now release for public
consultation for six weeks. In consultation with my ministerial colleague, copies will be distributed to all
members of the House. Feedback from the consultation will help the government assess whether there
is a need to amend the trawl plan. I seek leave to have the remainder of my ministerial statement
incorporated in Hansard for the information of members. 

Leave granted. 
I am delighted with the results of the review, because this fishery is mightily important to our economy, our environment, our way
of life.
As the discussion paper shows, the amount of trawling has decreased and trawl businesses are more profitable.
We have reached a key target of a 1999 agreement with the industry and the Federal Government, which was to reduce the
“effort” put into professional fishing by 15% up front, and achieve further annual reductions.
The number of days trawlers have entered the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area has fallen by 38%.
Seventy per cent of boats have decreased the number of days they fish. 
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The fleet of commercial trawlers has reduced from about 1400 in the 1980s to 520 in May 2004.
A number of factors could influence the economic performance of fishers—but it’s important to note that the average viability of
trawl businesses has improved since the plan’s inception.
For instance:
• The most common income category for the fleet was $200,000 to $400,000 (about 25% of boats were in this income

band); and
• Average catch per boat has increased from 14 to 17 tonnes per annum between 1996-97 and 2002-03.
Trawlers are operating more effectively, attaining larger catches and better quality fish. 
Boats caught more seafood but spent less money doing so.
This is a win all round: for the fish, the environment, the fishers, and Queenslanders who love to fish and feast on seafood.
The East Coast Trawl Management Plan was the first of a series of Queensland Government reforms aimed at ensuring fisheries
are sustainable, and is the first to be reviewed.
The discussion paper is available at www.dpi.qld.gov.au/fishweb, or by calling the Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries
on 13 25 23. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Expo 2005
 Hon. P.D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Minister for Trade) (9.36 a.m.): The

biggest event on the planet in 2005 is likely to be World Expo in Japan. Anyone who experienced Expo
88 in Brisbane will know what unique opportunities Expo 2005 holds for promoting Queensland to the
world. The event, from 25 March to 25 September 2005 in the Aichi Prefecture of Nagoya, is anticipated
to attract 15 million people. Some 3.5 million are expected to visit the Australian Pavilion, and the
Queensland government is determined that the Smart State will grab the attention of every one of them.

We have committed $1.5 million to the Expo Pavilion, which I will visit next week, and I formally
announce that today. This is an investment in jobs for Queenslanders because it will bolster exports,
including tourists, conventions, business travellers and students from Japan and elsewhere. As a return
on the funding, a week has been earmarked as Queensland Week in the Australian Pavilion. If
members want to know the best time to visit Expo 2005, here it is: Queensland Week, from 11 April to 17
April. I seek leave to have the remainder of my ministerial statement incorporated in Hansard.

Leave granted.
By bringing the Smart State to Japan we will heighten our excellent reputations in established and emerging industries.
Queensland will make an impact as innovative, culturally diverse, progressive—and a great place to visit, study, do business and
live.
The Department of the Premier and Cabinet is coordinating Queensland’s involvement in Expo 2005. 
Agencies taking part include the Department of State Development and Innovation; the Department of Tourism, Fair Trading and
Wine Industry Development; Tourism Queensland; the Department of Education and the Arts; the Department of Primary
Industries and Fisheries; the Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy; the Environmental Protection Agency; and the
Department of Public Works.
A dedicated business program in the Pavilion will include a focus on Australian tourism and education for the six months of the
event.
Month by month, the focus will be on specific industry sectors such as biotechnology, agribusiness, information communications
technology, energy and natural resources and environmental technology. 
Japan is Queensland’s biggest investment and Queensland’s main source of overseas tourists. 
Japan is also a very important source of international students and an important target market for Queensland’s wine industry
exports. 
Expo 2005 will be an important part of our strategy to maintain and strengthen established partnerships in Japan, and blaze new
trails for Smart State industries. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Queensland Trade and Investment Commissioner for Japan
 Hon. P.D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Minister for Trade) (9.37 a.m.): One

of my first actions on reaching Tokyo next week will be to discuss innovative ways of creating jobs
through exports with Queensland’s new Trade and Investment Commissioner for Japan. I announce
today that the new commissioner will be Mr Takeshi Adachi. He has a wealth of experience in the
Japanese market and has held senior positions in finance and investment companies in Japan and
Australia. I seek leave to have his details incorporated in Hansard for the information of all members. 

Leave granted.
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He is responsible for Queensland Government Trade and Investment Offices in Tokyo and Osaka—which are the “shopfronts” for
an export trade worth $5.3 billion (in merchandise alone) to Queensland.
Japanese-born Mr Adachi has excellent credentials to be Queensland’s top strategic “salesman” in Japan.
Before starting in this post in late July, he was Invest Australia’s Senior Investment Tokyo-based Commissioner for North East
Asia.
He promoted investment from Japan and Korea into Australia in biotechnology, energy and renewable energy, information and
communications technology, finance and venture capital and agribusiness.
This is perfect experience, given Queensland’s potential to grow exports in these industries.
Before Invest Australia, he worked with Deutsche Bank in Sydney, Melbourne and Tokyo for almost 10 years.
There he managed marketing of a range of primary and secondary products to Japanese broking houses and investment banks,
and he also set up the company’s Japan Desk in Australia.
At Macquarie Bank and Jones Lang LaSalle he concentrated on property investment banking and international investment.
At Anderson Consulting he focused on strategic services.
Japan is the biggest trade partner for Queensland and for Australia, and a quarter of Australia’s exports to Japan are from
Queensland.
The challenge is to continue building on our robust relationship, and to create more jobs through exports from new and emerging
Smart State industries.

I have great confidence in the Smart State’s new man in Japan. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

United Nations Conference, Queensland
Hon. P.D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Minister for Trade) (9.38 a.m.): I am

enormously proud that the United Nations has acknowledged the trailblazing work of my government in
listening to Queenslanders and involving them in decision making. Last week I was joined by a senior
official with the United Nations, Mr Guido Bertucci, to announce a United Nations conference to be
hosted in Queensland from 14 to 17 August 2005 about community engagement. I table a copy of
Engaging Communities. I seek leave to have the remainder of my ministerial statement incorporated in
Hansard for the information of all members. 

Leave granted. 
The UN conference will be the first event of its kind and will be attended by leaders in engagement theory and practice from
around the world. 
It will explore how globally, and locally, the public is expecting more from government and from other large organisations.”
Guido Bertucci, Director of the Division of Public Administration and Development Management, Department of Economic and
Social Affairs, United Nations, said the UN had recognised that governance—especially governance that contributes directly to
planning, budgeting, implementing and monitoring public services—needs to be more engaging.
Mr Bertucci said the UN was particularly pleased to be partnering with a government that has given leadership in engaging
communities and citizens in public policies and processes. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Electricity Supply, Briefing of MPs
Hon. P.D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Minister for Trade) (9.38 a.m.): I want

to say thanks to the seven members who attended the energy briefing yesterday here at state
parliament. I want to thank the members for Surfers Paradise, Nicklin, Gladstone, Gympie, Nanango,
Maryborough and Tablelands. The briefing included detailed responses from the CEOs of Energex and
Ergon and also the independent review panel chair—PricewaterhouseCoopers’ Brisbane partner Darryl
Somerville.

I am sure the seven members will agree that the briefing which went for around about 80 minutes
was well worth while. All seven asked searching questions of me, the minister and, most importantly, the
power bosses—Energex’s Greg Maddock, Ergon’s Tony Bellas and Mr Somerville. All members
conducted themselves in a very professional and sensible way, and acted responsibly on behalf of the
people they represent. I want to thank every one of them for the mature way in which they conducted the
briefing. 

At the beginning of the briefing Darryl Somerville, the independent head, addressed the
gathering, and he read from some notes. I asked him to provide those notes to me, which he has. With
his permission, I would like to share those notes with the House, because had the opposition turned up
yesterday they would have been informed of these details by Mr Somerville. I think it is important that all
members of the House are aware of what Mr Somerville said at the briefing yesterday. I will read from
his notes. He said—
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Ladies and gentleman, thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today about the report of the independent panel into
Electricity Distribution and Services Delivery for the 21st Century.
It is interesting to note at the outset that the words ‘scathing’ and ‘damaging’ have been used to describe the report and there has
been comment to the effect that the report describes the networks as being in a ‘state of decay’.

Mr Somerville went on—
One could get the impression from reading some of the commentary on the EDSD report that Queensland is set to be plunged into
total darkness this summer—that we are set for an Auckland or New York type shutdown. Frankly, nothing could be further from
the truth. It is not hard to see how some of the comments that have been made have arisen. Clearly, some commentators have
read only parts of the report. It is important to note that the very first paragraph of the panel's report makes the following
observation:
‘It is important to note that this is a summary. The matters which were the subject of this review are complex and the full
understanding of the panel's findings and recommendations can be gained by a complete reading of the detailed report.’

Mr Somerville goes on—
Can I just say at the outset that taking things out of context can very easily give the wrong impression.
It is probably important to talk briefly about what the panel did not find as well as what it actually found. 

Mr Somerville went on—
The panel did not find that the networks are in a total mess and about to fail. The panel did not find that we should expect long
periods of darkness in the coming summer. The panel did not find that either of the distributors had been short of funds because
the government had extracted excessive dividends from them. The panel did not find that the distributors did not have adequate
funding.
The panel did find that there were shortcomings with both the Ergon Energy and Energex networks, and I'll discuss those a little
further in a moment. The panel did find that there were shortcomings in the current regulatory framework within which both
distributors operate.

Mr Somerville went on—
In relation to this last point, the panel made two recommendations to assist the regulatory framework to drive the distributors to
make the right decisions in regard to the networks. Firstly, the panel recommended that service standards be put in place so that
the distributors are in no doubt as to the results they need to achieve from the point of view of reliability. Secondly, the panel
recommended that the four-year determination process administered by the Queensland Competition Authority should have some
amendments made to it to produce a better result.
On this latter point, one needs to understand that the current revenue capping approach adopted by the QCA works well enough
in times of low growth in demand. However, the panel found that in times of high growth, particularly high peak growth, the four-
year determination based on a revenue capping approach runs the risk of driving the wrong result. We believe that some form of
off ramp or automatic adjustment to the revenue cap should be introduced for the next determination period.
In commenting on the state of the networks, one needs to look at the Ergon Energy network and the Energex position separately.
The position with Ergon Energy, as the report says, is reasonably clear. Five years ago they inherited six networks of unknown
and varying quality. Shortly after being formed and inheriting those six networks, Ergon found itself in the position of having to put
in its submission for operating and capital expenditure for the five-year determination period. It did this without really knowing what
it had inherited.
It took some time to evaluate what it had inherited and to work out precisely how much expenditure was required. When it did this,
it realised that it needed to spend considerably in excess of the amounts it had submitted to the QCA. It has proceeded to incur
this additional expenditure. The panel found that in the case of Ergon Energy, the shortcomings in the network have been fully
evaluated and that plans have been put in place to fix the problems over a period. The additional expenditure over and above that
submitted to the QCA was incurred and clearly the funds were available to allow that to happen. The panel's criticism of Ergon
Energy was perhaps that it took too long to come to grips with the problems and put in place remedial action. However, we believe
that plans are in place and that the future will be secure when those plans and the recommendations of the panel are
implemented.

Mr Somerville went on to say—
The position with Energex is different to that of Ergon Energy. Energex embarked upon a deliberate strategy in the late eighties
aimed at operating the network more efficiently by running the assets at a higher capacity and consequently reducing expenditure.
Very considerable expenditure savings were made and the assets were driven much harder. This meant that there was less
excess capacity available.
This reduced spare capacity, combined with the unprecedented low growth, especially in peak demand, and the change from a
winter peak to an extended summer peak caused Energex to come to the conclusion in recent times that this approach was no
longer appropriate. The panel agreed with that conclusion.
Increased expenditure is now needed to put sufficient contingent capacity back into the network.
While the commentary about Energex's performance has been less than flattering, it is worth noting at least some of the panel's
findings. For example, at page 11 of the summary report the panel made the following comments:
‘Energex's SAIDI and SAIFI performance for the Brisbane CBD area was very good and ahead of comparable interstate
distributors. Its overall performance, based on all reliability measures, was slightly better than the Australian average in 2002/03.’
Another point which needs to be made is that a number of the recommendations made by the panel have been implemented by
Energex during the course of the review. These include increased spending on vegetation management, the reintroduction of low
voltage cross arm inspections, changes in several internal systems and upgrading of the call centre operations.
Without doubt, there is still further work to be done. The panel's report sets out a blueprint for the future and, as I said in the
foreword to the report, the plans of both distributors, together with the recommendations of the panel, when implemented will
produce reliable networks into the 21st century.
In summary, the position with both networks is nowhere near as bad as everyone has been led to believe by some of the
commentary on our report. The blueprint is now there to make the Queensland networks some of the best and most reliable in the
country.



2170 Ministerial Statement 01 Sep 2004

I thank Mr Somerville for that report. I simply advise the House, by way of completeness, that I
was disappointed the opposition did not go. But I think it is important, in the interests of accountability
and openness, that I share that with the House so everyone is now fully informed. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Queensland Training Awards

Hon. T.A. BARTON (Waterford—ALP) (Minister for Employment, Training and Industrial
Relations) (9.47 a.m.): The finals of the Queensland Training Awards last week highlighted how our
vocational education and training system is well equipped to tackle the issue of skills shortages. Forty-
two finalists were chosen from 834 entrants in 14 categories—an impressive line-up of individuals and
organisations representing the very best in our training system. 

The 2004 recipient of the Harry Hauenschild Apprentice of the Year Award is Cheryl Callender, a
chef with the Cairns International Hotel. Cheryl was a mature-age apprentice who is now qualified and
hopes eventually to work in her own business. The winner of the Bob Marshman Trainee of the Year is
Dalby resident Yvonne Gordon. Yvonne helps to change lives through her work as a teacher aide
assisting children with complex and challenging disabilities. Through her training she is now able to
induct other teacher aides into this important work.

The awards also showcase businesses dedicated to training like the Small Employer of the Year,
Mad About Plants, from Edmonton in far-north Queensland. By offering staff training opportunities,
owners Katherine and Darryl Madder not only grow plants but have grown their business as well. The
awards also salute those that provide training. The Bremer Institute of TAFE was adjudged Large
Training Provider of the Year, and the Actors Workshop took out the Small Trainer Award for its targeted
training for actors.

I take this opportunity to congratulate all award winners. They have each realised that training
gives them the edge in their lives and in their businesses. Most of the winners now have the opportunity
to contest the Australian Training Awards in Melbourne on 18 November, where Queensland has
traditionally fared very well. I look forward to informing the House of their success on the national stage. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
International Trade Show Assistance Program

Hon. T. McGRADY (Mount Isa—ALP) (Minister for State Development and Innovation)
(9.49 a.m.): The state government’s International Trade Show Assistance Program, ITSAP, is helping
ICT and biotechnology companies develop export markets. Since the year 2000 the government has
provided almost $405,000 to 79 companies to help them attend international trade shows and
exhibitions. This amounts to roughly $5,000 per company and has resulted in their achieving immediate
export sales of $4.2 million. These companies project future export sales of $270 million. This is a
fantastic return on investment. ITSAP is enabling Smart State companies to showcase the quite brilliant
technology that comes from Queensland. 

I am pleased to announce today a further 12 ITSAP recipients. Among them is Partition
Enterprises, which has developed a computer program which will help diamond miners world-wide
uncover more diamonds. The program, developed in conjunction with the world’s largest diamond
mining company, de Beers, and the University of Queensland, will calibrate diamond sorting machines
more accurately and enable miners to maximise their yield. Partition Enterprises will showcase its
program at the Electra Mining 2004 exhibition in Johannesburg this September. Other recipients that will
be flying the Smart State flag in the international arena include Opcom, winner of the science and
technology category of Premier Beattie’s recent Smart Awards. Opcom will soon exhibit its rail crew
management software at the Innotrans 2004 trade show in Germany. 

Biotechnology companies are also well represented amongst successful applicants. Tissue
Therapies, whose novel product Vitrogro has the potential to regenerate skin tissues damaged by
burns, for example, will attend the American Society for Cell Biology in Washington in December. Alive
Technologies will exhibit its wireless health monitoring systems at the Medica 2004 exhibition in
Germany in November. 

I am confident recipients will follow in the footsteps of other successful ITSAP companies. One
such success story is Vigil Systems, which achieved $208,000 in immediate export sales after attending
the International Bus and Para-transit conference in Colorado last May. The company’s Vigilvanguard
Driver Training technology is being taken up by the Los Angeles Metro and the Comfort Driving Centre
in Singapore. It is expected that the company will achieve more export success through its exhibit at
Trans Expo in Canada in November this year, an exhibition it will attend with the assistance of a further
ITSAP grant. 
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Racing Industry
Hon. R.E. SCHWARTEN (Rockhampton—ALP) (Minister for Public Works, Housing and Racing)

(9.51 a.m.): I table the Racing Industry Integrity Review report. In so doing I want to personally thank the
members of the independent panel—former District Court Chief Judge Pat Shanahan, former federal
and state member of parliament David Watson and former general manager of Network Ten Bill
Lenehan—for their work over the last three months. The report examines the integrity management
structures across the three codes of racing—thoroughbred, harness and greyhound—with the primary
focus of evaluating the effectiveness of self-regulation within racing boards. 

More than 70 formal submissions were received as part of the consultation process and
numerous interviews as well as informal reports were also considered. Overall a broad cross-section of
the racing industry has been involved. I also take this opportunity to thank everyone who contributed to
the panel’s investigations. 

I point out that I read none of the 70 submissions. Any submissions which were mistakenly
forwarded to my office were immediately sent to the review panel. The panel also took private and public
evidence, all of which, including the submissions, have now been archived as is required under the
Public Record Act. The panel has advised that it would be appropriate to forward any matters which had
either criminal or official misconduct implications to the relevant authorities. I am unaware of any matters
which have been identified in this way. 

It is also worth noting that there was no specific criticism of the current system. In fact, one area
about which I was particularly concerned—animal welfare—was given a completely clean bill of health.
Clearly, however, the issue of stewards' conduct and training was identified, with a number of
recommendations in that regard. All recommendations will be given due consideration. This process is
about ensuring all Queenslanders can have faith in the racing industry and punters continue to have
faith to bet on racing—and you have to have a lot of faith to do that. 

The first step will be to cross-check with the Australian Racing Board to ensure that any of the
recommendations do not offend the rules of racing. It will also be necessary to ensure that these
recommendations do not interfere with any product agreement with UNiTAB. I am happy to brief the
opposition parties on this report and will, of course, keep the opposition informed as we work through
this process. Ultimately, I will prepare a submission for cabinet consideration which will deal with matters
arising from the report. I know it is a lot to ask, but I ask the National Party in particular to adopt a
bipartisan approach to this matter. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Corrective Services Act Review
Hon. J.C. SPENCE (Mount Gravatt—ALP) (Minister for Police and Corrective Services)

(9.54 a.m.): Queensland proudly sets the benchmark in Australia when it comes to prison security and
community safety. The Beattie government has invested wisely in our prison security by building state-
of-the-art facilities and upgrading systems at our older centres. In addition, Queensland is committed to
ensuring that offenders are managed in accordance with world’s best practice. To achieve this, we need
progressive policy frameworks and user-friendly legislation. 

The Corrective Services Act 2000 is being reviewed to ensure the legislation takes account of
changing technology, meets community expectations and works to protect staff and visitor safety. I have
asked the department to commence the review now to meet the 2006 timeframe set down in the act.
The terms of reference reflect the outcomes we want for the corrections system. They focus on
evaluating the effectiveness of legislation to address prisoner containment and community safety,
offender rehabilitation and reintegration, safety of staff, visitors and prisoners and statutory roles and
responsibilities. We want to ensure that prisoners who pose a risk to the community are securely
contained. We want to ensure prisoners who have served their time have the skills and ability to lead a
law-abiding and responsible life after their release. Most prisoners will be released one day, therefore
we need to reduce the rate of recidivism. We want to ensure that all those who come in contact with the
corrective services system can do so without fear of harm or injury. This should apply equally to staff,
visitors and inmates. We want to ensure that departmental staff, official visitors and community
corrections boards clearly understand their roles. They need the legislative base to fully carry out those
roles. 

Part of the review will be a public consultation process, which will commence this month. I will
release a series of issues papers addressing the terms of reference and the outcomes this government
expects from the corrective services system. In addition, there will be opportunities for stakeholders to
express their views in person through a series of feedback sessions in metropolitan and regional areas.
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The legislation review will draw on this information as well as developments in other jurisdictions and the
latest research into correctional practices. This will ensure the legislation governing corrective services
in Queensland continues to meet the needs and expectations of the community. The review is expected
to be complete by early next year with recommendations likely to be provided to cabinet in mid 2005. 

There have been a number of advances in the delivery of corrective services in Queensland in
recent years and I am committed to ensuring the correctional system can continue to support the
Queensland government’s commitment to safe and secure communities.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

2004 State Election
Hon. R.J. WELFORD (Everton—ALP) (Attorney-General and Minister for Justice) (9.57 a.m.): In

accordance with sections 19(2) and 19(3) of the Electoral Act 1992 I am pleased to present for the
information of honourable members the statistical returns for the Queensland general election held on 7
February this year. The 2004 Queensland election attracted 353 candidates and a new record number
of Queenslanders enrolled to vote—an extra 120,000 voters since the 2001 election—reflecting
Queensland’s extraordinary growth. 

This was the first state election since our government overhauled the Electoral Act in 2002.The
success of this election demonstrates that our government delivered on its promise to give Queensland
the strongest, most reliable, most stable and most transparent electoral system in Australia. We
introduced new standards of honesty and accountability for political parties and candidates. There were
strict new requirements for registration of political parties. Only parties which had constitutions that
comply with the new standards were eligible for registration and public funding. This was the first
election with new controls on how-to-vote cards. Political parties and candidates were required to lodge
how-to-vote cards by 5 p.m. on the Friday one week before polling day. Cards not lodged in accordance
with the act could not be distributed on polling day. 

The Electoral Commission reports that all political parties and most independent candidates
lodged cards by the deadline with either the local returning officer or the commission’s head office. In the
words of the commission, this brought a new level of transparency to the electoral process. 

This was also the first election with new rules concerning the conduct of preselection ballots to
ensure that they were free and fair. The Electoral Commission was given powers to conduct random
audits of pre-election documents held by any political party. Following this year’s election, the
commission commenced its audit of a number of randomly selected preselection ballots conducted by
the six registered political parties. The commission will prepare a report on its findings and I will table
that report in this place at a future time.

I want to commend the Electoral Commission for the outstanding job it did in delivering
information about the election to each of the 2.4 million electors on the roll. The mail-out consisted of a
personally addressed letter informing the elector of the name of his or her electoral district, a list of local
polling booths and an easy guide on how to vote. With the help of a range of contractors, the
commission got this information to every voter by day 17 of the election campaign at a cost of 56c per
elector. I also want to thank the Electoral Commissioner, Bob Longland, his permanent staff, the casual
officers, returning officers and some 8,200 polling officials who staffed over 2,500 polling booths, pre-
poll centres and mobile booths throughout Queensland to ensure a successful state election.

Two years ago our government introduced some of the most significant reforms to our electoral
system in Queensland’s history. The 2004 state election demonstrated that these changes have been
effective. Queenslanders can now be assured that they have the strongest and most transparent
electoral system in Australia, with political parties and candidates required to meet new standards of
honesty and accountability. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Land Clearing
Hon. S. ROBERTSON (Stretton—ALP) (Minister for Natural Resources and Mines) (10.01 a.m.):

Applications for land-holders to participate in the ballot for the last broadscale clearing of vegetation in
Queensland closed last night. Honourable members will recall that a ballot will be conducted on 17
September to determine land-holders who can undertake clearing of the remaining balance of 500,000
hectares before all broadscale clearing ends on 31 December 2006. 

We expect finalisation of applications lodged prior to the 16 May moratorium will leave
approximately 200,000 hectares available for the ballot process. At the close of business last night, my
department had received 836 applications from land-holders throughout Queensland wishing to
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participate in the ballot. Applications postmarked prior to the ballot closure but still in transit will also be
accepted.

To further assist land-holders, we have 92 vegetation management officers working full time on
the ballot to ensure that applications are assessed in a timely manner to allow successful land-holders
as much time as possible to undertake clearing before the end of 2006. An external agency will conduct
an audit of the ballot process and the procedures used by my department to verify the integrity and
impartiality of the process. All applicants will be notified in writing of the result of the ballot regardless of
whether or not their application was successful. 

The National Party has been running around claiming that we should extend the application
period to give land-holders a fair go. I think the large number of applications we have received suggests
that land-holders have had sufficient time to prepare and lodge applications. As the opposition knows,
we first announced the ballot in May this year and application details have been publicly available for
nearly four months.

The Department of Natural Resources and Mines wrote to approximately 82,500 land-holders
throughout Queensland advising them about the ballot. The ballot application process has been widely
publicised in the media and on my department’s web site for many months. We have conducted public
workshops across the state to advise land-holders about the ballot rules and process. We have also
written specially to those land-holders who rang the ballot call centre but still could not be contacted,
despite numerous attempts by departmental officers.

Not everyone will be satisfied by the outcome of the ballot or the government’s decision to end
broadscale land clearing. I can assure Queenslanders, however, that my department is working very
hard to ensure that all land-holders who have applied to participate in the ballot process are getting a fair
go.

On a related matter, it has been brought to my attention that the Office of the Leader of the
Opposition has put in an application under FOI, as it is entitled to, to seek a copy of the database of
names and addresses used to mail out letters to land-holders relating to the recently introduced tree
clearing laws. That is the database that contains 82,500 names and addresses of land-holders in this
state. That application will follow due process and there will be absolutely no interference in that
application whatsoever. 

But the question does arise as to why the National Party wants the names and addresses of
82,500 land-holders. What possible public purpose can be served by seeking that kind of information? Is
it because it wants to use that database during the federal election campaign? Is it because it wants to
use that database for its own base political purposes? What possible public purpose can be served by
such an application? 

I challenge the Leader of the Opposition today to rule out any misuse of that database for political
purposes, because the privacy of Queensland’s land-holders depends on the integrity of the Leader of
the Opposition. Get up on your feet now, Lawrence, and guarantee that you will not misuse that
database containing the names and addresses of 82,500 land-holders who received information from
my department on the new land clearing laws. Get up on your feet and guarantee it now, or forever we
will know that you used FOI in a gross breach of privacy to obtain the details of land-holders in this state.
We suspect that all you want to do is to use it during the federal election campaign to continue with the
base, dishonest campaign about the new vegetation clearing laws in this state. On your feet now,
Leader of the Opposition, and rule it out. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Child Protection
Hon. M.F. REYNOLDS (Townsville—ALP) (Minister for Child Safety) (10.06 a.m.): I want to talk

about the significant milestone in the reforms to the child protection system in Queensland that take
place today. The first stage of legislative reforms set out in the blueprint is now complete. Under the new
legislation that comes into effect on the first day of spring, children and young people in state protection
will have their rights and interests safeguarded by an expanded community visitor program.

I am pleased to report that we have moved quickly to implement these changes so the rights of
the most vulnerable in our society are protected. I would like to see the member for Toowoomba South
support this as well. The changes are the second instalment in a series of legislative reforms which will
bolster Queensland’s child protection system by introducing greater accountability and monitoring
measures.

In other initiatives being introduced, the Department of Child Safety will also have the ability to
intervene where it is suspected that an unborn child may be at risk of abuse or neglect after its birth. The
changes have bipartisan support and are major steps towards reforming the child safety system by
ensuring that government departments are open, transparent and accountable.
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Under the new reforms, the community visitor program, managed by the Commission for Children
and Young People and Child Guardian, will be expanded to include all children and young people in the
alternative care system, including those in foster care. Community visitors will meet with every child and
young person in alternative care and foster care on a monthly basis. They will provide an important
additional layer of support and advice for these children and young people and will also advocate on
their behalf to help resolve concerns. 

Community visitors will also play an important role by providing children and young people with
information about their rights, deal with concerns about their standard of care and make referrals to
other agencies for assistance when needed. Community visitors will work in partnership with the
Department of Child Safety’s 46 child safety service centres across the state of Queensland, having
regular contact with child safety officers in the management of a child’s case plan and developmental
needs. Child safety officers will work collaboratively with other agencies and community visitors to
resolve issues or concerns at a local level, ensuring that the best interests of the child are always
paramount.

From today, the Department of Child Safety will also be able to offer assistance, as I indicated, to
pregnant women where it is suspected that an unborn child may be at risk of abuse or neglect after its
birth. I emphasise that this is not to interfere with the rights of pregnant women but to offer supportive
intervention that will reduce the likelihood of the child being placed in out-of-home care after birth. Also
coming into effect is a requirement that all relevant state government departments detail their role in
promoting child welfare and delivering child protection services in their annual reports. Starting in the
2004-05 annual reports, relevant government departments will showcase the initiatives and
achievements in their promotion of child welfare and delivery of child protection services. This is a new
era of child protection in Queensland, and these changes to legislation are absolutely vital for the
reforms to continue. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Inbound Tourism Industry

Hon. M.M. KEECH (Albert—ALP) (Minister for Tourism, Fair Trading and Wine Industry
Development) (10.10 a.m.): Rogue inbound tourism operators are firmly in the sights of the Beattie
government. The rogues are on notice following a highly successful blitz—Operation Bravo Kong—
mounted by my Office of Fair Trading, the Queensland Police Service and federal agencies. This
operation focused on gathering intelligence and detecting offences relating to tourism, immigration,
liquor licensing and prostitution among Asian businesses on the Gold Coast. Among those targeted
were operators of tours, restaurants and nightclubs. Two people were charged with being illegal non-
citizens and a number of other offences were detected. While this operation was the first major
combined agency blitz, more are planned. We have also teamed up with the Gold Coast inbound
industry to target the crooks. I can announce that several investigations are already under way with a
view to possible prosecutions.

Without a national approach, we will never be able to clean out rogue operators from the
multibillion-dollar inbound tourism industry. I have urged my federal, state and territory ministerial
colleagues to help Queensland preserve Australia's reputation as a high-quality and safe destination.
Rogue operators are a problem not only in Queensland but also across Australia and New Zealand, and
we really need to work together if we are to take effective action. Fair Trading has already forged a
productive partnership with the Australian Tourism Export Council as part of the offensive against the
rogues.

Queensland is represented on a national compliance task force. The task force comprises the
police, fair trading and tourism agencies, the ACCC, the Federal Police, the Australian Taxation Office,
Customs and a range of Commonwealth departments. The task force has a broad-ranging charter,
including gathering information on priority areas for prosecution, keeping a watching brief on inbound
operators in emerging markets, and undertaking a study on the extent of the cash economy within the
tourism and hospitality industry. In addition, we will be approaching universities on the Gold Coast and
seeking their cooperation in liaising with their Asian students to prevent the opportunity for extortion and
exploitation of students.

 Tourism is Queensland's second largest export industry. We must protect our reputation at all
costs. Queensland is the only Australian jurisdiction to have specific legislation targeting inbound
rogues. Our Tourism Services Act gives Fair Trading the power to seek injunctions, restrict registrations,
issue fines and seek orders directing the refund of money and prosecute those who do not comply with
the legislation. The Queensland Police Service and other agencies, both state and Commonwealth, are
working with Fair Trading to gather evidence to prosecute those breaking the law. I really do thank the
Minister for Police for her cooperation in this matter. Well done, Minister for Police. I want to assure both
international visitors and the tourism industry that the Beattie government is serious about chasing the
crooks out of our second largest export industry. 
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Electricity Supply, Briefing of MPs

Hon. R.J. MICKEL (Logan—ALP) (Minister for Energy) (10.13 a.m.): I was pleased with the
outcome of yesterday's energy briefing, and I want to thank the members who did attend for doing so. I
also want to place on record my thanks to Darryl Somerville and the CEOs of Ergon and Energex. The
questions were intelligent and it was a constructive exercise for everyone involved. I want to place on
the record my thanks to the Liberal Party and also to the staff member who attended and One Nation
and the Independent members who attended. Again, I gave them an undertaking that the information
they requested will be supplied to them. I am confident they would have gained quite a different
impression of the electricity industry from the picture that the National Party has been painting.
Queensland has the strongest performing energy sector in the country. The facts speak for themselves.

Since the inception of the market in 1998, over two-thirds of the investment in new infrastructure
has occurred in Queensland. About 60 per cent of that investment has come from the private sector.

Opposition members interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order!

Mr MICKEL: Mr Speaker, I want to re-emphasise that point. About 60 per cent of the investment
has come from the private sector. Queensland recently overtook Victoria to become the second largest
jurisdiction in the national electricity market behind New South Wales. Queensland is the only state
where new baseload generation has been developed since 1998—

Opposition members interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order!

Mr MICKEL: I will re-emphasise that point, Mr Speaker. Queensland is the only state where new
baseload generation has been developed since 1998 and is still the only state where a fully private
baseload generation project—

Mr Springborg interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Leader of the Opposition, you will have plenty of opportunity to ask
questions within the next quarter of an hour. I now call the minister.

Mr MICKEL: I want to re-emphasise that point, Mr Speaker. Queensland is the only state where
new baseload generation has been developed since 1998 and is still the only state where a fully private
baseload generation project has been developed by InterGen at Millmerran on the southern downs.
Other major new projects include baseload generation at Callide C and Tarong North. New gas-fired
generation has also been developed by CS Energy at Swanbank E and the new gas-fired plant at
Townsville is under development by Transfield. A new baseload coal-fired plant has recently been
approved for development at Kogan Creek.

This level of investment is unprecedented in Australia and demonstrates strong business and
investor confidence in the Queensland market. But it is a pity that the opposition does not share that
confidence. The Leader of the Opposition wants to undo all of that good work by nationalising the power
system. Comrade the Leader of the Opposition's plan is not practical. It would not deliver better
outcomes. In fact, it would take us back beyond the structure that existed prior to the establishment of
the government owned corporations. Under Comrade the Leader of the Opposition's five- or 10-year
plan, Energex and Ergon would effectively become part of a government department. This structure is
completely inappropriate for service businesses like Energex and Ergon Energy. In fact, the opposition
is saying that I should eliminate their boards and get involved in the day-to-day operational decisions. It
would be like asking the shareholders of a business to run the business. It does not make sense.

What my role is as minister is to let both Energex and Ergon Energy know in clear terms what
they need to deliver to meet the government's and the community's expectations. I have directed them
to implement the recommendations of the report into distribution and service delivery and to return to a
more customer focused approach. I remind Queenslanders that the last time the Nationals got their
hands on the electricity network the entire state was plunged into darkness for four days. They tried to
blame the unions for sabotage, and that is just for starters. They cannot even agree on a strategy for the
electricity industry with their former coalition partners. The Liberals do not support nationalisation. In
fact, I will have a little bit more to say later about what the Liberals do support. The member for Robina
told the Gold Coast Bulletin on 14 August that Comrade the Leader of the Opposition's proposal was
quite frankly ‘ridiculous'. So what we have got is an opposition with two different policies—no
agreement, no unity and no spark. 
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Policy, Community and Personal 
Histories Branch

Hon. E.A. CLARK (Clayfield—ALP) (Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Policy)
(10.19 a.m.): We have all heard stories of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Queenslanders not
growing up within their own families, being denied the right to be held and to be comforted by their
mother, or their father, or carer. They could not see their family’s smiles or hear their voices. I have
heard many of these stories whilst meeting with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities
around the state. They are stories of separation and of sorrow. They are stories of family contacts lost
and connections to country and past generations broken.

Not all of these stories have unhappy endings. The Queensland government’s Community and
Personal Histories Branch within the Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Policy is
supporting Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples in their search to discover personal and family
histories. For 14 years, this branch has helped Queenslanders reconnect with their past and, in some
cases, contact their families of origin. The Community and Personal Histories Branch has responded to
more than 8,000 requests for information. The staff, including Queensland’s first indigenous archivist,
Loris Williams, do this through helping people access historical records about them, their families and
their communities.

The branch has completed a number of large indexing projects, including the indexing of the
correspondence created by the Home Secretary’s Office between 1896 and 1930. This includes
references to thousands of indigenous people and will provide many families with more information
about their history. More than 9,000 personal files have now also been digitally scanned to ensure the
preservation of the original records and allow instant access to these records. The branch receives
about 800 requests for information a year, many of them from Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Queenslanders requiring information to complete reports for native title purposes.

I am proud of the people who work towards this worthy end and proud that the Beattie
government is able to provide this service. By improving access to records, we are improving the
chances of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples to reclaim their families and their homelands.
This is an important part of the reconciliation process. 

ONE NATION PARTY

Report of Expenses

Ms LEE LONG (Tablelands—ONP) (10.20 a.m.): I would like to take this opportunity to table a
report of the expenses of the One Nation Party for the period 1 July 2003 to 30 June 2004.

OFFICE OF LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION

Report of Expenses

Mr SPRINGBORG (Southern Downs—NPA) (Leader of the Opposition) (10.22 a.m.): I table a
report of the expenses of the Office the Leader of the Opposition for the period 1 July 2003 to 30 June
2004. 

NOTICE OF MOTION

Drugs in Schools

Mr MESSENGER (Burnett—NPA) (10.22 a.m.): I give notice that I will move—
That this parliament calls on the Beattie government to recognise that every student has the right to learn in an ordered school
environment free from disruption, harassment, intimidation and substance abuse; and

That the authority of principals in matters concerning discipline needs to be strengthened through the support of the government
and all levels of Education Queensland; and in addition calls on the government to provide rehabilitation and counselling services
to the 14 students suspended and excluded each day from Queensland's schools for drug use. 
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FLUORIDATION OF PUBLIC WATER SUPPLIES AMENDMENT BILL

First Reading
Mr LANGBROEK (Surfers Paradise—Lib) (10.23 a.m.): I present a bill for an act to amend the

Fluoridation of Public Water Supplies Act 1963, and for related purposes. I present the explanatory
notes, and I move—
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to. 

Second Reading
Mr LANGBROEK (Surfers Paradise—Lib) (10.23 a.m.): I move—

That the bill be now read a second time. 

 I rise today to introduce a bill to protect our children's teeth by embracing the beneficial effects
from fluoridating drinking water throughout Queensland to reduce tooth decay and improve general oral
health. Water fluoridation was introduced in all Australian states in the 1960s and 1970s and about
80 per cent of most states' populations now receive fluoridated water supplies. However, Brisbane is the
only capital city with unfluoridated water and, at present, only about five per cent of the Queensland
population has fluoridation of their water supplies.

Recent dental evidence indicates that by the age of six, Queensland children have the highest
rate of decayed, missing or filled primary teeth—almost 50 per cent above the national average—and
that Queensland's 12-year-old children also have the highest rate of decayed, missing or filled
permanent teeth, more than 50 per cent above the national average. The variance in tooth decay rates
between Queensland and the rest of Australia is directly attributable to the failure of the Queensland
government and local councils to add fluoride to their water supplies.

The Fluoridation of Public Water Supplies Amendment Bill 2004 will strengthen our children's
teeth and free up a public dental health system struggling under the strain of Queensland's above
average level of decayed teeth, which comes at a great economic cost to the public. 

Mr Speaker, in consideration of the time, I seek leave to have the remainder of my speech
incorporated in Hansard.

Leave granted.
Although I am proud to be the first Dentist to be elected to the Queensland Parliament since 1938, it is not a feat that I can take
lightly. It places a responsibility on me to ensure that this House takes all measures in its power to ensure that the Government
provides Queenslanders with a high level of oral health care.When I graduated from the University of Queensland some 20 years
ago I gave an undertaking that I would do all in my power to assist public oral health care. I say to each and every member of the
Queensland Parliament that you have the ability today to assist every Queenslander to maintain a high level of oral health care.
This bill seeks to amend the Fluoridation and Public Water Supplies Act 1963 and mandate that all controlling entities of public
water supplies, be they local governments or other providers of water to the public, add a specified level of fluoride to the water
supply. The bill also provides an exemption for small communities. Fluoride occurs naturally at varying levels in almost all public
water supplies. In places where the natural level of fluoride in water is around half to one part per million, much lower levels of
tooth decay in both children and adults are found.The first inclusion of fluoride into a water supply in Australia occurred in
Beaconsfield, near Launceston, Tasmania in 1953. Over 300 million people are currently receiving fluoridated water worldwide, in
addition to those receiving naturally fluoridated water. Other countries with water fluoridation schemes include the United States,
the United Kingdom, Ireland, South Africa, Israel, South Korea, Vietnam, New Zealand, Canada, Malaysia, Singapore and Hong
Kong. In Australia, about 11.5 million people now receive fluoridated water.
In Queensland in 1963, the Nicklin Government introduced the Fluoridation of Public Water Supplies Act which conferred
responsibility for proposing this public health measure to communities, and carrying out their decisions, on individual local
governments.The addition of fluoride to the public water supply is a scientifically proven measure to reduce the quantity and
severity of tooth decay and tooth loss suffered by children and can aid oral health care into adulthood. A survey released in 1999
showed that “... out of 38 countries for which comparable national data are available, Australia has the second lowest average
number of decayed, missing or filled permanent teeth in 12 year-old children. “However, within Australia the figures vary widely.
Especially in Queensland, where only about 5% of the population receives fluoridated water. The survey found Queensland 6
year-old children had the highest rate of decayed, missing or filled primary teeth, almost 50% above the national average, while 12
year-old children had the highest rate of decayed, missing or filled permanent teeth, more than 50% above the national average.
Further evidence of the benefits of fluoridated water can be found in the 1991 study that examined children from Brisbane
(unfluoridated) and Townsville (fluoridated) and found a striking difference. Decay rates were significantly lower among children in
Townsville than in Brisbane, both in primary and permanent teeth. The study stated that “if the 201,084 children aged five to fifteen
years in Brisbane were to achieve the benefits of fluoridation apparent from this study, there would be approximately 300,000
fewer tooth surfaces with caries (incidences of tooth decay). “The World Health Organisation has stated that “community water
fluoridation is safe and cost-effective and should be introduced and maintained wherever it is socially acceptable and feasible” and
the US Surgeon-Generals has stated that “community water fluoridation continues to be the most cost-effective, practical and safe
means for reducing and controlling the occurrence of tooth decay in a community. “The fluoridation of public waters is further
supported by the various medical and health association in Australia. 
I would like to take this opportunity to repeat what the Australian Medical Association and the Australian Dental Association
presidents have said about the fluoridation of water. Dr Don Anning, President, Australian Dental Association (Qld): Queensland
spends twice the national average per person on dental treatment in public dental services yet our waiting lists continue to grow
even longer and Queenslanders still have the worst teeth in Australia. This is not a coincidence. The fact that less than 5% of
Queenslanders enjoy the benefits of water fluoridation is the greatest triumph of quackery over science that I am aware of. In the
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face of the “big lie” perpetrated by anti-fluoridationists, it is time for the Queensland public to be aware of the facts and demand the
long overdue introduction of one of the great preventative public health measures of modern times and Dr David Molloy, President,
Australian Medical Association (Qld): “Healthy teeth can mean a healthy body. Evidence is mounting that poor oral health can
impact adversely on your body's well being. Your mouth and teeth can leak inflammation into your body that can increase your risk
of heart attack, stroke and even premature labour if you are pregnant. Keep your teeth and body healthy with nature's gift—
fluoride.” The Fluoridation of Public Water Supplies Act (1963) authorises local governments in Queensland to decide whether or
not to fluoridate public water supplies under its control. 
The Act states that a local government may add fluoride to any public water supply under its control without conducting a poll of
eligible voters within the local government's area. However a local government may not add fluoride to a public water supply if it
has conducted a poll and the proposition of adding fluoride to the public water supply is defeated.Brisbane is the only capital city
with unfluoridated water, and at present, only about 5% of the Queensland population have fluoridation of their water. Despite a
number of councils introducing water fluoridation to public water supplies, currently only Dalby, Mareeba, Moranbah, and
Townsville currently have fluoridated water supplies in Queensland. 
A complication with regard to the decision of allowing local governments to fluoridate public water supplies is the trend of local
governments to share water sources and treatment facilities. Under the current Act, if local governments that share a water
treatment facility were to hold a joint referendum regarding fluoridation, and just one local government area voted against
fluoridating the public water supply then all local governments are bound by that decision. As I stated previously, this bill seeks to
amend the Fluoridation and Public Water Supplies Act 1963 and mandate that all controlling entities of public water supplies, be
they local governments or other providers of water to the public, add a specified level of fluoride to the water supply. I commend
the Bill to the House. 

Debate, on motion of Mr Nuttall, adjourned. 

PRIVATE MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS

Minister for Education; Victoria Point State School
Mr SPRINGBORG (Southern Downs—NPA) (Leader of the Opposition) (10.25 a.m.): The

government, and in particular the Minister for Education, has failed school communities across
Queensland. The minister has failed because she and her department have been unwilling to stand up
and back the school community of the Victoria Point State School in Queensland. She has not been
prepared to stand behind the principal, she has not been prepared to stand behind the teachers, she
has not been prepared to stand behind the parents who find the whole notion of drug abuse in our
schools to be completely repugnant. 

The principal of that school made a decision to expel two students who had been found using
marijuana or who had marijuana in their possession. The parents across Queensland and the teachers
across Queensland find it absolutely intolerable that this sort of action has been allowed to happen by
the minister. 

Under this government, and the minister in particular, we have a situation where she has been
unprepared to stand behind those school principals. We know that school principals and teachers
already find it difficult to maintain discipline, to set examples, to reflect and reinforce the community
values in our schools. Can members imagine the signal that this now sends to people who may have a
predisposition to want to use drugs in our schools or take drugs into our schools? Basically, this decision
means that if a student is caught with an illegal drug in his or her possession and a principal expels that
student, then the department is going to overturn that decision of the principal. 

 It is not good enough for this government not to stand behind our schools and not to stand behind
the principals. We need to have a zero tolerance towards drugs in our schools. We need to stand behind
principals who are trying to do the right thing in enforcing those very, very strong values in our schools. 

We now have the worst of both worlds. We have no support for school principals from this
minister and we also have no diversion, no counselling and no other services for these students. 

Time expired.

Federal Government
Mr FRASER (Mount Coot-tha—ALP) (10.27 a.m.): I urge all Australians to ensure that they are

correctly enrolled so that they can have their say in the federal election that finally has been announced
for 9 October. Despite John Howard's furtive attempts to deny many young people a vote, I remind all
young Queenslanders that they still have until 8 p.m. next Tuesday, 7 September, to ensure that they
can have their say about the future of our country. I say to young people: remember that John Howard
wanted you to be denied a vote. And why would he not? His plan for the Australia of future generations
is astonishingly dismal and spiritless.

But if the Prime Minister is anything, he is cunning. He knows that after he has told a generation
of people that $100,000 university degrees will be commonplace, declared a two-tiered health system to
replace the universality of Medicare, which was enjoyed by previous generations, and capped it off with
the myopia of not signing the Kyoto protocol, he will not be expecting many votes from young
Australians interested in a just and sustainable future. 
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All the while his pallid shadow, the federal Treasurer, has said to young people, ‘Don't worry about
the future. We’ve put the lot on 24 years interest free—nothing to pay until the next generation comes to
work.' The federal Treasurer's economic stewardship says to young people, ‘You can work forever and
help pay for the Bankcard nation that I have built over the past eight years.' 

Queenslanders need a federal Latham Labor government—one that will invest in our future in
education and skills development and training, one that will restore bulk-billing and strengthen
Medicare, and one that will sign up to Kyoto for the benefit of today and tomorrow. Many Australians do
not trust this Prime Minister as far as they could throw him. I urge young Queenslanders to update their
enrolment, have their say and throw out this tawdry federal government. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The time for private members' statements has expired. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Drugs in Schools
Mr SPRINGBORG (10.30 a.m.): My question is addressed to the Minister for Education and the

Arts. I refer to the latest examples of the department overturning a recommendation by a school
principal on behalf of a school community to expel students found using illegal drugs at school. Can the
minister explain why school communities are not being allowed to enforce a drug-free environment for
their children in Queensland schools? 

Ms BLIGH: I thank the honourable member for the question. I thought I had fairly clearly
explained yesterday the behaviour management framework of Queensland schools and the legislation
on which it is based, but I am very happy to have another opportunity to talk about it because I think it is
very important that everybody in this House understands that legislative framework and understands the
way the system is working. 

In his private member's statement the Leader of the Opposition referred on several occasions to a
decision made by a school principal to expel a student. Under the legislation, principals do not have the
power to make that decision. They are not the decision maker. This parliament debated this issue and
resolved that the consequences of expulsion are so serious and have such an impact on the life of a
student that the power to expel should be exercised by someone at a more senior level. That was not
my decision; it was a decision of this parliament on a proposal brought forward by the coalition. It was
introduced by then Education Minister Bob Quinn, and it was done with a great deal of thought from all
sides, because people understood that, while there are serious issues that confront schools every day,
there are also very, very serious consequences on children when they are expelled. It was about trying
to get that balance right. 

I will correct another mistake the member made in his statement. He made allegations about a
lack of support for the students involved in relation to any issues they have with drugs. One of the
conditions of re-entry to the school after a 20-day suspension is that the students are mandated to
attend drug counselling provided by the Redland Hospital. Any suggestion that they are not involved in
that or are not being required to do that is not true. 

Mr Springborg: Right across Queensland? 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member will have the opportunity to ask another question.
Ms BLIGH: Schools take this issue very, very seriously. 
Mr Messenger: Five rehab beds. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for Burnett will cease interjecting. That is my final warning.
Ms BLIGH: The government takes this issue very seriously. The school behaviour management

plan at Victoria Point State High School lists expulsion as a possible outcome for possession of drugs. It
also says that one of the possible outcomes is that the matter will be referred to the police. In this case
the matter was referred to the police and the police, on investigation, decided it did not require any
further action on their part. 

In the absence of any police action, in the absence of any threat to the safety and good order of
the staff and the students and in the presence of a very serious punishment and a requirement for
counselling, I am satisfied that the executive director made a very firm but fair decision. That is the way
the system works, and I will not be politicising the system. We will not be going back to the 1960s and
1970s, when the National Party had ministers interfering in those kinds of decisions. 

Electricity Supply
Mr SPRINGBORG: My question is addressed to the Minister for Energy. This morning in this

place the Premier asserted that the decision and the practice of this government in taking dividends
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from Ergon and Energex in no way impacted upon the capacity of them to upgrade and maintain the
network. I refer the minister to—

Mr BEATTIE: Mr Speaker, I rise to a point of order. I have made no such assertion. That was the
assertion made by the independent head of the panel, Darryl Somerville. Let us set the record straight. 

Mr SPRINGBORG: Let me rephrase my question. My question is directed to the Minister for
Energy. I refer to assertions made in this place this morning by the Premier, referring to the Somerville
report, that the taking of dividends from Ergon and Energex did not have any impact on the capacity of
them to upgrade and maintain the power distribution network. I also refer him to 111 pages of
documents denied to the opposition under freedom of information, including Energex Ltd and Ergon
Energy Corporation Ltd special dividends and other dividend board decisions. Can the minister please
explain to this parliament what was actually in those minutes? If the taking of those dividends had no
impact, will he now release all of those documents in their entirety so the people of Queensland can
make their decision based on information, not assertion? 

Mr MICKEL: It is breathtaking hypocrisy for the Leader of the Opposition to get up here today and
talk about the Somerville report in the way that he has, when he had the opportunity yesterday—

Opposition members interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! We are going to hear the answer to this question. 
Mr Seeney: Did you have the documents yesterday?
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member for Callide. This is my final warning. 
Mr MICKEL: He had the opportunity yesterday to go there and ask the author of that report. What

did he do? 
Mr Hobbs interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for Warrego.
Mr Horan: With the Premier looking over his shoulder. 
Mr SPEAKER: And the member for Toowoomba South. My final warning. 
Mr MICKEL: The member for Nicklin said of the National Party, ‘They should have been there.

They owe it to their constituents to not spit the dummy and play like children in a playground.' We can
only agree with that. 

Mr Springborg: You release the documents, not Somerville. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! You have asked the question. 
Mr MICKEL: Here they are up here this morning. They had the opportunity yesterday. As I

understand it, they had been badgering the honourable the Premier for some time for a briefing. We
gave them that opportunity yesterday. What did they do in the face of it? They squibbed. As I said
yesterday, this is the best resourced but the laziest opposition in Australia. 

Mr SPRINGBORG: Mr Speaker, I rise to a point of order. My question was very simple. If the
minister has nothing to hide, why will he not release those 111 pages? 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! You have asked the question. 
Mr Copeland interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for Cunningham will cease interjecting. My final warning. 
Mr MICKEL: Yesterday we gave the opposition and the independents about an hour and a half

for them to ask any question they wanted. I note that the member for Gympie is nodding in agreement. It
was unfettered. The Leader of the Liberal Party sent along the member for Surfers Paradise, who is the
spokesman. He brought along an adviser, and I welcome that, because that was the way for him to
understand it. It was the way for the adviser to understand it. We should talk about dividends. Let us talk
about the dividends from 1997 under the Borbidge government. 

Mr Seeney: Answer the question. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for Callide. My final warning. 
Mr MICKEL: Let us talk about the dividends. In 1997 the National Party extracted $850 million

from the entire industry. Now Comrade the Leader of the Opposition wants to nationalise the industry.
The member for Robina wants to privatise it. 

Mr LINGARD: Mr Speaker, I rise to a point of order. You are continually allowing the minister to
defy standing order 244, which refers specifically to how members of the opposition should be
addressed. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Before calling the member for Whitsunday, I welcome to the public gallery
students and teachers of Wellers Hill State School in the electorate of Greenslopes. 
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Town Centre and National Park Upgrades
Ms JARRATT: My question is addressed to the Premier. This government continues to open

upgrades and enhancements to town centres and national parks right across the state. Can the Premier
detail to the House how this might be impacting on the Whitsunday region? 

Mr BEATTIE: I certainly can, and I thank the honourable member for Whitsunday for asking the
question. My government is a government for all Queenslanders, with policies and strategies for each of
our regions. Last week, as the honourable member for Whitsunday would know, I officially opened two
new attractions in the Whitsunday area with the Whitsunday MP, Jan Jarratt. The $1.38 million first
stage of the Airlie Esplanade streetscape will add to the town’s reputation as an attractive tourist
destination. I must say that when I inspected it I was very impressed. 

Mr Mackenroth interjected.
Mr BEATTIE: Even the trees were talking about how good it was, as the Deputy Premier said.

The improvements are a joint Queensland and local government project funded on a 50-50 basis. I
should explain that there was someone in the tree at the opening who wanted to share his view with us.
He helped every one of the speakers, including the local member, the mayor and me, deliver what I
thought was a scintillating occasion.

The streetscape will link with the proposed Port of Airlie and it is anticipated that the facelift of the
esplanade will turn this section of town into a restaurant and coffee shop strip. It has been designed to
be attractive during the day and provide a well-lit, safe haven with no shadows at night. 

Another project that will help bring tourists to the area is the Whitsunday Great Walk, which I
opened on the same day. The 36-kilometre Whitsunday Great Walk cost was $1.4 million and is the
second of six Great Walks which we are constructing. I want to thank the former Minister for the
Environment, John Mickel, and his predecessor, Dean Wells, both of whom have taken a keen interest
in this Great Walk. Dean visited it on a number of occasions and I know that John Mickel would have
loved to have been there but he had other responsibilities. 

Walkers who like a challenge can do the three stages, each about 10 kilometres—Brandy Creek
to Repulse Creek Camp, Repulse Creek to Bloodwood Camp, and Bloodwood Camp to Airlie Beach. I
congratulated at the time, and I do so again today, the Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service staff for a
great job in establishing new information shelters, signage, hiker camps, facilities and lookouts along the
route. 

Two new positions were established in the QPWS for the job, and the project created numerous
employment opportunities in the design and construction phases. It was a huge project. The team
reopened abandoned logging roads and tracks, worked on controlling weeds along the old logging
tracks, linked the track to Airlie Beach, developed camping areas and lookouts, installed drainage to
control potential erosion, installed signs and built a car park.

Last year the Whitsunday region attracted more than 650,000 domestic and international visitors.
Those visitors make a vital contribution to the local economy. These new developments add to the
$8 million lagoon which I opened in February 2001 and which has proved to be a real boon for both
locals and tourists. My government will continue to do all that it can to facilitate good projects in this
region. Maintaining strong regional economies and stimulating growth in sustainable jobs in the regions
are two of our top priorities.

Electricity Boards, Appointments
Mr SEENEY: My question is directed to the Minister for Energy, and I refer to the long list of Labor

mates and cronies that have been appointed to the boards of the energy corporations by his failed
predecessors. In particular, I refer to the example of Mr Stephen Lonie, who was appointed to the board
of CS Energy. Can the minister confirm that this is the same Stephen Lonie who was engaged by the
Labor Party to do its costings for the 1998 election campaign? Can he confirm that this is the same
Stephen Lonie who only months ago had to resign from the Queensland Thoroughbred Racing Board
after a CMC investigation? As the new Energy Minister, will he be replacing such Labor cronies with
people who have the necessary skills and industry experience to rebuild Queensland's electricity
network? 

Mr MICKEL: Mr Speaker, this is the second day in a row that this parliament has been subjected
to the most vile defamation of people. I waited in vain today for a little bit of decency from the opposition
leadership team after the defamation yesterday of Mark Bucknall. Because those opposite have no
policy, because they have no energy for anything, because they are the laziest opposition in Australia—
the best resourced but the laziest—what they do in the absence of anything else is resort to vile
defamation of people. I know the member for Cunningham and I know the Leader of the Opposition, and
I will say this of both of them: I respect them both and I do not believe for one second that their integrity
would have allowed them to get up and ask a question like that yesterday unless they had proof. But I
waited in vain for the proof because we have the CMC. If they really believed that defamation yesterday
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they would have gone to the CMC, but they did not do that. They chose yesterday to launch a vile
personal attack. I refuted that totally yesterday. I would have thought somebody with decency,
somebody with any integrity at all, would have come in here today and said, ‘I was wrong about that vile
defamation.' 

We also had the member for Bundaberg on her feet yesterday telling of another vicious personal
attack. I apologise to those people—the public servants and the people who serve on the board—who
are going to be subjected to these vile personal attacks upon them where their reputations are going to
be shredded, where their reputations are going to be thrown around like confetti—

Mr Hobbs interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for Warrego! This is my final warning.
Mr MICKEL: This is the laziest opposition in Australia. This is an opposition with no plan for the

future, no energy—
Mr SEENEY: Mr Speaker, I rise to a point of order. This is question time. I asked the minister a

question, and in response we have had two and a half minutes of personal abuse—
Mr SPEAKER: Order! That is not a point of order. 
Mr SEENEY: Mr Speaker—
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Resume your seat.
Mr MICKEL: The hypocrisy of the member for Callide has just been exposed. It is absolutely

breathtaking that he can get up there and shred somebody's reputation. He can dish it out but he cannot
take it. 

Dingoes, Fraser Island
Mr McNAMARA: My question is directed to the Premier. Hervey Bay and all of Queensland was

saddened by Clinton Gage's tragic death in April 2001 on Fraser Island. Have the subsequent measures
introduced by the government had any impact on dingo activity on the island? 

Mr BEATTIE: I thank the honourable member for Hervey Bay for his question. In April of 2001 a
young boy by the name of Clinton Gage was fatally mauled by dingoes on Fraser Island. It was a
tragedy for the whole family and I think all Queenslanders were, quite rightly, horrified by what
happened.

As a result, among other measures, this government ordered an immediate cull of dingo numbers
on the island—which is what we should have done—but this cull was not directed at just any dingoes.
Instead, it was specifically targeted at those animals who had become close to humans and the food
scraps they deliberately or accidentally supplied to the dingoes. They had developed an attachment. At
the same time residents and visitors to the island caught feeding dingoes were subjected to significant
fines.

We were roundly criticised at the time by conservation, tourism, animal welfare and indigenous
groups over these policies. The government chose, quite rightly, to ignore these complaints and
continued to implement a policy of culling dingoes aggressive to people and driving dingoes away from
the towns. It did this because Fraser Island is a national park, and such parks are designed to protect
animals in their natural state, not in artificially high numbers as a result of human interaction. The dingo
is a wild animal and we were determined to return it to a wild existence on Fraser Island.

It was therefore quite reassuring to read an article this week which quoted a University of
Queensland researcher, Nicholas Baker, who reported that Fraser Island dingoes are eating more
natural prey than they were 10 years ago. Mr Baker has been studying the island dingoes since the fatal
attack courtesy of a $67,000 Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service grant. The study was aimed at
finding what dingoes are eating, to establish the purity of the strain, and to evaluate whether the dingo
management plan is working. 

The study is intended to run for three years. The study also found that the island dingoes are
eating less fish and less human cast-offs. Instead, they are moving back to natural prey such as
bandicoots and rats. A 1994 study revealed that 80 per cent of the dingo droppings contained fish. In his
recent study, Mr Baker found that the figure had dropped to 50 per cent, with only 10 per cent containing
human food and garbage. 

In his report, Mr Baker is quoted as saying that these findings show that the dog population is
returning to a more natural balance, largely because of the island's dingo management plan and more
rangers which have limited the dingo interactions with humans. I believe Mr Baker's findings vindicate
the stand that this government took at the time, and I commend his findings to the House. I thank the
then Environment Minister, Dean Wells, for the leadership that he displayed at that time. I again pass on
our condolences to the Gage family. 
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National Livestock Identification Scheme
Mr HORAN: My question is to the Minister for Primary Industries and Fisheries. Minister, I refer to

the National Livestock Identification Scheme. Given that for the past 12 months the minister and his
department have strongly pushed for a pathway system where cattle taken direct from their property of
birth to slaughter or to live export would be exempt from the scheme, a proposal that has been
supported by beef producers and all governments through the Primary Industries Ministerial Council,
can the minister explain what has been the point of there also being a Queensland independent
committee develop an NLIS implementation plan and information roadshows explaining the pathways
approach when he was just going to be rolled by the Premier?

Mr PALASZCZUK: I thank the honourable member for the question. I also note the fact that the
National Party, I understand, did not put forward a policy in relation to the National Livestock
Identification Scheme during the last election. I finally welcome them on board.

Opposition members interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! A question has been asked; I am hearing the answer.
Mr PALASZCZUK: I finally accept the fact that the members opposite have come on board. 
The issue of national livestock identification in our producer community has been a hot topic. That

is why the government has put together a producer advisory group to advise the government. QNIC
presented a report. QNIC's recommendation was for a pathway system. Now let us have a look at the
chain of events last year. Let us have a look at what happened in Canada and then let us look at 24
December 2003. I do not need to remind honourable members what happened in America then—BSE.
That industry has not recovered. That industry will still not be able to get into the Japanese market
probably until May next year. As a consequence, it certainly has improved the standing of our primary
producers in Queensland, and it certainly has shot the price of cattle up quite considerably. 

At a meeting last Thursday, our Premier came out with a different proposal. He has come out with
a proposal with no pathways for one reason: our Premier is also the Minister for Trade. He travels the
world and he can see what is happening over there. He can see what buyers require.

Mr Horan interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for Toowoomba South!
Mr Springborg interjected. 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition!
Mr PALASZCZUK: Unless we have full integrity in this system—
Mr Springborg interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition!
Mr PALASZCZUK: Unless we have full integrity in this system, it is useless for us as a

government to contemplate national livestock identification. As the Premier said, it has to be all in or all
out. 

Mr Horan: So your committee is useless. 
Mr PALASZCZUK: No, I am not saying that at all. What I am saying is that it is a producer

committee which has made a recommendation. At the end of the day it is cabinet that makes the final
decision. 

Higher Education; University Fees
Mr REEVES: My question is to the Minister for Education. Minister, I read with interest the front

page of the Australian newspaper this morning and learnt that despite promises to the contrary the
Howard government will allow $100,000 university degrees. Would the minister please advise members
if this is an effect of the Howard government's higher education reforms? 

Ms BLIGH: I thank the honourable member for the question, and for his well-known interest in
higher education and opportunities for the young people in his electorate, unlike unfortunately the
current federal government. 

As members will know, I have stood in this House on numerous occasions in the last two years as
the Howard government went about a so-called reform process in higher education. It was a thinly
disguised process of dismantling a system that has built up a very accessible and affordable system
over the last 30 years. The warnings that I have given about the way that the reforms would put higher
education beyond the financial reach of most ordinary families were, unfortunately, unheeded by the
federal government. I was accused on many occasions of being unnecessarily alarmist and of gross
exaggeration. 
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John Howard is on the record in 1999 giving a pledge. The pledge that he made was—
There will be no $100,000 degrees under this government. 

Well, the Good Universities Guide that was issued recently now documents that in 2005 there will
be more than 50 university degrees around the country that will be priced at $100,000 or more. The
most expensive is a medicine degree at Melbourne University for $200,000. As if that was not enough,
most Queensland universities now in the publicly funded places have been forced to lift their HECS fees
by 25 per cent under the new regime—not because they are seeking to empire build and expand, not
because they are greedy; simply in order to retain their position as quality learning and research
institutions. It is students and their families who will be slugged with the cost. 

Since 1996, when Labor was last in government federally, the HECS fees for a science degree
have risen by 180 per cent from $7,300 to $20,500. For commercial law HECS fees have risen by
228 per cent from $12,000 to $40,000, and medicine HECS fees have risen 228 per cent from $14,000
to $48,000. Now we are talking $100,000 full-fee degrees because there are not enough publicly funded
places. 

Mr Lucas interjected. 
Ms BLIGH: I take the interjection from my colleague the Minister for Transport. It is not about your

brains any more; it is about your bank balance. 
John Howard said in 1999, ‘There will be no $100,000 degrees under this government.' Such bold

dishonesty is, frankly, staggering. Maybe his idea of honesty is that when he said there will be no
$100,000 degrees what he meant was that is because they will be $150,000 degrees and $200,000
degrees. I would be tempted to rely on the words of his own Liberal senators here in Queensland to
describe him, but I think I would be sat down for unparliamentary language. I have to say that on Sunday
I was astonished to see the Prime Minister saying that the issue of this election would be trust. The
families of Australia can trust John Howard to put university degrees out of their reach. 

Alcohol Management Plans
Mr QUINN: My question is directed to the Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Policy.

I refer the minister to the government's decision to reject community initiated alcohol management plans
in favour of its own and reports that up to 50 people a day, including children as young as three, are
making perilous voyages in tinnies to Thursday Island to stock up on alcohol. I ask: when will the
government properly resource the enforcement of these imposed alcohol management plans so that
lives are not needlessly put at risk?

Ms LIDDY CLARK: I thank the Leader of the Liberal Party for the question. I find it extraordinary
that when something as important as saving people's lives is concerned—where alcohol restrictions
have been put in place through a commission, and where we are answering that commission and doing
it on the advice of that commission—people still stand and say that they do not like it. This should be a
bipartisan portfolio: it is about people. 

As far as the travelling to Thursday Island is concerned, I think it is very important to note,
especially in the northern peninsula area, that there are carriage limits in place. The five communities
are a kilometre apart. It is not huge. There are liquor outlets on the island. It is not as if it is total, as has
been quoted, prohibition. There are carriage limits. The carriage limit is restricted to nine litres, which is
one standard carton or 24 cans of light or mid-strength beer and two litres of wine but no fortified wine. 

Even before there were alcohol restrictions the people of the northern peninsula area for many
years had taken their dinghies across to Thursday Island. It is what they do; it is their mode of transport.
It is not because of the alcohol restrictions. 

As far as the review of the alcohol restrictions is concerned, that has already begun in a number
of communities that have had their plans in place for 12 months. Some of them are being brought
forward. We have spoken to the community justice groups and to the councils in the northern peninsula
area. If we can bring it forward, there are reasons that perhaps we could. The people in the community,
especially the community justice groups, are very supportive of the implementation of the restrictions.
There are always going to be people who do not like it. There are always going to be people who are
allegedly sly grogging who do not like it. But ultimately the restrictions are working: children are going to
school; health related experiences are not alcohol related. It is working and we need to support it.
Things like this take time. Members must remember that 85 per cent of the cape is not restricted. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I welcome to the public gallery a second group of students from Wellers
Hill State School in the electorate of Greenslopes. 

Medical Specialists
Mr WELLS: My question is to the honourable the Minister for Health, and I ask: will the minister

explain how the government is tackling the shortage of medical specialists in this state? 
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Mr NUTTALL: I thank the honourable member for the question. The shortage of medical
specialists and doctors is a problem not only in Queensland but throughout this nation. With a budget
this year of $5.13 billion this government has allocated tens of millions of dollars for specialists and
doctors to meet the increasing needs of a state that is growing by some 80,000 people a year. We have
the resources, but we still have vacancies. We have been forced to recruit overseas with limited
success. That has only provided a short-term solution. 

Queensland must be able to take on more medical trainees to provide a long-term solution. 
Dr Flegg: You want to keep the ones you've got. 
Mr NUTTALL: Why are you still here? The situation with pathologists is a glaring example of the

problem that Queensland Health faces filling specialist positions. This government has allocated
$2.6 million for new pathologists at Queensland Central Pathology Laboratory but the unbending
attitude of the Royal College of Pathologists of Australia will not help our cause. Despite there being a
chronic shortage we are being prevented from recruiting overseas specialists because of the college’s
restrictive practices as to who it will and who it will not allow to work in Australia. 

Opposition members interjected.
Mr NUTTALL: The college has even suspended the government's own training program for

pathologists. As a last resort, after more than 12 months of fruitless talks, we have taken the issue to the
Australian Consumer Competition Commission. This is not something we as a government take any
pleasure in doing. In fact, we do have strong relationships with many of the other specialist colleges but
we cannot brush this issue under the carpet and hope that it simply goes away. In Queensland Health
we have some of the nation’s very best pathologists, as we do many other specialists, many of whom
have chosen to work in the public sector in preference to the private sector, but the simple fact is we
need more. Without the cooperation of the private hospital system the dearth of specialists cannot be
adequately addressed. Every medical graduate spends at least one year in our hospitals at substantial
cost, including $34,000 each to provide legal protection. But a large number of them then choose to
work in the private sector at the conclusion of their time. That obviously leaves a shortage in the public
sector. 

The answer is simple. We need more university places for medical students. We need the federal
government to play its part by providing more university places. While the number of medical graduates
will increase from 312 in 2006 to 465, it is simply not enough. 

 Telecommunications Services, Government Provider
Mr WELLINGTON: My question is to the Premier. Premier, the provision of telecommunications

services to private business is very competitive among these telecommunications service providers,
and I ask: who has the government contracted to provide telecommunication services to the
Queensland government, will the Premier release terms of the contract and, if an alternative
telecommunications service provider is able to provide better value to Queenslanders, will the Premier
consider changing to a more supportive service provider? 

Mr BEATTIE: Clearly from time to time the government goes through a tendering process to
ensure that we have the best possible service at the most reasonable price. The lead agency for that is
Public Works—Robert Schwarten's agency—and it has an appropriate panel that does the
assessments. Members will recall some time ago at the Springwood community cabinet that the then
Minister for Innovation, Paul Lucas, and I released a strategy which improved the footprint, if you like, for
mobile phones. We got together the buying power of the state and used that buying power with some
clout to get a good commercial outcome for us in the sense that we got a cheaper price for better
telecommunications. We released maps at the time to make sure that the footprint for mobile phones
was extended across the state. 

Let me just go through this. I will try and answer each part of the honourable member's question.
Do we look at a competitive tendering arrangement in terms of price and service? The answer is yes.
We have a panel of experts that does that for us. If there was a better system available or something
came on the market that provided quality service by whatever provider and at a cheaper price then of
course we would take advantage of that service if it was offered. As you know, in ICT and IT generally
telecommunications is an area of rapid change and it is an area we keep a very careful eye on. 

I say to the honourable member that we basically do what he has asked. In terms of any further
detail, I would suggest that the honourable member for Nicklin have a discussion with the Minister for
Public Works, Robert Schwarten, and more detail will be provided. If the honourable member has some
suggestions on how to improve this system then we would be prepared to discuss that with the member
because this is a matter of some importance to us. 

I was just reminded by Paul Lucas that at that Springwood community cabinet Optus agreed to
install up to 80 towers in regional Queensland and Telstra another 15. That was in areas where there
was no coverage. The important thing is that we do take on board what you have said and we will
provide more information. In terms of release of any material, that is a matter for the minister, Robert
Schwarten, but we are quite happy to release whatever is appropriate. 
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 Queensland Thoroughbred Racing Board
Mr LAWLOR: My question is to the Minister for Public Works, Housing and Racing, Robert

Schwarten, and I ask: what role will the minister play in the selection of the replacement board members
for the Thoroughbred Racing Board? 

Mr Hobbs interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member for Warrego, you are on a final warning. 
Mr SCHWARTEN: The Racing Act 2002 very clearly specifies that the only role the minister has

is to actually select a panel. I have followed that act to the letter of the law. I have gone one step further
than that by writing to each of the people concerned. This is a sample of a letter I sent to Dr John
O'Duffy—
As I indicated to you, it would be entirely improper of me to suggest a person or a qualification. Suffice to say, I appreciate your
experience in the industry and know you will select the best person for the job. I would expect that each person will only be chosen
on the unanimous decision of the Panel. 

I table that and the other letter so that there is no doubt at all about what I said because I am very
mindful that these decisions have to be made at arm's length from government because of the rules of
the Australian Racing Board. I am also aware that to prescribe people offends certain acts of this
parliament including the Anti-Discrimination Act. I want to contrast my role in this with that of the shadow
minister and the Leader of the Opposition—

An opposition member: Away we go.
Mr SCHWARTEN: Yes, away we go all right. The reality is this: a couple of weeks ago a member

of the panel attended a briefing to brief both these gentlemen and it was put upon him on three
occasions that he not appoint a person who was 'a Labor Party hack'. On three occasions it was stated
to him that ‘you will not’—

Mr Hopper interjected. 
Mr SCHWARTEN: Oh dear, no wonder it was confidential. That is the sort of backroom bully boys

that these people really are. No wonder Mr Premier and Mr Energy Minister wanted to be there to
protect the people in the energy industry who were going to be stood over by the likes of those opposite.

They do not like being caught out. Out in the bright spotlight they are caught offending an act of
this parliament. Trying to discriminate against people on the basis of their political belief is against the
law and a very improper suggestion to make. What is behind this—that one can appoint anybody bar
somebody who votes Labor? Anybody who votes Labor is out of it. 

What does that mean? One must appoint people from the National Party. That is all right because
that was a clear reference made to a panel member. That was clearly stated to the panel member. On
three occasions those opposite put it on him. On three occasions they sought to intimidate him and he
gave them the answer that he did not care who he appointed provided they were the best person for the
job—whether they be Liberal, National or Labor. That is the right answer. 

Sly Grogging; Seizure of Property
Mr JOHNSON: My question is to the honourable Minister for Police and Corrective Services. I

refer to the enforcement of alcohol management plans and to the minister's announcement as Minister
for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Policy two years ago that the enforcement of sly grogging would
result in the seizure of boats, planes and other equipment. As Police Minister, can the minister indicate
how many boats and planes have been seized in the two years since she introduced the legislation? Or
is the answer, as we suspect, zero? 

Ms SPENCE: I am happy to provide the opposition with the kind of detail that they want. I know
that no planes have been confiscated yet, but I understand that some vehicles have been confiscated. I
am happy to provide that information to the opposition. 

The police in the Aboriginal communities have done a very good job in policing sly grogging and
alcohol possession in those communities. I stand by my statement at the time that these plans are only
going to be successful if we can police them appropriately. That is occurring. 

We cannot have it both ways. What we have seen in the last six months is many members of the
parliament and the media being critical of these alcohol restrictions. At the time they were introduced we
were all very firm in our resolve to support these restrictions because we knew that they would ultimately
lead to a better life in these Aboriginal communities. They are leading to a better life in these
communities. The welfare of the children in these communities is improving. 

What we are also seeing is that there are a number of convictions of indigenous people in these
communities for possessing alcohol inappropriately. That was always going to occur. None of us should
be surprised about that. It means that the police are doing a good job and the courts are doing a good
job. 
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Unfortunately, many people in these communities still have not got the message that they are not
to drink inappropriately outside prescribed hours and outside prescribed places in these communities. I
make no apologies for the tough policing that is occurring in these communities to make sure that
people who live there get the message that alcohol abuse will not be tolerated and that this government
and many good people in this state place the welfare of children and women, particularly in these
communities, above their right to drink excessively. 

There is a message for people in these communities. Do not abuse alcohol. Do not commit
violence. Put the welfare of your children first. We are going to help you do that. 

National Child Offender Register
Mrs DESLEY SCOTT: I would also like to direct a question to the Minister for Police and

Corrective Services. I am aware of the minister's commitment to protecting children from harm. Can the
minister please outline the latest moves in the establishment of a national child offender register and the
role of Queensland police in that? 

Ms SPENCE: I thank the member for Woodridge for her question. I acknowledge her ongoing
commitment to the welfare of children. The protection of children is a priority of the Beattie government.
That is why we are committed to the national child offender register. Participation in this scheme will
allow police to place child sex offenders on a national database and exchange that information with
police in other jurisdictions. 

The adoption of the national child offender register has been supported by the Australian Police
Ministers Council, by the Standing Committee of Attorneys-General and by the Queensland cabinet.
The Australian Police Ministers Council gave the CrimTrac board, of which the Police Commissioner,
Bob Atkinson, is a member, the responsibility for developing this national database. I am pleased to say
that today it is up and running. This means that the Australian national child offender register is available
to any jurisdiction to commence operation. 

Queensland police will soon start using the system to train police throughout the state who will be
able to monitor and manage registered offenders within Queensland and throughout the country. As
well, the service is developing a training package that will be made available to all police officers which
will outline the capabilities and the policy implications and procedures associated with the new register. 

It is anticipated that 500 Queenslanders will be placed on the national register each year. The
service is also developing information technology systems to link police computer systems into the
national database. That is being done at a cost of $220,000. I envisage that the new scheme will
commence operation in Queensland by January 2005 after the necessary legislation has been passed
through this parliament. 

How will it work? The new register imposes a mandatory registration on people who have
previously offended against children as well as court ordered offender registration. People who are on
the register will be required to report to police on an annual basis. They will be required to tell the police
of any change in their employment, any change in their address, any change in their vehicle registration
or any affiliations that they might have with clubs that involve children. 

The information will be used by police only. The benefits of the register will be enormous. They
will allow law enforcement agencies across the country to share information about offenders who might
be preying on our children. 

Aldoga; Aurukun Bauxite Leases
Mr McARDLE: My question is to the Minister for State Development. I refer the minister to the

decision of Aldoga to indefinitely halt work on its aluminium smelter in Gladstone. Does this decision not
cast a pall over this ALP-linked company’s plan to develop the Aurukun site? Would the minister now
agree that, following the AMC debacle where this government squandered millions upon millions of
taxpayers' dollars in an ill-conceived and juvenile attempt to pick winners, it has acted in undue haste—

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Ask the question, please.
Mr McARDLE: I have asked the question—in stopping Alcan from fast-tracking the development

of a vast Aurukun bauxite lease? 
Mr SPEAKER: Order! Was that the question? 
Mr McARDLE: The question was: does this decision not cast a pall over this ALP-linked

company’s plan to develop the Aurukun site? Would the minister now agree that, following the AMC
debacle where this government squandered millions upon millions of taxpayers' dollars in an ill-
conceived and juvenile attempt to pick winners, he has acted in undue haste in stopping Alcan from fast-
tracking the development of the vast Aurukun bauxite site? 

Mr McGRADY: I thank the member for the question. 
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An honourable member: Why?
Mr McGRADY: Why indeed. I reiterate first of all that I am not aware of any Labor mates floating

around Aldoga. But I ask the question: what does the Liberal Party have against this company? Time
after time we have the Liberal Party asking questions about this particular company. 

I make it perfectly clear that, as far as I understand, the Queensland government has given no
assistance whatsoever to Aldoga. As far as I understand, Aldoga has purchased a block of land in the
Gladstone industrial estate as, again, a simply normal business transaction. I understand that Aldoga
has made some comments about delaying its proposal. But we also have to ask the question: why are
those two members of the Liberal Party time after time after time questioning this particular company? It
does nothing at all for the success of the Gladstone area or indeed that particular company or
Queensland or Australia.

Let me just say this about the Aurukun leases: almost on a daily basis we have people from the
four corners of the world coming into my office and asking questions as to when these leases will be
allocated. We have had the Chinese Ambassador to Australia come in and ask me the same question.
We have had the Deputy Premier of China ask me the same question. I have to say that there is
tremendous interest right around the world on these leases. I will say to the member what I say to these
people: we will be asking for expressions of interest for these leases, and there is a process in place
which we will adhere to. It does not matter who gets these leases. The bottom line is that, whoever gets
the leases, it will be in the interests of the people of Queensland.

Mr Beattie: I met with Alcan last week.
Mr McGRADY: And I met with another company yesterday, and I meet people day after day after

day. Do those members know something? We will continue to meet these people, because if they want
to invest in our state and if they want to create jobs in our state we will take them on board. At the end of
the day, whoever gets this lease, it will be done in a transparent, fair and honest way. I ask again: why
do those members opposite despise Aldoga? Why do they hate the Gladstone area?

Telstra Services, North and Far-North Queensland

Mr O’BRIEN: My question is to the Minister for Emergency Services. What did the minister's
department do to prevent harm to Queenslanders when Telstra services collapsed in north and far-north
Queensland on Thursday, 22 July?

Mr CUMMINS: I thank the member for the question. I am always very curious to understand the
position of those opposite on Telstra. This disastrous breakdown of Telstra services in north and far-
north Queensland on 22 July this year was an absolute disgrace. I visited my department's
communications centre in north Queensland soon after this disastrous breakdown by Telstra, and it is a
fact that residents in those regions were badly exposed when they needed to call 000 for emergency
services. It was only due to the Queensland Ambulance Service's contingency plans that our
communications continued to be provided to the people in north and far-north Queensland. Emergency
services operations were supported because of the availability of satellite telephone services in the com
centres and some vehicles and mobile telephone services from Optus, where available. Calls to 000
were re-routed to the Brisbane communications centre during the night and passed on to the northern
communications centre following Telstra's unforgivable stuff-up.

My department has reported to the Australian Communications Authority on the impact of this life-
threatening outage so it can examine Telstra's poor performance more thoroughly. I ask the Nationals
opposite: how could its federal counterparts possibly think of selling off the rest of Telstra when it cannot
even guarantee basic telecommunications for emergency services in north and far-north Queensland?

Mr Mickel interjected.
Mr CUMMINS: I take the interjection. Many Queenslanders now take it for granted that their

federal National Party representatives are failing to stand up for them. They might grab a headline
talking tough while they are in their electorates, but by the time they get to Canberra we are lucky to
hear a peep from them. I had expected, apparently in vain, that members opposite might take up the
fight with their Canberra cousins on behalf of all Queenslanders. But, no, their silence has been
deafening. They even held their state conference in Cairns the weekend following the incident. It did not
rate a mention.

Mr Mickel: Too lazy!
Mr CUMMINS: But well resourced. The loss of any Telstra service to Queenslanders is bad

enough, but the loss of the 000 service could have been life threatening, even tragic. The federal
government should not be thinking of selling off the rest of Telstra when it cannot even guarantee basic
telecommunications for our emergency services. The Queensland Nationals stand condemned for their
complicity through their silence.
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Patient Travel Subsidy Scheme
Mrs PRATT: My question is to the Minister for Health. An elderly cancer patient was told that his

condition was inoperable and when informed he became emotionally distraught and suicidal during
treatment. His specialist requested that he be permitted an escort under the Patient Travel Subsidy
Scheme, but he was refused. Minister, is it usual for a recommendation by a specialist—

The evacuation sirens having been sounded—
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The House will resume at the ringing of the bells. Will honourable

members please follow the directions of attendants and fire wardens.
Sitting suspended from 11.26 a.m. to 11.42 a.m.

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 17 August 2004 (see p. 1838). 
Mr SPRINGBORG (Southern Downs—NPA) (Leader of the Opposition) (11.42 a.m.): In our

opinion, this bill is wrongly named. It should be called the ‘Freedom From Information Amendment Bill'
because this bill is about closing down legitimate access to information in Queensland and the Nationals
will be opposing it absolutely. It is a complete and absolute disgrace that a government that pretends to
be about openness and accountability introduces legislation like this. It fundamentally dismantles the
post-Fitzgerald freedom of information laws that we have in Queensland. 

We can talk about governments that may have abused freedom of information laws in
Queensland. We can talk about what the Goss government or the Borbidge government may have
done, but this bill fundamentally diminishes absolutely a right that exists currently for the opposition and
for the people of Queensland, including the media, to gain access to the government. This bill
dismantles things. This bill takes the freedom of information laws in Queensland back to the pre-
Fitzgerald era. 

The Nationals in Queensland, and I thought the Labor Party in Queensland, had embraced the
concept of freedom of information laws with certain exemptions. What this government has done is to
make the most appalling, the most dreadful attack on freedom of information laws in this state since
those laws were introduced some 12, 13 or 14 years ago immediately following the Fitzgerald reform
process in this state. This government should hold its head in shame. 

Mr Lawlor interjected.
Mr SPRINGBORG: The member for Southport is complicit and encourages this bill. This is the

same member who, in 1989 when he was not a member of this place, rallied for the freedom of
information reforms that came into this place, with the support of all members of this parliament, in 1990.
Now the member for Southport and other members opposite are completely and absolutely drunk on
their own arrogant majority. They want to hide and cover up things that are legitimately available to
members of the opposition and the people of Queensland. 

Ms Molloy interjected.
Mr SPRINGBORG: This bill represents a reaction by the Beattie Labor government to the

decision of the Information Commissioner in the matter of Seeney v. The Department of State
Development; Berri Limited (Third Party). The member for Noosa is also very happy about this. She
thinks that it is fine to overturn the decision of the independent umpire, the Information Commissioner.
The Information Commissioner made the decision that this information should be available to the people
of Queensland. It took the Information Commissioner almost 18 months of consideration to make this
information available in the case that I mentioned. We see from Mr Beattie the outrageous attacks in this
state on not only the Information Commissioner and the independent role of the Information
Commissioner but also the Auditor-General. Frankly, the members opposite should hang their heads in
shame. 

In the case that I am talking about, the Information Commissioner ruled that information about
payments to Berri Ltd under the Queensland Investment Incentives Scheme, otherwise known as QIIS,
was not able to be prevented from discovery under the Freedom of Information Act 1992 on the grounds
of being commercial-in-confidence. So we had the Information Commissioner upholding a law that had
been passed and put in place by this parliament some 12-odd years ago. The government did not like it,
because it compromised the way in which it was distributing taxpayer funds in Queensland. 

The Beattie Labor government has consistently and strongly resisted making information about
QIIS grants available to the public notwithstanding real concerns about the levels of grants made and
accountabilities therefor. As a result of the Information Commissioner's decision, the government was
originally proposing to appeal to the Supreme Court. However, during the estimates process, Mr Beattie
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announced that the appeal would be abandoned and that a new policy would be adopted, namely, that
information concerning QIIS grants would be released after eight years from the date of the approval of
the grant. 

So we had a situation of the opposition having to be the Nominal Defendant of the Information
Commissioner and going off to the Supreme Court if Mr Beattie had continued with the appeal. But
Mr Beattie walked into the estimates hearing, where there was enormous public scrutiny and
embarrassment for him on his decision to override the independent umpire, and said, ‘We're going to
drop the appeal. We will give you the information in this case, but we will legislate so that you are not
going to be able to get it in a meaningful time in the future.’

The bill does not implement the policy announcement which is, in effect, subjecting information
that the Information Commissioner has ruled is discoverable under existing law to new constraints
enabling it to be hidden away for eight years. Mr Beattie has stated that the government is considering
further amendments to deal with the issue of commercial-in-confidence. Given the policy inherent in the
announcement and in the current bill, it can be anticipated that this means that even further restraints on
the release of information concerning the interaction of the Beattie government and business and
industry will be imposed. The eight-year period means that information will become available only well
after the likely expiry of any Beattie government. We are talking about eight years hence and a lot of
things happen in eight years. 

The second reading speech contains the Beattie mania for patting oneself on the back, as done in
relation to the current electricity industry crisis. Only five paragraphs of the speech, which stretches for
18 pages, deal with the bill. The bill inserts a new section in the Freedom of Information Act 1992 that
declares as exempt for the purposes of the act all information about investment incentive grants whether
sought or proposed and whether given or not. Therefore, the effect of the bill is to introduce an absolute
exemption for the release of such information, whereas previously the government had to agree that
such information should not be released on the grounds of one of the exemptions provided for in the act.
This is now an ultimate cover-up using the power of parliament to prevent the people of Queensland
learning anything about grants other than what the government releases officially. The absolute
exemption is not subject to any time limit to its application. So we must await further to see if the
announced policy of release after eight years will, in fact, ever be implemented. 

This has the effect of subjecting every grant made or sought under the QIIS, including those
outlined in the second reading speech, to the suggestion that there is something of concern about both
the decision to make the grant and all attempts to ascertain whether performance targets have been
met. All recipients are subject to speculation as a result of the bill, which thus reflects adversely on
Queensland business. All businesses who have received a grant under QIIS must therefore have real
concerns about their reputation as a result of this Beattie government cover-up. 

The second reading speech contains repetitive self-adulation for the levels of accountability of the
Beattie government. It reflects another attempt by the government to spin its way out of trouble. Claims
about the capacity of the Auditor-General to monitor QIIS grants have been rejected by the Auditor-
General in his recent comments concerning capacity to undertake performance audits. We saw that in
only the last few weeks. The independence of bodies such as the Ombudsman and Information
Commissioner—the same person—has been undermined by the government's use of parliament to
reverse decisions it does not like or which expose it to greater scrutiny. 

It is worth talking for a little while about how this whole saga started some 18-odd months ago.
The opposition asked some questions relating to the grant of taxpayers' money to Berri. The
government went into all sorts of spins about personal attacks on reputation and this and that. Well, the
Nationals doggedly pursued this because we felt that the Queensland taxpayer had a right to know in
the interests of accountability. It is their money. 

In the last year of the Borbidge-Sheldon government some $4 million was made available to
attract businesses to Queensland. In the year immediately before we made the FOI application, the
figure was some $64 million. There was enormous growth in the amount of money the government was
making available to these corporations, many of them large multinational corporations, to locate in
Queensland. As we have seen by the actions of some recently, including Citibank, they have been
nothing more than mercenary in their approach. Frankly, we have seen some of them take the
government for a ride. 

There are struggling Queensland businesses asking for something simple such as stamp duty,
payroll tax or land tax relief and the government gives them nothing. But if a business is established and
it wants to come to this state—there is an unbelievable bidding process that has gone on traditionally
between the states—the government says, ‘Here is the taxpayers' money. If you come here you get this.
Make a certain commitment and you will be right after that. We will not tell anyone about it, but here is
the money. Here is the blank cheque.' We do not have a problem if the government wants to make
taxpayers' money available in special cases, but it does need to be open and the process does need to
be open to scrutiny. 
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People have no way of knowing whether the targets laid down by the government for the
application of a grant are being met, and they have no way of knowing whether due process has been
followed. In relation to the only information we have received on the case of Berri Ltd, the government's
own process does leave a lot to be desired. This is about cover-up. It is about panic. It is about
unaccountability. It is about arrogance. It is about absolutely nothing else. 

The Premier tried to perpetuate a myth when he announced that he would bring this bill into
parliament. He said, ‘I am open and accountable. You will be able to get this information after eight
years, not the current 30 years.' And some people fell for it, because they got the impression they were
cabinet documents. Well, they are not cabinet documents. They have been exempted on the basis of
other aspects or the misuse of exemption processes under the Freedom of Information Act. That is what
has happened. The waiting time has not actually been brought down from 30 years to eight years. It is
being increased from one day to eight years. 

The Information Commissioner has said that we have a right to this information on day one, when
we establish it. That is what he said in his ruling in the recent case regarding Berri. So the government is
going to take it from one day to eight years. We have established a precedent here. We have
established a finding that the Freedom of Information Act in Queensland as it currently stands allows the
opposition, the people in this state, the media or whomever to gain access to this information if they can
justify their application. We did that. The government is now going to say, ‘No, you cannot have that after
one day. You have to wait eight years.' We should have no more of the nonsense that we see from
Mr Beattie and the government with regard to this particular case. 

Let us look at Mr Beattie's so-called commitment to honesty and integrity in government in
Queensland. Mr Beattie came into the estimates process and said, ‘I am open, accountable and honest.
Here you go. Here is the information. We are going to discontinue our appeal in the Supreme Court.'
That information had been legitimately granted to us, because the Information Commissioner said that
we could have it. It had nothing to do with the openness and honesty of Mr Beattie; the Information
Commissioner said that we could have it. It was our information to have. The appeals process was
going to stymie it. So the Premier made a virtue out of a necessity. He said during the estimates
hearing—
The incentive package took the form of a cash grant of $250,000 to defray moving and establishment costs. Only $110,000 was
actually paid to the company. 

He goes on to say—
So, your beat-up on Berri is worth about $110,000. 

He admitted about $250,000 but said that only $110,000 was released to the company. When we
then went off and sought our rights to what was actually discoverable in those documents—surprise,
surprise; typical of this government—we found a document dated 10 December 1999. A big section was
whited out. The document stated—
Berri Limited, with an annual sales turnover of about $300 million, is the largest processor of horticultural products in Australia. 

Then there was a blank section. Towards the end of the paragraph it continues—
The Deputy Premier and I attended the official media launch of this project at Michael's Riverside Restaurant last month. 

The other person referred to there is Ross Rolfe, the then director-general. The next page states at
point 7—
Despite the company's ineligibility under QIIS, there is an argument to support the firm given the potential loss of 100 jobs and the
strategic benefit of influencing the firm to locate within the Australia Trade Coast business precinct. 

It is basically saying, ‘It didn’t quite fit within the guidelines but, here you go, you can have the money
anyway.' It continues—
Subject to your direction and approval, it is proposed to source funds from the special budget allocation for QIIS. 

So it was coming out of QIIS. It goes on—
Sufficient funds are available for the 1999/2000 budget and the expenditure level is within your delegation.

So there are already problems about the potential abuse or the interpretation of guidelines and
the big section blanked out. We thought, ‘This is not right.' We went up and we demanded access to the
full information, because that was our right. Do members know what it said? The full paragraph states—
Berri Limited, with an annual sales turnover of about $300 million, is the largest processor of horticultural products in Australia.
The company—

this is what was not in the release from Mr Beattie—
recently received financial assistance, under the Queensland Investment Incentives Scheme (QIIS), to support the establishment
of a plant at Palmwoods to manufacture fresh herbal sauces and to retain the existing industrial products plant. The value of the
financial assistance package was estimated at $550,000. 

So we had $550,000 plus $250,000 or thereabouts, of which $110,000 was actually paid to the
company. So it is a combination of $550,000, $110,000 being paid to the company, and mixed up in
there another $140,000 of in-kind and for moving things around. 
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As I said, I do not necessarily have any particular problems with making grants but why all the
cover-ups? If this information had been out there to start with, we would not have had all the supposition
which was floating around some years ago by people in the citrus industry and elsewhere about the
modus operandi for granting this particular amount of money and how much it was, because there are
all sorts of figures—about $5 million or thereabouts. It was not $5 million but it was not the $250,000 as
Mr Beattie said. There were other amounts of money that had been made available as well. Quite
frankly, this has brought the state into disrepute, it has brought the scheme into disrepute and,
unfortunately, it has also reflected on the good name of Berri. 

Ms Nolan: Oh, come on! That's a bit rich. 
Mr SPRINGBORG: People like the member for Ipswich are responsible for that because they sat

there and were a part of this cover-up. They want to be a part of the cover-up that takes away legitimate
access to information and hides it for eight years. It is the cover-up of information that causes the
problem. It is not the release of information; it is the cover-up of information that causes the problem
because, frankly, that impacts on reputation, which then impacts upon the credibility of government and
also breeds the right environment for corruption in the state of Queensland. That is what it does. 

This government does not want to be accountable. This government does not want to release this
information for obvious reasons. It is happy to hide it. We really have to ask the question: why in other
places throughout the world—like some states in the United States—are they starting to abolish this
approach? Because they have found in those places that a company moves there to get the grant, it
stays there for a period of time and it goes somewhere else to get a grant. I would say there is a better
way of doing this. 

We should have a scheme which looks at special one-off grants. I have no problem with that.
There should be disclosure of that detail after the negotiations have occurred and after the money has
been forthcoming, with the exception of any intellectual property rights issues that might be at stake. I
can understand there may be some need for suppression of that information.

I can tell you what a Nationals-led government would do in Queensland. We would abolish this
scheme and replace it with a system that would see this amount of money which is routinely paid being
used for payroll tax reductions for all Queensland businesses—those businesses that are making a
commitment to Queensland on an ongoing basis. Also, the money would go to ensuring that we can
decentralise and develop regional businesses right throughout Queensland. Those sorts of things are
vitally important and are things which this government has not been doing. If there is any need for it,
then they would be done on a one-off basis and it would be open in the circumstances which I indicated. 

Businesses in Queensland are asking this question: what does Mr Beattie have against them?
What does Mr Beattie have against small businesses in Queensland that have been based here for a
long time? What does Mr Beattie have against medium sized businesses in Queensland? What does
Mr Beattie have against large businesses in Queensland that have been established here for some
time? What is he going to do to ensure that we recognise those small, medium and large businesses in
Queensland which make a long-term and ongoing commitment to this state?

I will tell the House what he does now: he slugs them with a greater payroll tax imposition than
what they have had at any other time because he will not lift the ceiling. He will not address some of the
fundamental inequities. He slugs them with a greater land tax bill and he slugs them with a greater
stamp duty bill. That is the reward that long-term small, medium and large businesses get in
Queensland under Mr Beattie. He slugs them with inequitable payroll tax, land tax and stamp duty
regimes in the state of Queensland. They should be rewarded for their commitment to this state and
they could be rewarded if that money were put into payroll tax reductions and other such assistance for
business here in Queensland.

As I said, the Nationals will oppose this bill absolutely because it is wrong. The government is
turning back the clock here in Queensland. This is legislation which is turning back the clock. It is
legislation which undermines the Freedom of Information Act, which was passed here and amended in
1992 which gave access to this information. Mr Beattie and members of the Labor government are
taking it away. 

Mr SEENEY (Callide—NPA) (Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (12.04 p.m.): I too rise to oppose
the legislation before the House. As the Leader of the Opposition has pointed out, it is somewhat
wrongly named. It should be the ‘Freedom from Information Amendment Bill' rather than the Freedom of
Information Amendment Bill. It is appropriate that I put on record a list of events that has led us to being
here in this parliament this afternoon debating this particular piece of legislation because it has had a
long history. It was due entirely to an approach that was made to me by one of my constituents back in
July 2001. It is the sort of thing that is part of every local member's job. I went to a small community in
my electorate—the community of Mundubbera—to do constituent interviews to allow people to come
and talk to me about issues that concerned them.

On that day back in July 2001 a local citrus property owner came to see me. He was also a
director of a farmer owned cooperative—a fruit juice cooperative—that was struggling in that particular
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season to keep their fruit juicing plant in Mundubbera operating. He expressed to me some concern that
they were having difficulty competing with a major competitor in Brisbane that had received some
government assistance, and he believed it was unfair that his competitor should receive what he
believed to be a large amount of government assistance which directly impacted on his business and
made it a lot harder for him as a local farmer to survive and his local fruit juicing cooperative to survive.

Following that, on 9 August 2001 I asked the first of a series of two questions on notice here in the
parliament trying to get to some details about the assistance that had been provided to participants in
the fruit juicing industry who were competitors of my constituents and who were impacting on the ability
of my constituents to go about their business and make their small farmer owned cooperative operation
in Mundubbera successful.

The answers that I received to both of those questions on notice were certainly less than
satisfactory and did not provide any information at all. On 8 March 2002 I asked a question without
notice in this House to the then Minister for State Development, and on the same day, 8 March 2002, I
put in our first application under the freedom of information legislation to try to access the information
that pertained to the government grant that had been made to Berri, the company which my constituents
felt aggrieved by.

It is a direct result of that that we are here today, because that application of 8 March 2002 then
progressed through the whole process that has been put in place under the Freedom of Information Act
to determine whether or not that information should be released. It took from 8 March 2002 right through
until 29 June 2004—some two years and almost four months later—for that process to be completed,
for me to follow the opportunities that were available to me as they are available to every other
Queenslander under the Freedom of Information Act to seek access to information.

I pursued that process—the sometimes tortuous process—through those two years and four
months from 8 March 2002 to 29 June 2004 when the Information Commissioner ruled in my flavour.
The Information Commissioner ruled that I was able to access that information. That is the process that
is put in place under the act. All I did was pursue the process. All I did was exercise the right that every
Queenslander has under the act to follow the steps of the process. It is a long and tortuous process, but
I followed the process on behalf of the constituents that I represent. I followed that process through until
the final determination was made by the Information Commissioner on 29 June 2004.

Here we are today, on 1 September 2004, some three months later, in the parliament and we are
being asked to consider a bill which will change that process. It will change that process because the
government lost in its attempts to have this information withheld under the existing process.

There was a suggestion at the time that the government was going to challenge the decision of
their own Information Commissioner in the Supreme Court. In fact, I was even served with Supreme
Court documents in one last attempt to intimidate me from following this process on behalf of my
constituents. It was one last attempt that failed to intimidate me from pursuing this issue on behalf of my
constituents. What a bizarre suggestion that was—that the government was going to challenge their
own Information Commissioner in the Supreme Court. The particular decision of the Information
Commissioner that this information should be released—this was a person whom the government had
appointed to be an arbitrator of these things—was to be challenged in the Supreme Court by the
government. 

When the absolute absurdity of that finally dawned on the Premier and the members of the
government, we were then confronted with the reality that the government was going to legislate to
change the process when it could not win. When the government could not win under its existing rules it
decided that it was going to change the rules. That is why this legislation is in the House today. That is
why we are here. We are here simply because a member of this House sought to use the process under
the act to seek information on behalf of a constituent. How pathetic is that? How pathetic it is that we are
here in this parliament today to change the law simply because I, as a member of this parliament and as
a representative of a constituency, sought to use the rights that are available to every Queenslander to
pursue information that the government holds. That is characteristic of a government that is totally
arrogant and which has totally lost any sense of obligation to be accountable to the people of
Queensland. Now we are faced with this bill which will change the Freedom of Information Act and make
it impossible for anybody else to use the process that I used on behalf of my constituents. 

It is worth while having a look at the QIIS—this was the scheme that was used to make the
payment in question—to understand why it is so important that people should have access to processes
to pursue information about which they feel aggrieved. 

The actual scheme that was used to provide the incentives payment to the Berri company at the
time was outlined in the Premier's second reading speech. In this speech the Premier went through a
number of eligibility criteria. The last is the most significant. The last of those eligibility criteria says that
the payments must not cause significant detriment to, or be in substitution for, existing businesses in
Queensland. Quite clearly the payment that was made in this particular case caused detriment to
existing businesses. It caused detriment to my constituents. That is why I had the obligation to pursue
the information through the processes that were available on behalf of my constituents. I did that
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because it did cause significant detriment. During that long and torturous process it became very clear
that the Department of State Development was making no attempt to apply any of the criteria, let alone
the one which was so significant in this particular case. 

We had a situation where the Department of State Development was handing out $64 million of
taxpayers’ cash in that particular year. It was handing it out in an inappropriate way. There was no real
attempt to apply the appropriate criteria to this scheme. The whole issue grew from the impact that this
particular payment had on my constituents to the appropriateness of any government handing out that
amount of taxpayers’ money without applying eligibility criteria and without applying the appropriate
checks or balances and demonstrating the appropriate level of accountability which all Queenslanders
should be able to expect. 

This is a government which has made much of its reputation for accountability, but in this instance
the accountability was found to be totally lacking. There was no accountability in the contribution of this
$64 million. That should concern every Queenslander because when $64 million is handed out without
any accountability, the opportunities for corruption are rife. 

Nobody has ever suggested that the deal which happened between Berri and the state
government was ever a source of corruption or that the deal itself led to corruption. No-one has ever
suggested that. What has been suggested—and what I will suggest again today—is that when a
government hands out $64 million in cash to corporations, or to anybody, applying no accountability and
no eligibility criteria, then the opportunity for corruption is very real. It is not hard to work out how that
happens. If a corporation—whoever the corporation is—applies for and gets a government grant for
whatever purpose, it is then a sitting target for the Labor Party to send it an invitation to any one of a
number of fundraising functions. We hear about these functions where corporations are charged $5,000
to have lunch with the Premier or charged $2,000 to go to the Labor Party conference or whatever it is.
How can any corporation that gets one of these government grants refuse one of those invitations? The
opportunity is there for corruption to flourish. The Labor Party is able to build up a database of
corporations that have received some of this $64 million and then they are invited to support the party in
a whole range of ways.

That is the opportunity for corruption that was immediately apparent. It is the sort of thing that
should be guarded against. It should be guarded against by having the appropriate levels of
accountability in place to ensure that the people of Queensland can see whether there is any connection
between the amount of money that is paid out as government grants and the amount of money that is
given back to the Labor Party in support of the Labor Party—or any other party for that matter. 

Regardless of which party is governing, there needs to be a system in place so that the people of
Queensland can be assured there is no connection between the government handing out $64 million in
cash and then the dominant political party in that government receiving donations or contributions back
from those entities. That has to be transparent. There has to be a process which enables the people of
Queensland to determine that is not happening. This is why the sort of information that has been sought
under this process needs to be available. It also needs to be available simply so the people of
Queensland can determine whether or not this money is being well spent. Some $64 million could be
spent in a whole range of ways across a whole range of government services. 

The government always cries poor. Every time I or any other member writes to the minister about
something that needs doing at a school, a police station or in relation to a road, the problem always is
that there is not enough money. Somehow or other $64 million is found to hand out as cash incentives.
The argument that the government puts up is that that $64 million is somehow responsible for all of the
jobs that are provided by the corporations that receive that money. That is a spurious argument. It is a
nonsense argument to suggest that none of those jobs would be there were it not for the $64 million.
Whatever amounts of money are paid to whatever corporations, the people of Queensland should be
able to make a judgment about whether or not that amount of money is an appropriate investment in
that particular situation or whether or not that money could be better spent in another area of
government endeavour. 

When I look at the list that the Premier tabled in his second reading speech of corporations that
have received those grants, it is very difficult for me to accept that some of those corporations were
appropriate recipients of taxpayers’ money. There are corporations such as Macquarie Bank, Westpac
Banking and IBM Australia Pty Ltd. The budgets of those huge corporations are considerably higher
than the Queensland budget. To suggest that we have to provide those corporations with a bundle of
cash to get them to invest in Queensland is quite ludicrous. Without any doubt what happens is that a
bidding war develops where corporations such as the ones on these lists know only too well that the
state has an incentives program and they hold the government to ransom for a portion of that incentive
scheme before they will make any investment at all.

It is impossible for me to accept that that is a proper use of taxpayers’ money. It is even more
impossible when we do not know what amounts of money are being paid to those companies. We do not
know how much Virgin Airlines received, for example. Virgin Airlines has made a great contribution to
Queensland, but how much did it cost us as Queenslanders? We do not know. Of course, we are never
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going to know because of this legislation before the House this afternoon. It is not right to say that we
are never going to know; we are going to know in eight years time when it is no longer relevant. If we
can know in eight years time, why can't we know when the investment is made? The argument that that
sets a benchmark will still be around in eight year’ time. It is a nonsense to suggest that somehow or
other it will set a benchmark that other corporations will ask for. In the absence of that information you
get rumour and speculation, and that is the problem. 

Government members interjected. 
Mr SEENEY: Because the information is not available rumour and speculation is the only

alternative. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr O’Brien): Order! The House will come to order. 
Mr SEENEY: The way to put an end to the rumour and speculation is to make this information

available. When I sat in that office in Mundubbera on that day back in July 2001 with my constituent
across the desk, that person was there because he believed that the amount of money that had been
paid to his competitor was in the vicinity of $5 million. In the end it transpired that it was nothing like that.
If that information is not available, then speculation and rumour will lead to that kind of dissatisfaction
and anger. The only way to put an end to the speculation and rumour is to make this information
available. 

In summary, this has been a long and tortuous process. It is a process I have pursued on behalf
of my constituents and it is a process that should be available to everybody in Queensland. This
legislation should be rejected so that that process is available to everybody in Queensland to establish
just how their money is being spent, how their money is being paid to corporations, to ensure that there
is no speculation and there is no corruption. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr O’Brien): Would members welcome teachers and students from St
Mary's Primary School, Casino, in New South Wales. 

Mrs MILLER (Bundamba—ALP) (12.24 p.m.): I rise to support the Freedom of Information
Amendment Bill 2004 and to bring some commonsense back into this debate. This bill has been drafted
following a decision by the Office of the Information Commissioner in the case Seeney v. The
Department of State Development with Berri Ltd as the third party. The decision found that in
administering the grants scheme—that is, the Queensland Investment Incentives Scheme—the
department was not conducting a commercial activity for the purpose of generating profits or income.
This legislation ensures that commercial confidentiality is protected in these cases. 

The QIIS scheme is very important to Queensland. It generates strategic investment and
employment opportunities in this state. Two companies have had projects approved under the
Queensland Investment Incentives Scheme in my area: Bendigo Bank and Capral. They relate directly
to Ipswich and my electorate of Bundamba. Bendigo Bank has its Queensland head office in Ipswich. It
employs many, many people and it is very actively involved in our local community activities. In my
electorate it has a branch at the Redbank Plaza Shopping Centre and this Saturday a new branch will
be opened in the growing suburb of Springfield Lakes. The community has been planning for this
opening for several weeks now and at the Springfield Lakes Fun Day, which I attend each and every
year, representatives of Bendigo Bank were in attendance advising the community of its impending
opening. Having spoken to many residents of Springfield Lakes and the local councillor, David Morrison,
I am sure that this new Bendigo Bank branch will be well supported by our local people. 

Capral is building a major aluminium plant in my electorate at Bundamba and it is a very, very big
plant. It is actually the size of eight football fields. It has just announced that its Australian headquarters
will be moved to my electorate. In commenting on Capral I would like to thank the community reference
group of the Bremer Business Park who have monitored the construction of the Capral plant and its
environmental impact. I thank in particular Dr David Moy, who is the chairperson, Kylie Stoneman, Karen
Hunter, Bill Steentsma, Roger Bond, Kerry Nutley, Jim Prentice and others. I have also been actively
involved in this process in my electorate. I have represented my community very strongly to ministers
and their departments on behalf of my community. Public servants regularly attend these meetings of
the community reference group at my request and honest and truthful answers are given to members of
my community. This is what I call real open and accountable government at the coalface in the
community. 

The Premier has given a commitment, as we are an open and accountable government, that the
government will release information about the amount of individual incentives after a period of eight
years. It will run from the date that the incentive has been approved by the Queensland government. In
the case of Ipswich, Bendigo Bank's approval was on 4 April 2001 and the release date for the
information will be 4 April 2009; Capral's approval was 18 March 2003 and the release date will be 18
March 2011. This is our government's commitment to open and accountable government. 

The QIIS scheme is a great scheme for Queensland. It attracts business and investment. It
fosters new industries like biotechnology. I tell businessmen and women who come to see me in my
electorate wanting to set up at the Bremer Business Park or the Swanbank Industrial Park to visit the
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Department of State Development to discuss their eligibility under the QIIS scheme. In fact, members of
the business community often report back to me and tell me about the professional advice that they
have received from officers of the Department of State Development and also the commitment of the
Minister for State Development, Tony McGrady. He is very committed to Ipswich.

There are very good reasons for this amendment bill. Firstly, our government needs to protect the
commercial position of companies under the QIIS scheme. Secondly, our government needs to protect
its negotiating position. This is just commonsense. It does no good for any government if benchmarks
are set that could be used by future applicants as a starting point in negotiations or that information
could be used to negotiate in interstate and also international jurisdictions. It really is a balance.
Commercial confidentiality will be protected and after eight years the amount of individual QIIS
incentives will be released. The contributions to the debate so far from opposition members have been
pathetic. They whinge while we work. They sit on the sidelines like mad barking dogs while we are out
there bringing investment and jobs to Queensland, particularly for my city of Ipswich. 

Mr JOHNSON (Gregory—NPA) (12.30 p.m.): I join with the Leader of the Opposition and the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in opposing the Freedom of Information Amendment Bill. The Premier
stated in his second reading speech on the Freedom of Information Amendment Bill 2004—
Integrity and accountability are core values for my government and I have always been personally committed to ensuring that we
continue to work to improve our integrity framework. 

If that is the case, why is this legislation before the House today? The reason for this legislation is
that he slipped up halfway down the line. This legislation is about changing a process that was not in
accord with this government's line of thinking and not one of its desires. So it is seeking to change it. 

This legislation will move the goalposts to make the government look decent when it defies
accountability to the fullest. That is what this legislation is all about. It is about changing the goalposts
mid-game. That is not accountability; that is not transparency. The Premier said from day one as
Premier that he is about full, open and accountable government. 

What is freedom of information? Freedom of information is letting the general public of this state
access the workings of government so that they can find out for themselves what is happening with their
dollars—where their dollars are going. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition identified this fairly well this
morning when he made mention of the $64 million in government funds that go into industry. 

We do not have a problem with that money going into industry. But, at the same time, the people
of Queensland are entitled to know where the money is going and why it is going there. If the process is
not going to work that way, why have the process at all? As the Leader of the Opposition said rightly
here this morning: it is freedom from information, not freedom of information. 

The process denies proper scrutiny of a request. Where is and what is the purpose of FOI? It
should be called FFI. There is no transparency and it hides from accountability. The Premier said in his
second reading speech—
In 93 per cent of all applications, all or part of the documents sought were released. This is clear evidence of a system that is
working well and meeting the object of the legislation in extending as far as possible the right of the community to have access to
information held by the Queensland government. This government acts to promote openness, accountability and public
participation.

I think that defies logic. I think it is hypocritical and smacks in the face of what we are really here
for today. If it worked in the past, why are we changing it? We are changing it because a couple of
leading questions were asked. One related to the Berri incident when the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition asked some probing questions. He was entitled to ask those questions. He was asking those
questions in order to protect industry in his electorate. We know what those people have been through
in recent times with the citrus canker outbreak. There are other industries out there that are probably
asking the same questions. It is about accountability. It is about transparency. I do not think there is
anything wrong with that. 

Yesterday, a briefing was given by the Premier and the Minister for Energy on the power crisis.
Those two ministers sat in on that briefing because they wanted to make absolutely certain that there
was not too much divulged at the briefing that would embarrass them. Where is the accountability in
that? It was a sanitised meeting. 

Mr Lawlor interjected.
Mr JOHNSON: The member for Southport knows that. He will get an opportunity to speak in this

debate later on. Where is the accountability when it comes to that issue? Those people should be able
to stand up and openly say what the purpose of the meeting was all about. We would have gone to that
meeting had it been conducted in a proper, honest fashion. But, no, it was not. It could not be done
because this government was going to be embarrassed. 

Talk about embarrassment—here in this House this morning three or four questions were levelled
at the Minister for Energy. He could not answer one of those questions. He just hedged off and went off
on a tangent and talked about something that was totally irrelevant to the issue. 
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Yesterday in rural Queensland and western Queensland—Tambo and Dalby are two classic
examples—the power was out for seven to 12 hours. Those opposite do not want to know about that.
They want to come in here and beat their chests and tell us what great blokes they are and hobble the
people in industry who are trying to correct the problem and tell the truth. We are not getting the truth. I
think that the dictionaries of the world should be rewritten in relation to the words ‘transparency’,
‘accountability’ and ‘honesty’ because this government has its own meaning for those words. It certainly
is not about telling the truth and stating the facts. When it comes to accountability, it is about being
honest. Honesty is a virtue. It is something that I can assure members has been instilled into me. There
are many in this House who have had it instilled into them, but there would not be many from the
government. 

The real issue today is changing this legislation to protect this government. That is not what I
believe is the proper process. The Leader of the Opposition made reference today to the Information
Commissioner and the Auditor-General. We can also put the Ombudsman on that list. These are
positions of total independence. They are positions of responsibility that are paramount in a decent
democracy. They display integrity and honesty. Those qualities have always been upheld by the people
in those roles. 

I do not believe that at any time those positions should be questioned. I do not believe the people
in those positions should be questioned or cross-examined in the course of the execution of their duty or
their authority. It seems that the process of this government is that if it hears something it does not like it
will change the rules halfway so that it is satisfactory to it and it can hoodwink the general public of
Queensland. 

The general public of Queensland has been hoodwinked enough. We have seen various issues
in recent times where it has been cheated and hoodwinked. The power industry is one and vegetation
management is another. Water will be the next one. I assure members that enough is enough. The
public has had enough. 

We saw this yesterday in this House in the debate on the motion for the disallowance of the
ambulance levy. When we see the balance of power that the government has, there must be many
people in the government held electorates who resent some of the things the government is doing. We
get it and there is no doubt those opposite get it, too. They just pay lip-service to them, turn their backs
and walk away. At the end of the day, the people of Queensland are starting to say that they will
question this further. That is what FOI is all about. 

FOI is about accountability. It is not about protecting a government from being dishonest. I say to
the people in this House today who have any decency, who have any sincerity and who do believe in the
due and proper democratic process that the public will not support this legislation. 

Mrs STUCKEY (Currumbin—Lib) (12.38 p.m.): Once again the Queensland Labor government is
up to its old tricks doing backflips, frontflips and now somersaults in a shameful attempt to try to prevent
its secret deals with companies from being discovered. A decision on 29 June 2004 from the Office of
the Information Commissioner regarding Berri Ltd has set a new precedent. This case law states that
the dollar amount of the grant sum received through the Queensland Investment Incentives Scheme,
QIIS, is not exempt from disclosure. 

As this is now law, any cases of a similar nature have to follow the same rulings. This means that
anyone performing a freedom of information, FOI, search will now be able to ascertain the individual
sums of money paid to companies such as Virgin, Woolworths, IBM, Qantas and Suncorp Metway, to
name a few. 

As I have said before, on 29 June 2004 this important case law was predetermined. What this
really says is that, except for the internal and financial documents of Berri Ltd, all other documents were
not exempt under the FOI Act. Before making his decision, the Information Commissioner carefully
considered the commercial impact on Berri Ltd of the release of any information relating to inducements
for it to keep operating in Queensland. What this really says is that monies received from the
Queensland Investment Incentives Scheme are no longer classified as commercial-in-confidence and
therefore the 30-year disclosure time frame no longer applies.

The government was obviously not happy with the tribunal's decision and, in a typical knee-jerk
reaction, it decided to change the legislation. The Beattie government withdrew its application to the
Supreme Court for a judicial review knowing that the court system is unpredictable and it might not get
the result it was looking for. A more predictable way to achieve the desired result is for the Premier to
change the legislation as Labor has 63 of the 89 votes in this House. In other words, with its huge
majority, it would appear that this government now seeks to suit itself regardless of court advice to the
contrary. This would mean that the bill would give a set time frame of eight years before the information
is released. Strangely enough, this almost coincides with the start of the Beattie government in 1998
which ended the Borbidge government's rule. Therefore, the Borbidge government's deal with Boeing
can be revealed three years prior to public revelations about the Premier's deal with Virgin Blue.
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The Labor government claims that it is helping Queensland by making the FOI process more
transparent and accountable by reducing the time frame of the release of individual grants of QIIS from
30 years to eight years. What the Beattie government is in fact doing as a direct result of the Berri
decision is increasing the time frame from immediate disclosure to eight years. As people cannot access
the information for eight years from the time the deal is being struck, there is no ability for the taxpayers
of Queensland to view the grants and determine whether they are value for money in terms of services
provided to the community or increased jobs for the future. The people of Queensland not only have a
right; they also need to have confidence that the government is spending their money in an appropriate
manner.

The Liberal Party strongly supports the QIIS but believes that the sums of money given to
individual companies should not be kept a secret for eight years without review by the Auditor-General.
It believes that the whole process should be open to review by the Auditor-General and the results
tabled in parliament, and nor should the deal continue ad infinitum at the same level once companies
are turning a regular profit. Noting that this state government has spent $21.5 million on direct incentive
grants to 42 businesses in the past year, this on average is only slightly over $500,000 per company.
These deals frequently involve special taxation concessions such as reduced payroll taxes or stamp
duties and even cheap access to government owned land. When viewed in the context of the annual
state budget, this is not an enormous sum of money, so why the need for secrecy?

One recurring problem that the south-east region of Queensland faces is that, even when large
companies are enticed to move here, there are not enough skilled workers to fill the positions.
Therefore, the companies have no choice but to offer interstate or international workers incentives to
move as well. Emerging companies in fast-growth areas such as the marine industry are continually
crying out for skilled labour. The closure of the Mitsubishi plant in Adelaide and the immediate offers of
relocation from expanding boat building company Riviera highlight the unmet needs for skilled workers.
Maybe the state government should be ensuring that there are enough incentives in apprenticeship
schemes to attract sufficient workers and that these schemes are producing qualified individuals before
it hands out millions of dollars worth of incentives.

Why, if there are a range of concerns regarding the impact of the Berri decision on the
interpretation of commercial-in-confidence provisions, is the bill before the House only addressing the
need to protect information regarding the amount of particular incentives? The state government is
concerned that by releasing this information it will set benchmarks that could be used by other
applicants and would weaken the government's negotiating position. However, if there are a set of
guidelines and funding strategies in place, then I ask the question: how would an open and honest
process be a disadvantage? Surely this would act as a yardstick to ensure that the state government is
not favouring one company over another.

The Premier told the Financial Review on 12 August 2004 that the government was getting less
and less out of these incentive schemes because Queensland's natural attributes are attracting people
in their own right. He also stated that the government was not going to offer incentives forever, only
while Queensland is building new industries such as aviation and biotechnology. Yet in another report he
is concerned that by releasing the information on individual subsidies the government would lose the
opportunity to get the best deal for the taxpayers. As I said earlier, this government is doing backflips,
frontflips and somersaults. The bottom line, however, is clear: that this is no more than another political
stunt, a circus act, which the public is becoming exceedingly cynical about. The Liberal Party reiterates
its strong support for the incentive schemes. However, this legislation fails to provide the appropriate
levels of openness and accountability that each and every Queenslander requires of their state
government. A change in legislation for political gain is indeed a mockery of our system. I cannot
support this Freedom of Information Amendment Bill 2004. 

Mr SHINE (Toowoomba North—ALP) (12.45 p.m.): In terms of my contribution to this debate, I
want to refer to the circumstances that are prevailing in Queensland with respect to accountability and
why this bill has been brought before the House today. I also want to make some reference to the
opposition's past performance in this field. It is important that the balance between the maintenance and
integrity framework on the one hand supported by the core values of integrity and accountability and on
the other the need to attract investment and business to Queensland for the purposes of job creation is
maintained. There of course needs to be checks and balances on the bureaucracy, on agencies of
government and on the parliament itself. Every example, as I hope to point out in the brief time that I will
speak on this bill, of those checks and balances can be attributable to the axe of a Labor government.

What are the facts with respect to open and accountable government that exist in Queensland
today? The Premier briefly mentioned those, and I draw honourable members' attention to those
examples of accountability mechanisms. First of all, there is the CMC, which has a supervising role, if
you like, with respect to government employees and officials, parliamentarians, local government
councillors and so on. There is the Queensland Audit Office, which ensures high standards of
accountability in relation to the investment incentive schemes to which this discussion relates. There is
the Queensland Ombudsman to hear complaints from the public as against state government
departments, public authorities and local governments. There is the Information Commissioner himself,
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the subject again of this bill today in a sense with the Berri example being an instance. He is there, of
course, to ensure a level of accountability. There is the Integrity Commissioner, and recently Mr Gary
Crooke, previously from the National Crime Authority, has been appointed to run that. There is also the
Office of the Public Service Commissioner. So there are a whole range of agencies that have been set
up to ensure that accountability does exist.

As well as that, of course, under the parliament itself there is a range of committees of the
Legislative Assembly. There is the Members' Ethics and Parliamentary Privileges Committee, which is
concerned with ethical conduct and the privileges of MPs. There is the Legal, Constitutional and
Administrative Review Committee. There is the Public Accounts Committee. There is the Public Works
Committee. There is the Scrutiny of Legislation Committee. There is the Parliamentary Crime and
Misconduct Committee, and of course there is the array of estimates committees scrutinising proposed
expenditure.

The list does not end there. We have in place the FOI Act itself and the Judicial Review Act.
Those are the facts of what exists in Queensland under this government and what existed under the
former Goss government to ensure a balance between the maintenance of the integrity framework on
the one hand and the attraction of business and industry to Queensland to ensure job creation on the
other hand. 

Why do we have this bill? The Scrutiny of Legislation Committee's Alert Digest states that there
was certain information about an investment incentive scheme that was not entitled to the benefit of the
exemption from disclosure currently provided in the act for matters relating to trade secrets, business
affairs and research. Whilst personally I find it hard to understand the decision of the learned Integrity
Commissioner, I understand and agree with the government's concern to bring certainty into this area
and the need to insert unambiguous legislative provisions, which we see before the House today. 

I want to give some examples of the opposition's track record and its hypocrisy and humbug over
the years. First of all, we remember the desire of the Borbidge government—and this is well after the
Fitzgerald inquiry—with respect to the member for Toowoomba South when he was then the Minister for
Health to hide the extent of the elective surgery waiting lists in Queensland. That government literally
took truck loads of documents to Mount Isa when cabinet was meeting to ensure the secrecy of that
information. 

Another example is that government's attempt to ensure that the accountability process of
question time did not work. In those days, ministers—and Mr Santoro has been mentioned and the
member for Toowoomba South stars again in this example—took 10, 12 or 14 minutes to answer
questions, ensuring that question time was restricted to about four, five or six questions instead of the 18
or 20 that we see today. This government brought in a three-minute time limit on ministers’ answers to
questions. Nowhere was that to be seen in the days of the Borbidge government, which was well past
the Fitzgerald era. 

Another example with respect to accountability provisions is the very existence today of the
Freedom of Information Act. What did the previous National Party do about this in the 1980s? These
acts came into force in most other states in the early 1980s and in the Commonwealth in 1982. Seven
years later, still the National Party had done nothing about it. Another example is the parliamentary
committee system itself. Members will recall that the National Party was so incensed with the idea of
any scrutiny of this nature—mild though it is—that it split the coalition in 1983 and the Liberals were cast
asunder. It is a pity that the honourable member for Currumbin is too young to remember that occasion.
That might well be in store for the Liberals at some future time. 

Another example is the establishment of the estimates committees. This was done by the Goss
government. Under a National Party government, if true to its form, there would not be the existence of
such committees. Of course, a further example is the establishment under a Labor government of the
pecuniary interests register. So we see a vast array of legislative actions taken by Labor governments to
ensure accountability and open government in this state. 

In the 1980s the previous National Party government presided over a secret state—a police state.
The current members of the opposition were nurtured—indeed, suckled—by the udders of the ministers
of those days and they know no better. If in power again, we would see a secret state, a police state, a
special branch, a white-shoe brigade, National Party knights, memorandums of understanding,
Carruthers inquiries with bias, brown paper bags and ministerial rezonings such as those performed
under Hinze. We would see hypocrisy and humbug.

Mr Fenlon: Would we have rodents? 
Mr SHINE: No doubt we would have them as well. What I want to see and what my constituents

want to see is a government getting on with the job of job creation—supporting industries coming to
Queensland. If members look through the list that was incorporated in the Premier's second reading
speech to this bill they would see companies like Namoi Cotton, Suncorp Metway, Tyco and Wagners in
Toowoomba—great companies creating great jobs for Toowoombaites. That is what I stand for. The
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member for Toowoomba South is following me shortly. I would like him to comment on the existence of
those businesses in Toowoomba and their effect on Toowoomba's economy. 

In conclusion, last Thursday I had the pleasure of accompanying the parliamentary secretary to
the Minister for State Development, Linda Lavarch, and the member for Woodridge on a tour of some of
the companies dealing with fibre composites in Toowoomba. We are trying to set up a centre of
excellence at the university and a hub of fibre composites in Toowoomba. Wagners, LSM and Buchanan
Aircraft, together with the University of Southern Queensland, are providing a great opportunity for
future employment in Toowoomba, which is all supported by the Department of State Development and
the government of this state through these sorts of schemes. This is the sort of thing that my
constituents want to see me doing and want to see the Beattie government doing. I support the
government's measure wholeheartedly. 

Mr HOBBS (Warrego—NPA) (12.55 p.m.): I am pleased to speak to the Freedom of Information
Amendment Bill 2004. I disagree with the bill for a number of reasons. The Leader of the National Party
and Leader of the Opposition, Lawrence Springborg, and the member for Callide spoke very strongly
about issues in this bill that have been identified. I want to go through a couple of those. 

The previous speaker made lots of accusations about what happened in the past. I want to talk
about Berri, National Foods and Tropico, which are all tied up in the same sort of agenda that the
previous member talked about. We have the situation in which substantial funding is going to this
particular group. It is almost like having a three-neck singlet. If one bit is squeezed, the head pops out
somewhere else. There are all of these tangles between these particular companies. It is very
interesting. We never know who is likely to come out, simply because of the incestuous relationship
between these companies. 

I will give members an example. Tropico received a $550,000 grant on the condition that it was
going to employ a certain number of people. That company did not reach that benchmark. That
company was able to say, ‘We got some second-hand machinery from'—guess who—‘National Foods.'
Therefore, that company did not have to outlay the capital cost. That company knew that in the first
place. However, all it had was a revaluation. Therefore, we ended up with it still getting the $550,000
and not meeting the benchmarks of either making the capital outlay or employing the staff. That
company was still nine staff short of the staff number that it was supposed to meet. 

So we have a situation of a company not meeting the benchmarks. Also, there was an inadequate
process of benchmarking in this whole business of putting out nearly $60 million to nearly $80 million a
year. This is what is going out and is not being accounted for. That is the reason why we cannot approve
of this bill that is before the House.

When we look at the processes for even that same group of companies—Berri, National Foods
and Tropico—we see that the grant was issued during the caretaker period. The other day the minister
told me that it did not happen then. But the grant was approved two days after the election in February.
That would have been Monday. No ministers were appointed two days after the election. 

There are all of these questions to be answered. The previous member talked about brown paper
bags and so forth. This is exactly the same thing that the member spoke about. We have moved on from
those days, but it is still happening under this government's administration. Until the members opposite
can do away with the perception that these things are happening, we will continue to oppose these sorts
of grants. 

We propose to do away with those cash grants and put the money that would have been spent—
that $60 million to $80 million—towards reducing payroll tax, which would benefit all businesses, not just
a select few or the ones that the government is picking. We know what is happening with them. They all
turn up to the cocktail parties, they pay their 1,000 bucks a head and all of that sort of stuff. We can
employ people. We can do all that. With those few comments, I conclude my remarks. 

Sitting suspended from 12.59 p.m. to 2.00 p.m. 
Madam DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms Male): Order! Before calling the minister, I welcome to the

public gallery students and staff from New Farm State School in the electorate of Brisbane Central.
Hon. T. McGRADY (Mount Isa—ALP) (Minister for State Development and Innovation)

(2.00 p.m.): I rise to join the debate on the Freedom of Information Amendment Bill as the Minister for
State Development and Innovation in Queensland. The government has many grants schemes. Each in
its own right plays a significant role in fostering development and broadening the Queensland economy.
The ultimate aim is to improve employment opportunities for Queenslanders and obviously to create
jobs. Assistance varies depending on what the different grants are there for, but basically it includes
strategic seed grants to develop cutting-edge technology, encourage innovation expertise and develop
small business management skills. 

An important part of the Queensland government's strategy to create sustainable jobs involves
the state government having the ability to secure selected investment projects. The government has
established the Queensland Investment Incentives Scheme, commonly known as QIIS, to provide it with
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the ability to consider projects which are considered to have strategic merit for the state's economy—
projects that, without government intervention, would not occur in Queensland. If we have the prospect
of a major project which would provide many jobs for our state and there is a prospect of that company
coming to Queensland or going to some other state or indeed some other country, we are prepared to
go in there and assist. 

With QIIS, the government may provide assistance to investment projects which meet five
eligibility criteria and which are also considered to have sufficient strategic merit to warrant intervention.
The five eligibility criteria applied to the QIIS grants are intended to focus the scheme on investment
projects with significant positive net economic benefits and no significant detriment to existing
businesses in our state. They focus QIIS on projects that are at an advanced stage of planning, projects
that are promoted by successful and capable proponents and projects that are contestable. When I say
‘contestable' I mean that they could go either offshore or indeed to other states. Rigorous arrangements
are in place to ensure advice to the government is in accordance with appropriate criteria. These
arrangements ensure that the decisions and the decision processes are fair, transparent and
accountable and that QIIS decisions achieve the overall objectives of the scheme. 

Let me be clear about the amount of information released. In relation to the information released
under QIIS, the government provides the name and profile of the firm which is going to receive the
assistance, an overview of the project, the type of incentive given to the firm, the number of jobs to be
created, the capital expenditure targets and the total value of all incentives. 

In total, the government approved approximately $57.991 million in grants in the year 2003-04. Of
this total, details of the amount and the name of the recipient and purpose of funding were released for
a sum approximating $36.911 million and the remaining sum of approximately $21.081 million was
provided under QIIS. Information about individual values of incentive packages given is treated in
confidence to protect the sensitivity of commercial negotiations with a company. This also protects the
position of the state in negotiations with other firms and protects Queenslanders by limiting a needless
and costly bidding war with other international or indeed interstate governments. 

To ensure the independence and integrity of the decisions made concerning QIIS grants, a high-
level government QIIS committee assesses the proposals and makes recommendations to the
responsible minister. This committee involves two deputy directors-general and an executive director
from the Department of State Development and Innovation. The committee is expanded to represent
Queensland Treasury and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet where the incentives under
consideration exceed certain parameters. 

Opposition members need to appreciate the benefits of the scheme and abandon the negativity
they currently display. Let the record speak for itself: QIIS has been a major contributor to Queensland
having an unemployment rate that has dropped to 5.5 per cent, which is the lowest rate since 1981.
Honourable members will recall in the 2001 election when we set a target of five per cent
unemployment. What did those opposite say? They said that it could not be done. It became a joke:
‘You'll never achieve it.' Today where are we? We have an unemployment rate of 5.5 per cent in this
state. It is still too high for caring people, but at least it has come way down. 

Members need only look at today's headline to see another QIIS success story. Using a QIIS
grant as part of our negotiations, our government attracted Australian Aerospace to locate its helicopter
assembly facility in Brisbane rather than in Sydney. Australian Aerospace, a subsidiary of EADS, has
just been selected to supply the Australian Army with 12 troop lift helicopters under a $A1 billion project. 

In his speech to the parliament on 17 August the Premier listed more than 90 projects in the QIIS
scheme that have so far contributed 11,748 jobs for Queenslanders. That is 11,748 families living in this
state who today, as a result of these grants and other forms of assistance, are now employed—11,748
mums and dads out there in the work force who otherwise may not have been there. That is what we are
talking about today. We are talking about encouraging companies to invest in Queensland and provide
jobs for our mums, dads and young people. Those people who criticise these grants should go out there
and see some of the workers who are now working for Virgin, Boeing or Qantas. They should go and
talk to the kids of those families, whose mums and dads now have jobs in these companies. I venture to
say that without this form of assistance, without this encouragement and without these initiatives those
people would not have these jobs. Most of those jobs are highly paid jobs. Many of those jobs are highly
skilled jobs, which obviously means more money for people to spend. 

I assure the people of Queensland that in assessing the individual applications in terms of risk
management Queensland undertakes the most prudential and robust checks, including extensive
commercial analysis, economic analysis, due diligence and detriment reports on each and every single
project. The government also insists on a mandatory bank guarantee to be in place to cover cash
advances in every single case. The government wishes to protect the sensitive economic and
commercial issues that are dealt with in negotiations and wants to protect the company, the project and
the state's future negotiating position by amending the current Freedom of Information Act. 

The bill amending the Freedom of Information Act 1992 inserts a new section 47A, which is
matters relating to the investment incentive scheme. The section exempts disclosure of information
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under the Freedom of Information Act 1992 of incentives, including proposed incentives. This includes
documents prepared in the course of all processes for a particular project and an investment incentive
scheme. The proposed exemption is limited to incentives only—these being monetary amounts and
other benefits. 

The proposed exemption will cover incentives given to, or arranged for, a particular project and
incentives proposed in the course of inquiries, discussions or negotiations for a project. It will also
exempt any documentation on the incentives during the monitoring process under an agreement. This is
a narrow amendment and is not proposed to limit information currently being provided under other
schemes. 

An investment incentive scheme is one which provides incentives to promote projects that entail
investment or other spending and provide employment opportunities, again in our state. The bill does
not seek to extend this exemption to schemes of other departments of the Queensland government. The
exemption applies only to incentives administered in the department where the State Development and
Public Works Organisation Act 1971 is administered, which is currently the Department of State
Development and Innovation. This clause will provide a new exemption only where the release of
information could reasonably be expected to disclose information about such incentives.

This Freedom of Information Amendment Bill will provide the best outcome by allowing
negotiations to remain confidential but will be balanced with the government's desire to ensure the
appropriate level of openness and accountability to the people of our state. I call upon all members of
the House to support this intelligent piece of legislation. 

Ms LEE LONG (Tablelands—ONP) (2.11 p.m.): I rise to speak to the Freedom of Information
Amendment Bill 2004. I believe this is one of the most misnamed bills to come before the House. This is
not a freedom of information bill. It will not provide one shred of extra information to the knowledge the
people of Queensland have about how their government works. This bill is about hiding information.
This bill is about keeping secrets. This bill is about backroom promises and, from all appearances, it is
about keeping the deals done in those backrooms from seeing the light of day. 

Commercial-in-confidence is all very well, but the truth is that every dollar given away, every
requirement bypassed, every incentive is made with our money—with the money of the people of
Queensland. Yet here we are in a House of the people's representatives faced with a bill aimed at
keeping the people in the dark about what their government is up to with their money. 

So how does this stack up against the public's right to know? Let us look at what our Premier has
to say on the issue. Do we need an open and accountable government? According to him, too right. Do
we have one? Again, according to the Premier, we do. In fact, so far this year he has called this
government ‘open and accountable' or ‘honest and accountable' 14 times, and he says ‘its business is
open for all to see'. He has gone as far as claiming this government is ‘transparent’ 12 times. All up, he
has made those claims 26 times this year and we are only up to August. 

One might expect such an honest, transparent and accountable government to be introducing
amendments to the Freedom of Information Act that would make public access even easier. Instead, we
have more exclusions being introduced, more avenues this government can use to not tell
Queenslanders what it is doing with Queenslanders' money. Of course, that is in addition to that old
Beattie favourite—carting barrel loads of material in and out of the cabinet room. Transparent?
Accountable? Honestly, I do not think so. 

Mr ENGLISH (Redlands—ALP) (2.13 p.m.): I rise to join the debate this afternoon on the
Freedom of Information Amendment Bill. It concerns me that much of the debate by those opposite has
been in absolutist terms. They are taking an absolutist position. I find in many situations the truth is not
to be found at the extremes, the answers are not to be found at the extremes; they are usually to be
found somewhere in the middle.

I am sure the opposition does not want the public to gain access to our national intelligence files
because it is not in Australia's national interests to do so. I am sure the opposition does not wish the
police department to open up its criminal intelligence files to public scrutiny. So the opposition accepts
the premise of ‘need to know' in those circumstances but they do not even begin to accept that premise
here. 

I am really concerned that the National Party and the opposition benches are so antibusiness.
This is, in my opinion, a need-to-know basis. I have spoken to businesses from my electorate. I have
spoken to people involved in the area of economic development. They understand that, if the
government offers a deal to business A to come to Queensland to create jobs and to create extra money
for the Queensland economy, and if this information is put out in the public arena too quickly, business B
will want a better deal or it will not come and business C will want a better deal.

The requirement for confidentiality revolves around the government trying to get the biggest bang
for its buck. The members opposite are correct when they say that we are spending taxpayers' money,
and that is why we need to keep this matter in our confidence for a certain period of time. Because we
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are spending taxpayers' money we do not want to spend it like drunken sailors. We want to try to
negotiate. We want to try to get the biggest bang for Queensland for the taxpayers' dollar. 

Are we hiding this information away forever? No. The government will be held accountable when
that information is released, after it ceases to have critical levels of commercial-in-confidence
importance attached to it. So, yes, this bill is about appropriately securing commercial information, but it
is not about hiding information permanently, it is not about hiding information for any deceitful purposes;
it is about securing information for the best interests of the Queensland taxpayer.

The government and the opposition often disagree. However, the absolutist position that the
opposition is taking is farcical. It would not ask John Howard to open up the files. It would not ask the
Commissioner of Police to open up the intelligence holdings. So it accepts the principle of ‘need to
know' but then tries to use this secret state agenda here in the House this afternoon. Its position is
inconsistent. Its position is not in the best interests of Queensland businesses, and I have had that
relayed to me from local businesses in the Redlands electorate and also from people working in the
area of economic development. These people who are at the coalface trying to grow and develop
businesses understand the requirement for commercial-in-confidence. We are about growing
businesses; we are not about sinking them. I commend this bill to the House. 

Mr LAWLOR (Southport—ALP) (2.20 p.m.): I rise to support this legislation. Firstly, I would like to
comment on a few of the issues that are raised by members of the opposition. The Leader of the
Opposition, Mr Springborg—

A government member: No opposition. 
Mr LAWLOR: There is very little opposition, that is for sure. He mentioned on several occasions

the Fitzgerald inquiry. I think he should be getting the advice, ‘Don’t mention the war’, because we all
know how that inquiry came about. The Opposition Leader also mentioned the old system. Of course,
we all know that the old system was a system of brown paper bags, which is the way business was done
in Queensland in those days. 

The deputy leader, Mr Seeney, also boasts of his win in an application for FOI. He mentions the
tortuous process that he went through, but he did not mention the fact that under the National Party
government people could not even make such an application. The member for Gregory also mentioned
that the process that the opposition wants to put in place would identify where the money was coming
from and so on. We are all familiar with what happened in regard to Joh Bjelke-Petersen. He gave
evidence to the effect that he did not have a clue where a paper bag with $200,000 in it came from, nor
did he care where it came from. 

The other issue that was raised by the member for Gregory was the meeting that was held
yesterday in relation to energy and the fact that the minister was present at that meeting. Of course, the
cat was let out of the bag this morning by the opposition spokesman for racing when it was put to him
that the opposition had tried to persuade the chairman of Queensland Racing, Mr Bentley, not to appoint
a Labor supporter. He did not deny it. He merely said that it was supposed to be a private briefing. That
is exactly the reason why a minister should be present at those types of meetings—because the
opposition obviously tries to stand over and bully the public servants. That certainly was not denied by
Mr Hopper this morning. 

In his second reading speech the Premier referred to the purpose of the bill, which is to instill the
integrity and accountability that are core values of the Queensland government. As the Premier said, he
has always been personally committed to ensuring that we continue to work to improve our integrity
framework. It has been mentioned time and time again by each of the speakers today that the bill is all
about integrity, accountability and transparency.

While we are on those issues, far be it for me to add to the Prime Minister's discomfort, but John
Howard is now reaping the bitter harvest of his failure to stop ethnic branch stacking, preselection
rorting and dodgy fundraising in the Liberal Party in the federal electorate of Ryan. Today, every
member who raised this issue of Liberal Party accountability over the last five years or so stands totally
vindicated for every speech that has been made in this House highlighting just how disastrous for the
Liberal Party and for the member for Robina—a good friend of ours—the inaction of John Howard has
been over the rorting in the Ryan electorate. 

Mr Quinn: What has this got to do with the legislation? 
Mr Purcell: Anything to do with rorts. 
Mr LAWLOR: It is to do with what has been mentioned time and time again—integrity,

accountability and transparency. The allegation by Mr Russell Galt that Senator George Brandis called
John Howard ‘a lying rodent' must be taken seriously. As I told the House in May, the Queensland
Liberal Party had appointed Mr Galt as chairman of its newly formed ethics committee. Anyone—indeed
everyone—who knows Senator Brandis knows that this is exactly the language that he uses. It is the
language of someone who has an inflated opinion of his own ability and is consumed by naked ambition.
This shows the sheer arrogance of the Liberals. The election campaign has only just begun and they are
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already fighting over the spoils. The battle between the failed and defeated member for Clayfield, Santo
Santoro, and Senator Brandis is evident in this internal spat within the Liberal Party. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Shine): I would ask the honourable member to concentrate on the bill
before the House. 

Mr LAWLOR: Mr Deputy Speaker, I am referring to issues of accountability and integrity. 
Mr Quinn interjected. 
Mr LAWLOR: Well, it has been mentioned time and time again by every speaker. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: If you could make your remarks relevant to the freedom of information

legislation that is before the House. 
Mr LAWLOR: Mr Deputy Speaker, maybe if you let me go I will try and tie it together at the end. 
Mr Quinn: Talk about freedom of information. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member must make his remarks relevant to the

bill before the House during his speech, not just at the end, and I would ask him to do so. 
Mr Quinn: Thank you. Sit down now. 
Mr LAWLOR: Mr Deputy Speaker, there are various issues. The Liberal Party has already gone

on about accountability and so on, particularly in relation to this legislation. I am just demonstrating the
hypocrisy of the point of view that the Liberals are taking. 

Mr Quinn interjected. 
Mr LAWLOR: I have already mentioned that there was no FOI under that situation. 
Last night the member for Ryan gave Russell Galt the strongest possible character reference in

the form of a statutory declaration. 
Mr Quinn interjected.
Mr LAWLOR: You have to be accountable as well. That is an equally massive vote of no

confidence in Senator Brandis and John Howard. Hours later he had beaten a hasty retreat, showing
extreme cowardice under fire in questioning Mr Galt's motivation. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I have been fairly tolerant. It is quite okay to refer to the hypocrisy
of the opposition, as I myself did earlier today, but I think you are testing the bounds of reasonableness.
I would ask you again to come back to the bill. 

Mr LAWLOR: Mr Deputy Speaker, I support the bill. 
Ms MOLLOY (Noosa—ALP) (2.26 p.m.): There is nothing more laughable than the gross

hypocrisy that we have been subjected to listening to when Mr Springborg was on his feet denigrating
this government's management of freedom of information. Not only does the Opposition Leader
denigrate the legislation; he continues to literally rubbish the voters of Queensland by beating up on
those voters for actually voting Labor. It must really irk Mr Springborg, much the same way as it used to
irk Mr Seeney, who repeatedly made obnoxious and slimy comments about many of us who got in in the
first Beattie landslide, but at least to Lawrence's credit he attempted to seek anonymity in his insults by
only insulting the voters. I am not sure which is the more repugnant. Mr Springborg apparently does not
like democracy, because if he did he would show some respect for the voting electorate. 

But getting back to the business at hand, the Freedom of Information Amendment Bill 2004
provides an exemption from the application of the Freedom of Information Act 1992 to incentives for
projects under an investment incentive scheme. We have heard ad nauseam from Mr Seeney how
unfair it is, but it is noteworthy to look at the reasons for the objectives and how they will be achieved.
The objective of an investment incentive scheme is to generate sustainable investment, spending and
jobs in Queensland by securing projects that are considered to have strategic merit and that without
government intervention would not occur in Queensland. We have a responsibility surely to assist
industry to come to Queensland and prosper in this state. It appears that the opposition fails to
appreciate the mass migration of Victorians and New South Welsh persons settling here. They need
jobs and we need to foster industry. 

The members opposite fail to appreciate the highly competitive nature of a global economy. They
want to have their cake and eat it too. The processes involved in an investment incentive scheme
include inquiries and discussion, applications, negotiation and agreement, and the monitoring of the
agreement. The information is commercially sensitive information and is therefore not to be disclosed.
Can anyone imagine if this information was out in the public arena? Where is the commercial
confidentiality in that? I ask members: would they consider setting up shop if they thought their
negotiating was going to be usurped within weeks of opening a business? 

The opposition not only lacks policies relevant to today's economic environment; it lacks
economic intelligence. No wonder the people of Queensland voted another Beattie landslide back into
power in 2004. To hear the opposition I feel saddened for Queenslanders because they deserve a better
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opposition—one that can really take the fight up to the government, not the lame, pathetic excuse for
losers that we see here. 

I am again proud to stand in this House to support this legislation, to support Queenslanders
seeking a better life who want to build this state in concert with a government committed to
accountability and transparency, despite the dribblings of the opposition. I commend the bill to the
House. Let us protect Queenslanders. 

Mr HORAN (Toowoomba South—NPA) (2.30 p.m.): When I walked in and heard the member for
Southport speaking I thought I was here for the wrong bill. Obviously it is still the Freedom of Information
Amendment Bill. It is a very important bill. I wish the previous speaker, the member for Noosa, had been
here in the early nineties to hear the Labor Party talk with the philosophical approach it took to freedom
of information and how important it was. That was the post-Fitzgerald era where endeavours were made
to bring in systems of freedom of information so that there would be a new era of accountability and
honesty. Taxpayers would be able to see where there money was going, what was happening to their
money; people would be able to see what happened to their own personal files with regards to the
health system and other various departments. 

What we are seeing here is a blatant misuse of the freedom of information powers. The major
excuse that has been put forward by the members of the government is in relation to the confidentiality
of agreements. Governments make decisions about funds that go to certain places and we are
supposed to know where that money is going. Grants are going to various organisations in the welfare
sector that run, for example, care of children, in-home care, hospital care, community care and so on.
They are all organisations with big operations, chief executive officers, administrative staff, nurses who
drive around in cars looking after people and providing particular community services. Those
organisations are in competition because they compete against each other for federal or state
government grants. Under this parliament the minister makes announcements in relation to who is
getting what money and what it is for. It might be Lifeline that is getting a certain amount of money for
counselling to do with gambling or drought relief or helping young people in need, it might be Blue Care
that is getting money for in-home respite care and it might be St Vincent de Paul getting a certain
amount for in-home respite care and so on. All of those organisations are in some form of competition,
all doing good works, and in all cases the amounts of the grants to different organisations are trumpeted
by the government. 

What we are talking about is the amount—one or two years ago it was $64 million —of taxpayers’
money that is going out in grants to companies to either increase their operation in Queensland, expand
their business or, in a few limited cases, to start business here. In all cases, probably without exception,
these companies are in opposition to and competition with someone else in Queensland. It might be a
grant to a bank. There are quite a number of banks listed in the second reading speech by the Premier.
There is a list of the organisations being provided with grants. Some of those banks in that list are so
large they could probably buy and sell Queensland. It might be a grant to a bank. That is obviously going
to give it a leg-up against some of our building societies, smaller banks and financial institutions. The
government has made the decision to give that company that particular amount of money. There is no
reason why the taxpayers of Queensland should not know how much money was given to an
organisation, what it was for and what performance guidelines were set for that particular organisation in
return for being given possibly millions of dollars or hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of money for
free. 

The people of Queensland have first of all to make a judgment whether it is right to put $64 million
into expanding major multinational operations that could buy and sell Queensland or smaller
Queensland companies that want to expand or get into the export industry, or should that money be
going to roads, hospitals, care of children, emergency services or some other form of the global
government budget. People have to be able to first of all make a decision about whether it is right to put
that amount of money into helping business operate or would it be better off to have the coathanger of
infrastructure support in the state: provide the roads, ports and rail lines so business can do it by
themselves. This infrastructure will make the carrying out of business easier and more efficient and will
be one of the great attractions of Queensland. It might well be that the money would be better off spent
providing the basic core business of government in education, health, law and order and those sorts of
things and allow business to develop on its own merits. 

Although these grants are given out, 99 per cent of the businesses in Queensland do their
expansion and growth on their own merits and their own money with no government money. Just a
handful of companies are picked to receive these grants. Compare the list of businesses that receive
those grants to the thousands of businesses in Queensland that do grow their business, do employ
more people, do contribute something to our towns, cities and state. They do it off their own bat. They
either go to the bank and borrow money or they get increased shareholder moneys but they do it and do
not need government assistance. Other organisations do get this additional leg-up. Shouldn’t the
taxpaying public of Queensland know who receives the money, what the amount of money received
was, what performance standards were set and what the government of the day expects for the giving
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out of this money when their competitors get nothing and do it out of their own pockets and their own
bank account? 

All members on this side of the House recognise the importance of confidentiality during the
period of negotiations. Most of these companies have gone out and said what they are going to do; it is
no big secret. So shouldn't we know? Shouldn't we know how much was given to Virgin—how much
was given in payroll tax deductions; how much has been given to Macquarie Bank and the other banks
and companies who might be involved in manufacturing or concrete works? Shouldn't we know? What
is the big secret? If a company is receiving half a million dollars and that company is going to expand its
manufacturing plant and says to the government it will employ another 20 people, what is wrong with
that? Does the government think it is suddenly going to be bankrupt because its opposition knows it is
expanding its shed, employing another 20 people and is going to produce a particular product?
Everyone would know that anyway. If it is a company that is publicising what it is doing, it will be out
there marketing and talking in the local newspapers about how it is going to expand. 

We have got this great secrecy that has persisted for up to 30 years and the hypocrisy of the
whole thing has been that the Premier has come out under pressure, because the pressure has been
building about the secrecy of this government. Why on earth can't it tell the people of Queensland what
it is doing with $64 million of Queenslanders' money instead of this con trick, saying ‘We are going to do
it in eight years.’ I am amazed at how some sections of the media seem to have fallen for this, thinking
that it is some great gift. No-one is going to worry about what was given eight years ago. We are here
now in this parliament and we want to know what is happening to the budget now. Why are we short of
money for education, health or police? Should we be spending this money now? What is the return we
are going to get now? We want to know now what it is going to do. The term of eight years is just a smart
alec delaying tactic. It might as well be 20 or 30 years for all the benefit that eight years will be. It is an
absolute con job. It is a con job to cover over once again, with all the spin that accompanies the Beattie
Labor government, the fact that it is not prepared to be a modern, accountable government in telling the
people what it is doing with the $64 million a year of free money given out to some companies
sometimes at the expense of other companies. Other companies do not have that free leg-up; they have
to do it themselves. 

It is about having freedom of information that is meaningful. Shouldn't the people of Queensland
know what the money is being given for? Shouldn't the people of Queensland know what other
assistance is being provided? Is it roads? Is it dredging of a port or a river? Is it a reduction in payroll tax
over a period of time? Is it assistance from a government department in putting together business plans
or otherwise? Shouldn't the taxpayers know and shouldn't competitors know what they are up against?
The competitors are the ones that are contributing to state taxation as well and part of their taxation is
going to the companies that have these free grants. To any ordinary Queenslander this would seem a
pretty straightforward argument that is being put up today by the National Party opposition that their
money is being put forward.

A limited number of companies get this privileged assistance. Others do not get it. Queenslanders
would like to know whether they are getting value for their money. They would like to know whether it is
fair. I am sure many other Queensland companies would like to know whether it is fair and whether they
are being disadvantaged because other companies are getting these free grants or payroll tax holidays
and they are not. 

We would all be able to make a better judgment if we had the information. We still might not
agree. We might disagree with how much is being given. We might think it should go to other
departments instead of State Development or go towards the provision of infrastructure instead of grants
to companies. But at least we would know what was happening. At least we could stand up and say,
‘Why on earth would you give a million dollars to such and such a company when there are Queensland
born and bred competitors who are getting zilch—nothing.’ We could argue those issues, but we would
have the information. It is all hidden in darkness. 

Despite whatever philosophical attitudes Labor members of this House have towards freedom of
information, I assume they will all run along holding the coat-tails of the Premier and vote for this bill.
Those opposite should bear in mind that what they are voting for is secrecy. What they are voting for is
keeping important information that should be available to the members and businesses of their
electorates away from them for eight years. It will not matter in eight years time. A lot of those members
opposite will not be here. Things will have moved on. We will be in government and fixing things up
then. 

Government members interjected.
Mr HORAN: I am keeping you all awake. They know in their hearts that in eight years time this

will not count for anything. It is just a sop to try to get the media off the back of the Premier for closing up
shop and not providing any information. 

This bill is a chance for the Labor Party members of this parliament to be able to show that they
do have a fair dinkum attitude towards freedom of information. If they voted against this bill it would
show that they are not prepared to pull the shutters down and hide these important facts from their
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constituents and from the people of Queensland. If the Labor Party continues to support this bill it is an
absolute disgrace and it will demonstrate to the people of Queensland that the government's attitude to
freedom of information is to use it when it is of political advantage. When it is about fair dinkum honesty
and fair dinkum accountability those opposite could not care less and will cover it up. 

The big question is: why does the government want to cover this information up? If there is no
commercial reason for hiding the information once the deal has been done and things are settled, why is
it trying to hide it? What is it frightened of? Is it frightened of the thousands of businesses in Queensland
that get nothing? Is it frightened of all the people who will see that Queensland businesses are
disadvantaged by interstate businesses? What is it frightened of? 

Ms Nolan: Not you. 
Mr HORAN: If you are frightened of nothing, as the member for Ipswich says, why does the

government not open the books and let the people see what it is spending $64 million of Queenslanders'
money on a year and see the payroll deductions and the infrastructure that is being provided by various
departments? Let us see what it is. Let the people make an honest judgment. At the moment it is hidden
away. It is a disgrace to the principles of freedom of information that one such important aspect of
information is blatantly hidden by the Beattie government. It could not care less. 

Ms MALE (Glass House—ALP) (2.43 p.m.): It is my pleasure to rise to support the Freedom of
Information Amendment Bill 2004. Let us start by looking at the unemployment rate. It is 5.7 per cent,
which is the lowest since 1981. The Beattie labor government has had a focus on jobs, jobs, jobs. We
can see the result of this dedicated focus by watching the ongoing decrease in the unemployment rate.

Queensland is the engine room of the nation. We create more jobs than any other state and these
jobs are predominantly full time. How have we done this? Obviously, the focus on training and job
readiness through our Breaking the Unemployment Cycle initiatives is part of it. The focus on creating
apprenticeships and traineeships is also part of it. Another important part of the strategy is attracting
business to Queensland and assisting existing Queensland businesses to grow—through increasing the
markets locally, nationally or internationally.

The Department of State Development and Innovation is leading the charge by assisting
businesses of all sizes to implement best practice and to grow their businesses. In my local area, the
department is constantly holding seminars and forums with local businesses, working closely with
businesses to improve their procedures and strategies.

Mrs Carryn Sullivan interjected. 
Ms MALE: They do, both at Mooloolaba and Caboolture. They are working on clusters so that

similar businesses can work together to grow their industry and to work on strengthening the economies
of the region. 

The government also has an incentive scheme known as QIIS—Queensland Investment
Incentives Scheme—which has as its primary objective to generate sustainable investment and
spending and to create jobs in Queensland by securing projects that are considered to have strategic
merit and that, without government intervention, would not occur in Queensland. The government enters
into the scheme with business and puts in place the relevant checks and balances to ensure that a
recipient business meets the business growth and staff increase targets that are key milestone
conditions. The checks and balances are in place.

Part of that also is that these incentive payments are commercial-in-confidence. It is important
that businesses are able to operate effectively without fear that their business dealings will be disclosed
to their competitors. When the National Party was in government it agreed. So now those opposite are
just being hypocritical. 

Now the opposition wants to abolish state funded financial assistance to attract businesses to
Queensland. Its argument is that if we provide the necessary high-grade infrastructure, such as good
transport and telecommunications and low taxes, then businesses will move to the state. It also keeps
telling us that under Sir Joh we had all those things. Yet in the 1970s and 1980s firms continued to
establish their head offices in Sydney and Melbourne, not in Brisbane. It was not until the Goss, Beattie
and Borbidge state governments offered incentives that firms started basing themselves in Queensland.

The opposition’s new policy decision ignores the fact that we need to generate economies of
scale in order for businesses to uproot their whole business and move to Queensland. It is not just the
incentives but it is targeted government policy that will do this. In this way we have been able to
establish a multimillion-dollar aircraft maintenance industry and a multibillion-dollar biotech industry in
Queensland. We have been able to form hubs of excellence for several industries and the business
incentives form an important part of this process. 

The opposition also overlooks the crucial part of these incentive schemes that these firms have to
meet employment and financial targets and if they do not then they do not get the next stage of funding.
If we follow the Nationals’ policy, Queensland will be transported back to the 1970s and 1980s where
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Queensland was simply a mine and farm, exporting every product rather than value adding here in the
state.

If we released the details of the business incentives then other states and businesses will use it
as a starting base. In the private sector, firms do not release all the details of their dealings for exactly
the same reason. It would give their competitors an unfair advantage. If the Nationals do not understand
that, then there is little business commonsense on that side of the House. This is a sad indictment on
the Nationals who once prided themselves as the friends of business. 

Under this legislation, the amount of each incentive will be published after eight years have
elapsed. This is a step towards more transparency in the way that this government has advanced on a
number of occasions. If it was not for the Labor Party under the Goss government, Queensland would
have been still waiting for FOI laws to be introduced.

The Nationals want the government to release all the details of the incentives immediately they
are given rather than wait eight years. Under the current legislation we would have to wait 30 years just
like we do for the release of cabinet papers. Maybe the Nationals would like the government to release
all the cabinet papers immediately too. As a show of good faith, maybe the Borbidge government
members should release all of their cabinet papers. The Leader of the Opposition was a member of that
cabinet as were other members of his team. He should sign a waiver to allow those papers to be
released.

I, along with many others in the House, would certainly love to read the Borbidge government's
deliberations about its failed commissions of inquiry, how it would deal with an attorney-general who did
not have the confidence of the House. Maybe it could let us know how it privatised Suncorp, the time
frames for when it was going to privatise the electricity industry and the real reasons why several of its
ministers were sacked from cabinet.

This bill simply provides an exemption from the FOI Act 1992 to incentives for projects under an
investment incentive scheme. This ensures that businesses can receive this investment incentive and
can continue to operate in a competitive environment. It is sensible reform. It means that we will have
business confidence in the state and this state and its economy can continue to grow and prosper. I
commend the bill to the House. 

Mr LANGBROEK (Surfers Paradise—Lib) (2.48 p.m.): I am pleased to speak on the Freedom of
Information Amendment Bill and express some concerns about the arguments put forward in this
House. First and foremost, let me the say that the Premier’s quotes about his government's
accountability are not the most flattering reflection on someone who has a history of running documents
through cabinet so they cannot be seen for 30 years. 

The Premier outlines a fundamental difference in this debate—that is, the balance between
remaining competitive in industry competition and sticking to the core values that freedom of information
implies. On this difference, I want to make two comments. First, the Premier makes a mistake when he
says that this government is totally committed to ensuring that our efforts to bring major projects to
Queensland are undertaken in the most transparent and accountable way. Well, Premier, the basic
values of freedom of information are to make available information that should be available to the
people of Queensland. In the instance of individual claims to information, individuals should be able to
make certain that information held by the government about them is correct. The underlying tenet of this
is that governments are as open and accountable as possible to individuals on decisions made that
aggrieve that person.

The other form of freedom of information to do with information not about oneself is another
important aspect of the political process, particularly in this state. Here in Queensland we have a rare
situation of a unicameral parliament and therefore the checks and balances that are in place in other
parliaments are not in place here. One of the members who spoke earlier in this debate mentioned that
these checks and balances are in the form of estimates committee hearings and other committees
around this place. I am a member of the Public Accounts Committee, and I enjoy the work we do there.
I thought that the estimates process, as I have said in this place previously, worked reasonably well. If
we are using the checks and balances in other states as a benchmark, we see that they have public
accounts committees and estimates committees as well. However, there is also an upper house.
Queensland governments, because of the nature of our parliament, need to be more active in showing
that they are accountable, because our accountability mechanisms in this House are the other members
in this House along with the judiciary and the wonderful ladies and gentlemen of the fourth estate up
there in the media gallery.

Mr McNamara: They're not listening.
Mr LANGBROEK: They can read it tomorrow. By making any move to hide anything for any

period of time, it is moving away from these core structures of accountability. I am not suggesting that
everything should be available. This is more a question of where the line should be drawn. In some
instances—and these instances are more rare than members opposite would have you believe—there
are matters of high policy that, for the security of the state, need to be kept away from the public.
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Unfortunately in this instance, as well as in many other instances, the Queensland Labor government
has drawn the line far too close to the secrecy end of the scale and not closely enough to the
accountable end.

The second issue that I want to raise is that the Premier's words contain the tacit premise that
what is good for the economy is always going to be contrary to what is good in terms of accountability,
that we need to make a choice. This premise is not entirely correct, and accountability in the financial
management of the state is a responsibility that the government has when it is using the money of
Queenslanders. Good, prudent account keeping and providing information to Queenslanders—

Ms NOLAN: I rise to a point of order. The member is misleading the House. The Premier has
never suggested that the government has to make a choice between accountability and supporting
businesses. It is just a completely spurious allegation. It is completely misleading the House.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Shine): Order! I do not accept that as a point of order.
Mr LANGBROEK: Good, prudent account keeping and providing information to Queenslanders

is a positive economic move and one that aids economic certainty.
I also take issue in this bill—as my learned colleague the member for Currumbin has stated—with

the fact that the eight-year rule, as it has been affectionately dubbed, has a number of problems. First,
as the rule is not enshrined in legislation, the government of the day can, if it so wishes, not release the
information, unlike the releasing of cabinet documents which must be released every year for the year
30 years prior. This poses the problem that, should the government of the day be releasing documents
about its own dealings or about a previous government of the same persuasion, it may stop the release
of that information if it is particularly damaging. If the current Premier was faced with that situation, I am
sure that he would not hesitate in keeping the documents under wraps if they were damaging. I say this
based on his record of constantly keeping things under the cloud of secrecy where he sees fit, and
members on this side of the House have told of many examples of that here today. The other scenario is
that there would be no hesitation in releasing the documents if they pertain to a previous government of
another persuasion. As the member for Currumbin also mentioned, this could happen in the first round
of releases under this legislation.

As for this eight-year rule, we are being asked to place our trust in the Premier, and on the issue
of freedom of information that is not something that we are prepared to do. One would not follow a horse
that has come last in its previous four starts, and that is where this government has come on the issue of
accountability. I also have grave reservations with the constant tendency of the current government to
draw up new legislation whenever it has something before the courts. Mr Beattie says that it is to
remove any doubt. This is disgraceful. I said earlier that the judiciary is an arm of review, and that arm is
being amputated in this state by this government.

I have said in this place previously that when you take yourself away from the courts by rewriting
the rules, you slap the separation of powers in the face. This must stop if the government is so sure, as
Mr Beattie said in his second reading speech, of its case—in this particular instance, Seeney v. The
Department of State Development. It should let it go to court. Do not hide behind the excuse that it is a
drain on the taxpayer, because the taxpayer would want to see the government abiding by the rules, not
changing them.

In conclusion, the Liberal Party will not support a bill that moves the line that I mentioned before
further away from the side of accountability. We want to see all incentive schemes fully scrutinised by
the Auditor-General and any adverse findings tabled in the House. 

Ms NOLAN (Ipswich—ALP) (2.55 p.m.): Are those opposite for real? Here we are sitting in the
parliament on a pleasant Wednesday afternoon listening to the Liberal and National parties talk about
accountability! In all seriousness, we are listening to those opposite trying to take the high moral ground
on an issue relating to freedom of information legislation in Queensland.

I ask members to imagine for a second that it is Thursday evening and they are comfortably
sitting at home watching the 7.30 Report. On the television come John Clarke and Bryan Dawe doing a
spoof about the week in politics. I ask members to imagine Dawe saying to Clarke, ‘What about this
freedom of information bill?' Clarke, posing as the Leader of the Opposition, says, ‘Oh, it's terrible. As
you know, the National Party in Queensland have been accountable to the parliament. They've been
firm believers in freedom of information legislation for decades.' I ask members to again imagine
Clarke—that is, posing as Comrade the Leader of the Opposition—then saying, ‘You know, that terrible
Beattie government. They've been blackening the name of our good friends the Berri company, decent
upstanding citizens that they are.' Imagine how funny that would be. People would sit around in their
lounge room holding their sides, because the prospect is fundamentally hysterical.

However, that is what we are seeing here today. Sitting in here today I have genuinely had the
experience of listening to the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Callide—our charming friend
over there—try to put it to us and to the people of Queensland that they are here defending the
principles of accountability and openness in government, they are here fighting for freedom of
information and they are shocked, horrified and they are hurt that those terrible people in the Beattie
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government have blackened the name of Berri. If it was not true, one would think, ‘Am I awake? Is this
really happening? Am I really here?' But I am here. I am with my colleagues. Many of them were here at
the time. It genuinely happened. Liberal members have been in coalition through generations of
Queensland government, and most recently were in coalition with the Nats from 1996 to 1998. They are
there fighting for openness and accountability in government, too. Oh, bless them! How very reassuring!
Doesn't it make you feel better?

In order to really understand the gravitas of the situation, it is important that members consider a
little bit of the history of freedom of information in Queensland and a little bit of the history of the issues
surrounding this bill in particular.

Mr Wilson: You’re not going to talk about the facts, are you?
Ms NOLAN: It is dangerous, I know. It will come as a bit of a shock to the member for Callide, but

I can see that he is alert but not alarmed and he is ready for it. The first Australian Freedom of
Information Act was passed by the Commonwealth parliament in 1982 and there were loud, persistent
calls for FOI in Queensland right throughout the 1980s.

FOI for Queensland was a priority for the Goss government and the legislation that was passed in
1992 was one of the most fundamental and lasting changes that the Goss government made to the
culture of governance in Queensland. Since 1992, Queensland's freedom of information has been
amended a number of times. It was amended in 1993, 1994, 1997—by the Borbidge government to
tighten up the provisions—and it was amended again in 1999. So there have been some changes. But
the fundamental issue is that, although the coalition government voted for the first FOI bill in 1992,
members have to understand that they were really dragged to it kicking and screaming. They resisted
calls from the Labor Party for FOI in Queensland right through the 1980s and, subsequent to that, the
only time that they have changed FOI in Queensland was when they were in government in 1997 and
they tightened up the provisions around the release of documents. 

Now that we have a bit of an idea of just where the Nationals have been on FOI in Queensland,
we might want to have a bit of a think about where this issue specifically has come from. In March 2002,
we were all here as our charming friend the member for Callide trotted up and accused the Premier of
giving incentives to a company, Berri, to bring personal benefit to his brother. When it was publicly
revealed that the Premier's brother did not even work for the company in question, the member for
Callide was forced to admit that his comments were, in his own words, a tactical lie. It is ironic then that
we are standing here today with an opposition—

Mr SEENEY: I rise to a point of order. That is not right. The member knows that it is not right. It is
untrue. I seek that it be withdrawn.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Shine): Order! You take offence to that? 
Mr SEENEY: Yes, absolutely. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: The honourable member will withdraw the comment. 
Ms NOLAN: I am happy to withdraw. It is ironic that we are standing here today with an

opposition that is trying to take the high moral ground on an issue of open and honesty in government
when that very same opposition's history of the issue has been 20 years of outright opposition to
freedom of information in Queensland. 

The bill that we are debating today is the relentless pursuit, as the member for Callide spoke
about in his speech, over a prolonged period of a proposition that was wrong when it started and that
was that the Berri deal was somehow a deal for the Premier's family. The member for Callide started out
with something that was wrong and we have been badgering along at it now for two and a half years. 

As the Premier said in his second reading speech, the bill that we are talking about is a response
to the Information Commissioner's decision that the Berri deal should be able to be publicly disclosed.
As the Premier said in his second reading speech, it was the government's considered view that the
Information Commissioner's decision was both wrong in principle and wrong in law. We are legislating
today to clarify any ambiguity in that regard. 

The whole debate that we are having on this issue of confidentiality for government incentives to
business is wrong. If we are going to accept that there should be government incentives for business to
invest here, we have to accept absolutely that those incentives should be confidential. As the
government has consistently said—and I notice that the National Party said it when it was in
government—if we do not have that confidentiality, then every time we do a deal with a business to
invest in Queensland we will have the next company walking through the door asking for that deal plus
another 10 per cent. This stuff is not rocket science; it is fundamental to how the market works. 

I ask members to imagine a law that required the Llewellyn’s Holden dealership in Ipswich to post
on their web site every deal with every customer on the new model Commodore. It would never happen,
because no customer would accept that they should pay 500 bucks more than the bloke before paid. It
would not work, because the fundamental premise of the market—that all players bargain on their own
merits—would be fundamentally undermined. 
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I well understand that we are not selling Commodores here and that we must be absolutely
accountable when it comes to dishing out incentives that involve taxpayers' money. The reason I know
that in practice as well as in theory is that I was born and bred in Queensland and I have lived the
experience of National Party rorts throughout my whole life. But there is accountability in this process
when it comes to how we provide taxpayers' money and other incentives for business to invest in
Queensland. There is accountability about this already on three levels. Firstly, the decisions are made
by senior public servants across departments; they are not made by politicians, so there is no possibility
that they will be made by politicians to benefit their own mates. Secondly, the Auditor-General, who has
proven himself to be anything but a patsy about these issues, gets to look at every single deal. Thirdly,
the quantum of the incentives and the list of companies that they go to is released every year. The
National Party has a fundamental discrepancy in its own argument. It cannot possibly continue to run
the line that it is running at the moment—that it wants the investment, that it is supportive of the QIIS
program, that it believes that there should be incentives for businesses to come to Queensland, that it
supports Virgin, that it supports Capral, that it supports the other businesses that we are drawing here
with these incentives—but it does not think that the government should have the right, like anyone else
who is operating in the market, to do so in confidence.

The opposition's line just does not make sense. If we did what it is proposing, that is, we had an
incentive scheme but we did not have the right to bargain in confidence, we would be throwing away far
more taxpayers' dollars than we are spending wisely now. From the government's perspective, we could
never do a deal with a company that walked in the door that was not as least as good as or most likely
better than the company that walked in the door before. 

The opposition is talking about a recipe for throwing away an awful, awful lot of money. As Paul
Syvret wrote in the Courier-Mail on 20 July—
To argue that details of any grants and incentives paid to business investing in Queensland should be disclosed is dangerously
naive. 

What we are seeing from this opposition is a dangerously naive position. Why are we seeing it?
Because these guys are dangerously opportunistic. For over 20 years these people proved that they
have no fundamental commitment to openness in government. They have no commitment to freedom of
information; they never have. Their efforts of recent days in which they have gone around slurring the
names of businesspeople in this state prove that they still think that that is how business is done. They
are judging us by their own expectations. We do not do business that way in Queensland anymore. 

Mr Wilson: Thank goodness.
Ms NOLAN: That is a good thing, as the member from Ferny Grove says. To suggest that we

should have these business incentives and that they should be available is, as Paul Syvret writes,
dangerously naive. But it is a proposition that the National Party is seriously putting forward. Once
again, that proves just how opportunistic these guys are and just how little they know about how
business in Queensland and, indeed, how the economy really works. I support the bill. 

Mrs PRATT (Nanango—Ind) (3.08 p.m.): I rise to speak against the Freedom of Information
Amendment Bill 2004, which is to provide an exemption from the application of the Freedom of
Information Act 1992 to incentives for projects under an investment incentive scheme. It is no secret that
I have never been happy with the freedom of information process as it is, and as it has been used by the
Beattie government, and the government’s lack of accountability because of it. The intent of FOI is
laudable, but the reality is that in many ways this government has treated the process with contempt.
We can only guess at the information that is contained in documentation that has been whisked off into
cabinet to avoid disclosure. 

As whisking things away into cabinet has been the avenue pursued by this government in the
past and as it has worked so well for them, I do not see any need for extra legislation to cover up even
more information that I believe the people of Queensland have a right to know. I accept that the bill is in
response to a decision by the Information Commissioner to the effect that certain information about an
investment incentive scheme was not entitled to benefit from the exemption of disclosure that is
currently provided by section 45 of the act for matters relating to trade secrets, business affairs and
research, as stated in the Alert Digest. 

He went on to say that the Premier indicated that the government was not accepting the
correctness of the decision and, whilst intending to apply to the Supreme Court for a judicial review of it,
had decided to insert unambiguous legislative provisions in relation to such schemes. Put very simply,
the Premier and his government need to bury some information they would rather not have revealed. To
ensure it could be done, the government introduced this bill. It cannot even wait for the judicial decision
that the Premier himself indicated the government would be pursuing. 

Once again we have a government which, when it comes to its own slogan—open and
accountable—does nothing more than pay lip-service to the concept. I cannot support a bill which aids
and abets the hiding of information from the people. Although it is recognised that the entitlement to
access government held information under FOI is simply a statutory concept and not based on common
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law rights, I and many constituents believe that there is an obligation on government to reveal whether
or not the people are getting value for money. In the past, that has been a fairly dubious assumption. 

By all means, while the deals are being done there may be a need for some confidentiality, but
once they are done there is no reasonable reason why that information cannot or should not be
revealed. This government needs to be more accountable than most because, as has been mentioned,
we have no upper house to act as a check and balance, to ensure appropriate expenditure. The
estimates and other committees do have their place, but they do not offer the same accountability as the
upper house does in other states. 

There are currently a considerable number of exemptions and restrictions under FOI. Cost in
itself has proven to be a barrier for some. The way the people's money is spent may be questionable—
it might even be against what a certain percentage of the people would support—but at least revealing
that spending shows a willingness on the part of the government to connect with and be accountable to
the public, which it says wholeheartedly it is doing. The truth is, the more this government moves to hide
information the more suspicious the people become. I want to know what there is to hide and where the
money is going. The people want to know what has been hidden. If there is nothing to hide, all I can say
to the government is: meet the challenge and lay the books on the table for all to see. But this bill will
ensure that will not happen. The numbers in the House will ensure it does not. Even tighter laws will be
passed to make obtaining information impossible in the future. 

Members who support this bill will be voting for secrecy, as the member for Toowoomba South
has stated. To me, that is a terrible, terrible shame. It is a shame which will stain this government's
performance as it espouses honesty, accountability and openness to the public whilst behind closed
doors it conspires methods to achieve the exact opposite. 

Mr PURCELL (Bulimba—ALP) (3.12 p.m.): I did not put my name on the list to speak on the
Freedom of Information Amendment Bill, but some of the outrageous things said in this House by those
on the other side of politics have forced my hand a little bit. 

Mr Wilson: It is nothing new. 
Mr PURCELL: It is nothing new for them. It is business as usual. I am indebted to the member for

Glass House for the bit of research she has done to lead in to what I am about to say with regard to this
bill. I will read a statement and ask members to guess who made it. It reads—
The new Queensland Investment Incentives Scheme is now open to Queensland firms. It has a number of key differences from
the old scheme. Most importantly, the funding allocation from Treasury for the QIIS is $12m per annum. That is double the value of
incentives provided under the MPIS, which was the Labor scheme. 

Who do members think said that? 
Mr Wilson: That would be Rob Borbidge, wouldn't it? 
Mr PURCELL: No, it was not Rob Borbidge, but this person was from down the coast—close to

Rob Borbidge.
Mr English: Allan Grice. 
Mr PURCELL: It was Mr Allan Grice, a previous member for Broadwater. He said this on 18

November 1997, when the coalition was in government.
Mr Livingstone: Which party? 
Mr PURCELL: The National Party. The same scheme that operates today was operating then.

He was proudly boasting, when the coalition was in government, about a scheme put in by the Goss
government to attract and keep businesses in this state. He did not have a problem with the scheme. He
spoke about what a great scheme it was and boasted about it. 

I will give an example of how this scheme has affected my electorate. A lot of people do not know
of the amount of industrial activity I have in my electorate. That is probably because of the residential
boom in my area. What is driving the economy on the south side is the residential boom in my
electorate. There are enormous industries in my electorate along the river. We have a huge boatbuilding
industry that has been there for 100-plus years. I have 35 boatbuilders on the river. There are huge
industries that import and export because they are situated on the river. 

I will refer to one particular company that I know quite well. The other side of politics talked about
competition. This company did not have a lot of competition because it does its business extremely well.
It had an incentive scheme put to it by the Victorian government to attract it to Victoria. It was going to
give the company free land and build a factory at a very low interest rate, to be paid back over 30 years.
It was free money. It was also going to help it gear up to run its business. 

The business wanted to stay in Queensland. It is a Queensland company, with Queensland
people and from a Queensland family. So it came to the Queensland government and we gave it
assistance. That company now employs 250 extra people a week and sometimes, in the summertime—
it is a salad company—well over 600 extra people. The negotiations were not carried out by the
government; they were done by public servants—public servants who I can assure honourable
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members drove a very hard bargain. This company had to spend millions upon millions of dollars to get
any assistance at all. It had to hit very high employment targets. 

Do members know what it got for that? It got relief from payroll tax over a period of time. So we
got extra jobs, kept the company in Queensland and got it geared up to the point that it now supplies the
whole east coast of Australia. What did we give it? We gave it relief from payroll tax that it would not
have had to pay if the extra jobs were not created. We gave it something we never had! But in three,
four or five years time it will have to pay payroll tax on those employees, and those jobs will be here to
stay. It is a very good business that is now looked on as a Queensland firm and will stay here. It is going
nowhere. The reason the company did not go to Victoria was not to do with our incentives and money. It
wanted to stay here, but the better deal was from Victoria. You did not see Kennett and other people in
power releasing all of that sort of information. 

The reason the scheme was brought into this state was to compete with other states. All through
the 1970s and 1980s New South Wales, Victoria and South Australia were notorious for offering deals to
have companies set up in their states, and Queensland suffered for it. We had the highest
unemployment rate in the country year after year after year, and governments during that era did
nothing about it. It is only since the start of the Labor years that we have done something about jobs that
is constructive and that we have driven an economy realising that we have to get into manufacturing.
Value adding is where the jobs are. If we are going to compete in that area we need to put up incentive
schemes that at least match the other states. We did not match them in relation to the company in my
electorate—I think the weather and the people helped a lot—but we did do enough to keep it here. 

One of the other incentives we provided was to assist it in getting information and training. Those
250 extra employees had to be trained. Part of our plan to assist them was to train the new employees.
So we got extra jobs and we got people trained. We created jobs that will be here for some time. 

I remember the brown paper bags. I remember jobs that had been won in a supposedly open
tender system within this state for public works. The company's sheds would be on the job, they had
engaged people and they were about to start and then a brown paper bag would lob onto someone's
desk or be given to someone at lunch or whatever. That company would lose the job and have to take
their sheds off. We could not find out what the new tender price was. A new company would move in
and do the job. It did not happen just now and again; it happened time and time and time again. 

The other side of politics does not want to talk about accountability because there are too many
bodies buried and too many people know about them—

Mr McNamara: They're in shallow graves. 
Mr PURCELL: They are very shallow graves, and they are starting to smell and will continue to

smell.
This is a huge step forward because the Premier, as head of the Queensland government, has

made a commitment to businesses when we have been doing these deals over the period of time that
he has been the Premier. He is now going to make some changes and allow information to come out
within eight years. I would imagine that people within the department would talk to those businesses and
so forth and let them know. Confidences that are given and taken from businesses cannot be broken. I
think this is going an enormous way towards still making the scheme work and driving jobs in this state.
I commend the bill to the House. 

Mr WELLINGTON (Nicklin—Ind) (3.20 p.m.): I rise to speak to the Freedom of Information
Amendment Bill 2004. In speaking to this bill, can I say I have no problem with the government offering
incentives to businesses to relocate and move to Queensland. One of the most common complaints I
have from businesspeople in my electorate who are trying to grow their business is that they see the
incentives the state government is offering to entice other business operators from other parts of
Australia or overseas to come to Queensland, and yet when they are trying to grow their own
businesses they do not seem to be able to receive that same sort of support and encouragement from
the state government.'

After listening to members speak to this bill, perhaps the reason for this is that there is so much
secrecy surrounding the incentives that the government has offered. Perhaps it is the case, as the
previous speaker just said, that the incentives were not of any significant value to Queensland but were
simply a range of issues which assisted in enticing new business to move to Queensland. At the end of
the day, however, Queensland businesses which have been trying to expand and grow their businesses
have repeatedly put to me in my electorate office in Nambour that they do not seem to be getting the
same open door invitations, the same support from the state government that it appears other
businesses from interstate or overseas have been getting. They are saying very clearly to me that they
want an equal opportunity to obtain these incentives. They are saying to me that they would like to see
those incentives in the arena where they can all know how much money is involved or what the
incentives may entail.

I acknowledge there is a need to continue to grow the employment opportunities in Queensland,
but again these Queensland businesses which have approached me after my short time in parliament
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are saying that they do not seem to be getting the same opportunities that business operators outside
the state have been getting. They have been able to indicate to me quite clearly how their proposed
business expansions would significantly grow the employment opportunities for the Sunshine Coast and
my part of the world if they were able to get what they thought were similar incentives from the state
government. I have also referred these constituents on to the relevant department for encouragement
and for support, but from the responses received they have not been able to access the support that
they thought would have been available to them.

I note that the government is reducing the non-disclosure provision from 30 years to eight years,
and I certainly commend that forward step. When I read the explanatory notes I noted that there has
been extensive consultation with various state government departments, but when it comes to
consultation with the community it is reported that there has been none. I would have thought the state
government would have been able to approach some of the business representatives in Queensland
and we may have had on the public record some comment from lobby groups or the spokespeople for
the various business industries in Queensland. Unfortunately, as I said, that is not on the public record.
Perhaps the Premier, in replying to this bill, might indicate what discussions have been had with the
community or the business groups. 

Unfortunately, I will not be able to support the bill. I understand the intent and I also understand
the reasons for the confidentiality of various incentives, but at this stage I will not be able to support the
bill. 

Hon. P.D. BEATTIE (Brisbane Central—ALP) (Premier and Minister for Trade) (3.24 p.m.), in
reply: I thank all honourable members for their contribution. In reply, I want to also thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his contribution to the Freedom of Information Amendment Bill 2004. As I indicated in
my second reading speech, this bill represents a very minor amendment to the Freedom of Information
Act 1992. It will simply exempt the disclosure of information regarding incentives for projects under an
investment incentive scheme. This is limited to the Department of State Development and Innovation. 

The basis for this legislation has been explained. It is in direct response to a recent decision by
the Office of the Information Commissioner regarding a grant to Berri. The effect of that decision was
that certain information about an investment incentive scheme was not entitled to the benefit of the
exemption from disclosure currently provided by section 45 of the act for ‘matters relating to trade
secrets, business affairs and research'. 

I have previously stated that the government does not accept that decision was correct and
considered judicial review of the decision. However, my government has decided to insert clear
legislative provisions in relation to such schemes and debate them very openly in this chamber, which is
the democratic, transparent and open way. The new section 47A will provide that information about
incentives proposed or given by the government under an investment incentive scheme need not be
disclosed. Releasing commercially sensitive information about the amount of individual grants to
companies that have been encouraged to locate or expand in Queensland is not in the interests of
Queensland taxpayers. The people of Queensland have a right to know the names of recipients and
information about the scheme itself. It is the specific details of the incentives that will be exempt from
release for a period of eight years. That is the change—for a period of eight years.

Let me deal with the Scrutiny of Legislation Committee first. The Scrutiny of Legislation
Committee has looked at this amendment, and I would like to thank the committee for its contribution.
The committee has reiterated the position of a previously constituted Scrutiny of Legislation Committee
in terms of its consideration of the FOI Act. It is summarised as follows in the Alert Digest No. 5 of
2004—
• Entitlements to access government-held information are an entirely statutory concept (introduced via the FOI Act), and are

not based on any established common law right
• The right to access information via the FOI Act has, moreover, always been far from unqualified, as that Act contains a

very extensive range of exemptions and restrictions
• Whilst the committee considers s.4(2) of the Legislative Standards Act 1992 provides it with scope to comment on

freedom of information issues in appropriate cases, the ‘right' which the committee may thereby recognise cannot be
regarded as unconditional ...

As the earlier committee stated, it has considered that it has the capacity to comment on freedom
of information issues because of the broad interpretation which it gives to its charter in respect of rights
and liberties of individuals. The current committee considers that while the proposed amendment will
place some applicants in a less favourable position, whatever the merits or otherwise of this change in
terms of overall government accountability, the issue essentially remains one of policy. 

The committee refers to parliament the question of whether any changes the bill may make to the
freedom of information regime are appropriate in the circumstances, and we would agree with that
position. It is essentially a question of policy. This is a balancing exercise between the right of the public
to know and the need of government to protect the commercial position of companies seeking
incentives and to protect Queensland taxpayers. I consider it is important that the legislation protects the
position of the companies involved in negotiating incentives for projects requiring commercial
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confidentiality. To release such information could undermine the government's credibility in negotiating
incentives for projects of this nature. It would weaken the government's negotiating position, and it
would set benchmarks that could be used by other applicants for assistance to assess a starting point
for negotiations. That would not be in the best interests of taxpayers. 

Because we understand the need to establish strong accountability measures we have also
announced as policy the release of information after eight years about the amount of individual
Queensland Investment Incentives Scheme incentives. This policy will operate in conjunction with this
legislative amendment. It will strike a new balance between our support for open government and the
importance of protecting commercial-in-confidence information about government grants.

Let me deal with individual members. Firstly, the Leader of the Opposition suggested that this bill
fundamentally dismantles post-Fitzgerald reforms. Well, that is just nonsense. It is difficult to think of a
more ridiculous proposition. I wonder if the member has even bothered to read the bill before the House
or, for that matter, has ever read anything to do with the Fitzgerald report. This represents an extremely
minor amendment to the FOI Act; it will return us to a position that was generally understood to be the
case under the FOI Act: that information related to these types of incentives was protected by
commercial-in-confidence provisions in the act.

Secondly, the Leader of the Opposition referred to the Auditor-General's capacity to review these
incentives. The QIIS process is well documented and is available for the Auditor-General to review. Files
on QIIS projects are made available to the Auditor-General as requested. How he conducts that, what
he examines and how he examines it is entirely a matter for him. We do not interfere. He has totally
unparalleled access to whatever he likes to conduct whatever audit he likes. It is not a matter for us to
influence that, and we do not. In fact, the ongoing quality assurance process has meant that since the
development of this scheme the advice of the Auditor-General has been considered as ongoing
refinements have been made.

One of the overriding principles has been to ensure that the people of Queensland are given the
best possible value on their investment and that the proponents are provided with consistent details to
enable them to make a decision about bringing the project to the state. Any and all stages of QIIS—from
the initial investment attraction proposal to the management of the contract—are available for review as
requested by the Auditor-General. The scheme is open for audit. The projects are open for audit. It is
entirely a matter for the Auditor-General how and when he does it. 

The open availability differs in no way from any other grant scheme or, for that matter, any other
operational matters of the department. Nothing is hidden. Nothing is off limits to the Auditor-General.
The Auditor-General's recommendations for improvement are considered when the department
undertakes management reviews and his findings are noted when and if he considers the management
should be tightened. 

The Leader of the Opposition questioned whether the eight-year release of information would
ever be implemented. Let me restate that I have committed this government to releasing information on
amounts of grants eight years after they have been approved. I stand by that commitment and reject
totally the suggestion that I would seek to mislead the House on this matter. That is why I put it in
Hansard, released names of all the companies, highlighted when the grants had been approved and
indicated exactly when the release date would be available. You do not get anything more transparent
than that. Any member in this House can study it, examine it and determine whether we have complied
with it or not. Despite what the Leader of the Opposition has suggested, this is information that has not
been made available previously. He is just being mischievous—and he knows that—for very cheap,
coarse political purposes. 

I also take issue with the member for Southern Downs’s suggestion that the recent Berri matter
had brought the state, the scheme and Berri into disrepute. It is disgraceful the way the member wants
to attack Berri in his attempt to bring a slur on this government. Companies should be able to conduct
themselves in a way in which they are not simply beaten up for political purposes.

The Leader of the Opposition suggested that if the National Party was in government it would
abolish QIIS and replace it with payroll tax reductions for everyone. Let me explain what this means.
Although the Leader of the Opposition has liberally used the figure of $64 million, it is a figure that is
difficult to reconcile with the Department of State Development and Innovation’s accounts. A figure of
this broad magnitude represents the total of all grants provided to firms and organisations by the
department each year. A lot of them are in regional and rural Queensland. A range of different schemes
are operated by the Department of State Development and Innovation in addition to QIIS. The
department provides a range of support targeted at driving the Smart State agenda. The opposition is
aware of them and just this year at the estimates hearings it requested and was provided with the
names of recipients, type of assistance and money approved for 10 different schemes. These include:
the Queensland Industry Development Scheme, collaborative industry ventures, cooperative research
centres, e-commerce demonstration, South-East Queensland Forest Agreement Tourism Initiative,
Food Smart Queensland initiative, international women's development, Leadership and Management
Program, industry projects and the Regional Business Development Scheme. 
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Information on these schemes is readily available. It is not proposed to limit information that is
currently made available under these schemes, and no changes are proposed to the release of that
information. The sum of all of the grants approved through the Department of State Development and
Innovation is published yearly in the annual report. In each of the past three years grants provided under
QIIS—only a proportion of the figure used by the opposition—have totalled less than $25 million a year.
I repeat: $25 million each year. Financial support under QIIS is typically in the form of the
reimbursement of state taxes, such as payroll tax, stamp duty or land tax together with cash grants on
occasion to assist with the defrayal of certain costs associated with the establishment or relocation of a
business to Queensland. The total amount of payroll tax recoverable in the budget is approximately
$1.4 billion per annum. The amount of the QIIS budget allocation is $25 million annually. That is, the
QIIS budget allocation represents less than two per cent of the total annual payroll tax collected each
year. 

It is interesting to note that the member for Currumbin similarly considers the scale of the QIIS
budget to be relatively small by comparison to the state budget as a whole. Well, it is. It is farcical to
suggest that abolishing QIIS, given a potential maximum saving of $25 million per year, will allow for an
appreciable reduction in payroll taxes in Queensland—taxes which are already among the lowest in
Australia. I mean, this is just farcical nonsense. It is voodoo economics. Heaven help Queensland if ever
that sort of thinking was on the government benches—heaven help the economy, heaven help
business, heaven help us, heaven help Queensland. 

The Leader of the Opposition also promised to make grants available on a one-off basis. This is a
return to the good old days for the Nationals. They would hand out money with no criteria, no guidelines
and no proper basis for assessment. Basically what would happen is we would go back to the corrupt
days of the past—the corrupt days of the National Party. It would hand out money with no criteria, no
guidelines and no proper assessment, and we would be back to seeing the crooks running the show,
which is what we had under the National Party. 

Whereas the QIIS program operates under rigorous eligibility and assessment criteria, the
Nationals’ approach would leave the government and Queensland taxpayers exposed, not to mention
corruption. The QIIS guidelines include performance conditions and milestones to be taken into account
during the development of agreements relating to targeted projects. This includes matters such as the
project scope of work, capital expenditure, time frames and job numbers. Performance conditions are
included in all QIIS agreements and typically can include progressive employment creation and
retention, capital expenditure, project conditions, progressive reports, financial performance and any
other significant outcome which the state has relied upon when assessing financial assistance. The
Nationals would replace this with a scheme of special grants to their mates; grants that have no criteria,
no checks and balances, no rigorous scrutiny. 

I just might make two points about this. Let us be really clear. I think what the Leader of the
Opposition talked about today in his proposal is a recipe for economic disaster. Let me just say to
Queenslanders that what the Leader of the Opposition is saying is that under his scheme there would be
no Virgin Blue here; there would be no Qantas facilities at the airport; there would be no facilities for
Australian Airlines here. All those major projects that we have brought here would not be here. Let us be
really clear about this. For anyone who has travelled on Virgin Blue, think of this: if Mr Springborg was
Premier you would not be able to travel on it because it would not be operating. Let us be really clear
about this: the opposition would have degutted every one of those programs. It would have absolutely
destroyed Virgin Blue and it would not have been here. Let us not have any more mealy-mouthed
nonsense.

The Nationals do not support attracting all those businesses here; we do. We have 5.7 per cent
unemployment. During the previous coalition government—of which Mr Springborg was a minister—at
one point unemployment was 9.5 per cent. We have the lowest level of unemployment since 1978 due
to a number of strategies, including this one. This produces results and jobs for Queenslanders. We are
the job creators. The opposition are the job destroyers. Queenslanders will be hearing a lot more about
this over the next two and a half years because I will go out and highlight it at every occasion. Members
of the opposition want to destroy jobs; they want to undermine Virgin Blue; they want to undermine
Qantas; they want to undermine Australian Airlines and all the jobs that go with it. Queenslanders will
know very clearly where they stand on economic strategy. 

Now let us move on to Deputy Leader of the Opposition. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition
stated that the government uses the grants to pay organisations which then provide funding to the
political party. He went on to imply that this is cash for access. This is patently untrue. Under QIIS
guidelines there is a very detailed process for the administration of Queensland Investment Incentives
Scheme proposals. In particular, the guidelines require the department to undertake a comprehensive
due diligence risk assessment and this includes reference to external credit reference agencies, the
ASIC database, reports on directors, media searches and other external sources in addition to a
detailed financial, market and risk analysis by a professional internal team. 
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There are no brown paper bags, nor are there any grants to buddies. These grants are rigorously
assessed by a high level independent committee before being presented to the Minister for State
Development and Innovation for his decision. 

In response to question on notice No. 1 during the estimates hearings, the opposition was given a
folio of applications, procedures and advice about all grant schemes of the Department of State
Development and Innovation. There are processes in place that make this scheme transparent. The
government is accountable. 

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition comes in here and talks so much nonsense that no-one
takes him or the points he makes seriously. If you cry wolf too often no-one believes you. The problem is
that the opposition exaggerates, makes wild claims, seeks to personally assassinate, which the Minister
for Energy made reference to, with indeed no apologies. The opposition will besmirch people's names; it
does not care. At the end of the day the opposition may think that that is clever, but the people of
Queensland do not like it. The people of Queensland actually want an opposition that is constructive
and positive; an opposition that will not seek to personally assassinate for political advantage. That is
what we have in Queensland. I thought the speeches by the Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition showed a bankrupt approach to any financial management. If the opposition
was given a chance to run this state it would be a bankruptcy that it would actually inflict on Queensland.
As I said before, heaven help us if that was to ever happen. 

The member for Gregory referred to my commitment to integrity frameworks and queried why the
legislation is before the House. As the member for Toowoomba North pointed out, there is a need to
balance the maintenance of our integrity framework and the need to attract business. I reiterate this
government's commitment to accountability and integrity in government. The member for Toowoomba
North outlined various mechanisms, a number of which were Labor government initiatives. In November
2002 I tabled information concerning the costings of integrity to government. I have approved that my
department update this financial information and I will table that information in the House when it is
finalised. 

In terms of general matters, I want to deal with some issues raised by the member for Nicklin.
Peter Wellington has raised a concern regarding how QIIS impacts on existing businesses. One of the
key eligibility criteria that is applied to applications under the Queensland Investment Incentives
Scheme is that support provided to the project under the scheme cannot cause significant detriment to
and/or be in substitution for existing businesses in Queensland. In this regard, the Queensland
Investment Incentives Scheme guidelines require the preparation of a detriment assessment report in
respect of each proposal under consideration. The detriment assessment report is a report that
specifically addresses the expected level of detriment, including substitution, that a project will have on
other businesses in Queensland. All Queensland Investment Incentives Scheme recipients are also
encouraged to utilise local government input in the establishment and operation of their projects in
Queensland. This in itself both supports locally based businesses and provides a stimulus to economic
activity and, ultimately, further jobs. 

Examples of local firms that have received incentive offers for such contestable projects include—
think about this for a minute—Suncorp. Suncorp located a call centre in Toowoomba. The member for
Toowoomba South is actually saying to the people of Toowoomba, 'I don’t want your Suncorp call
centre'. I say to the member for Toowoomba South: go and tell that to the people of Toowoomba. I know
I have the support of the member for Toowoomba North. I say to the people of Toowoomba: the member
for Southern Downs does not want you in town. Let me say to the Leader of the Opposition that we do.
We do! 

Mr Barton: Or the headquarters of Namoi Cotton. 
Mr BEATTIE: That is right, cotton as well. What about EGR Plastics and Wagners? These are

great Queensland companies. I want to make it clear that my government stands right behind Suncorp,
EGR Plastics and Wagners. We stand right behind them. The opposition seeks to undermine these
great Queensland companies, these great companies from the downs. We will not allow the opposition
to be the wreckers of these great companies. We will stand by these companies. 

Opposition members interjected. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr O’Brien): Order! 
Mr BEATTIE: The question that has to be asked is: why does the opposition hate Doug Shears

from Berri? What have Doug Shears and Berri ever done to the opposition? Why has the opposition
sought to go out and character assassinate Berri and Doug Shears? I would say to Doug that I am sorry
that we have an opposition in Queensland that places such little value on the primary industries sector.
The government also supports existing business through a range of schemes which I detailed earlier in
this speech.

Let me make the point to the member for Nicklin in relation to the issue about local businesses
that one of the things that happens is this: as a result of growth in the economy we can keep payroll tax
as low as it is. That benefits all business. Secondly, when you get growth out of these new ventures it
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creates employment opportunities, which we have also seen, which benefits all businesses. If you have
people employed they have got money in their pocket and they can buy the goods and services of
existing Queensland companies.

The third point I want to make seems to get lost in the debate: these incentive programs are
provided for a period of time to encourage relocation here. For example, in Virgin Blue's case there was
a payroll tax holiday for a short period of time. They will pay payroll tax. In other words, we got them here
by giving nothing in the way of payroll tax—that is, payroll tax we would not have got if they had not
come here. We gave that away and, frankly, why wouldn't you? If they were located in Melbourne they
would not be paying payroll tax in Queensland. Virgin comes here and establishes its business, it gets a
short holiday on payroll tax and then it pays the payroll tax. Where does that money go? That money
goes into the economy of Queensland to benefit the whole state. This strategy works. 

Another incentive contained in the package for Virgin Blue was help in training. Why wouldn’t you
train Queenslanders to get jobs in Queensland to benefit both themselves and their families? 

Mr Terry Sullivan: There are all those new jobs in aviation on the Sunshine Coast. 
Mr BEATTIE: The test of this is very simple. Before we came to office there were no jobs in

aviation. Today there are 5,000 jobs in aviation that did not exist before we came to office. That came
about because of this program. 5,000 jobs! Every time I see Mr Springborg or the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition attacking this program, I am simply going to say: 5,000 jobs in aviation. I will say that to
Queenslanders: 5,000 jobs in aviation. That is the difference. 

Mr Mickel: It is comrade the Leader of the Opposition. 
Mr BEATTIE: I doubt that. I understand the reason for your saying it. A number of members have

suggested that this is freedom from information, that the public of Queensland are being deprived of
information. Freedom of information legislation lets the public find out what information government
holds about them and whether it is correct. It also allows individuals to seek information from
government on non-personal matters. As we know, there is no cost to people seeking personal
information. 

It is not the purpose of FOI legislation to allow the media, the opposition or interested parties to
know every detail of the workings of government. To do so would be counterproductive and would
undermine the concept of collective cabinet responsibility. It was never intended to be any other way
than the way we operate it. Within the Freedom of Information Act there are only a limited number of
exemptions from the release of information. They include documents that are part of the cabinet process
and specific exemptions relating to matters such as secrecy, commercial-in-confidence and legal
proceedings. There are similar sets of exemptions for the various state governments and the
Commonwealth. Those exemptions are there because they are necessary for the workings of
government. 

Government would not be able to negotiate effectively with the private sector if it was anticipated
that every aspect of those negotiations would be available to anyone interested. Very few major
corporations would be willing to negotiate on the basis that commercially sensitive information would be
made available to any applicant under FOI legislation. The bill is about maintaining confidentiality of
incentives only. For all other QIIS related information there is no reason why a member of the public
cannot make an FOI application and be subject to the normal FOI processes when they receive the
information. 

I have watched with some interest the debate about FOI in Queensland in recent times. My
government is totally committed to FOI. We will remain that way. This minor amendment today is
designed not only to continue the growth in investment in the economy but also the jobs that go with it.
There are some people who have expressed views on this issue which, quite frankly, are not
transparent. We need to have more honesty about this debate. 

Recently I read with some interest a story in a newspaper in which it said that this particular
newspaper had gained access to this information. Not once in the article did I read that the information
had actually been provided under FOI. It was as if the newspaper had suddenly, through some
investigative processes of its own, found the information. Not true. Information was provided under FOI.
Why was it done in that way? It was done in that way simply to sell newspapers. I do not have any
problem with that if there was some honesty. There is a desire by some to use FOI simply to highlight a
particular story to sell newspapers. 

Part of accountability means that we release information under FOI. Wouldn’t it be nice if the
paper concerned actually said, ‘This was obtained under freedom of information. This was part of the
accountability mechanisms that exist which means that we can actually tell you this story because we
have an open and accountable process in Queensland.' Let us have a bit of honesty. If we are going to
be criticised by the particular newspaper for FOI legislation, then let them report it accurately. When it
comes to freedom of the press, accountability is very important. The press has a vital role to play. It also
has to be responsible. It also has a role to report accurately and fairly and not dishonestly for crude
commercial purposes. 
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Let us be frank about this. We are committed to FOI. This minor amendment does not change
that. It simply protects what I believe are important negotiations to protect the economy. I have seen
some absolute hypocrites when it comes to this FOI debate. I always find this interesting. Some
sections of the press will always be very critical when it comes to criticising politicians. If we ever have
the audacity to be critical in return we will get beaten senseless. We will not be treated fairly. I find that
some sections of the press can deal it out, but when it comes to being accountable or being accurate
and responding to criticism they cannot cop it in return. 

Let us have a bit more honesty about this. We are happy to have a robust debate. We are happy
to make sure that in a robust debate all things are taken into account. I do not think it is unreasonable for
a government or a parliament to express the view that we are entitled to be reported fairly and that the
main objective of FOI is not one of commercial necessity or commercial requirements of the paper but
genuine accountability. I commend the bill to the House. 

Mr Seeney interjected.
Mr BEATTIE: I say to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition—who seeks to interject rudely at

every opportunity in this place—that if he ever wants to have any credibility one of the things he needs
to do is actually stop whingeing and occasionally put up something positive. Whether he likes it or not,
the people of Queensland want to have positive alternatives. They do not want to hear whinge after
whinge after whinge. They do not want laziness, either. 

On Friday we are going to honour, quite appropriately, the athletes who are coming home after a
very successful Olympic Games. There is one athlete who will not be in the parade—and I am
disappointed about this. Frankly, the Leader of the Opposition should be there with a gold medal for
whingeing. No-one in the world would be able to compete with his whingeing about this legislation and
everything else. 

Let us have some honest and open debate. I am sick of the bunkum, sick of the nonsense, sick of
the hypocrisy, sick of the double standards both in terms of the debate from the opposition and how this
is actually reported. Wouldn’t it be nice to have some fairness and equity in both the reporting and the
debate. I am wrong: the Leader of the Opposition would not be the only one with a gold medal; his mate
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition would get one, too. I commend the bill to the House. 

Question—That the bill be now read a second time—put; and the House divided—
AYES, 57—Attwood, Barry, Barton, Beattie, Choi, E.Clark, L.Clark, Croft, Cummins, N.Cunningham, English, Fenlon, Finn,
Fouras, Fraser, Hoolihan, Jarratt, Keech, Lavarch, Lawlor, Lee, Livingstone, Lucas, Mackenroth, Male, McGrady, McNamara,
Mickel, Miller, Molloy, Mulherin, Nelson-Carr, Nuttall, O’Brien, Palaszczuk, Pearce, Pitt, Purcell, Reeves, Reilly, Reynolds,
N.Roberts, Robertson, Schwarten, Scott, Shine, Smith, Spence, Stone, Struthers, C.Sullivan, Wallace, Welford, Wells, Wilson.
Tellers: T.Sullivan, Nolan 
NOES, 20—Copeland, Foley, Hobbs, Horan, Johnson, Knuth, Langbroek, Lee Long, Lingard, McArdle, Menkens, Pratt, Quinn,
Rickuss, Rowell, Seeney, Stuckey, Wellington. Tellers: Hopper, Messenger

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Consideration in Detail
Clauses 1 and 2, as read, agreed to. 
Clause 3—
Mr SEENEY (4.02 p.m.): Clause 3 is the only effective clause in this bill. Clauses 1 and 2 set out

the short title and the act that is amended. Clause 3 is the clause that sets out what the bill does. I want
to take the opportunity in the consideration of this clause to rebut some of the nonsense that we heard
from the Premier when he summed up the second reading debate, and it certainly was nonsense. It
appears that the Premier believes that he can come into this House and basically say anything and
simply because the Premier says it makes it so, but much of what the Premier said simply was not true.
He maintained that the amendment to this act is a very minor amendment, a very narrow amendment
and a whole heap of other flowery terms that he used to try to suggest to the people of Queensland that
the change that is being made in this clause is relatively minor when quite the opposite is the effect.

What this clause does is to make the matter exempt. It essentially makes the information that is
important to the evaluation of this incentive scheme an exempt matter under the freedom of information
scheme. The important bit—the only bit that is necessary to establish whether or not the government is
using $64 million worth of Queensland taxpayers' money appropriately, the bit that the people of
Queensland need to make a decision as to whether or not their money is being used appropriately and
whether or not the government is acting appropriately and accountably—is the information about how
much money is paid to each particular applicant under the scheme. That is the bit that is made exempt,
and that is the bit that this clause makes exempt from freedom of information applications such as the
one that I made in the Berri case.

It was interesting to listen to some of the rhetoric that the Premier went on with.
An opposition member: Waffle!
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Mr SEENEY: It was waffle, and he waffled on and on and on. He again repeated the big lie about
the accountability that his government goes into and the processes that the department goes through,
according to him, in considering applications under this scheme. He completely ignored the facts of the
issue in the Berri case, which, as I said in my contribution to the second reading debate, was the
instigation of this legislation. However, it certainly was not a situation that was unique. In the Berri case
the Auditor-General, when we referred the matter to him, found that the criteria that were supposed to
be used to judge the application were not even used. The Auditor-General in his report made nine
recommendations, from memory, each of which covered an area that the department was ignoring in the
administration of the scheme. Yet the Premier comes in here and has the absolute gall and the hide to
stand up and talk—waffle—for 10 or 15 minutes about how the processes are so complex and so well
covered.

I just say to the Premier that the fact that he has 63 seats in here, and the fact that that majority is
leading to his arrogance growing every day, does not give him the power to come in here and stand up
and make something right just by saying it. Anybody who wants to look at the history of this issue over
the last three years can quite clearly see that what the Premier said in the parliament today is quite
untrue—quite untrue. We are here considering this clause simply because it was untrue, because if the
department had abided by the criteria for the assessment of the application in question—the Berri
application—we would not be here because that grant would not have been awarded. As the Auditor-
General found in his investigation, it certainly did have an impact on existing businesses—on my
constituents, on the people who came to see me that day in the office in Mundubbera back in July 2001.

If the department had done its job properly, those people would not have been there to see me
and all of the events that occurred in the three years since then would never have happened. Yet the
Premier can come in here and just completely ignore all of that and stand up and tell the most
outrageous falsehoods to this parliament. I certainly leave it to the people of Queensland to judge,
because the evidence is there on the record. I have—I brought them over during my contribution to the
second reading debate—a pile of files this high where I can go through each of the Premier's assertions
one after the other and illustrate the falseness of the claims that he made. But the worrying thing is that
the Premier has grown so arrogant that he thinks that he can come in here and rewrite history just by
saying it, and that is particularly disturbing. It stems directly from that arrogance that comes from having
such a huge majority.

This clause is essentially the bill itself. It makes that information that I sought on behalf of my
constituents—and sought successfully—under the old freedom of information process exempt. It is
narrow in that it refers only to the amount of the incentive. Basically, the government is saying that it will
tell the people everything else except the bit that matters. They can use the freedom of information
processes to access everything else except the bit that matters, and that is a totally unacceptable
situation. We will certainly be opposing the clause.

Question—That clause 3, as read, stand part of the bill—put; and the House divided—
AYES, 58—Attwood, Barry, Barton, Beattie, Bligh, Choi, E.Clark, L.Clark, Croft, Cummins, N.Cunningham, English, Fenlon, Finn,
Fouras, Fraser, Hoolihan, Jarratt, Keech, Lavarch, Lawlor, Lee, Livingstone, Lucas, Mackenroth, Male, McGrady, McNamara,
Mickel, Miller, Molloy, Mulherin, Nelson-Carr, Nuttall, O’Brien, Palaszczuk, Pearce, Pitt, Purcell, Reeves, Reilly, Reynolds,
N.Roberts, Robertson, Schwarten, Scott, Shine, Smith, Spence, Stone, Struthers, C.Sullivan, Wallace, Welford, Wells, Wilson.
Tellers: T.Sullivan, Nolan
NOES, 21—Copeland, Flegg, Foley, Hobbs, Horan, Johnson, Knuth, Langbroek, Lee Long, Lingard, McArdle, Menkens, Pratt,
Quinn, Rickuss, Rowell, Seeney, Stuckey, Wellington. Tellers: Hopper, Messenger

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Third Reading
Question—That the bill be now read a third time—put; and the House divided—

AYES, 57—Attwood, Barry, Barton, Beattie, Bligh, Choi, E.Clark, L.Clark, Croft, Cummins, N.Cunningham, English, Fenlon, Finn,
Fouras, Fraser, Hoolihan, Jarratt, Keech, Lavarch, Lawlor, Lee, Livingstone, Lucas, Male, McGrady, McNamara, Mickel, Miller,
Molloy, Mulherin, Nelson-Carr, Nuttall, O’Brien, Palaszczuk, Pearce, Pitt, Purcell, Reeves, Reilly, Reynolds, N.Roberts, Robertson,
Schwarten, Scott, Shine, Smith, Spence, Stone, Struthers, C.Sullivan, Wallace, Welford, Wells, Wilson. Tellers: T.Sullivan, Nolan
NOES, 21—Copeland, Flegg, Foley, Hobbs, Horan, Johnson, Knuth, Langbroek, Lee Long, Lingard, McArdle, Menkens, Pratt,
Quinn, Rickuss, Rowell, Seeney, Stuckey, Wellington. Tellers: Hopper, Messenger 

Resolved in the affirmative.

PLANT PROTECTION AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 31 August (see p. 2157).
Mr FENLON (Greenslopes—ALP) (4.22 p.m.): I rise to speak in support of the Plant Protection

Amendment Bill 2004. Biosecurity is becoming increasingly important as trade agreements, foreign
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imports and the movement of people around the globe increase. When we talk about jobs we are often
talking about the creation of new jobs. This is an important bill because it refers to securing jobs that are
there. This bill is really about protecting our jobs, protecting our income and protecting our primary
industries, our farms, et cetera. 

While the Commonwealth government's Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service, AQIS, has
responsibility to ensure exotic pests and diseases do not breach national quarantine barriers, it seems
that it is the state government's responsibility to mop up the damage to protect our primary producers
once a breach occurs. The recent outbreak of citrus canker disease on a single property in central
Queensland is a case in point. The outbreak required a strong and immediate response from the
Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries to eradicate the disease and prevent its spread. The
potential losses to the Queensland and Australian citrus industries are enormous if the disease is not
contained. 

DPIF has been fully exercising its powers under the Plant Protection Act 1989 to control this
disease. However, the exercise of these powers was the subject of an attempted challenge in the
Supreme Court. While DPIF was able to prevail in that test of strength in the court, the department
received advice that the act should be amended to clarify the extent of powers that can be exercised
under the quarantine power of the act. That is exactly what this amendment bill sets out to do. 

Specifically, the Plant Protection Amendment Bill 2004 seeks to amend the existing act to remove
the ability of owners of properties infested with the most serious pests and diseases to seek injunctions
to prevent eradication; provide greater disease surveillance powers to inspectors; allow inspectors to
access records, wherever located, to trace the movements of potentially diseased plant matter; increase
the penalties for breaches of the act and include personal liability for company directors; and clarify the
right of the state to carry out necessary treatment or destruction within a quarantine area. 

This bill is essential to ensure the effective prevention, control and eradication of canker and other
serious plant pests should they occur in this state. We certainly live in hope that they will not, but in an
increasingly internationalised environment we are aware that our chances of interaction with somebody
bringing diseases to this country increase simply with time, the more those interactions occur. 

The proposed increased powers that exempt injunctions and legal action to prevent emergency
response activities are similar to those for combating animal diseases such as foot-and-mouth disease,
which were inserted in 2002 into the Exotic Diseases in Animals Act 1981. As the son of a slaughterman
who grew up in a meatworkers town, I know that diseases such as that were always on the minds of
working people because they knew very immediately that such diseases could ruin an industry and ruin
the occupation and welfare of many people. Bills such as this seek to ensure that those chances are
reduced. 

DPIF's strong and fast response to the recent citrus canker outbreak was a demonstration of just
how serious such an incursion is to our primary industries. The way the department pulled together its
resources and staff to act as one cohesive body is indeed highly commendable. However, it was also a
very good learning exercise, and it tested the legislation and the DPIF to the maximum. The impact on
the entire Queensland citrus industry, which was unfortunately on the cusp of its picking season,
reverberated across the entire state. Interstate market access was one of the key issues that
heightened the impact for Queensland's citrus industry and required significant negotiation with the
other states. 

Domestic citrus sales of Queensland products make up approximately 64 per cent of total sales,
with exports responsible for approximately 18 per cent and the remainder used for processing. Exports
are greater for mandarins than for other varieties of citrus and equated to approximately 35 per cent of
the market in 2002-03. 

With the amendments proposed in this bill, some of the issues and hurdles surrounding domestic
sales that arose during the 17 days of canker alert will be ironed out, should this disaster occur in the
future. The proposed amendments will facilitate area freedom accreditation to justify the removal of
movement restrictions and the reinstatement of unrestricted market access for host plants and fruit. 

In 2001-02 the Queensland citrus industry's gross value of production was $91 million. With the
strong and fast response by DPIF, the threat of citrus canker to the entire industry has been all but
stamped out as the destruction of citrus trees on the affected property continues. However, there were
some threats to the efficiency of DPIF's actions. With the proposed amendments to the Plant Protection
Act 1989, these threats can be obliterated. 

We have all seen the importance of biosecurity to this state and indeed to Australia. It is
imperative that we support the strengthening of the Queensland government's ability to respond to the
threats to our clean, green and disease-free status. There is nothing more important in the international
marketplace. I believe that this status is one of the most attractive aspects we have in our arsenal of
market strengths in the international marketplace. More and more, the world is looking to countries for
quality and especially purity in a biological sense, in the sense of having organic fruits and vegetables,
et cetera. This will be an increasingly major attraction to the world. Every time one travels outside of this
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country it is easy to see that that is one of the great attractions of the Australian marketplace. I support
the minister in his efforts to bring this bill to the House with such haste in response to this crisis. I
commend the bill to the House. 

Mr KNUTH (Charters Towers—NPA) (4.30 p.m.): In rising to speak to the Plant Protection
Amendment Bill, I want to comment on the importance of biosecurity to Queensland. I agree with the
minister's comments in the state parliament on 17 August 2004 when he stated that the state
government will strengthen its armour to eradicate introduced plant diseases and pests. He said that the
impact of introduced diseases and pests on Queensland and Australian industries can be enormous if a
timely and effective response is obstructed. He also said that the government is committed to plant
biosecurity but it needs certainty from strong legislation to apply the appropriate eradication measures
where necessary. 

I believe this also relates to the issue of biosecurity and the appropriate measures that the
government would put in place in towns like Alpha, which does not have a stock inspector. The member
for Gregory raised this issue last night. I know the minister is aware that the recent outbreaks of citrus
canker in Emerald caused huge demand on DPI staff, including stock inspectors. A stock inspector
based in Alpha, the minister would have to agree, would be of great importance to prevent any
outbreaks of animal and other diseases. 

Prevention is the best form of eradication, and when we look at a tick line that extends right
through the southern and north-western parts of my electorate, it is of great concern that stock
inspectors are being replaced with third-party providers. Third-party providers do not have the power to
deter truck loads of cattle that are bypassing the dip, and they are not qualified to monitor and report
diseases and stock movement. The prevention of the spread of cattle tick and other diseases into
western Queensland is an extremely high priority. The township of Alpha, which dips an average of
25,000 head of cattle per year plus sprays approximately 900 horses, has no stock inspector because of
a funding shortfall. This is an insult considering that a multimillion-dollar industry is being placed in
jeopardy because the government is too lousy to provide a stock inspector. 

This government says that it is committed to biosecurity and the prevention of introduced
diseases and pests in Queensland and Australian industries. If that is the case, a stock inspector in
Alpha needs to be a government priority. Overall, I agree with the minister's second reading speech and
I commend this bill to the House. 

Hon. N.I. CUNNINGHAM (Bundaberg—ALP) (4.33 p.m.): Australia really is a lucky country. We
live on an island continent and this gives the produce we grow a distinct global advantage. Our fruit and
vegetables, our crops and our livestock can grow in an environment relatively free from some of the
worst pests and diseases that affect produce from all over the world. This gives us a distinct marketing
advantage and a distinct farming advantage—advantages that we do not want to lose. 

Queensland has its fair share of weeds, pests and diseases. It does not want any more and it
does not need any further threats, particularly to its banana, apple or citrus industries, or to any of the
horticulture industries that are so very important to my electorate of Bundaberg. Biosecurity is extremely
important to our fruit and vegetable, cropping and livestock industries. The recent citrus canker outbreak
in central Queensland demonstrated the importance of biosecurity, and it also demonstrated the
Queensland government's capabilities in an emergency response situation.

The Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries deserves congratulations for its professional
and efficient handling of that response, and it deserves recognition for dealing decisively with some very
difficult and possibly disastrous situations—situations such as an uncooperative property owner,
interstate market access issues, provision of surveillance staff and the surveillance power limitations of
inspectors. These hurdles were overcome but not without the realisation that they could have stopped
the emergency response in its tracks. 

The Plant Protection Amendment Bill 2004 sets out to strengthen the current act in order to
ensure that DPIF staff can continue their work in eradicating citrus canker without concern that
recalcitrant property owners could stall proceedings by taking the government to court. During the
recent outbreak, the DPIF exercised its powers under the Plant Protection Act 1989 to the fullest extent
possible in order to control and eradicate canker from our state. However, the powers to eradicate host
plants were challenged in the Supreme Court on two occasions. 

In the first case, an injunction was sought. However, it was put aside. In the second case, the
matter was heard. The court upheld the actions of the government, but the experience demonstrated
that if governments are to be charged with the responsibility of tackling devastating exotic diseases like
citrus canker they need the certainty from strong legislation of being able to apply the appropriate
measures without the threat of being compromised through legal challenges. This bill will provide that
certainty.

It is recognised that the ouster from any challenge, appeal or review under the Judicial Review
Act 1991 removes the right of an affected person to challenge and seek review of a decision. However,
the public benefit in the department being able to take necessary and timely action to prevent, control
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and eradicate a serious pest such as canker requires such a change, and it will be strictly limited to
those most serious pests that are defined as serious pests under the act. The scope of this ouster will be
further limited to destruction or restrictions on movement of host material and to surveillance in a
specified area, and will not remove a person's right to sue for loss or damage.

A further amendment proposed in this bill is the insertion of proposed new sections 11C through
to 11F regarding the keeping and production of business documents. Inspectors experienced difficulty in
conducting tracing of host plant movements during the canker emergency response. The present act
was found to be deficient in not requiring persons moving host plants to keep relevant documents about
the movements. It is critical that the movement of host material is able to be effectively traced to enable
the DPIF to manage the emergency response. The act is therefore being amended to require persons
moving host material of a pest to keep a copy of the relevant business documents for the movement and
to give a copy of the document to the person receiving the host material. Both persons would be
obligated to retain the business documents for seven years. Consumers are exempted from this
requirement because it applies only to a business movement and it is limited to a pest quarantine being
declared.

The emergency response to the recent citrus canker outbreak, although successful, exposed
some areas of the current legislation that require strengthening. We need to ensure the future of
Queensland citrus growers and, indeed, the future of any plant industry that may be affected by a
disease outbreak. We need to ensure that Queensland's primary producers have protection for their
prime source of income—their crops. So we need to ensure that our legislation is strong enough to
withstand any challenges it may encounter in eradicating a pest or disease. I congratulate the Primary
Industries Minister, who has moved quickly to bring forward this amendment bill, and I commend the bill
to the House. 

Ms LEE LONG (Tablelands—ONP) (4.38 p.m.): I rise to speak to the Plant Protection
Amendment Bill 2004. This bill poses some very difficult questions indeed, and they are ones which are
not readily apparent at first glance. The major issue is the clash between the entirely understandable
desire to swiftly and effectively deal with any serious plant or pest animal or disease and the equally
understandable right of any property owner to seek the aid of the judicial system when they feel they
have a legitimate case.

The explanatory notes use the recent outbreak of citrus canker at Emerald. I am well aware of
how harsh an impact this is having. Although my electorate is more than a thousand kilometres away,
local growers have been affected by the various quarantine and other restrictions imposed as it is dealt
with. The entire citrus industry in Queensland has felt the lash of this disease outbreak. So has the
nursery industry and associated transporters, sellers and so on. 

I am very sympathetic to the intent behind this bill, that is, to ensure all necessary actions can be
taken as quickly as possible to minimise harm and maximise effective corrective measures. However, at
the same time I am very uncomfortable with the proposal that owners of the properties be barred from
seeking an order of any kind about anything that the minister may decide to do relating to even a
suspected outbreak. I know that there is a similar provision already in place under the Exotic Disease in
Animals Act 1981. That does not lessen my concern. 

There is some relief to be found in the recognition of how powerful this provision is and that it is
restricted to 21 specifically named exotic pests and diseases. I question how easy it would be to change
that list. At some later time might we see an amendment widening it to include any pests or diseases as
decided by the minister or some regulatory provision widening its application? Further, these
amendments ensure that reconsideration of administrative decisions made by the minister, the chief
executive or an inspector, albeit in very specific circumstances, cannot even be reconsidered. 

It is very clear that fundamental legislative principles are overridden in the proposals here. As the
explanatory notes say about these departures—
...[they] occur in the context of a tension between the fundamental legislative principles outlined in section 4 of the Legislative
Standards Act 1992, and the competing community desire to ensure rapid and decisive response in protecting the community
against the impact of potentially devastating plant, pest or disease outbreaks. 

The note indicates that while this is onerous, there is nothing stopping a person from bringing a
proceeding to recover damages for loss caused by a negligent act, omission or an unlawful act. That is
a really alarming situation. Should someone—and I am not referring to the canker situation here but I
am speaking generally—find themselves affected by a disease and their orchard, crop or herd is
destroyed, according to the law in controlling the disease they have no avenue for compensation. They
are personally wiped out. In fact, they may have to pay for the destruction of their own assets.

These days AQIS is hardly worth the paper it is written on and biosecurity is answerable to the
WTO, not to our Australian governments anymore. Yet so many of these devastating pests and
diseases—of which there are around 20 new ones introduced into this state each year—are only here
because those organisations have failed. This government then insists, when their own agencies have
failed, that the affected farmers have to carry the cost of materials, labour, chemicals, equipment and
lost income, and even the cost of the crop or herd destruction themselves. 
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What incentive then do farmers have to cooperate at all, apart from the fear of fines and
penalties? It seems ludicrous to have a situation where someone is given a choice of cooperating and
having their livelihoods destroyed with no compensation available, or not cooperating in having their
livelihoods destroyed with no compensation available and being fined as well. Secondly, even if the
destruction was thought to be negligent or unlawful, the only people who could launch a suit would be
those who could afford to launch a suit. Let us remember here that we are talking about people who
have just lost all or part of their livelihood. 

It is the overall combination of the onerous new powers, the abolition of fundamental legislative
principles and the removal of accessible methods of redress that is so troubling to me. Let me be clear.
I am in favour of clear, strong powers to contain and control these threats. I do not believe, however, that
there has been any effort expended at all in the drafting of this bill towards providing any recognition of
the impact likely to be suffered by those affected by one of these diseases or pests. Could there not, for
example, be a provision for a range of financial and other assistance packages—perhaps similar to the
drought exceptional circumstances provisions—for those farming operations that find themselves at the
centre of an outbreak? I believe it is commonsense, when so much could be at stake, that the
cooperation of everybody is based not only on threats of massive penalties but also on a surety that
they will be able to rebuild their farms, their livelihoods and their futures. 

Mrs CARRYN SULLIVAN (Pumicestone—ALP) (4.43 p.m.): As a lover of citrus fruit, I rise in
support of the Plant Protection Amendment Bill, which primarily arose out of a recent citrus canker
disease outbreak near Emerald. This disease outbreak had the potential to wipe out Queensland's citrus
industry, which is reportedly worth over $90 million. Citrus canker is highly contagious and has seriously
impacted on other countries around the world. Severe infection can produce a number of effects
including defoliation, dieback, horribly blemished fruit and premature fruit drop. Therefore, early
detection is vital. Thanks to the Department of Primary Industries this outbreak was detected early. 

This bill makes urgent and imperative amendments to right certain deficiencies in the Plant
Protection Act 1989. It is pleasing to hear positive comments from the media and particularly the
opposition that the Department of Primary Industries took such swift and decisive action with regard to
tackling the effects of this devastating exotic disease. We need to do all we can to protect our citrus
industry. I believe that under the new laws that is exactly what will occur. 

The trouble is that although the DPI exercised its full power under the Plant Protection Act in
order to prevent, control and eradicate the disease, its actions were still challenged when it came to
eradicating the diseased trees. That is why urgent changes need to be made. The new changes will
guarantee that the state has the legislative power necessary to implement treatment or destruction
within a defined quarantine area. It will also ensure that landowners of properties infested with the most
serious diseases cannot seek judicial review by way of injunctions or court hearings in order to prevent
eradication and other emergency response actions. 

This type of legislation is not unique. Amendments which are designed to restrict judicial review of
departmental emergency powers are similar to those inserted in 2002 in the Exotic Diseases in Animals
Act 1981. These were designed to combat serious animal afflictions like foot-and-mouth disease. The
government received bipartisan support then as well. Unfortunately, because of the urgency of this bill,
there has been little time for formal public consultation, but it is understood, in industry at least, that
there will be little, if no, opposition. This bill will also provide the following: improved pest and disease
surveillance powers to DPI inspectors; better access for DPI inspectors to relevant movement records to
trace movements of potentially pest infected plant matter; more appropriate penalties for behaviour
which threatens environmental, commercial and personal wellbeing; make company directors
personally liable for corporate behaviour; and ensure that corporations comply with the provisions of the
act. 

This bill is absolutely necessary for the protection of our primary industries. One of the first things
to happen when this outbreak of citrus canker occurred was that the interstate plant health authorities
banned all Queensland citrus fruit from entering their respective states. That action rang alarm bells in
the industry. Hopefully these amendments will alleviate such devastating actions in the future. 

I would like to pass on my congratulations to all of those involved in assisting with the citrus
canker, particularly the Department of Primary Industries and its officers. I thank the minister, and I
commend the bill to the House. 

Mr HOPPER (Darling Downs—NPA) (4.47 p.m.): I rise to speak on the Plant Protection
Amendment Bill 2004. We all know why this bill is before the House. No doubt we will be supporting this
legislation. We all know of the debacle of the Evergreen farm in Emerald. We all know the massive
threat that this has brought to our citrus industry, and the problems that we have faced in the last few
months. In saying this, I must personally congratulate the minister on how fast the plan was
implemented. I think it was done extremely well. 

What was unique about this outbreak was how easily this disease could be carried. It can be
transported by animals, birds, people and even the wind. It is a massive threat to our industry. I am
happy to support the way that the bill, in a case such as we have just witnessed, will remove the ability
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of owners of diseased properties to seek injunctions to prevent eradication. The state has found itself
depending on the outcome of an injunction that could have prevented the DPI from eradicating canker
infested host plants, which is in the public's interest. 

I am happy that this bill gives powers of surveillance to determine the presence of pests and
diseases. The records and relevant documents are to be kept for up to seven years. They must be
presented on request. That might cause a few problems to people at times, but I think that in the
interests of our great nation's productivity we have to bring in this legislation. I totally support it. 

The DPI did a brilliant job with about 300 people deployed. However, a lot of those people were
stockies who were moved and shifted from our local country towns to help out. No doubt this has to
happen in an emergency like that, but the point I am trying to make is that our stock inspectors are of
great importance to primary producers in this state. I see them as being overworked. There is simply not
enough of them. 

About 10 years ago, the DPI office in our local town of Jandowae happened to be closed down.
Now we have to access our stockies from Dalby, which is 70 kilometres away and up to 90 kilometres
away for some people. It makes it very, very hard. When you go and knock on the door of the stockie at
Crows Nest, you will very seldom get him. He is out on the tick line, working very, very hard to eradicate
diseases such as this and to help protect our tick line. One of the biggest threats this nation might ever
experience would be an infestation of foot-and-mouth disease. That would be the worst thing that could
possibly happen to this nation. Unless staff are on foot and ready to go, we will be faced with terrible
problems.

When there is a fire, we call on the fire brigade and get someone to come and put out the fire. The
fire brigade blokes are waiting, ready to go. In cases such as this, we must have the staff on hand and
ready to go. We have to be ready to go at all times to treat infestations of diseases. The action taken
with the fire ants was very well handled and I again congratulate the minister. However, I know that our
stock inspector from Dalby was sent away and we had no stock inspector for a couple of weeks. That
put a lot of pressure on people in my electorate. I am asking the minister to please look after rural
industries in that area. Stock inspectors are in great need, yet we cannot rely on them in situations such
as this. They need to be left in place to do their own jobs. 

Mr SHINE (Toowoomba North—ALP) (4.51 p.m.) I want to raise again the issue of why this bill is
before the House. In short, it arose from a Supreme Court action involving the seeking of injunctive relief
by the owners of the farm in question. It related to the department's powers to eradicate and destroy
trees. This power was challenged by the owners of the farm in question. It is understandable that the
challenge was brought before the court because it was a huge interruption to their enterprise. As I
understand it, the infestation now equates to about 100 per cent of their enterprise. It is no wonder that
action was brought. The court upheld the department's point of view, but apparently there was also
some merit in the owner's legal argument. 

We are dealing with this bill today to ensure that, in the event of any unfortunate re-occurrence of
such an incident, there will be no doubt about the legislation and the department's powers. The aim of
the legislation is to ensure that the government has suitable powers for effective operation of the
quarantine processes, the control and eradication of disease and the restoration of an area free of
disease.

I will mention some features and content of this legislation. It is retrospective to 2 July 2004. This
is unusual, but the circumstances of this incident explain its retrospectivity. It removes the right to apply
for injunctive relief. I will refer to that in more detail later. It provides powers for greater disease
surveillance and powers to inspectors, particularly powers of random inspection, that is, inspection
without notice. If we are serious about surveilling this industry and checking to make sure that diseases
are not present, it is entirely appropriate to have the power to call at any time to undertake random
surveillance. It provides for an increased ability to access records, an increase in penalties, and there is
a clarification and strengthening of the provisions for the right of the state to carry out the necessary
treatment or destruction within a quarantine area.

The expected outcomes are similar to those discussed in the debate a year or two ago with
respect to the Exotic Diseases in Animals Act. On that occasion many members, including myself,
referred to the consequences of the spread of exotic diseases in animals, particularly in the UK, with
their foot-and-mouth and mad cow experience. It is pertinent to remember that in recent times, up until
the 1980s, those diseases have been as close to Australia as Indonesia, hence the importance of those
sentinel pigs that we have also referred to in the past. Bearing in mind the experience in the UK where
the rural and regional industries were more than decimated—they were cut in half—by the effects of
these diseases over a long period of time and the loss of national product in the millions of pounds, it is
important that we learn from the mistakes of others and take full measures to ensure the safety of our
rural industries.

It is fair to say that the outbreak of citrus canker near Emerald required a strong and immediate
response from the Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries to eradicate this disease and to
prevent its spread. The potential losses to the Queensland and Australian citrus industry are enormous
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if the disease is not contained. Citrus canker is a highly contagious bacterial disease that affects plants
in the Rutaceae family, which I am reliably informed is a reference to a type of plant rather than the
Filipino family who were the owners of the land.

The disease has been found in Asia, the Middle East, Africa, the Pacific and the United States. It
is exotic to Australia. Citrus canker infection can produce a number of effects, including round, blister-
like, necrotic lesions on leaves, stems and fruit, with severe infections causing defoliation, premature
fruit drop, twig dieback and general tree decline. The effects on the Queensland industry could have
been disastrous. The decline of the industry, which is worth $91 million to Queensland's economy,
would have repercussions throughout the state and the nation. Regional and rural communities would
have been impacted with mass unemployment and the downturn of all small business supporting the
industry and those in the general community. As I have said, we have seen like results with that example
of foot-and-mouth, mad cow disease and other things in the United Kingdom and Europe. It was lucky
for the citrus industry that the DPI sprang into action when it did. Even then, hurdles presented
themselves one after the other in attempts to stop the emergency response in its tracks.

This bill strengthens the Plant Protection Act 1989 such that if any plant industry is faced with a
similar threat ever again it will not result in devastation. The department needs more than cooperation
from property owners in order to enact surveillance programs; it needs legislative muscle to ensure that
the prevention of the spread of a serious pest or disease is the top priority. I congratulate the minister for
bringing in the strong measures contained in this legislation and, indeed, for taking a very strong stance
right from the time that the outbreak of this disease was first made known.

I mentioned in passing at the beginning of my speech the provisions concerning surveillance. The
general powers in section 19 of the current act are deficient in that there is no express power for
surveillance. Hopefully, this bill will be passed and that will be rectified. It is critical in the initial stages of
an emergency response that delimiting surveillance is undertaken as soon as possible to determine the
distribution of the pest so that the pest quarantine area effectively isolates the pest from the rest of the
state. It is also necessary to conduct surveillance to determine the presence or absence of the pest
following tracing of host material. Surveillance is indeed extremely important.

The provisions contained in the bill—even the toughest—are targeted at one thing only, and that
is providing Queensland's pest and disease finders with the weapons they need to protect our primary
industries. There are some other provisions of the legislation that I would like to refer to in the sense of
some concerns from a legal point of view. We have, of course, the denial of the person's protection with
respect to self-incrimination and the insertion of a privative clause.

I refer honourable members to the Alert Digest prepared by the Scrutiny of Legislation
Committee. It has prepared a very worthy document raising three major areas of concern. It states in
that document, ‘Does the legislation provide appropriate protection against self-incrimination?' The
answer the committee gives is—
While this provision expressly denies a person protection on the ground of self-incrimination, it is somewhat tempered by s.11F(2)
which states that where an individual does comply with a request to inspect business documents, evidence of, or directly or
indirectly derived from that document or the information it contains that might tend to incriminate the person is not admissible in
evidence against them at a civil or criminal proceeding (except a proceeding where the falsity or misleading nature of the
document is relevant).

The committee says in its summation of that point—
The committee refers to Parliament the question of whether the exclusion of the rule against self-incrimination by the bill is
justifiable in the circumstances.

Secondly, in relation to the privative clause—that is, the prevention of challenging measures in
the court and bringing injunctive release—the committee notes that clause 11 inserts a privative clause
that will deny persons the right to challenge in the courts designated decisions in respect of pest and
quarantine declarations. The committee is generally opposed to provisions of this nature and brings it to
the attention of the House. That appears to cover the most pertinent areas of concern to the Scrutiny of
Legislation Committee. 

I feel it is important that we bring to the attention of the House the worthwhile work of the
committee and that we not just pass legislation disregarding completely fundamental human rights. We
have to balance the community good and what the result could be if we fail to pass this legislation. We
have to balance that out. I have no hesitation—notwithstanding the concerns I have from a legal
perspective—in supporting the legislation because what is needed here is protection against not a
theoretical risk but an actual one. 

I put this type of legislation in the same category as the strident measures to counter foot-and-
mouth disease and mad cow disease that we have put in place in the last couple of years. I have no
hesitation—notwithstanding the concerns I have raised and the committee has raised—in supporting the
legislation before the House. 

Mrs PRATT (Nanango—Ind) (5.02 p.m.): I rise tonight to support the Plant Protection
Amendment Bill. The object of the bill is to rectify deficiencies identified in the act during the current
citrus canker outbreak. This outbreak showed just how seriously we need to look at the spread of



01 Sep 2004 Plant Protection Amendment Bill 2227

diseases within our own borders—whether it is the deliberate or accidental importation of plant stock or
carried by pests. I congratulate the government on the way its departments have worked together to
curtail any spread of disease in this instance. I recognise that the intent of the bill is to ensure the
security of our rural industries from any foreign imports. 

My husband helped the department during the citrus canker scare. During the last sitting a
statement was made by the minister which I would like to clarify. I accept that the minister probably did
not mean to imply that my husband works for the DPI on a full-time basis. People reading the transcript
of Hansard could think that so I would like to correct the record. My husband is the only charter pilot in
the South Burnett district. On rare occasions he is contracted by DPI to undertake photographic
imaging, which is what he did during the citrus canker scare. 

Mr Palaszczuk: He does a very good job too. 
Mrs PRATT: He is an excellent pilot. He is about the only one I will trust with my life. I know he will

walk away from any accident he has. 
Mr Palaszczuk: Well, I will not fly with him.
Mrs PRATT: I will tell him that, Henry. I think he would be quite pleased to take you up one day

and scare the wits out of you because he does it to me on occasions. 
A government member interjected. 
Mrs PRATT: That is why I went grey quickly. The last time Tony was contracted by DPI was

during the citrus canker crisis. So members can see that it is quite some time since he was asked to
work for the DPI. I make this statement purely to clarify any misconception people reading Hansard may
have had with regard to my husband Tony's involvement with DPI. Tony has just recently celebrated 25
years of operation of his own business in Kingaroy. 

The government needs to be congratulated for ensuring that our security has been protected. We
must recognise the enormous value these industries are to Queensland's economy. I think most people
recognise this, as do all political parties or any government. 

The fact that legal action was contemplated by property owners to stop the destruction of trees
proves the necessity for this legislation. Stopping the destruction of trees would have basically stopped
the eradication process in its tracks thereby jeopardising the entire Queensland crop. I realise the loss of
partial or entire crops will be devastating to the property owner involved and the natural reluctance to
adhere to the destruction process and fight against it is to be expected. 

Where the illegal importation of plant stock is the cause of an infestation or a disease outbreak, I
can understand that there should be extremely high penalties against the perpetrators of the offence. I
do, however, have concerns regarding the innocent victims who may have their crops contaminated
because of the possible illegal activities of those on a neighbouring property. The fact that these
innocent people have no rights to compensation does cause me a lot of concern. That they may also be
up for the possible cost of the destruction of the crop sits uncomfortably with me as well. This bill will
pass, as it must, to protect our industry. But for the reasons I have just stated, I am uncomfortable with
the price innocent people will pay. 

I have often mentioned the issue of tick eradication in this House. The minister has attended
meetings of the tick eradication board in my area. The tick issue is a major one. The possible prevention
of any disease spread by ticks is essential to protect the cattle industry in Queensland. I have spoken a
lot about this issue. I think the minister would be aware of how devastating any of the diseases spread
by ticks can be. I will not go into graphic detail because it is not very pleasant. 

To the north of us there are cases of foot-and-mouth disease. It is not so far away when we think
about it and we know how easily things seem to hop across the islands. The tick issue is one that I ask
the minister to keep giving consideration to. We cannot afford to lose our clean, green image whether in
relation to our animals or our plant crops. Whether it be exotic diseases in crops or animals, whether it
be illegal importation or accidental importation, we have to be forever vigilant. I have concerns for those
innocent people caught by the legislation, but it is in the interest of our industries as a whole. I commend
the bill to the House. 

Mr LAWLOR (Southport—ALP) (5.08 p.m.): I support the Plant Protection Amendment Bill 2004.
This bill sets out to strengthen the legislation being used to manage the citrus canker outbreak near
Emerald. But it will achieve more than that. It will put in place changes to ensure that the difficulties
faced by staff of the Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries in responding to the outbreak will
not be experienced again should another plant disease or pest outbreak occur in Queensland. It is
important that DPI&F staff have certainty and the clear legal power to continue the eradiation of canker
through to completion. It confirms the validity of the actions that have been taken so far. 

This bill is also about being able to undertake the necessary statewide surveillance in order to
prove that we have eradicated canker and we can access all of our markets without restriction. One of
the critical issues with the citrus canker outbreak and indeed for any plant or animal disease emergency
is that the contingency plans for managing an emergency require drastic measures that impact on



2228 Plant Protection Amendment Bill 01 Sep 2004

individuals and industries—for example, marketing restrictions, the destruction of crops to eliminate the
disease and costly treatment and inspection protocols. The government cannot afford to embark on an
eradication program to protect valuable industries unless it can plan with the certainty and confidence of
knowing there is the legal muscle to underpin its actions.

Unfortunately, the canker episode has been a good learning experience. While the Queensland
government's response was faultless in the circumstances, the experience has shown some potential to
strengthen the legislation. The inspectors have been frustrated in tracing the movements of citrus plants
and root stock from the infected farm because the current act does not give them adequate power to
demand the appropriate documents. Following up high-risk tracings is critical. Inspectors cannot simply
rely on all people being cooperative. In circumstances where the property owner's income and product
is at risk of devastation, the stress and trauma associated with this does not necessarily lead to
cooperation. Despite two court injunctions, the department has successfully undertaken significant
eradication work to date. This bill seeks to remove the ability of owners of properties infested with the
most serious pests and diseases to seek injunctions and take legal action to prevent eradication and
other emergency response activities.

When the last contaminated tree has been destroyed, the DPIF still has to prove that the state is
canker free in order for the whole of Queensland to be given area freedom and to return to unrestricted
trade. This takes widespread surveillance activity, but the act as it currently stands does not give the
power to undertake surveillance. Surveillance has been achieved with the permission of landowners.
During the canker emergency response, this level of cooperation was lacking in a number of key cases.
This resulted in the department experiencing difficulty in conducting effective and timely tracing of host
plant movements that could have compromised the effectiveness of the emergency response in
preventing, controlling or removing canker. Surveillance for presence and the extent of canker was
carried out with the permission of land-holders. While the majority of land-holders were cooperative and
allowed the department to carry out this surveillance, it was recognised that at any time this permission
could be refused or revoked and surveillance officers would have been prevented from conducting or
completing the surveillance. In a serious pest incursion episode, it is not acceptable that the department
can be prevented from completing surveillance that is essential to the conduct of an emergency
response in the public interest.

It is also recognised that a pest infestation may be caused by illegal importation of infested plant
material. In such case, it is unlikely that the offender will cooperate, particularly where doing so may
incriminate him or her in an offence. It is therefore necessary for the act to be amended to ensure that
the state is not hampered in its efforts to conduct emergency response to pest incursions where persons
are uncooperative and that unacceptable delays in emergency response that may result in serious
economic harm to the state are avoided. These record keeping and production obligations will only
apply to persons who are moving or selling host plants as a business. Consumers will be exempted from
this obligation.

With regard to the appointment of authorised persons under the Plant Protection Act 1989, the
act currently provides for the appointment of inspectors with full or limited powers. However, during the
emergency response to the citrus canker infestation it was found that there is a requirement for large
numbers of persons to undertake delimiting surveillance and surveillance for area and property freedom
accreditation. These persons do not require the high level of competencies to undertake regulatory
enforcement and investigation. They will be restricted to performing surveillance for the presence or
absence of a particular pest in accordance with a surveillance program. It will also be more efficient to
appoint authorised persons to conduct surveillance programs, thereby releasing inspectors to undertake
other enforcement activities. Authorised persons will be issued with an instrument of appointment and
an identity card and will be required to display or produce their identity card whenever they are
exercising the power of surveillance in accordance with the terms and conditions of their instrument of
appointment.

With the passing of this bill, I believe that the Queensland government will be able to respond to
any future incursions of exotic plant pests and diseases with confidence that the state legislation will
stand up to any threat. Biosecurity is too important an issue, and the department needs the muscle to
ensure that it can do its work in protecting Queensland's primary industries from pest and disease
outbreaks. The citrus canker outbreak is one of the most important issues confronting primary industries
in Queensland and will be addressed by this bill. I commend the minister, his staff and the department,
and I commend the bill to the House. 

Mr WELLINGTON (Nicklin—Ind) (5.14 p.m.) I rise to participate in debate on the Plant Protection
Amendment Bill 2004. There is no doubt that this bill is before this House due to the outbreak of citrus
canker in Queensland. I take this opportunity to congratulate the minister and the state government for
their prompt and decisive response to the outbreak and their efforts to ensure that no stone was left
unturned to ensure that the outbreak was controlled and totally contained. Many speakers who have
contributed to this debate have said how this outbreak of citrus canker has affected their respective
communities, and I also want to share with members how the citrus canker outbreak affected some
citrus growers on the Sunshine Coast.
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Accordingly, I want to read into Hansard a letter that I recently received from some of my
constituents. It states—
Dear Peter,
I am writing to you on behalf of all Citrus Growers, on the Sunshine Coast of Queensland.
Earlier this year in June 2004, our Citrus Industry was affected by the outbreak of Citrus Canker found in the Central Queensland
area near Emerald. Our market access was stopped on 7th July, 2004 and citrus harvest ground to a halt. Workers left the area as
there was no security left in their jobs, as a result of this outbreak.
Three weeks later on the 26th July, 2004 strict protocols were put in place by the DPI, allowing some growers to resume
harvesting and marketing. A cost of $4,000 was incurred by most growers, consisting of a stainless steel tank for dipping 1/2 tonne
bins, and I extension fork, for some other growers it involved enclosed trailers for transit, treatment chemicals and monitoring
devices. A lot of extra cost that has been seen by the growers as unexpected.
OUR PROTOCOL IN THE PACKING SHED IS AS FOLLOWS
(a) A DPI Inspector must be present at all times during packing process.
(b) A full inspection of the dipping process. This involves the fruit in 1/2 tonne bins, and smaller quantities for other growers,

being fully submersed for 2 minutes in a Sodium Hypochlorite mixture.
(c) A 200ppm and above level of Chlorine must be achieved and monitored regularly, throughout the dipping process.
(d) A check of 600 pieces of fruit per consignment to obtain a clearance and plant health certificate. This is necessary to

move citrus outside the farm to markets.
Our biggest concern and major point is that we have had 90 days service from the DPI re inspection fees, which we have not had
to pay. After the 20th October, 2004, we are led to believe that the cost to the grower will be $86.00 per hour plus travelling
expenses, and time and a half and double time for weekends, when most of the packing is done. As growers the cost is
outrageous and the rate unjustified. Some growers will pay $35,000-$40,000 for an 8 hour 5 day week excluding weekends, not
allowing for travelling costs for a total of 3 months to have their fruit inspected.
This is a cost that has not been anticipated by anyone, as well the citrus canker outbreak is not our fault. Some growers in this
region are now talking about not outlaying costs to grow next years crop, as it is unviable. A feeling that is mutual from all growers.
This cost is straight off our bottom line, that is going down from increased costs within the industry. Farming is a dying race and
this will take it down even faster.
We have already had to put up with drought/poor weather conditions and take lower than expected prices for our crop. With a 3 to
4 week stoppage with Canker, followed a massive over supply to hit interstate markets once growers resumed. Our request is that
this be assessed in proposed fees and that a compromise can come together which is affordable for all growers concerned.
As inspections have been in place since protocols have been introduced in our area, there has been no evidence of the Citrus
Canker found. As 800 km south east of the infected area, most growers would like to see either a continue of no charge for the
service or AN INSPECTED FIELD FREEDOM declared or a similar protocol put in place to follow ICA accreditation to send to
interstate markets, which are handled by the grower and audited by the DPI on a regular basis. This would mean no other
inspections required and this would be an affordable option for all.

The letter is signed by Mr and Mrs Neil. Further signatures to the letter are of adjoining citrus
growers in the Sunshine Coast region. They are from J and R Morrison of Nambour, Andy and Coral
Cullum of Palmwoods, John Mongan of Palmwoods, Rod and Tamara Spackman of Palmwoods, Allan
and Joy Jamieson of Palmwoods, Lex McMullin of Palmwoods, Wayne Neil of Woombye, and Brian and
Jeannette Neil, also of Woombye. 

I was wondering, when the minister replies to the members' contributions, if he will clarify exactly
what additional charges the citrus growers, especially in my part of the world on the Sunshine Coast, will
have to meet and carry. Unfortunately, because of the rapid population on the Sunshine Coast, the rural
industry is becoming a dying industry, which is very unfortunate. We have seen the sugar industry close,
we have seen the dairy industry close, we have seen the logging industry close and it really concerns
me that now we may be on the edge of seeing another very important industry on the Sunshine Coast
close simply because of the additional cost that our battling farming communities are trying to cover. 

I note in the minister's explanatory notes he refers to the ongoing surveillance in the PQA in the
remainder of the state for at least two years and that this will be required in order to establish area
freedom and obtain market access. Again, I was wondering if the minister could clarify, for the benefit of
my constituents especially, what additional fees they may have to incur or if the government is prepared
to waive these fees and ensure that the farmers are able to continue to operate this very important
industry in Queensland. Unfortunately, I believe that if the citrus growers leave the industry now
because of the outbreak of citrus canker and their inability to make a profit from the citrus industry, this
land on the Sunshine Coast may simply be lost to growing houses, which I simply do not believe is the
way in which this government should be going. 

I congratulate the minister and the state government on their decisive action in responding to the
citrus canker outbreak. It is great to see, here in the people's House, that members who have
participated in this debate have spoken in very positive terms about the bill and the government's
response. Again, I commend the bill to the House. 

Mr WALLACE (Thuringowa—ALP) (5.21 p.m.): I am pleased to rise to speak in support of the
Plant Protection Bill. I will be quick, because as the previous speaker, the member for Nicklin, said, this
bill has attracted wide support across the House. May I start by also congratulating the minister who,
much to the dismay of those opposite, is widely respected by many on the land, including those in my
electorate. Henry really is the farmer's friend and this bill helps ensure that he keeps that status. 
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As we have heard already, this bill is important as it will help protect Queensland's lucrative
agricultural industries. As a north Queenslander, I am intrinsically aware of the importance of primary
industries to our state economy. I grew up near Inkerman sugar mill at Home Hill and appreciate the
importance of our world-class sugar industry. Sugar is the lifeblood of Home Hill and, indeed, much of
coastal Queensland's economy. Any risk to this industry must be tackled head-on. Exotic pests such as
rodents and diseases pose a real threat to this sweet source of wealth—

A government member interjected. 
Mr WALLACE: Yes, rodents are terrible pests. Actually, as the Minister for Natural Resources is

in the House, I would like him to be ever vigilant to keep rodents out of Queensland in the future. 
Mr Robertson: Would you be referring to rattus Howardice? 
Mr WALLACE: Lots of rats. Various rusts and other debilitating conditions afflict many cane crops

across the world. Queensland farmers and millers enjoy the fact that they can harvest a crop relatively
free of pests. Many growers would remember the battles won over infections like Fiji disease, which
were won through hard work and the quick eradication of infected materials. That shows that we have to
be ever vigilant to ensure that we keep pests and diseases out of Queensland.

The recent citrus canker outbreak showed just how vulnerable our primary industries can be
when exposed to exotic diseases. This bill will help ensure that officers of the Department of Primary
Industries and Fisheries have the power to tackle any outbreaks head-on. 

As the minister said in his second reading speech, it is important to ensure that there is no legal
doubt about what can and cannot be done under existing legislation. The actions of the plant owners
who are involved in the citrus canker outbreak in challenging the government's rights to eradicate
affected plants in the Supreme Court showed up some of the problems with the current legislation. This
bill will provide confidence to primary producers and the many thousands of Queensland families who
rely on their produce in knowing that the government will have the power to monitor and eradicate
diseases and pests. 

I know that there will be some in our community who will see this bill as an attack on individual
rights, but I ask those who are concerned about this point to consider the alternative, which could see
the devastation of our primary industries and the loss of thousands of jobs across the state. It is
essential that inspectors have unquestionable rights to monitor diseases and pests and destroy infected
material as soon as possible. If we delay it, it may well be too late. One only has to turn one's attention
to the recent foot-and-mouth and BSE outbreaks overseas to appreciate just how serious this problem
can be and to appreciate the need for swift action. This bill provides that framework and will help ensure
exotic diseases are eradicated as soon as possible when they appear. Again, I commend the bill to the
House. 

Mr PURCELL (Bulimba—ALP) (5.25 p.m.): The Plant Protection Amendment Bill 2004 relates to
a matter that certainly created interest for Queenslanders and made the media Australia wide, as it
should. It was a real crisis. The amendments contained in this bill are very urgent and essential. It is
great to see members from all sides of the House supporting this bill. 

The amendments are designed to correct the deficiencies in the Plant Protection Act 1989 that
were identified during the emergency response to the citrus canker pest incursion. The citrus canker
disease outbreak near Emerald was very serious and needed a serious response and the Department
of Primary Industries needed to identify and eradicate the disease. As other speakers have said, this
was an enormous task for the department and some 300 people from the Department of Primary
Industries were involved in that operation. 

Foremost, we need to ensure that we prevent the spread of this disease throughout the state. It
would be a catastrophe if that occurred. I have heard members speak about the importance of the fruit-
growing industries in their electorates—around the Stanthorpe area—and what an outbreak of this
disease would do to those industries. Such an outbreak would affect not only the Queensland citrus
industry but also the Australian citrus industry. 

This legislation goes a long way towards achieving the goal of prevention, control and
eradication. This government needs to be able to effectively respond to such outbreaks. The legislation
will ensure that there is no legal doubt of what can and cannot be done under the existing legislation as
confusion creates time delays and time delays in these instances are devastating and also cost
producers enormous amounts of money if their product cannot be brought onto the market or is
excluded from markets in other states or even overseas.

 Recently, the Department of Primary Industries’ powers to eradicate diseases were challenged in
the Supreme Court. Even though the government's actions were upheld, we have learned a valuable
lesson from the process. If we are to be responsible for tackling devastating exotic diseases such as
citrus canker, we need the back-up of strong legislation to be able to apply appropriate eradication
measures. People talk about other diseases that can come into the industry. The ability to eradicate
those diseases will also be strengthened by this bill. 
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This bill will provide certainty. It will remove the ability of some owners of diseased properties to
seek injunctions to prevent eradication; provide greater disease surveillance powers for inspectors,
which in this case could be over a long period; allow inspectors to access records to trace movements of
potential diseased plant matter; increase penalties for breaches of the act, including personal liability for
company directors; and clarify the right of the state to carry out the necessary treatment or destruction
within a pest quarantine area. 

So members can see that we are addressing and enforcing the prevention, control and
eradication of disease. The penalties need to be increased as they do not reflect the seriousness of the
breaches of the law that some unscrupulous people ignore. 

Debate, on motion of Mr Purcell, adjourned. 

DRUGS IN SCHOOLS
Mr MESSENGER (Burnett—NPA) (5.30 p.m.): I move—

That this parliament calls on the Beattie government to recognise that every student has the right to learn in an ordered school
environment free from disruption, harassment, intimidation and substance abuse; and
That the authority of principals in matters concerning discipline needs to be strengthened through the support of the government
and all levels of Education Queensland; and in addition calls on the government to provide rehabilitation and counselling services
to the 14 students suspended and excluded each day from Queensland's schools for drug use. 

I hope that we will not see the government amending the motion tonight so that it can
congratulate itself for the way it has let Queensland schools deteriorate. I wish I could say that we will
not see the government amending the motion tonight to congratulate itself for the way it continues to
allow illicit drugs in our schools and ignores its duty of care to protect Queensland's precious children
from the harm of illegal substance abuse. However, the farcical electricity resolution is evidence that this
government is all about spin and self-congratulation rather than about fixing the problems. Under Peter
Beattie we have had plenty of spin doctors and a lack of real doctors. Under Peter Beattie we have had
only five adolescent rehabilitation beds for the whole of Queensland. That is a disgrace.

The opposition recognises the importance of the national school drug education strategy.
However, Labor's harm minimisation drug policy, or soft on drugs policy, has been an abysmal failure
because it has not been supported by strong disciplinary standards, strong counselling, strong
rehabilitation and support services, as witnessed by there being only five adolescent rehabilitation beds
for the whole of Queensland—and they are found only in Brisbane, so the regions have been left out. 

Zero tolerance is a better policy by far. Zero tolerance does not mean that children who
experiment will miss out on an education. It will mean that they are given a wake-up call by the police
and given proper counselling, rehabilitation and drug education—life education. That is not happening in
Queensland schools at the moment. In fact, the most successful and internationally recognised drug
education program, a program that drug-proofs our kids for life, has been ignored by the current
minister, and that is a disgrace. Local government, parents and responsible principals who raid and
juggle their budgets are the only people who are stopping this precious resource from disappearing from
our schools. The Labor government refuses to fund Life Education. Sometimes I get the impression
from the minister that she would prefer it if Life Education just disappeared. It will not disappear,
because the community will not let it happen because it works. 

I am fully aware of the Education (General Provisions) Act, which provides for a principal to make
a recommendation for an exclusion to the principal's supervisor. The difference between the coalition
government and this Labor government is that the former coalition government did not abuse this power
to consistently undermine the power of principals. The Beattie government does. The Beattie
government has consistently undermined our principals. These are not just my words; they are the
words of the Queensland Teachers Union. It condemned the Labor government. It has challenged the
Minister for Education to back the strong stand of teachers against illegal drugs in our schools. The
current Education Minister has failed that test again and again. It appears to me that the minister has
taken the approach: ‘We have a drug problem in our schools. It is too difficult to fix, so why bother?' 

I support the hard work undertaken by the principals and teachers to ensure that students can
learn in a drug-free environment, even if the minister does not. I believe that strict disciplinary
parameters must operate in Queensland schools and we must support the effort of our teachers and
principals to enforce those parameters. 

We have seen figures quoted in the media recently that 14 students are suspended from
Queensland schools every day for illegal drug abuse. Let us get something straight: this drug use is not
happening in a hippie commune or at a rave party; this is happening in our schools and educational
institutions. These figures are a sad indictment of the Beattie government's apathetic approach to illegal
drugs and its continued ignorance of the scale of the problem. 

As this notice of motion indicates, the Minister for Education in Queensland has a duty of care to
ensure all students are able to learn in an orderly school environment free from disruption, harassment,
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intimidation and substance abuse. This has not happened under this government. In fact, the situation
has spiralled downward. 

Teachers have been fighting for many years for behavioural management problems to be
recognised by this government, yet we still have only 300 behavioural management specialists—the
same number we had in 1999. Teachers, parents and students are unanimously calling for behavioural
management support, but the government ignores them—just like it ignored the cries of the children in
care and the warnings about the electricity system. 

I have no doubt that the Minister for Education will stand up here tonight and trumpet on about the
success of the school based Youth Health Nurse Program and the school based police officers as
examples of the government's support network for children. Let us get the figures on the record. There
are 120 full- and part-time school based nurses providing assistance to secondary school students only.
These 120 school based nurses are spread across 162,000 secondary students, so the minister's
argument that school nurses are the first responder in substance abuse incidents is pretty weak when
we look at the actual resources on the ground. 

What about our 19 school based police officers? These officers perform an admirable job, but
Queensland has something close to 480,000 students attending 1,292 state schools. I do not think I
would be extreme in suggesting that 19 officers spread across 1,292 state schools would be considered
a little thin on the ground. It is time the minister recognised the problem with illicit drugs in our schools—
the problem that teachers, parents and students out there are all telling me about and are concerned
about. It is time the minister put rehabilitation, counselling and support programs in place to ensure
those students found in possession of illicit drugs are not shunted off out of sight but are given
appropriate support. 

No member here in this parliament could reasonably believe that a student found with illicit drugs
should be chucked out of school with no support, counselling or future educational options. That is a
sure-fire way to create the criminals of the future. Conversely, no member here could reasonably believe
that a student found with illicit drugs should be allowed to continue in the school as if no wrong has
occurred, as the minister appears to advocate. I believe that students should be provided with
counselling and rehabilitation to identify the cause of drug use, stem the trend in its early stages and
perhaps even isolate other problems that may be affecting their schooling. This holistic approach would
have an effect not only on the student's immediate educational future but potentially on the rest of their
life. 

Queensland parents, teachers and students should not and will not accept this Beattie Labor
government's harm minimisation, soft on drugs approach for our schools. The Beattie Labor
government has failed our students, has failed our parents and has failed our teachers. Where are the
plans in place to stop 14 students each day being suspended and excluded for drug use? The
government does not even know how big the drug problem is. There have been no definitive studies into
the drug menace that our students and teachers face daily when they turn up at our schools to learn and
work. This is the difference between the conservatives and a Labor government: we offer solutions, not
surrender. 

Mr COPELAND (Cunningham—NPA) (5.40 p.m.): I rise tonight to second the motion moved by
the shadow minister for education, the member for Burnett. I am very happy to do so because the issue
of drugs in schools is a highly topical issue. The case that we have seen in the last few days of Victoria
Point State High School has highlighted a number of very real concerns regarding Education
Queensland and its handling of the drugs issue. To see a principal’s recommendation to expel two
students in the possession of drugs be overturned by the executive director of schools of that region is
absolutely mind-boggling. It is not the first time that it has happened, and that is the real concern. 

The first issue that I would like to discuss is the message it sends about drug use. To overturn the
recommendation by this principal to expel those two students could not send a worse possible message
about drug use. It says that our schools are soft on drugs and it is okay to use drugs. 

Government members interjected.
Mr COPELAND: I hear members opposite saying that that is not the case. The government

members are the only people in the community who think it does not send that message. 
Mr Beattie interjected.
Mr COPELAND: I will not be shushed, Premier, because it is a concern in the electorate, and the

only people who do not think it is a concern are you, your ministers and your backbenchers. That is an
indictment on this government and it is an indictment on the way Education Queensland has handled
this issue. 

Marijuana is a serious drug. To say that the community views marijuana as a lesser problem and
therefore it is not warranted to expel these students is absolutely sending out the wrong message. I
have spoken in this parliament on numerous occasions about the risks associated with marijuana. It is a
serious drug. It has serious side effects, and we should be treating it as serious when students are found
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in possession of marijuana in our schools. There is no argument that can be put that it is not a serious
drug. This message being sent out that community expectations are that it is not a serious offence is
absolutely wrong and she should be overruling her executive director.

The second point I would like to mention is support of school principals. This school principal has
made a recommendation about discipline in his or her school and that principal should be supported.
For that principal to have that recommendation overturned is hanging that principal out to dry and is
completely undermining the authority they have in their school. It is not the first time that has happened.
We have seen it happen on a number of occasions, the most notable probably being the case at
Alexandra Hills State High School last year. 

The job that those principals have in our schools is a very difficult one, and we should not be
seeing their authority undermined by actions taken from people above them. It is not the first time that
we have seen this minister try to take away the responsibility from our school principals to implement
discipline within their schools. I will remind members of the debate on the Youth Participation in
Education and Training Bill 2003. That bill was supported by all members of the House except for one
clause which had to be amended at the very last moment because we would not have supported it, and
that was to take away the power of school principals to cancel the enrolment of a student. The school
principals association knew how important that power was, and the minister had to backflip and take it
out so that legislation was able to go through with the support of the House. 

The minister at that time said that the issue had not gone away and the government would still be
looking at how to remove that power from principals—the power to cancel a student's enrolment. That
sets up real form on behalf of this minister in undermining the principals’ ability to impose discipline in
their schools—a job that is so difficult and so hard in today's society for our teachers and our principals
to manage. We should be doing everything we possibly can to support them, not to undermine them.
That is something that this minister, unfortunately, is not doing.

The final thing I would like to talk about is the behaviour management options that are available to
students who find themselves in trouble of one sort or another. There need to be alternatives. There
need to be options so that these students are not simply thrown out and so that they do not have their
futures compromised. Those options are simply not widespread throughout Queensland. Unless we
take some real action on that issue, we will continue to find students left by the wayside.

The shadow minister also mentioned the issue of Life Education. It is an indictment on this
government that it has cancelled the funding to that organisation. 

Time expired 
Hon. A.M. BLIGH (South Brisbane—ALP) (Minister for Education and the Arts) (5.45 p.m.): One

of the things I love about the 5.30 debates is we really get to see what the opposition has to offer by way
of an alternative policy. If we could put all their policies together and publish them as a collected verse, it
would have to be titled something like ‘15,000 reasons why you never want the Queensland National
Party running the place again'. Didn’t we see a great example of it tonight? This is a difficult debate, but
I have to say I have rarely heard such ill-informed drivel, made-up figures, cliches and slogans as we
have just heard from the current and the former shadow ministers for education. 

Yesterday and today I explained in words that I think are abundantly clear to the parliament the
system in place in Queensland state schools for dealing with student misbehaviour, including drug use.
They clearly have not listened. They have repeated many of the misconceptions again tonight. They
have not heard what I have said, they do not understand and they have not taken the time to read the
act. One of the basic things a shadow minister needs to do is become familiar with the legislation
administered by the portfolio. Instead, they have done little else than try to score cheap political points
with hollow words about being tough on drugs. Simplistic slogans mean nothing in practice. They mean
nothing out there in schools, which are trying to deal with drug use. Drug use is a very complex issue
needing a considered response, as it does in the community at large. 

As I have told the parliament over the last two days, the behaviour management regime for
Queensland state schools is set out in the education act, and I recommend it as compulsory reading.
Everybody in this House I think would agree that adolescence is a very difficult time. We have not heard
one hint of compassion—not one hint—from either of the speakers who have spoken in this debate
tonight of what young people go through. All they are prepared to do is jump on the bandwagon to use
children when they should be offering leadership, guidance and support. 

They have got themselves caught up in an industrial campaign by the Queensland Teachers
Union. The Queensland Teachers Union is entitled to raise issues on behaviour management, and I
have discussed it with them on a number of occasions. But I think it is important when we are standing
here in these sorts of debates that we remember the voices of those who are not represented by large
organisations, who do not have the forum of the parliament and who have something very legitimate to
say. The teachers at Victoria Point State High School will be holding a stop-work meeting tomorrow, and
one of the mothers of one of the boys involved in this case has written a letter and asked that this letter
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be read at that meeting tomorrow. I hope it is read to them, but for the sake of the record I would like to
read it here. For obvious reasons I am not going to say the names but the letter states—
My name is ... I am ... mother. 

That is the mother of one of the boys involved in this case. The letter continues—
I have asked ... to let you know my feelings in regard to the actions you have undertaken. 
1. This is a first offence for both ... and ... as you all know. 
2. I feel the need to ask you all why you cannot accept that a 20 day suspension is adequate punishment. 
3. Are you all so perfect that you have never made a mistake in your lives? 
4. These are 15 year old boys who have made a mistake, your actions mean that it is going to be almost impossible for them

to move on. 
5. I have been told that your actions are not specifically about these boys but about a principle—I ask you where does the

principle of fair play come into this? 
6. I feel that your behaviour in this matter shows you to be unforgiving, uncaring and completely lacking in compassion. 
7. Have any of you given any thought as to how this impacts not just on ... and his future but his whole family? 
8. I cannot express strongly enough my feelings about the grief and pain this whole thing has caused to my son, to me, to his

father and our family.

I think it is important in times like this to keep a little perspective as to what is happening here and
who is most affected by it. As I have said in this House this morning and other times, the legislation
under which these matters are governed was introduced by the coalition and had bipartisan support. I
am sorry that the Leader of the Liberal Party is not here because I am sure he would be very pleased to
hear that, far from the claptrap we have heard and some of the propaganda that is going around on this
issue that suggests the behaviour management system is falling apart because principals are not being
supported, the facts point out something very different.

The vast majority of school recommendations for exclusion are upheld by the executive directors.
In 2003 only four per cent of principal recommendations for exclusion were not supported by executive
directors. In term 1, 2004, only 3.5 per cent were not supported. I would have thought that a 96 per cent
or 97 per cent hit rate speaks very highly of a system that backs its principals. When it comes to student
appeals against exclusions, the numbers are even lower. In fact, the director-general of education has
not set aside an exclusion since 2001. The opposition is simply wrong on this issue. 

Ms STRUTHERS (Algester—ALP) (5.50 p.m.): I am pleased to second the amendment moved by
the minister and the message she has presented tonight, because in this drug debate we need a
sobering influence. This amendment has my full support. 

Mr SPEAKER: Order! There was not an amendment. Was there an amendment moved? 
Ms BLIGH: Sorry, Mr Speaker, I move the amendment circulated in my name—

That all words after ‘Parliament’ are omitted and the following words inserted—
“(i) condemns the use/sale of drugs in schools;
(ii) supports the right of every student to learn in an ordered school environment free from disruption, harassment,

intimidation and substance abuse. 
Further, that this Parliament: 
(i) considers the legislative regime regarding behaviour management, introduced by the last Coalition Government with

bipartisan support, is a sensible approach to balancing the authority of principals and the need for natural justice for
students;

(ii) notes the efforts of Queensland schools to provide high quality drug education in line with the National School Drug
Education Strategy; 

(iii) notes the range of rehabilitative services engaged by school communities and students' families to support students found
to be experimenting with drugs; and

(iv) commends the action of principals and school staff to provide a safe environment for students." 

Mr SPEAKER: It has been seconded. Carry on. 
Ms STRUTHERS: This has my full support because it acknowledges that every student has the

right to learn in an ordered school environment free from abuse and disruption. It has my full support
because it reaffirms that we must tackle drug abuse and offending behaviour in our schools in a firm and
responsible way. We must tackle these behaviours when they occur but, importantly, before they occur.
We must be determined in our efforts to prevent young people going off the rails and harming others or
themselves. 

True to form, the opposition is reacting rather than thinking. True to form, it is pressing the quick
fix and eject buttons rather than offering comprehensive and lasting solutions to the problems of
substance abuse in our schools. The member for Burnett is out of step with his own National Party
colleagues. The member for Burnett denigrated what he referred to as Labor's harm minimisation policy.
This is not our policy. His own National Party colleagues, John Howard's coalition government,
supported and introduced the National Drug Education Strategy. What does it state in the National Drug
Education Strategy? It states that it is linked to the overall goal of harm minimisation. It is evidence



01 Sep 2004 Drugs in Schools 2235

based. It is internationally renowned, but the member for Burnett wants to ignore proven evidence
based approaches. He wants to ignore the research. Instead, he calls on us all to adopt his very own
quick-fix approach. 

Young people in Burnett need to know that the member for Burnett believes in one strike and you
are out. There is no second chance in the view of the member for Burnett. In my view, this is totally
shortsighted. Drug abuse, abuse and offending behaviour are not to be tolerated in schools, and they
are not. Schools must, and do, set very clear standards and rules through their behaviour management
plans to deal with offending behaviour by students. Across this state, schools and school staff and
parents are successfully finding solutions to a range of behaviour management issues. 

The autonomy and professional judgment of principals must be supported, yet there must be
avenues for appeal and determination by higher authorities on issues such as expulsion. An example of
a very responsible response to drug issues in a community in my area was the efforts of the principal of
Forest Lake High School, Heather Varcin. Heather, the police and I were confronted by angry parents at
a public meeting saying that a group of young people were consistently gathering around the lake in
Forest Lake at night and on weekends taking drugs and drinking. Using good professional judgment,
and having a love of her school, young people and her community, Heather knew that these concerns of
the community had to be dealt with fully and responsibly. Blaming and locking up a handful of offending
youth or turfing them out of the school was not going to solve the problem. What did Heather do?
Heather brought together the police, church groups and other community leaders to deal with the
problem. Heather knew that there had to be a more responsible and effective way of working with the
young people, many of whom in fact were not her own students. She knew she had to be tough but fair. 

Queensland Alcohol and Drug Foundation spokesman Bob Aldred has said that suspending and
expelling students could start them on the road to delinquency and interrupt their academic learning; I
agree. Early intervention through alcohol and drug education, family support, school based nurses,
youth sport and other activities is the best response. If we can determine why students are using drugs
and are offending in their behaviour, then we can deal with the problem more clearly. 

I fully support drug and alcohol programs at schools. I also fully support and am very encouraged
by the Beattie government's determined efforts to ensure that all young people aged 15 to 17 will be
learning or earning. It is through this commitment to flexible pathways for young people that they will
have the best chance of staying interested in school. It is through this commitment and the opportunities
it will provide that they will be less likely to play up, get abusive, harm themselves and harm others.
These are preventative ways of dealing with problem behaviour in young people, not reactive ways.
These are the ways we have to move forward. The great Hillary Clinton said that there is no such thing
as somebody else's child. As the letter read out by the minister affirms, we are all responsible for
children. We must look upon these issues as though these children were our own and ask: how can
their behaviour be punished at the same time as their education is encouraged? How can we support
these children and deal with the root cause of the problem? 

I urge the opposition to get behind our learn and earn policies. I urge the opposition members to
get involved in organising youth activities in their own areas. I urge the member for Burnett to get a
better understanding of what is going on for the youth in his area and in his schools. I urge the
opposition members to get behind their principals and offer a range of preventative and supportive
measures to deal with the issues faced by our schools and our young people. 

Hon. K.R. LINGARD (Beaudesert—NPA) (5.55 p.m.): The decision, firstly, that two students
smoking marijuana at school be allowed to return to school and, secondly, the decision by the Education
Minister and the ALP government to wipe their hands of the whole affair shows just how reluctant the
government is to make the hard decisions. I am sure that everyone in this room would agree that if they
were the principal of a large school, if they were really determined to have a well disciplined school, if
they wanted good control for their staff, if they wanted to have an excellent learning environment for all
of their students, if they had implemented a good behaviour management program through their staff,
through their parents and through their students, if they had spent hours and hours telling students that
smoking was banned, if they had told all students that marijuana at school was banned and then faced
two students blowing marijuana in their face, they would expect support. They would be disgusted to
find that the Education Department did not back them when they excluded the student. They would be
disgusted to find the Education Minister does not back them. 

Ms BLIGH: I rise to a point of order. The member is misleading the House. No students at Victoria
Point were caught smoking marijuana. This is a matter of possession. There is no suggestion from
anybody involved in this matter that anybody was smoking anything at school. 

Mr LINGARD: Any member would be disgusted to find that the government did not back them. It
has to be remembered that principals in Queensland have recently faced the idea of devolution of
authority. They are now expected to have authority with funds, authority with building improvements and
renovation, and authority with behavioural management programs. Now we find the minister saying
yesterday that school principals are not the decision makers. That is the relevant part in this decision.
Then the minister came into the parliament and blamed the legislation. She tried to blame the coalition.
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She blames everyone else. We now have two schools, I believe—one at Victoria Point and one at
Emerald—saying that they are going to take action tomorrow. 

This is not a discussion about the legislation, as the minister has attempted to make it. There is
no doubt that the principal has made a recommendation for exclusion. The principal is allowed to make
that recommendation under the legislation. There is no doubt that this is an appropriate
recommendation under the legislation. The executive director or the supervisor that is referred to in the
act is also allowed to say to the school in some cases that exclusion should occur. There is no doubt
that the legislation requires the principal's supervisor to approve this recommendation. That is not the
relevant point. What we are saying is that the decision is wrong, and the decision by the minister to
support the decision to return the student to the school is incorrect. 

It is wrong for people to say that this would be the end of the whole kid's schooling. That is not
true because, as school principals know, another school could take that student. That is done quite
often. But to return the student to the same school is absolutely ridiculous. We do not mind if another
school takes the student. That is done in many of these behavioural management programs. Many
times distance education takes a kid for a short time. That is natural. We are not saying that the kid's
whole schooling should be finished. That is ridiculous, and it is ridiculous for anyone to suggest that.
However, there are other decisions that can be made besides the decision that this kid must return to
the school—a school which has tried to enforce no marijuana or no possession of marijuana. To simply
accept a supervisor's decision to return the child to the same school is ridiculous under the
circumstances of this case. When this legislation was passed, all speakers agreed that the intent was to
increase the power of the principal in order to improve the discipline in our schools, to improve what has
been going on in our schools recently, which many of us believe is ridiculous.

Opposition members know that there are anomalies but we ask members to listen to our
statement that the decision is wrong. Surely the government and the minister have the ability to say that
the decision is wrong and they will not support it. We call on the Education Minister and the government
to show some strength and to say that there is no place in schools for drugs, that there is no place for
students smoking marijuana or having marijuana in their possession. If they do so, against all of the
behavioural rules of the school, the government must support the principal and the school. It will not ruin
the kid's education. Find another place for the kid to go to school as far as his education is concerned,
but ensure that the discipline in that school is good not only for one’s own kids but also for other kids
who are obviously being deprived of a good education in many of these schools where the government
is not supporting the principals. 

Mr ENGLISH (Redlands—ALP) (6.00 p.m.) I rise this evening to join in the debate about the
welfare of students within our educational system. All members of this House want the best possible
education for our children. We want our children to be taught in supportive and safe environments.

Recently at the Victoria Point State High School two young students were caught with a small
amount of marijuana. This was wrong. We need to teach our children that their behaviour has
consequences. These children needed to be disciplined for bringing drugs into the school. The National
Party coalition introduced a process to handle these matters. The principal of a school has the power to
suspend a student for up to 20 days—which this principal did. If a principal feels a greater punishment is
warranted, he can make a recommendation to the executive director. I understand that in this case the
principal recommended a further punishment. The executive director reviewed the request from the
principal and decided that an additional punishment was not required.

Some people are disappointed with this decision. I understand the concerns raised by the
Queensland Teachers Union, some staff and some members of the school community. However, some
members of the school community believe that the decision by the executive director was reasonable.

I need to point out that the children involved in this behaviour were disciplined. They did not get
off scot-free. I understand that the school has made it clear to students and their families that it does not
tolerate drugs. The behaviour of these two children was not tolerated. They were suspended for 20
days, they were required to formally apologise to the school community, and they must attend a drug
counselling program. The National Party coalition brought in the laws that were followed by the principal
and the executive director on this occasion. Some people may not like the decision. However, the
process was established by the National Party Coalition.

I compliment the school community, both the staff and parents, for their passionate interest in the
education of students at Victoria Point State High School. This community is a role model for other
school communities. The attendance at P&C meetings, twilight concerts, open days and other events
demonstrates that this community is actively involved in the education of their children. This has also
been demonstrated by the active involvement of the school community in the development of the
school’s behaviour management policy. This government is very much aware that the education of
children is a partnership between students, parents and staff.

I understand that there is some concern in the school community that the executive director did
not engage the school community prior to making her decision. I am not an educational expert and I am
not aware of all the facts and circumstances of this case—neither are members of the opposition. I will
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not seek to second-guess the executive director on this matter. However, I understand that there may be
a sense of exclusion felt by some members of the school community and I would encourage better
communication in the future.

As I have said on many occasions, consultation does not mean getting your own way. However, if
you are not consulted, it increases feelings of isolation and it can disempower the school community. I
would like to think that this incident will cause a debate within the Victoria Point State High School
community about behaviour management. This community has proved that it is interested in its
children's education. The school community should work together to decide if they want a review of the
school's behaviour management policy. I know the government, parents, families, students, teachers
and the Queensland Teachers Union and I all want the same thing: a safe, caring and nurturing
environment.

This incident has highlighted how complicated our children's lives are. Handling the pressure of
exams, adolescence and peer pressure can place significant stress on young people at a very
vulnerable time in their lives. The way that an incident such as this is handled at the time, the
punishment meted out and the subsequent support and counselling provided can make the difference
between the future success of a young person or a downward spiral into depression and, potentially,
further substance use and abuse. Seven children a week commit suicide in this country and many more
suffer depression and attempt suicide. I am disgusted that the opposition wants to take an approach that
demonises these young people for life and that will damage them and all young people who make such
a mistake. These young people and all our children need understanding, not vilification, if we are to turn
these tragic statistics around and not make them worse.

I would like to point out the Beattie government's proud record of strengthening the authority of
principals. Last year we introduced legislation to strengthen principals' powers to deal with
troublemakers who pose a threat to staff and students. We are definitely not about disempowering
principals; we are about further empowering principals. Principals have welcomed the legislation as a
sign that the Beattie government trusts them to exercise authority properly. 

Mrs MENKENS (Burdekin—NPA) (6.04 p.m.) I rise to speak on the motion—the very important
subject of the use of drugs in Queensland public schools and the response by Education Queensland.
As the minister said yesterday, all schools within the state system are required to develop a behaviour
management plan in negotiation with the school community. It is expected to appropriately reflect the
desired standards of its students, parents and teachers. One would expect that during the formulation of
a behaviour management plan the school principal would have an important role in supervising its
development.

With this in mind, it must be disappointing to all school principals charged with implementing their
school's behavioural management plan that, due to the education act as it currently stands, any
exclusion recommendations consistent with school policy and endorsed by the majority of the school
community can be overturned by an executive director. State school principals who possess a
grassroots feel of the school community they administer have every right to feel undermined by this
authority.

The decision of the department to reject principal John Corbett's recommendation for the two
Victoria Point school students to be expelled has proved detrimental to the education system for more
than just the threat of industrial action; it has also drawn to the attention of Queenslanders the fact that
the education department has gone soft on illegal drugs. This is not the message we want to send to
school students or young people. Whilst many in the community recognise the widespread incidence of
drug use by young people, including students, we must never fall into the trap of condoning this activity,
lest the word 'illegal' need not be attached. 

There are only two words that most Queenslanders support. Those two words are ‘zero
tolerance’. One would have to assume that as part of the formulation of each school's behaviour
management plan the issue of self-discipline forms the basis for proper conduct of each school student.
This self-discipline will be an essential component of their behaviour as they move from the classroom
into adulthood and establish themselves in society. Formative self-discipline, this formative behaviour, is
an important facet of education given the temptations that are available to a modern school student.

Along with illegal drug use, we must seriously consider the damage imparted on young
adolescents by the recent trend towards binge drinking, which is another of society's systemic problems.
What are the attitudes and punishments of school communities towards this problem? I am sure that no
member here tonight would ever envisage a day when the consumption of alcohol by either a student or
staff member during normal operations of a school day would be acceptable. With this in mind, why
allow drugs?

I have actually been at a tertiary institution and I have taught classes to young people heavily into
drugs. I can assure you it proved a total waste of their time and a total waste of my time. Agricultural
colleges have a code of conduct with a very strict policy of zero tolerance for drugs. This means
students found in possession are often suspended for periods of 12 months or are expelled due to the
danger of using heavy equipment whilst under the influence of drugs. This policy could be described as
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commonsense, it could be described as life-saving, but, most of all, it explains in no uncertain terms to
the student body that one slip-up and you are gone. 

Similarly, we see in other areas of life a need to implement the policy of zero tolerance. The
employment standard on mine sites is zero tolerance to drug and alcohol due to the dangerous nature of
the machinery and working conditions. Many mine sites use breathalysers and routine drug tests to
ensure their work force is adhering to policy and not a danger to themselves. Then there are the
Olympic Games. One slip-up and you are punished. In this world of athleticism, there are no ‘beg your
pardons’, no ifs or buts. Consider the Ukrainian quadruple sculls rowing team where one of the team
was found to have taken a banned substance contained in cold and flu medication. The IOC believes
that zero tolerance is in order: you know the rules, you suffer the consequences. It was an open and
shut case. If an athlete took a banned drug, they lost their medal.

I quote from today's Courier-Mail—
The department and the police are simply being pragmatic, recognising how widespread the incidence of drug use may be among
young people, including students. Neither the department nor the police would be so temperate if children or young adults were
found to be involved in dealing or supplying drugs.

So that is how it is to be, is it?
As a community we should all throw up our hands and say that it is all too hard and we should be

relaxed about the possession and the usage of illegal drugs, both offences, because it is not as bad as
dealing. I did not hear the Courier-Mail complaining when the bronze medal in question was given to
Australia in recognition of a fourth placing. I did not hear the Courier-Mail complaining that an injustice
had been done to the Ukrainian team and that the IOC had been too harsh in its assessment. If the
editors of the Courier-Mail were totally serious in presenting their argument— 

Time expired. 
Hon. D.M. WELLS (Murrumba—ALP) (6.10 p.m.): This debate is not about whether we should

allow drugs in schools. Everyone in this House agrees that we should not. This debate is whether we
should pass a motion which, by implication, expresses an opinion on decisions made by officials taken
pursuant to an act of this very parliament. The government's view is that we should not; that the
statutory officers appointed under the acts of this parliament should be left to make their decisions on
statutory criteria without the dubious benefit of case by case commentary by this parliament. 

Let there be no doubt that a resolution of this House would alter the environment in which
statutory decision makers make their decisions. The government believes that politicians should not
interfere in such statutory processes. Although honourable members may very well publicise particular
cases in the honest belief that doing so serves the interests of law and order, generally speaking it is
inimical to the rule of law to do so. The rule of law is best served by regularity and consistency of
treatment across the system and parity of consequences between like cases wherever they occur. This
objective is not served by the passionate speeches of politicians, but by the judicious decisions of
officials with rule books. 

There are two acts of parliament relating to incidents of drugs in schools. The police perform
under one of them, because a drug offence is an offence wherever it occurs. Let us remind ourselves
that Education Queensland's consequences are in additional to, not instead of, normal law enforcement
by the police. I have not, however, heard honourable members offering advice to the police on how they
should handle particular cases. Education Queensland consequences are contained in the Education
(General Provisions) Act. 

This parliament, through its statutes, has given guidelines and the appeal processes that the
opposition is complaining about both to police and to education officials as criteria to be applied. The
relevant section of the Education (General Provisions) Act is section 36B, which spells out the criteria
for expulsion as distinct from suspension. The criteria are—
(a) the student's attendance at the institution or institutions presents an unreasonable risk to the safety of other students or

staff; or

(b) the student has persistently engaged in gross misbehaviour that adversely affects the education of other students. 

That this parliament, without hearing evidence, should offer opinions on whether particular cases
fit its own statutory criteria is frankly a dangerous doctrine. Is there any member here who can swear to
be in possession of evidence that shows, beyond all reasonable doubt, that any students in any case
that they cite has ‘persistently engaged in gross misbehaviour that adversely affects the education of
other students'? If a member is not able to do that and yet wants to offer advice from on high to statutory
decision makers then that member is the one who lacks respect for law. 

Education Department officials are not making decisions about how the criminal law is to be
enforced. The police do that, whether the offender is at school or elsewhere. The decision education
officials make is made as an educational one and is to be guided by the principle of harm minimisation,
a principle that the federal Liberal-National government has signed up for. 
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Statistically, students who complete year 12 are more likely, according to a recent QUT study, to
gain employment, good remuneration and lead happy, healthy and law abiding lives in their post-school
years. It is in everybody's interests that a child should complete high school if they can. That is why
section 36B was placed in our statute book. 

May I suggest to honourable members opposite that they should let the police make decisions
about whether a prosecutable offence has been committed, let the statutory officers of Education
Queensland decide whether a child is educable having reference to the statutory criteria which this
parliament has laid down, including the effect on other students, and that they concentrate on making
good laws rather than a commentary on particular cases. This is a clear situation where the cobbler
should stick to his last. 

Mr HORAN (Toowoomba South—NPA) (6.14 p.m.): Tonight's debate is so important because it is
about protecting the rights of children, the rights of parents and sticking up for school communities that
make a decision about behaviour management in their schools. At the Victoria Point school there is a
behaviour management policy that has been approved and agreed by the school community. The
principal acted on the principles and the words of that behaviour management policy. 

Because these two students were found with drugs on the school grounds there is a policy of
exclusion. That is what the principal did. That is backed up by the school community. Here we have
these weak-kneed, jelly-legged Labor Party people tonight trying to bring in soft rules to undermine the
principals, to undermine the families and to send out the message to kids at schools, ‘It's all right. It does
not matter if there is a behaviour management system. Go and bring drugs to school. Flout the rules and
we will let you back in.' 

That is the worst possible attitude to have. The members opposite care more about the two kids
who broke the rules of the school than the rest of the kids and the families who have sent their kids there
to have an umbrella of school rules to protect their children. The minister read out a letter from a parent
of one of the children. I will read a letter from a parent of a student at the school. This letter was written
to the Premier. It stated—
I have never in the past been prompted to write or complain to any Minister or head of State, however the decision of the
Department of Education to over rule the decision of the Principal of Victoria Point High School has angered me enough to write. 

I have a ... son attending this school. It is hard enough as a parent, to raise responsible children in todays society as you would be
well aware—being a parent yourself. In raising responsible children, we as parents give them rules and consequences. We also
know that if we do not follow through when a child breaks a rule, then we open ourselves to our children pushing the boundaries
every time, even not taking us seriously as parents or following society's rules.

When your child starts at this school, each parent and child attends an interview with either the Principal or the Deputy. Each
Parent and child is told that this school has a zero tolerance for drugs in the school and that the consequences of bringing drugs
into the school will result in expulsion. At that point if a parent does not agree with that policy, they are free to choose another
school with a different policy. 

I dread to think what the impact of the Education Departments decision will be on the minds of many of the children—oh they said
it, but they did not really mean it, so we can do it at least once and get away with it. Isn’t it time as a Community that we say no and
mean no to our children—that drugs are not acceptable and will not be tolerated. 

The last paragraph states—
I am not saying that we should sling these 2 children into jail. What I am saying is that as a community, we say to them and their
parents—you were told the rules and you broke them. You were aware of the consequences now take responsibility.

That is what this debate is about. It is a dreadful task for principals to have to make the decision to
exclude children from school. I have known many principals who have had to do that and it has broken
their hearts. But they have had to think about the other kids at the school. They have had to think about
standards and principles. 

What is the point in educating children and saying, ‘This is what we accept in our school and
these are the consequences,' if we allow those principles and those rules to be trampled over. The
Teachers Union is threatening to strike at this school tomorrow and at another school in central
Queensland over another matter related to the lack of behaviour management resources. 

The teachers know and understand that their authority is being undermined. The teachers know
and understand that the families and parents have spent so much time and energy in determining, in
consultation, the behaviour management plan for the school as happens in our state schools. The idea
is a partnership where the community helps set the standards for what it expects. For the Education
Department, with the backing of this government and Labor members, to trample over the wishes of the
parents and families of this school and trample over the behaviour management rules is an absolute
disgrace. 

When are those opposite going to get the gumption to stand up for all of the good kids of this
school and of this state? When will they understand that one rotten apple can ruin a whole barrel? Yes,
we have sympathy for the kids. However, if kids do not know what the rules are and do not have an
expectation that they are to be upheld, then we might as well give the whole game away when it comes
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to the fight against drugs. It is about time the Labor members of this parliament had the guts to stand up
for the principal and the kids. 

Mr TERRY SULLIVAN (Stafford—ALP) (6.20 p.m): I rise to support the amendment moved by the
minister. We must be very clear that this government is tough on drugs. All schools must have a
behaviour management policy and work within the school community to implement that. However, this
government is also compassionate and understanding of what it means to be a teenager. When in
opposition, the Labor government supported the behaviour management policy introduced by the
coalition. That is what is on the books and what schools are following today. If those opposite honestly
believe that it was the wrong policy or that it should have been amended, they had the ability to note that
and to change it. But they have not. Some members opposite have talked about zero tolerance, yet their
own parties nation wide—Liberal and National—have said that harm minimisation, not zero tolerance, is
their party policy. So in an opportunistic way, those opposite are jumping on a local dispute to put
forward something which their own parties do not believe in and do not promote. Most people recognise
that all students will make mistakes. Some mistakes will be more serious than others. It is the easy way
out to say that all drug offences should fit into the same category—one strike and you are out. That does
not work in any situation. It does not work here.

I ask an interesting question: how many members of parliament, teachers, journalists and
businesspeople my age and the age of many speakers opposite would have been expelled if the same
approach had been applied in our day to drugs that were illegal at the time we were at school —alcohol
and tobacco? As my brother Mick observes, the only reason for calling them the good old days is a bad
old memory, and the bad old memories are well and truly present on that side. The opposition knows, as
do people like Mr Lingard, who has had experience in schools, as I had for more than 20 years, how
difficult this issue is—that is, how to balance the overall good of the broader school community with the
future of the offending individual. This is about the balance between pastoral care of one person and the
protection and support of the overall student body. In my 20 years in the classroom, especially as a year
8 master with special responsibility for lads in their first year of secondary schooling, I have some
appreciation of the conflicting demands that arise in responding to the errant behaviour of students.

The Beattie government is tough on drugs and tough on serious behaviour but is also
compassionate in dealing with people's failures. What we have from the opposition is a dishonest
portrayal or caricature of what the actual situation is. Let us take what it says is the first fact—that is, that
14 students per day are being expelled for illegal drug use. That is simply not true. Those 14 students
per day are suspended for a number of reasons, including illegal drugs and also for tobacco and alcohol
use, which, as those opposite know, is much more prevalent within our student body. The member for
Burnett does not know what is happening in schools, but what worries me more is that his approach is
that of a zealot. His approach is very much like the Pharisees of the Old Testament, certainly not the
compassion of the New Testament. He is very ready to put Christian principles forward as the measure.
He should apply that principle to himself and measure his lack of compassion, the lack of compassion
which he has shown today which is an absolute disgrace. He deserves to be in the Old Testament days
because that is where he is from, and he knows what happened to the zealots of the biblical times. The
member for Cunningham is opportunistic in his exploitation of this difficult situation. He says that 20
days suspension is soft. I would like to see how soft he would feel if he were suspended for 20 days
from this parliament. He would not survive.

If the members of the opposition were for real, they would look at the negative, harmful
behaviours that bring physical injury and, worse still, emotional harm to students. If they were genuine,
they would know that verbal abuse and bullying lead to self-harm and suicide, and that is by far the
worst situation affecting students. But they have not once raised that, because they do not have the
students at heart. They have their own political agenda at heart. 

Time expired.

Question—That the minister’s amendment be agreed to—put; and the House divided—

AYES, 55—Attwood, Barry, Barton, Beattie, Bligh, Choi, E.Clark, L.Clark, Croft, Cummins, N.Cunningham, English, Fenlon, Finn,
Fouras, Fraser, Hoolihan, Jarratt, Keech, Lavarch, Lawlor, Lee, Livingstone, Lucas, Male, Mickel, Miller, Molloy, Mulherin, Nelson-
Carr, Nuttall, O’Brien, Palaszczuk, Pearce, Pitt, Purcell, Reilly, Reynolds, E. Roberts, N.Roberts, Robertson, Schwarten, Scott,
Shine, Smith, Spence, Stone, Struthers, C.Sullivan, Wallace, Welford, Wells, Wilson. Tellers: T.Sullivan, Reeves

NOES, 20—Copeland, Flegg, Hobbs, Horan, Johnson, Knuth, Langbroek, Lee Long, Lingard, McArdle, Menkens, Pratt, Quinn,
Rickuss, Rowell, Seeney, Stuckey, Wellington. Tellers: Hopper, Messenger

Resolved in the affirmative.

Motion, as amended, agreed to.

Sitting suspended from 6.32 p.m. to 7.30 p.m.
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FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION AND AUDIT (PERFORMANCE AUDIT OF HEALTH 
DEPARTMENT) AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Financial Administration and Audit Amendment Bill

Resumed from 18 August (see p. 1970)
Mrs MILLER (Bundamba—ALP) (7.30 p.m.): As parliamentary secretary to the Minister For

Health, I do not support the opposition's amendment bill whatsoever. The underlying scope of this
private member's bill is that Queensland Health is not presently subject to independent assessment of
performance. In fact, the Queensland Auditor-General already has powers under the Financial
Administration and Audit Act to conduct audits of agencies' performance management systems.
However, given the involvement of Queensland Health in national quality performance systems, it is not
deemed necessary. 

To highlight the absurdity of this private member's bill, I will highlight four such major published
reports against which Queensland Health's performance is currently measured for the Commonwealth
government. Previously, the Minister for Health outlined two reports, the Productivity Commission report
on government services and the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare reports. 

For the benefit of the shadow Minister for Health, I am going to hold up the public health outcome
funding agreement 2004-05 to 2008-09. This report outlines the quantity and quality measures of our
health system. Queensland's obligation, subject to clause 2.4, is to provide annual financial and
performance reports to the Commonwealth within five months of the end of each financial year of the
term or of the termination of the agreement. This comprises, firstly, financial acquittal against the total
funding for the financial year just ended; secondly, performance reporting against the performance
indicators for the financial year just ended; and, thirdly, expenditure data to the Australian Institute of
Health and Welfare for the financial year just ended. 

Secondly, for the benefit of the shadow minister for health, I am holding up the Australian Health
Care Agreement between the Commonwealth of Australia and the state of Queensland for 2003 to
2008. This report outlines the quality, cost and timeliness measures of the health system. Queensland is
responsible for the provision of public hospital services to eligible persons and, during the period of this
agreement, reports on Queensland's financial contribution and provides performance information and
contributes to the development of new performance indicators with particular focus on health outputs
and outcomes. Queensland reports by 31 December each year in respect of the previous grant year
against all the indicators. The performance information will be derived by Queensland from the data sets
provided to the Commonwealth and publication of an increasing range of performance measures
anticipated throughout the agreement. 

Also for the benefit of the shadow minister for health, I am holding up a third report, which is the
National report on health sector performance indicators. This report outlines health status, health
outcomes, determinants of health and health system performance. The Queensland Health Strategic
Framework is the basis for the coordination of strategic and operational planning, budget development
and resource allocation across the organisation. An integrated structure of outcome indicators and
output performance measures and targets for both external report and internal management purposes is
incorporated into this strategic framework. Queensland Health undertakes a comprehensive annual
cycle of evaluation and a report of financial and non-financial performance indicators. 

Fourthly, I am holding up the national hospital cost data collection for the benefit of the shadow
minister for health. 

Mr Copeland interjected. 
Mrs MILLER: No. This report outlines efficiency and effectiveness measures of the health

system. The national hospital cost data collection, titled Hospital reference manual round dated
November 2003, is an annual voluntary collection of hospital costs and activity data. It represents 75 per
cent of all separations from public hospitals in the scope of the national hospital cost data collection and
it covers the financial year prior to the collection period. Therefore, these current agreements with
external bodies demonstrate Queensland Health's obligations in meeting performance indicators and
outcomes specifically with the Commonwealth. I think that is very important. 

There are also other major reports which Queensland Health publishes as well. For the benefit of
the shadow minister for health, I point out that these are the annual reports published by Queensland
Health. The content in this particular document includes the efficiency, quality, quantity, cost and
timeliness measures of the health system. Queensland Health also publishes a Ministerial Portfolio
Statement annually. Again in that document it publishes the efficiency, quality, quantity, cost and
timeliness measures of the health system. It also publishes a Priorities in Progress document, which is
annual. That measures the health outcomes under the Charter of Social and Fiscal Responsibility. I do
not know what more they want. The opposition's lack of knowledge of the health system, its processes
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and its audit procedures demonstrates the opposition's ongoing negative attitude to our government
initiatives in Queensland. 

Now I would like to talk about some of the positive outcomes in my local area. This is what the
opposition does not want to hear. It does not want to hear the good news stories. For example, in
Ipswich more than 400 hospital patients have had their surgeries fast-tracked as part of the
government's $20 million elective surgery program to reduce public hospital waiting lists across the
state. The elective surgery blitz not only reduced long waitlists for urgent surgery at the hospital but also
wiped out category 2 waiting lists. 

On 1 July 2003, 4.3 per cent of category 2 patients had waited too long for surgery. That figure is
now zero. There are no urgent patients waiting too long in category 1. The additional surgeries were
achieved by Ipswich Hospital on top of its normal workload, with orthopaedic surgery and ophthalmology
making up the bulk of the surgery. Seventy-two patients have already received cataract surgery in the
private sector under our contract arrangements. Many more are booked to receive their operations
through the Mater Hospital. More than 150 people have also had their orthopaedic surgery such as hip
and knee replacements. This is in addition to the caseload hospital staff work in normal circumstances.
Queensland's waiting lists are already some of the shortest in Australia, but these waiting list reductions
are the result of a huge effort by staff on top of their normal workload. All the staff of Ipswich Hospital are
to be congratulated for their hard work and their support. 

I would also like to report to the House about improved access to Ipswich Hospital, particularly for
our senior citizens. Recently I met with representatives from the national seniors groups in Ipswich and
we visited Ipswich Hospital. We walked through the hospital to assess the changes that were needed.
Those changes included better visibility of the East Street door, giant footprints leading pedestrians to
the door and then to the correct lifts. We have more consistent signage, better lighting in the walkway,
lighter paint for a more attractive look in the walkway and a takeaway hospital map. Signage to further
assist visitors to the hospital is currently in production. A large sign featuring a map of the hospital
should be ready by the end of this week. A courtesy archway at East Street will also help signal this
particular entry to all of our visitors. 

I would like to thank our national seniors, particularly Adele Stokes and her colleagues, for their
assistance. I also thank the Transport Department, TransLink and our hospital manager for ensuring
that there is a regular bus service that drops visitors and patients to the main entrance. Plans are also
under way to upgrade areas around the hospital to better suit people with wheelchairs and walking aids.
I note that the Minister for Disability Services is very grateful for what we are doing with regard to those
matters. He would also be happy to know that the seniors are very happy with the improvements and
the plans for future improvements. They have expressed their thanks to hospital management and have
asked that their thanks be passed on to everyone in the Queensland government. We take seniors
issues seriously. We also take seriously issues with regard to disabilities. 

The Premier has promised that oral health will be next on the list for a waiting list blitz. The
Ipswich Hospital dental clinic will benefit from this. The oral health service has been extremely active in
highlighting pertinent issues surrounding childhood health dental decay, both at Ipswich Hospital and the
Collingwood Park dental clinic. 

I would now like to briefly talk about the excellent work being done in health-promoting schools in
our Ipswich area. I had the pleasure to officially launch the Health Promoting Schools and Child Care
Expo, which took place at my old high school, Bremer State High School, recently—on 17 and 18
August. This particular expo brought together 24 schools and early learning centres. The West Moreton
Public Health Unit worked collaboratively with the schools and the child-care centres for a very
successful expo. The expo was a partnership between Queensland Health, Education Queensland,
Ipswich City Council and the local child-care centres. There were approximately 60 other organisations
involved over the two-day expo. They provided static displays and also workshop sessions. It involved
school administration staff, teachers, directors, child-care centre staff, carers, parents and students. The
Health Promoting Schools and Child Care Expo provided a one-stop shop for school and child care staff
and families who were looking for information regarding topical issues such as healthy eating, physical
activity, behaviour management, alcohol, tobacco and other drugs. It was a great time. 

Time expired. 
Mr KNUTH (Charters Towers—NPA) (7.41 p.m.): I rise to support the motion moved by the

shadow health minister to amend the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1977 to enable annual
independent auditing of the operational performance of the state Health Department. It is time to take a
long, hard look at the system which is responsible for delivering basic services to our Queensland
residents. The people of Queensland are still waiting for the government to independently audit the
public health care system, as it promised it would if re-elected. One patient in my electorate was referred
to a pain relief clinic in 1997. To the best of my knowledge, this person has still not been treated. This is
not good enough. Empty promises made by Mr Beattie are leaving sick Queenslanders to suffer for
months, sometimes years, without relief. 
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It has also become increasingly obvious that the data provided by the state Health Department is
somewhat misleading. Numbers are being manipulated in order to portray a much more desirable
outcome for the department. What does it have to hide? Is it the length of hospital waiting lists? Is it the
way in which it prioritises patients according to the pain level instead of mental and physical ailments?
Or is it just that it is afraid to show state parliament that it really is not providing the service it promised? 

The government needs to be able to accept some constructive criticism of a system that just is
not working. I have a constituent in my electorate who has to wait 18 months just for a test. In the
meantime, she is in and out of hospital being treated for the excruciating pain associated with her
condition. Would it not make more sense to schedule the necessary surgery and save the state the
expense of regularly hospitalising this person to manage the pain? These are people's lives we are
dealing with. When someone is constantly in pain, their quality of life is diminished greatly. I think it is
cruel that, because of poor financial management on the government's behalf, these people continue to
suffer. 

It has been my experience when travelling the Charters Towers electorate that the hospital staff
are hardworking, caring and conscientious. We need to support these people and provide them with the
necessary resources to do their jobs effectively and to shorten the waiting lists. I commend this bill to the
House. 

Mr FENLON (Greenslopes—ALP) (7.44 p.m.): I rise to speak against the Financial Administration
and Audit (Performance Audit of Health Department) Amendment Bill 2004. It must be pointed out that
the opposition, in bringing this bill before the House tonight, has essentially misunderstood a number of
things about the way government is conducted in the broadest sense. Particularly, it has failed to
understand operational performance and its real purpose in terms of being measured, the fundamental
purpose of auditing and the purpose and usefulness of performance systems auditing. 

Essentially, what is proposed in this bill is an annual operational performance audit. This is an
absurdity. This does not happen anywhere in the world. It does not happen anywhere in Australia. We
would become the laughing-stock of Australia if a full performance audit were conducted in the Health
Department. Indeed, the opposition has misunderstood what does happen in the other states, because
what happens in the other states is, to varying degrees, basically the same as what occurs in
Queensland. That is, there are various mechanisms for measuring different aspects of performance and
outcomes spread throughout the entire health system. 

The purpose of auditing in the broadest sense is to make sure there is fundamental accountability
in the system. That is the most important and fundamental purpose of the Financial Administration and
Audit Act 1977, which the Auditor-General is generally charged with administering. An operational
performance audit, if it were done fully, would go through every aspect of an organisation and measure
outcomes and performance throughout the organisation. That would be a useless exercise when many
aspects of performance have already been the subject of measurement. I will enumerate those shortly,
but they are going on. 

What the opposition fails to understand, in the context of how audits are conducted throughout
Australia and indeed around the world, is that, particularly when it comes to performance, it is a very
strategic approach. It is a strategic approach in that no auditors set out to fundamentally measure
everything every year. It is a matter of making sure that the public can be guaranteed reasonably that
the system is operating effectively and efficiently. At the most fundamental level, after financial
accountability is guaranteed the next logical step is to examine the performance management system.
That is a systematic approach to provide some guarantee that the measures are in place to give the
public some guarantee that the system is being checked by the relevant authorities, that checks and
balances are in place to make sure things do not go wrong and that the outcomes are going to be
commensurate with objectives in a reasonable sense. That is the broad purpose of the performance
management system. 

In some jurisdictions there is some extension to that in terms of other operational performance
audits. They are the exception rather than the rule. Very rarely do those full performance audits even go
to the extent of looking at every nook and cranny of an entire organisation. That would be an extreme
rarity. What is being proposed by the opposition tonight is that that would be the normal and regular
approach in terms of conducting that every single year—right through the organisation, to every nook
and cranny. As I and other speakers have already mentioned, this is already significantly covered by
other performance checks. 

The only way to realistically approach this, and in a responsible way for the taxpayers, is to do this
very strategically. The most fundamental, strategic approach available under the Financial
Administration and Audit Act is already open to the Auditor-General of Queensland to undertake a
performance management check where necessary. The Auditor-General, this parliament and, indeed,
the general public already have access to many of those checks and balances and measurements that
are already in the system. Most of these requirements are already provided for annually, for example,
requirements from the Productivity Commission, the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, the
national hospital cost data collection, the national health performance indicators, the Australian Health
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Care Agreement, the performance health outcomes funding agreement and state reporting through the
annual report, the Ministerial Portfolio Statements, and priorities and progress—a multitude of reporting
mechanisms, all of which in various ways indicate the performance outcomes of the organisation.

In general, the operational performance audits are already there, so we have this scope under the
current law in Queensland and in other jurisdictions. My assessment is that there is still some greyness
in understanding the distinction between operational performance auditing and performance system
auditing. There would be some lively discussion across jurisdictions in Australia and certainly
internationally about where the boundary stops between system auditing and performance outcome
auditing. I do not think that much of the international literature on this matter has in any reasonable way
created a clear understanding or distinction between these elements. We are into a fair bit of grey
territory. 

This still leaves us with this proposal that, rather than trying to examine this area strategically with
some reasonable approach to picking the eyes out of areas that need to be checked more carefully, is a
sledgehammer approach, saying, ‘Let's go in and look at every corner of the organisation. Let's examine
every bit of it to try to cover the entire organisation.' It makes no sense. It is a proposal which is not
financially responsible in its own right because it is a waste of money. 

Let me make this very clear. How many organisations out there which are already burdened—the
health system in particular—with enormous responsibility, and appropriately so in this case, in the
delivery of important reports have to spend more money, energy and activity on conducting an
unnecessary and burdensome additional and overarching operational audit when it is absolutely not
necessary? It would burden the health system, it would be a waste of money, it is unnecessary, and it
should be defeated in tonight's vote. 

Mr MESSENGER (Burnett—NPA) (7.53 p.m.): I rise to support the Financial Administration and
Audit (Performance Audit of Health Department) Amendment Bill 2004. I have had too many
constituents and health professionals come to me requesting help and telling me about inconsistencies
and deficiencies in the Bundaberg health system not to want to implement a full, comprehensive and
independent audit. 

I would like to take this opportunity to speak once more on the state of the Bundaberg and District
Health Service. I believe that if this bill were in place and performance auditing was undertaken by an
independent auditor, that would make it necessary for that auditor to examine in detail issues within
Queensland Health, specifically the Bundaberg and District Health Service. Then we would not have the
health crisis that we currently have. 

Mr Nuttall: We don't have one. 
Mr MESSENGER: We do have a health crisis and mismanagement in the Bundaberg and District

Health Service. Only two weeks ago I had yet another constituent in my office tell me of his experiences
at the Bundaberg Base Hospital. It did not happen in his mind; it happened in reality. His claims are very
similar to those of many others who come into my office in the hope that the system will be reviewed and
improved. 

In this particular case the man—Mr John Griffith—was taken to the Bundaberg Base Hospital in
need of medical attention after severely breaking his arm. On top of that, he dislocated his shoulder. He
had a horse riding accident, I think. Instead of receiving medical attention, he was left in the corridors in
agony for approximately seven hours before being attended to. He was not even given painkillers. I
would ask why patients who are in desperate need of medical attention are being left in corridors without
being treated? Perhaps if there were an independent audit in place then these patients would not be left
in the corridors for seven hours without treatment. 

Mr Nuttall interjected.
Mr MESSENGER: Perhaps I know the answer to that question already. I would like to remind

honourable members of figures obtained from a question on notice. Perhaps we might have been able
to obtain those questions a little earlier had we had an independent audit. We could answer questions
such as how many beds there are at the Bundaberg Base Hospital. We found out in 1989 there were
217 beds. If we fast forward to 2004, we have only 136 beds. We have had a decrease of 37 per cent in
our bed numbers, and correspondingly over the last four to five years we have had an increase in our
population of around 40 per cent. So even new medicine cannot accommodate or explain away why we
have those massive waiting lists in our health system. It is no wonder patients are being left out in the
corridors for many hours, and more and more patients are being sent home before they can be properly
treated. What I find disturbing about Mr Griffith's story is that it proves—

Mrs MILLER: Madam Deputy Speaker, I rise to a point of order. I would like to point out that the
member is not referring to any clauses of the bill and I think he should be sat down. 

Madam DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs Croft): Order! There is no point of order. 
Mr MESSENGER: One of the other disturbing aspects of Mr Griffith's stay at the Bundaberg Base

Hospital was that he heard doctors complaining about working long hours. One doctor he will quote
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says that he was on shift for 72 hours straight. Another had been working for 48 hours while the third
doctor had been working for 24 hours. It is alleged that Mr Griffith's broken arm was not treated correctly
because doctors were suffering from fatigue. The doctor's very own quote to another doctor after it was
determined that Mr Griffith's arm would need to be operated on was, ‘Just plaster it. We haven't got time
for that.' Once this man saw his specialist, he was in disbelief as to how his arm was treated. 

I am not trying to bag the doctors. What I am merely pointing out is that these doctors are working
long hours. They are working long hours because the Health Department is incorrectly resourcing—

Mr Nuttall interjected.
Mr MESSENGER: But are all doctors expected to work 72 hours, 24 hours—
Government members interjected.
Mr MESSENGER: That is what I would like to have confirmed right now. I would like the Health

Minister to give me a guarantee that doctors are not working 72-hour shifts; that they are not working 24-
hour shifts. Can the Health Minister please give me that guarantee? Can he guarantee that doctors are
not working 24-hour shifts? 

A government member: You said 72! 
Mr MESSENGER: Seventy-two; 24. Once again, this situation would have been picked up well

before the problems had arisen if the performance audit bill had been enacted.
Recently I was approached by another distressed medical staff member of the Bundaberg Base

Hospital who told me that the management of the hospital had announced a staff cutback on night duty
at the hospital's paediatric ward. Staff were informed that there would be only one nurse on duty in this
particular ward instead of two, meaning that only one nurse would be left in charge of all the children. I
spoke with this person. This person was terrified that they would be left on duty to care for a whole ward
of children without proper assistance. The staff member said that they came to me because they wanted
to give these sick babies and children the care that they deserve. These medical staff are frightened to
do their job because they are being placed in a dangerous situation. 

Mr REEVES: I rise to a point of order. I would like to talk about relevance. This is about financial
administration and audit. 

A government member: Performance auditing. 
Mr REEVES: He is virtually doing a two or three minute private member’s statement. 
Madam DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs Croft): Order! I grant that point of order. I ask the member for

Burnett to address the bill before the House. 
Mr MESSENGER: The performance of medical staff would be greatly enhanced if we had an

independent auditing process. At the moment it is like putting the fox in charge of the henhouse. We
need an independent audit. That will only come about by an independent audit by the Financial
Administration and Audit (Performance Audit of Health Department) Amendment Bill 2004. 

I would also like to relate a story about the long hours that doctors are forced to work. Recently I
had a chat with Pat Denham, who is in control of my area's ambulance service. He is about to reduce his
employees work shifts from 14 hours to 10 hours. He quoted to me that working that extra four hours is
the equivalent of actually having four beers. So members can imagine how much a doctor's
performance would be reduced by having to work extra and long hours. 

The waiting lists, which would be made public under this new auditing process, are not complete
and comprehensive in the Bundaberg and District Health Service. I have been able to cobble together
only a few waiting lists. The waiting list for joint replacement in the Bundaberg and District Health
Service is about four years. The waiting list for cataract surgery, who knows. It may be three years. I
have spoken with people who are going blind. There is a three-year waiting list for people waiting for
dental surgery. To get tonsils out people have to wait three years in the Bundaberg and District Health
Service. If this auditing process was in place we would know exactly how long the waiting lists are for
these particular medical conditions. 

There are numerous letters in the local paper which complain about the long hours that doctors
are forced to work. Specialists are going on strike. Bundaberg anaesthetists are finally taking a stand
after being forced to work an average of 80 hours a week. ‘With the health system in crisis, I wonder
why they didn’t act sooner.' This is a quote from a letter to the editor in the Bundaberg News-Mail. 

Time expired. 
Mr ROWELL (Hinchinbrook—NPA) (8.04 p.m.): In rising to speak on the Financial Administration

and Audit (Performance Audit of Health Department) Amendment Bill, I would like to acknowledge the
fact that there is a lot of money spent by Health. It is something like $5 billion. It is the second biggest
budget of all the government's budgets. This is quite significant. There is an enormous amount of money
put into Health in Queensland. Let’s face it, we are constantly seeing an incremental increase as far as
the requirements of Health are concerned. It is important that we acknowledge the fact that we need
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some very strong financial auditing as far as the department is concerned. I am well aware of the fact
that each segment of the department does that. 

I understand that the Auditor-General has an system of performance audits going on at the
present time. There are some components being attended to in the Health Department. Waiting lists is a
very sensitive area. I recall that during the sessions of parliament last year there were many instances in
which quotes were coming through. Difficulties were arising because of people being on waiting lists.
They reached the point where they required surgery but could not get it. I believe that the minister has
improved the position significantly, but there is still a question about that. 

At the end of the day there is fairly a big lead time still required by a number of people who require
health assistance through the hospitals. Certainly Queensland Health is a very important component in
delivering that health care. There are some private hospitals in Queensland, but the government is a
very big provider of health care in hospitals. I know that prior to the election—I think it was back in
January last year—there was some determination because the AMA Queensland sought action. The
coalition made a promise that it would have an independent audit of the hospital waiting lists. It made
that pledge. The Premier did the same. For all that has been said by many members of parliament, if a
party makes a pledge it should keep that pledge. Basically, with the Financial Administration and Audit
(Performance Audit of Health Department) Amendment Bill we are responding to the pledge we made.
We are doing what we said we would do. That is really what this bill is all about. 

The government basically has done nothing to fulfil its side of the agreement it made at the time.
The National Party is really fulfilling its commitment. I hear that other states are doing something similar.
The fact that this type of thing is being carried out will not be unique to Queensland. Where there are
departments as big as the Health Department it is increasingly important that a very tight rein is kept on
their financial base because there are a number of components. When members look at the services
that are provided through hospitals and a whole range of outpatient facilities—dentistry, et cetera—they
see that there is an enormous amount of work to do to keep track of it. 

Quite frankly, if I was in the minister's position I would not absolutely knock back a situation where
somebody was going to do an independent audit for me. It would act as a monitor—another double-
check—on just how the process is really going, because I know what it is like to be a minister. Very often
you are told a lot of things. For the most part your staff are very good, but every now and then there are
little cracks that appear. It is always good to have a second opinion. Basically, this independent audit of
the hospital waiting list would do that for a minister. While I understand the politics that are being played
here tonight, I also—

Mrs Miller interjected. 
Mr ROWELL: The member has had her say; she should let me have mine. I heard what she had

to say. 
I know that reports are produced, and that is fine, but reports are reports. An independent auditor

looks independently at basically what is happening within the system. It is an independent report. I
recognised the fact that the Auditor-General does do some of that. Did government members not hear
me say that?

A government member interjected. 
Mr ROWELL: I did say that. What I am saying is that when it comes to waiting lists he does not do

that, does he? Show me the report that says he looks at waiting lists. He does not do it! That is basically
what this is really all about. In the culmination of everything that happens, when he is looking at waiting
lists and the whole process, it would not take him much more to continue on and do that little part of it
that we are talking about. In fact, it is not a little part; it is a very important part. That is the intent of this
legislation.

This program will not just be a one-off; it will be ongoing. Of course, realistic economic objectives
are very important, and the public need an assurance that the best outcome is occurring. That is also
important. The public want to be assured that they can get their name on a waiting list and be assured of
having a procedure carried out within a reasonable amount of time. That is extremely important to
everybody. People come to me who are concerned about being on a waiting list for a prolonged period
of time. It is no good me going to somebody and saying that I really want them to jump the queue,
because then somebody else will lose out. 

As regards the determinations made by health officers about the waiting lists, somebody could
probably work out if there is political interference. I do not want to see that happen, and I refrain from
doing it. It is only where a person is in great pain and needs relief that I will even think about doing that.
However, I am always very reluctant to do it. We have to take the politics out of the information that is
being provided. The figures coming before parliament relating to waiting lists category 1, 2 or 3 may look
good and glossy, but at the end of the day they are not independently audited. The independent auditor,
the Auditor-General, does quite a bit of work within the health system. However, more needs to be done.
That was what was promised prior to the election by this state government, through Premier Beattie,
and certainly by the coalition. That is the track that we are going down with this legislation.
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I want to talk a little bit about what happens in my electorate. I have noticed that some members
on the other side of the House did that, so with the leave of the Deputy Speaker, I will run through a few
issues which I think are quite important.

Leave granted.
Mr ROWELL: Most of the rural towns throughout north Queensland have great difficulties

attracting health professionals. There is little question about that. I do not know why places such as
Tully, which are very attractive, have a great deal of difficulty attracting doctors and dentists, but they do.
The same thing happens in Ingham. Innisfail is another area with similar problems. Hospitals such as
those in Innisfail, Townsville and Cairns that carry out major procedures are very important and they
have similar difficulties. Attracting specialists such as doctors and dentists is tough for rural areas and
areas away from the capital city and the major centres of the state.

Mr WALLACE: I rise to a point of order.
Mr ROWELL: I have to say that—
Mr WALLACE: I rise to a point of order.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr O’Brien): Order! We have a point of order from the member for

Thuringowa.
Mr ROWELL: I am now going to talk about the financial administration—
Mr Wallace interjected.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The member for Hinchinbrook.
Mr ROWELL: And the performance of the department, right?
Mr Wallace interjected.
Mr ROWELL: I am talking about doctors that we are having difficulties getting. I am having—
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The member for Thuringowa has a point of order.
Mr WALLACE: It has nothing to do with the bill before the House.
Mr ROWELL: Sit down.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! There is no point of order. The member for Hinchinbrook is

speaking broadly to the bill.
Mr ROWELL: Yes. Thank you. Local doctors are of great assistance to the hospitals. This is a

major support at those times when we cannot get doctors. From time to time we do have difficulties
attracting a full complement of doctors in hospitals. These health professionals who are outside the
public system assist greatly during these shortages of doctors.

We have a situation where patients are coming from Townsville, from the electorate of the
member for Thuringowa, up to Ingham to get health care.

Mr Wallace interjected.
Mr ROWELL: They are coming up to Townsville. We are helping people from the Thuringowa

electorate. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr O’Brien): Order! The honourable member has exhausted the time

available to him.
Time expired.
Mr JOHNSON (Gregory—NPA) (8.14 p.m.) I rise to speak to the Financial Administration and

Audit (Performance Audit of Health Department) Amendment Bill 2004 that has been introduced into
this House by the shadow minister for health. This is a very responsible piece of legislation. From the
outset, let me say—as I said in my maiden speech—that two of our most important functions are
providing equality in education and equality in health care. There is no doubt about that.

We are talking about one of the biggest budgets in the state—over $5 billion. This exercise should
not be treated with contempt. Through this financial administration and audit act amendment bill, the
shadow minister is trying to revisit the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1997. The purpose of this
bill is to improve the performance and accountability of the state Health Department. The state Health
Department is the responsibility of the minister, his director-general and all of those under him. It is
certainly a portfolio that caters for the everyday needs of all Queenslanders.

We hear about different aspects of health care all the time. A private member's bill was introduced
by the member for Surfers Paradise in relation to oral health. These are important issues. Just because
legislation is introduced by an opposition member does not mean that it should be treated with contempt
or treated as if it is not beneficial to the people of Queensland. When I was shadow minister for
transport, I introduced a piece of legislation into this House in relation to testing the blood alcohol level
of unconscious people. At the end of the day, it was rebuked by the government. They then introduced
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their own legislation and it was passed. These are instances of petty politics, but I think that all members
are here for a common cause. The shadow minister is trying to achieve an independent audit to be
conducted by the Auditor-General and the Auditor-General's subsequent reporting of the audit findings
to the parliament.

Again, we have had debates in this House today about freedom of information. People might ask:
what does that have to do with the audit? A lot of issues are relevant to what we are trying to achieve
here. We want honesty and truth, and we want truth in reporting. I said to the shadow minister a while
ago that the former minister created an environment that saw the need for this bill to be introduced into
the parliament. I have to say to the credit of the current minister that at least he endeavours to point out
to the parliament what is going on. I have spoken to him about this on numerous occasions. The former
minister did not handle the facts very well from time to time. When people are in doubt, they will try to
fudge the facts. No doubt that is what happened under the previous minister. The truth will set you free,
I have always been told, and we did not get the truth before. We have an environment that created the
need for the shadow minister to introduce this legislation. 

A government member: We will not be seeing a lot of truth tonight.
Mr JOHNSON: No. The Premier gave a commitment to Queenslanders and to the AMAQ that he

would introduce an independent audit of public hospital waiting lists, and he said that in a press
statement on 17 January this year. He stated: ‘If we are re-elected our hospital waiting lists will be
independently audited.’ We see various incidents that do not show a proper professional approach
through lack of resources and sometimes lack of purpose in the delivery of health services. I have heard
other members make mention in the House tonight of what happens in their different areas, but I am not
going to point the finger at certain hospitals in my electorate. None of us is perfect, but, at the end of the
day, if we know that the resources are not available and we can create an environment in which we can
provide more staff, I think that is going to go a long way towards creating an environment where we can
make it right. I think we all want to achieve that. Whether we are talking about $5 billion or $10 million or
$500,000, I think we all want it to go towards the proper functions. Also, when you talk about
independent, you will not get anyone more independent than the Queensland Auditor-General. I think
that man is probably one of the greatest Auditors-General this state has ever seen.

The Auditor-General does independent reports. We see these reports come through here on
numerous occasions in other areas. They are precise and tell the truth. That is what we want. We can
reformulate policy by saying, ‘Somebody has picked up a flaw here. Let us have a look at this and see
how we can rechannel that funding or those resources or improve the scenario.' That does not seem to
be the way we are going to do it here. The constituents of Queensland want the truth so that the
performance standards are where they should be. If we create an environment with the required
performance standards then the health professionals can work within the environment. 

I will give members an example. A couple of years ago I had a dentist in my electorate who could
not get the outcomes he desired in terms of working in private practice in conjunction with working in
public practice. Therefore, he was virtually shunted out of that country town. He went to the coast and
set up private practice there. He will never return to rural Queensland. He spent tens of thousands of
dollars himself. At the end of the day, I know that there were flaws and problems, but they could have
been resolved through proper dialogue and negotiation. 

I believe a lot of these fundamental errors could be resolved if issues are exposed through an
independent audit. That is exactly where the shadow minister is coming from. That is where the
opposition is coming from. I think those in this House who come from outside the south-east corner and
represent rural and regional seats would have to agree that there are technicalities in many areas from
time to time. We can run to the media and do what we like. But we should be about resolving these
things together and trying to get outcomes that will advantage the majority of people. 

Queensland Health lacks the external audit process as a mandate to enable the Auditor-General
to conduct the audits in question. Incidentally, we are the only state in Australia that falls into this
category. The reason for an independent audit is that objectives can then be met economically,
efficiently and effectively. There is no guarantee by itself that actual performance will measure up to that
criteria. 

That brings us to the question of impartiality, which the shadow minister raised. We have to have
a fair system in place to cater for the needs of all Queenslanders, regardless of their financial or social
status. I believe that is what we are about. We have to make the dollars go around. 

We are trying to create a better environment for people in areas of the Cape York and the gulf,
including a better health system, especially in terms of Aboriginal health. We are trying to get those
people working and educated so that they have purpose and direction in life. I think that is not only
applicable in Cape York and the gulf, which is in Deputy Speaker O'Brien's electorate, but also in the
regions—in my electorate in western Queensland and the honourable member for Mount Isa's
electorate. I believe there are a lot of electorates in a similar situation to ours that need some direction. I
believe we could see some of that funding rechannelled through this internal audit system. 
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We need fairness coupled with a well-financed, well-resourced, well-staffed health system and we
will win. Queensland will lead the way. Let us have that independent audit. I cannot stress that enough.
I believe the Minister for Health is fair. He organised a fantastic forum at Parliament House during the
last sitting. Health professionals and people from all walks of life came along to that forum and talked
about a bipartisan approach to making Queensland Health better. The public sector and the private
sector were working together. I believe that if this is coupled with an independent audit we can achieve
those outcomes together. I thank the shadow minister for introducing this legislation. I hope that we
have some purpose and fruit borne from this debate this evening. 

Ms LEE LONG (Tablelands—ONP) (8.25 p.m.): I rise to speak in the debate on the Financial
Administration and Audit (Performance Audit of Health Department) Amendment Bill 2004. Our public
health services are the single most consistent subject on which constituents come to my office for help
or to make complaints. Whatever the minister wants to say about waiting lists, they are still causing
major concerns. Dental clinics in my electorate are still looking at having people wait up to five years. Of
course, in that time frame a sore tooth can decay beyond rescue and the patient goes from having some
discomfort to being faced with a major oral health issue. 

The fact of the matter is that services are shrinking, there are not enough medical staff and
resourcing is becoming tighter and tighter. Yet members opposite stand up and tell us that we are all
better off. The truth is that we are not. Perhaps an annual independent audit would make that clearly
apparent to everyone. 

Mareeba Hospital in my electorate has a tremendous reputation for the quality of its medical staff,
especially its nursing staff. Yet that hospital has been without a medical superintendent for months.
Outreach services have stopped and restrictions have been placed on outpatients to try to minimise the
heavy workloads on the remaining doctors. 

Tablelanders have lost the chance of having their cataracts and other ophthalmic surgery done
because Queensland Health decided that the cost of replacing a particular device used in such surgery,
at less than $100,000, was unaffordable. Yet yesterday we heard that the Premier racked up almost
double that in personal expenses in just one year. 

Recently, I have received a complaint from a constituent about the fate of a relative in the Cairns
Base Hospital. The relative died and the death certificate lists the disease or condition directly leading to
death as acute renal failure. It goes on to say that this was due to, or as a consequence of, dehydration
which began some 10 days before death. The patient was in the Cairns Base Hospital for seven and half
weeks, being admitted for an abdominal aortic aneurysm. I will be writing to the Health Minister about
the details of problems in the care of this patient. 

In this context, however, I mention the matter because the death certificate clearly identifies that a
patient in hospital care died of dehydration which had existed for 10 days yet no effort was made to put
in an IV line until five days before death. That attempt failed due, I understand, to her veins having
already collapsed. It is impossible for anyone opposite to stand up when things like that are happening
and say that everything is under control. 

I intend to support this bill because clearly there are major problems with Queensland Health.
Anything that will shine some light into the operations of this essential government service is welcome.
However, I register my disappointment that the National and Liberal parties did not support the
Independents and One Nation when we debated at the last sitting the creation of a health committee to
look into the parlous state of our public hospitals. They were, it seems, incapable of recognising another
good idea even when it was put to them in a bipartisan way. Thankfully One Nation and the
Independents are a good bit more broad-minded than that. 

While I am supporting this bill, I believe there are some major shortfalls in it. The single most
important one is that the process in this bill would not address the big picture. It would not provide any
mechanisms for considering the strategies adopted, the setting of goals, targets and benchmarks, the
policy approach to long-term recruitment and staffing issues and so on. 

It might well allow the Audit Office to look at operational matters and at whether the Department of
Health is achieving its objectives. But we also need to be able to scrutinise the strategy driving
operational decisions and the reasoning behind the setting of objectives. For example, the assertion in
recent times that we do not have outpatient units at publicly funded hospitals signals a major change
from the outpatient services that we were all so familiar with. 

Under this bill the Auditor-General might well be able to look at how accident and emergency
units are operating but they will not be able to look at whether we should have ever lost outpatients in
the first place. The auditor may be able to consider the operational impact of the shortage of specialists
but may not be able to consider what, if any, long-term policy the government should have in place to
address that shortage. 

This is a bandaid measure. It might, if members opposite surprise us all and support it, provide a
little relief in some limited areas and on that basis should be passed. It is a great shame, however, that
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the chance to address the big picture was passed over last sitting for the sake of petty politics. However,
I do support the intent of this bill. 

Mr WELLINGTON (Nicklin—Ind) (8.29 p.m.): I rise to participate in debate on the Financial
Administration and Audit (Performance Audit of Health Department) Amendment Bill. I say at the outset
that I will be supporting this bill when the vote is finally taken this evening. I note that the member who
introduced this bill stated in his second reading speech that the reason for introducing this bill was as a
result of a request from the Queensland branch of the Australian Medical Association. The member then
went on to say that support for this bill will restore honesty into the health debate in Queensland. He also
spoke about working in a collective way and depoliticising the debate on the health system. However,
this debate was resumed in this very chamber on 18 August less than three hours after the member for
Cunningham and every member of the National Party came into this chamber and voted against a
motion moved by the Independents and One Nation to try to improve the delivery of health services to
all Queenslanders.

Amongst other things, that motion proposed giving an all-party parliamentary committee the
power to monitor and to review the impact of a range of aspects including local, state and
Commonwealth government delivery of health services in this state. The amazing thing is that that very
motion had support from the very organisation which the member who introduced this bill justifies as the
reason for introducing it. That motion which we debated had the support of the Queensland branch of
the Australian Medical Association. I indicate to the National Party, the member who introduced this bill
and the Leader of the National Party that that was confirmed in writing.

When I raised this matter with the shadow minister in terms of the National Party perhaps
supporting that motion and being consistent with the Queensland branch of the AMA, do members know
what he said? He said, ‘Oh, no. We can't. We can't support it.' Yet in this very chamber members of the
National Party spoke about depoliticising the Queensland health debate. They talk about the importance
of the Health budget. They talk about the 22 per cent of the budget that goes towards the Health budget.
On the one hand, speaker after speaker has mentioned the importance of health and on the other hand
they talk about depoliticising the issue. I say to the shadow minister for health and the Leader of the
National Party—the alternative leader of government in Queensland—my constituents are not
convinced that those opposite are not trying to play petty politics in this chamber. Three hours after
voting against a motion which the AMA saw as consistent with this bill they chose—without any
explanation to Queenslanders—to vote against it and gave no justification for that.

I say to the shadow minister and the member who introduced this bill: do not smirk. Do not joke. I
ask him to respond to all Queenslanders in his reply in terms of explaining to us why he and his party
were not prepared and are not prepared to support the AMA and its view of the consistency of our
intention to try to improve the lot for all Queenslanders. My constituents certainly want to know, and they
have put it to me. They have studied the Hansard. They have noted how the Leader of the National
Party, Mr Springborg, talks about the importance of health. He said—
Health is an issue which concerns all Queenslanders. The operation of the Department of Health in this state concerns all
Queenslanders.

He repeats it twice. Then he says—
It is probably the greatest issue which we come across in our electorates on a day-to-day basis.

Yet when he came into this chamber and spoke—and it is on the record—he gave no indication
as to why in one breath he can speak about the importance of health and then cross the floor in this
chamber and vote against a motion which the very organisation which the National Party based this bill
on said it supported. He was not prepared to support our motion.

The National Party is playing politics. It is not sincere when it comes into this chamber and talks
about trying to improve the level of health of all Queenslanders. I have had many discussions with the
minister about that motion, and I understand his position. But do members know what? The National
Party has not been prepared to give one valid reason as to why it did not support it. I challenge the
Leader of the National Party and the shadow minister for health to explain to all Queenslanders why
they were not prepared to support our motion and why they could not see the consistency between our
motion and this bill. I can see the consistency, and I will be supporting it. Until they can convince me and
my constituents and all Queenslanders that they are not playing petty politics in this chamber, they do
not deserve to be an alternative government. More importantly, they do not seem to even want to
engage in any discussion with the other members in this chamber.

I cannot imagine that Queenslanders are prepared to sit back and simply see an opposition which
wants to be called the opposition but is not prepared to justify or explain its decisions to vote against
what I believe are valid and reasoned arguments. I am getting a little bit excited about this issue. I want
to put on the record the fact that we certainly have had frank discussions with the minister, and I
appreciate his frankness. I understand the government's position, but I am not yet convinced of the
National Party's position. As I have already said, I challenge the shadow minister and the leader to
justify their decisions and to explain to all Queenslanders the alternative. I will be supporting this bill. I



01 Sep 2004 Financial Administration and Audit Amendment Bill 2251

hope it goes into the consideration in detail stage. I hope we can further question the National Party
about this bill. I commend the bill to the House. 

Mr TERRY SULLIVAN (Stafford—ALP) (8.35 p.m.): I will not be supporting the bill before the
House introduced by the opposition. In my contribution, I want to contrast a number of alternatives to
what the National Party is proposing. The previous speaker in this debate was the member for Nicklin.
While I disagree with some of the things that the member for Nicklin said—and the fact is that I voted
against his motion to establish a parliamentary health committee; I had certain reasons for doing that
which were based on health grounds—the member for Nicklin makes a very poignant point. That point is
the absolute hypocrisy of the National Party to on the one hand vote down Mr Wellington's proposal to
have a parliamentary health committee and then on the other hand to propose this particular bill which
sets up another system of measuring the performance of health services. That is exactly what the
member for Nicklin had proposed. I honestly believe that what he had in mind—while I disagreed with
him—was to try to get better outcomes for Queensland residents and for patients who are attending our
health services.

The contrast with what the National Party has done is absolutely breathtaking. To vote against
Mr Wellington's motion and to then bring forward this bill in effect says, ‘We're not listening to the
argument. We just want to put ourselves up ahead of you.' That is a disappointing situation. The shadow
minister for health has to put forward to this chamber legitimate reasons as to why certain procedures
should be changed. During my contribution to this debate I will refer to a number of measurement
activities which are national or state reporting regimes and I will contrast them to what the opposition
has put forward.

There are at least three state and six federal agencies or forums which are designed to analyse,
review, monitor and report on the performances of health services throughout this state. I want to refer
briefly to the situation at the Prince Charles Hospital where the measurement of its operations,
management and service delivery is extensive. Not only does it apply the national and state reporting
criteria to which I will refer shortly, but through the Prince Charles Hospital District Health Council it has
constant internal reporting criteria to meet.

I have had the privilege of being a guest at the Prince Charles Hospital District Health Council,
which is chaired very capably by Ted Howard. The council is a very inclusive group of people from a
wide variety of backgrounds who bring community and professional points of view to the assessment of
health services. At every monthly meeting one section of the district health service makes a
presentation to the District Health Council. It has to justify or show what it is doing in terms of its aims,
service delivery, financial expectations and whether it is meeting those expectations, the complaints or
compliments that come from patients within that particular sector, what its plans for the future are and
where that fits into Queensland Health's overall plan. With no fanfare or publicity, but with a huge
amount of hard work, the district health councils are actually monitoring internally on a monthly basis the
services that are provided. 

I say to the Health Minister that I find the Prince Charles Hospital District Health Council an
excellent group to be associated with. He is aware of the pre-eminent position that the Prince Charles
Hospital has within Queensland Health as it is the major facility for cardiothoracic transplants. It is the
first hospital in Australia to have had a triple transplant, which was performed just over 12 months ago. It
has a world-class reputation in cardiothoracic services as well as cystic fibrosis, orthopaedic, mental
health and extended care. The facility is under pressure and assessment continually. 

What the shadow minister is presenting will do nothing to provide one extra service for a person
on the north side of Brisbane. From memory, I think about 400,000 people are covered by the district in
addition to the specialist patients who are flown in from the rest of Queensland, the south-west Pacific,
Papua New Guinea, the Pacific islands and northern New South Wales for the treatment of extremely
difficult cardiothoracic conditions. What the opposition is proposing in its bill gives nothing extra to health
services. The National Party simply wants to add another layer to the reporting process. 

What the National Party is asking this parliament to do is to spend more time, effort and money on
paperwork without providing one extra service to anyone in Queensland. It is ironic that at a time when
they are saying you cannot just throw money at something but you have to provide better services—and
they have criticised some of the government departments for being too top heavy—they want to
introduce a bill from the opposition benches that adds another layer of reporting on top of what we have.

Probably the most disgraceful contribution that I heard in the debate was from the member from
Burnett. He has no idea of what is happening with Queensland Health services. Firstly, there is the
reality that people go to hospital because they are sick and dying. It is an absolute disgrace that he is
climbing over the aching bodies of Queensland patients for cheap political advantage. His negative
carping, whingeing contributions in this House cast a pall of discontent over a hospital which previously
held its head high and was proud of the services it delivered to the South Burnett area. 

With the former Health Minister, Wendy Edmond, both in government and in opposition, I had the
privilege of driving around the South Burnett area on two separate occasions and to visit community
health facilities, the small hospitals and the base hospitals in that area. I have an idea of the pride that
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the people from those areas used to have before two local members tore the reputation of the hospital
apart. A previous member, Doug Slack, used to come into this place and deride what was happening in
the Bundaberg Hospital. He started the denigration of the service delivery in that area. 

Mr Messenger: It is true.
Mr TERRY SULLIVAN: The member for Burnett interjects and says he told the truth. The people

in his own area decided he was not telling the truth and they kicked him out. A salutary warning to the
zealot from Burnett would be that if he continues in this ill-founded, negative carping criticism of the
Bundaberg health facilities, he will actually receive the judgment of the people in the South Burnett. 

What the member has brought about is an increasing difficulty for recruitment to the Bundaberg
Hospital and health facilities. By his negative carping and continuing criticism of what has gone on, he
has made it more difficult to appoint staff to those facilities. 

Mr MESSENGER: I rise to a point of order. The member for Stafford is not being relevant to the
bill. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr O’Brien): Order! There is no point of order. 
Mr TERRY SULLIVAN: I mentioned that I would be proposing a series of alternatives. We have

actually had an alternative to the current system proposed by the opposition. As part of that contribution,
the member for Burnett proposed certain things that should or should not occur in his area. I am
indicating to the parliament that not only does he not have an understanding of how the health services
work, but what he is proposing is not helping to contribute to the health services of the Burnett area. His
baseless allegations, such as that concerning the 72-hour-on roster allegation, was reputed in the
Bundaberg News-Mail, by the district manager——

Time expired. 
Mr COPELAND (Cunningham—NPA) (8.47 p.m.): At the outset I thank all members who have

contributed to the debate, both in the last sitting week and this week. It is a shame that the government
will not be supporting this private member's bill. We hear a lot about bipartisanship when the
government tries to get support for the bills that it introduces into the parliament, and usually that is
exactly what happens. However, when it comes to an opposition private member's bill it is very rare that
the same bipartisanship is returned. 

It is clear which side of the House truly understands accountability and how to measure
accountability through performance auditing. It is ironic that a debate was started and finished in the last
sitting week and this debate came on soon after, and that both of those debates were about trying to
achieve better outcomes from Queensland Health and the performance of Queensland Health. 

I agreed with a lot of the sentiments expressed, for example, by the Independents and One
Nation members in the motion moved by the member for Nicklin during the 5.30 p.m. debate on the
evening prior to this debate beginning during the last sitting week. It was clear from a lot of the things
expressed by people who participated in that debate that there are real concerns in all of our electorates
about how Queensland Health is performing. I guess the difference is how the Independents—including
the member for Nicklin—and ourselves view the best way to achieve those outcomes. The member for
Nicklin thought that a parliamentary committee was the best. We disagree and think that independent
auditing by the Auditor-General is the best. 

I wish to quote the member for Gympie from the debate on that motion. She said—
... I wish to state that ideally we would have performance audits carried out by the Auditor-General in order to ascertain the real
situation of health in this state. However, in the absence of such audits a parliamentary health committee would be the next best
thing. 

The member for Gympie agreed that the best situation would be that the Auditor-General would
conduct independent audits, and that is certainly the position of the National Party opposition. This bill
was sitting on the Notice Paper at that stage. We still think that it is the best way to measure the
performance of Queensland Health in an apolitical way by an apolitical office, that is, the Auditor-
General. Simply put, that is our position and we stand by that decision. 

It has been the National Party's policy in government to introduce performance auditing across
the whole of government. However, in this instance the opportunity was taken to introduce performance
auditing of the Health Department in a genuine effort to meet our election commitment to independently
audit elective surgery waiting lists. Incidentally, the Premier also promised to undertake an independent
audit, but in typical fashion we are still waiting for the government to act. We are still waiting to hear who
will conduct the audit and when that audit will take place.

A weakness of the government's promise to independently audit the waiting list is that it is a once-
only operation—it would happen only once—however, waiting lists of patients are constantly evolving
and require continual assessment and evaluation of that process. Government members during this
debate have consistently said that we do not need an audit because there are so many performance
measurements already in place. They forget that they are only Queensland Health figures, with no
independent scrutiny, in contrast to a real independent audit, which was promised by the Premier. He
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promised that he was going to do this, yet they are questioning the need to even have it. There is a real
inconsistency between what the Premier said during the election campaign as a result of the
commitment by the coalition at that stage and what is currently being said by Labor members of this
government. 

Mr Terry Sullivan: There are already six areas of audit. 
Mr COPELAND: I hear the member for Stafford saying again that there is no need for any audit

because it is already in place. That is clearly in breach of the promise made by the Premier during the
election campaign. The Premier made a promise that he would introduce independent auditing of
Queensland Health. We think a one-off is not substantial enough. That is why we have proposed this as
an ongoing process. 

The Health Minister stated that the Auditor-General already has the powers under the Financial
Administration and Audit Act to conduct audits of agencies' performance management systems.
However, that audit process examines whether the agency has a performance management system in
place. It does not have the scope to examine the performance of a program or a system to ascertain
whether the taxpayers are getting value for their dollar. 

Organisational control is the process whereby an organisation ensures that it is pursuing
strategies and actions which will enable it to achieve its goals, but to guarantee that the organisations or
agencies are on track or determine whether they are the victims of their own propaganda an
independent assessment needs to be undertaken. At this juncture it should be remembered that the
government is merely a custodian of taxpayers' funds and consequently is charged with the
responsibility of ensuring that taxpayers get real value for their money. Evaluation of performance is
central to organisational control and its subsequent management success. 

Evaluation or auditing means posing seven basic questions which are: what has happened; why
has it happened; what was the result; was the result effective; was the result economical; should it
continue; and what are we going to do about it? The questions can be answered through performance
measurement and auditing. Obviously, an answer to the first question would provide management with
far more useful and objective information than it would otherwise have in order to answer the other
questions. In his speech on 18 August the Health Minister stated—
Queensland Health is obligated under a series of arrangements with external bodies to provide a range of data covering many
aspects of the public hospital and health system. 

The minister tabled a list of bodies that do some external auditing. We have heard that repeated
by other members of the government. However, the operative words of the minister's speech are
‘Queensland Health... provide a range of data', which means that Queensland Health provides the
statistics and forwards them to the various external bodies. An independent agency does not come in
and examine whether the range of data is accurate or whether the data meets the funding and social
objectives or the criteria established. The parliament, the external agencies and the public are expected
to believe the often empty rhetoric provided by bureaucrats or their ministerial masters. 

We can all recall the health report drafted by the Premier's media adviser last year, which was
brazenly presented by the Premier as an independent report into the success of the Health
Department's administration. We all know that within weeks the Premier had to promise an immediate
injection of some $20 million to try to get the elective surgery waiting lists back into some order. Sadly,
the victims in this charade-playing and political nonsense are the sick and the infirm—patients who have
no other option but to wait painfully on some listing in order to have their suffering eased. 

Performance auditing as provided under this bill will not be limited to waiting list assessment. It
will provide the Auditor-General the opportunity to examine all Queensland Health programs and
provide the government with sound evaluation and associated recommendations. It is all about good
governance and it is about accountability. 

The minister implied that this bill would mean that the audit would only be done annually, but that
is simply a minimum performance standard. The Auditor-General would have the discretion to do it on a
continual basis. It is on that continual basis that we will be able to get some sort of measurement
standard that we can compare. 

All honourable members would be fully aware that it is not only elective surgery waiting lists which
need constant monitoring. Evidence grows daily that independent audits are warranted of the state's
public hospital emergency departments, public hospital bed numbers, medical and nursing work force
issues, specialists in public hospitals, mental health beds and resources. Of course, we were recently
made aware of the mess in their waste management practices. 

Members will have to agree that there are certainly many aspects and programs within
Queensland Health that could do with some serious independent assessment and evaluation. The
government has a serious problem when it comes to independent assessment. We saw that today with
the disrespect the government has for accountability with the passing of its amendments to the Freedom
of Information Act. 
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Similarly, in 1998 the Beattie government was quick to weaken the last remaining bastion of
independence within the portfolio by gutting the role of the chief health officer, who is an independent
medical officer under the Health Act. In 1998 the Beattie government claimed that it was providing
accountable government but then delivered a major assault on the chief health officer's role. The
amendments to the act created a major conflict of interest and seriously compromised the health
standards delivered by the department. The act provided for the extraordinary transfer of statutory
powers from the independent medical officer to the director-general. 

The act centralised power with the director-general of the Department of Health. By diminishing
the chief health officer's role, more power was placed in the hands of the bean counters, and it
weakened the important safeguard of having a statutory office-holder, an independent medical officer,
who reported directly to the minister and who had the power to represent health standards first and not
just budget considerations on public health issues. Because of the gutting of this previously significant
and important chief health officer's role and the management style and method of operation of
Queensland Health, which in many constituents' eyes seems to lurch from one crisis to another, it is
imperative that some independent assessment be available to examine how the department is
performing, how the department is spending taxpayers' money, how effective departmental expenditure
has been, whether that expenditure met community expectations and whether it was spent on the right
program at the right time.

The financial administration and audit amendment bill provides for that independent assessment.
Independent auditing by the Auditor-General would assist in restoring public confidence in departmental
management and departmental operations. If government members want a better health system for
their constituents and if government members want to see a government agency with an operating
budget of over $5 billion and which is responsible for the health and wellbeing of some three and a
half million people being more accountable to the taxpayers whom we all serve, then they should
support this bill. I commend the bill to the House. 

Question—That the bill be now read a second time—put; and the House divided—
AYES, 21—Copeland, Flegg, Foley, Hobbs, Horan, Johnson, Knuth, Langbroek, Lee Long, Lingard, McArdle, Menkens, Pratt,
Rickuss, E.Roberts, Rowell, Seeney, Stuckey, Wellington. Tellers: Hopper, Messenger
NOES, 51—Attwood, Barry, Barton, Bligh, Choi, E.Clark, L.Clark, Croft, Cummins, N.Cunningham, English, Fenlon, Finn, Fouras,
Fraser, Hoolihan, Jarratt, Keech, Lavarch, Lawlor, Lee, Livingstone, Male, McGrady, McNamara, Miller, Molloy, Mulherin, Nelson-
Carr, Nolan, Nuttall, O’Brien, Pearce, Pitt, Purcell, Reynolds, N.Roberts, Robertson, Schwarten, Scott, Smith, Spence, Stone,
Struthers, C.Sullivan, Wallace, Welford, Wells, Wilson. Tellers: T.Sullivan, Reeves

Resolved in the negative.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Hon. R.J. WELFORD (Everton—ALP) (Acting Leader of the House) (9.07 p.m.): I move—

That general business orders of the day Nos 2 to 3 and government business order of the day No. 2 be postponed.

Motion agreed to.

PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 18 May (see p. 1113).
Mr SEENEY (Callide—NPA) (Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (9.08 p.m.): Mr Deputy

Speaker—
Mr Welford interjected. 
Mr SEENEY: Absolutely. Listen and you will learn something. 
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Wallace): Order! Members will address the chair. 
Mr SEENEY: I am pleased to lead the contribution on behalf of the opposition to the consideration

of the Professional Standards Bill 2004. The opposition will not be opposing this bill, which seeks to limit
the loss that professionals can be liable for for pure economic loss or for property damage. This is the
third stage in a process of changing the laws in this House in an attempt to overcome the problems
caused by the rapid increase in the price of insurance coverage and its availability to particular
community groups. It follows the Personal Injuries Proceedings Act 2002 and the Civil Liability Act 2003,
both of which still need, I believe, to be reassessed in their operations as there is yet no discernable
increase in the availability of insurance coverage for ordinary citizens in organisations or in the costs of
obtaining such coverage.

This whole issue of public liability insurance is one that has been raised many times in this House
by members of the opposition and by some government members, and it is one that has had a huge
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impact and is continuing to have a huge impact on communities throughout Queensland, especially on
the activities of community groups. The response that the Beattie Labor government has put in place so
far has, like so much else that the government has done, been more about rhetoric than results. It
appears that, with the problem of public liability insurance, the old Beattie adage of putting out a press
release and considering the issue solved is the approach that the government has taken. But the
problem remains, and it is a huge problem. It is affecting communities right across Queensland, and it is
affecting the operation of community groups within those communities to an extent that it is changing the
whole lifestyle in those communities and the way of life which people enjoy.

It is a problem that needs to be addressed. While the bill before the House tonight is another
small step in the right direction, unfortunately it is only a small step. It does not solve the problem by any
means, like the two bills before it. The Attorney-General surely would not suggest that this bill, or the two
bills that have preceded it, have solved the problem. I hope that in summing up the consideration of this
bill—which we will lend support to—we hear from the Attorney-General some indication of what else the
government plans to do to address this issue of public liability insurance. It remains a major issue which
the government must grapple with. While this bill addresses a very small part of that problem it, along
with its two predecessors—the Personal Injuries Proceedings Act 2002 and the Civil Liability Act 2002—
will not solve the problem. It is something that I believe—and say quite genuinely to the Attorney-
General—is probably the biggest issue for the Attorney-General to find a solution to. He needs to find a
more complete and more appropriate solution to this problem for communities right across Queensland. 

The bill before the House is basically a model and a parallel of the New South Wales legislation,
which has been fundamentally supported by the Commonwealth and other jurisdictions such as
Western Australia. Under the terms of this bill the liability for damages of professional groups who
develop and enforce codes of practice approved by a professional standards council and who can
operate an approved insurance scheme will be capped at a figure of $500,000 for pure economic loss
and property damage. In return for this capping and this protection, members of recognised professions
must be prepared to undertake continuing professional development and adhere to a code of conduct.
They must be prepared to participate in a complaints and discipline process, and implement risk
management strategies and quality assurance programs. These processes will be reviewed by a
professional standards council every six years so as to ensure that the standards are kept up-to-date.
The terms of those reviews are set out in the bill. 

One of the problems with the bill is that it is still unclear what type of activity will be included in the
description of what comprises a profession and which will be covered by this bill. While no doubt the
traditional professions are covered—we assume that the traditional professions are those in the medical
field—there are a range of new professional groups that are constantly emerging and evolving as
society and the economy changes. 

The question that the Attorney-General also needs to clarify in the consideration of this bill tonight
is how far the provisions of this bill extend. Are groups such as organic farmers, for example, or similar
groups able to be regarded as a profession for the purposes of this bill? What about those people who
professionally develop web sites or computer programs who are involved in emerging careers in
emerging areas of technology? Will they be covered by the elements of this bill? Will the government
actively put in place programs that will encourage groups to coalesce so that they can be described as
professions for the purposes of this bill? Perhaps the minister can provide those types of details in his
summation to this second reading consideration. 

The bill will not apply to any claims involving fraud, dishonesty or breach of trust, death or
personal injury or negligence by a lawyer acting in a personal claim, or liability for loss of title under the
Land Title Act 1994. However, this still leaves the potentiality for difficulties to occur and increased costs
to be incurred by claimants in determining whether a claim is within or outside the parameters of this bill.

Contracting out also raises a number of issues in regard to the operation of this bill. Contracting
out of the provisions of the act is to be prohibited. However, this raises issues as to whether this
constitutes too much interference in the capacity of large-scale organisations to enter into appropriate
arrangements with their professional service providers. The bill before the House reflects a one-size-fits-
all approach rather than facilitating the creation of arrangements that enable parties who can do so to
enter into appropriate contractual arrangements with their professional service providers. 

The professional standards council, which is referred to in the bill as ‘the council’, is established
as an independent body with functions including advising the minister about matters regarding approval,
amendment and revocation of schemes. Other matters are assisting occupational associations in
improving occupational standards of the association and its members and monitoring occupational
standards and risk management strategies. It also has various advice and awareness functions. They
are outlined in part 6 of the bill. It is envisaged that there will eventually be a single national council. 

It should be noted that the professional standards council will be appointed by the government
and will thus not necessarily be representative of Queensland professional bodies. The government has
indicated that it will consider appointing people who are members of the national professional standards
council in order to ensure that common standards are maintained between jurisdictions to prevent forum
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shopping. However, will this ensure that the views of the Queensland based professional bodies will be
adequately taken into account by the national professional standards council, or will this be another
case of the views of the Queensland professionals being subservient to the views of the triangle of
Sydney, Canberra and Melbourne? 

Clause 8 of the bill provides the council with the power to approve a scheme. A scheme only
affects liability arising from a single cause of action for damages of $500,000 or more. Approvals are
sent to the minister, who must then notify the approval by Gazette notice, which means that if a notice is
disallowed by the parliament the scheme will not have an effect. Schemes can be challenged in the
Supreme Court and may be amended, revoked or replaced. 

As part of the approval process the council must publicly notify the scheme and invite written
comments and submissions. The council may, if appropriate, hold a public hearing to receive comments.
It must make its decision taking into account the comments and other factors set out in clause 12 of the
bill, which include: effect on people of limiting an association's liability, the association's risk
management strategies, its disciplinary measures, the scheme's insurance standards, and the cost and
availability of institutions for members of the association. It must consider the number and amount of
claims made against people in the relevant association and consumer protection issues. 

The contents of the scheme—including who it applies to and who may seek exemption, apart
from officers, partners or employees of the association—are described in the bill. Only members of the
scheme can access its benefits and assume its duties. It will provide for one or more ways in which the
liability of members is to be limited, for example, by reference to an insurance policy and/or the value of
business assets. The limits must be over an amount of at least $500,000. 

The level of the cap for each scheme will depend on factors such as the history of claims and
consumer protection considerations. The level of the liability can vary between members. Under a
scheme, an insurance policy must comply with relevant insurance standards. The amount payable
under the insurance policy or the value of the assets must not be less than the amount of the capped
liability. A scheme will tend to be tailored to the needs of each association, depending on the risk
inherent in the professional work and other matters which are considered to be relevant.

The bill repeals chapter 2, part 2 of the Civil Liability Act 2003, which deals with proportionate
liability. It replaces it with new provisions retaining the basic concept of proportionate liability but with
changes to ensure national consistency. Proportionate liability is the apportionment of the level of
responsibility between concurrent wrongdoers for property damage or economic loss so that each
wrongdoer is liable only to the extent of their responsibility. In order to protect general consumers,
proportionate liability will not apply on claims arising out of goods or services acquired for personal,
domestic or household use or relating to non-business professional advice. Those provisions are set out
in part 8 of the bill.

The opposition will be lending support, in principle, to this bill. It represents an attempt to improve
the standards of professional practice and the availability of insurance which protects the rights of
injured parties in regard to those professionals. 

In conclusion, I look forward to hearing the government's plans to address the issue of public
liability insurance, which is having such a major impact on communities throughout this state. I hope that
the bill before the House and any future initiatives the government might undertake are more successful
in dealing with the problem than some of its past attempts. I refer particularly to the community
organisations pooling system that was launched with so much fanfare and turned out to be a
monumental flop. That particular initiative has been something of a grave disappointment to many of the
community groups that I represent and to many different community groups throughout the state.

The bill before the House deals with a very small part of the problem. It appears to address that
problem by capping claims, and it contains the other provisions that I have just outlined. I hope that it is
only one of a number of initiatives the government will bring into this House to address the problem of
public liability insurance. The opposition will be keen to lend support to further initiatives that do just that. 

Mrs CROFT (Broadwater—ALP) (9.22 p.m.) I rise to speak in support of the Professional
Standards Bill 2004. The Beattie government has worked hard to address the problems that emerged
from the insurance crisis of two years ago when issues relating to the availability and affordability of
professional indemnity insurance became a concern for all Queenslanders. Over the past two years, the
Attorney-General has worked hard to address those concerns. He introduced the first stage of the
government's reforms in June 2002 with the Personal Injuries Proceedings Act 2002. Later, in March
2003, the second stage of tort reform was introduced with the passing of the Civil Liability Act. This bill
represents the third stage of tort reform by this government.

Following the recent insurance crisis, problems arose such as the increased cost of professional
services and instances where professionals were not actually insuring the services they provided.
These are the reasons for the introduction of this bill. The objective of this bill is to ensure that
professionals have access to affordable insurance options and that, as a result, the everyday consumer
is provided with greater protection when engaging a professional and the quality of professional
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services is of the highest standard. This can be achieved by providing for a scheme in which an
association representing persons of a similar or substantially similar occupation will submit to an
independent body established under this bill—the professional standards council—and there will be a
commitment by its members to improve the standards of their work. By improving their standards, the
expected outcome is that the risk of exposure to liability for their work is reduced.

In its submission to the professional standards council, an occupational association will be
required to implement measures such as a code of conduct, complaints and disciplinary procedures and
ongoing professional development. The positive outcome derived from improving risk management
strategies and quality assurance mechanisms submitted by an organisation will primarily be the
decrease in insurance premiums for professionals. However, no doubt the scheme will go a long way
towards restoring the public's faith in a number of tarnished professions.

It will be a requirement that professionals have the insurance policies and/or the business assets
to cover any potential liability that may arise from claims against them. This will ensure that clients who
suffer damage caused by the negligent work of the engaged professional are covered. While the bill
offers a number of ways of limiting liability for professionals participating in the scheme, I am pleased
that the bill provides a mandatory scheme for all members of an approved occupational association.

In conclusion, it is important to mention that the bill provides flexibility for occupational
associations that participate in the scheme arrangements. Quite a number of relevant stakeholders were
consulted in the formation of this bill. Finally, the consumer will ultimately reap the benefits that will result
from the implementation of this bill, including guaranteed level of recovery if an adverse event occurs,
access to improved professional services and the money saved by the reduction of professional
indemnity insurance premiums. I congratulate the minister and commend the bill to the House. 

Mr PURCELL (9.26 p.m.) It gives me pleasure to rise today to speak on the Professional
Standards Bill 2004. Mention insurance and we think of chaos or even crisis. There have been a number
of crises in the world in the last few years where insurance companies have taken some heavy hits.
They certainly have been crises. This is a topic that every Queenslander is interested in and familiar
with. This legislation is the third stage in the government’s reforms to address the insurance crisis. This
is the next step after the Personal Injuries Proceedings Act 2004 and the Civil Liability Act 2003.

We need to lessen the pressure on insurance premiums and we need to provide protection from
the risk of liability. This is essential for many community groups. One of those groups includes people
who I know quite well who operate in the building industry. The insurance situation for engineers and
architects, and so forth, has been very, very difficult to manage. Liability now comes down to a single
person. Even if someone works for a large company, they are told that their work is their work and they
must sign it off. They do not get any protection from working for a company. It comes down to their own
professional insurance. That makes it very difficult.

It is the same situation for medical practitioners, community organisations and volunteers. If these
measures are not brought in, our whole society will suffer—not only the professionals who provide these
services but also the clients who use them. Imagine what our society would be like without community
organisations and volunteers. The financially and socially disadvantaged would suffer and the domino
effect would cause an intrusion into all of our lives. Many sporting bodies have experienced this. Clubs
could not obtain insurance to train our young people in sport. They have found it difficult to obtain any
public liability insurance at all, or it has been too dear and they cannot afford it. One has only to consider
the American suing mentality that is referred to so casually by us and by the media. We are heading
down that path in Australia, but we have a chance to change our direction before it is too late.

This legislation will introduce a scheme that will offer professionals access to affordable insurance
and will ensure greater certainty and protection for consumers. The quality of professional services will
not be compromised. This legislation will limit exposure to damages for property damage or pure
economic loss. It will not limit liability where there is a personal injury or where a lawyer is negligent
when acting in a personal injury claim.

We have to be very careful, as a government, that we do not overreact or create an imbalance.
We talk in percentages sometimes and it does give a false impression. We might say that if someone
has only a five or 10 per cent incapacity, they lose the ability to sue. A five or 10 per cent incapacity of
the back will affect someone’s whole life. Depending on their profession, particularly if they use their
hands and back, it could take away their ability to earn a living and provide for their family. It can take
away someone’s amenity of life for the rest of their life.

In other words, if we limit the personal claims this will not allow the professionals to manipulate
the system. We will put in place new risk management strategies and new quality assurance
mechanisms. This will in turn result in higher professional standards. All Queenslanders will benefit from
this. 

We rely very heavily on our training systems and our people within this country. We do have
standards. We rely on those standards being upheld by the government. We all benefit from that.
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Sometimes we say that we pay too much for services or we pay too much for a person to do a job for us,
but we are paying for their standard of work.

Another important factor is that this bill will establish a professional standards council. It will be an
independent body that has the function of approving and monitoring schemes. The minister will appoint
skilled and qualified members to the council. This legislation will provide a better deal for Queensland
consumers. It will improve professional standards. It will ensure that all professionals carry a level of
insurance which will be able to cover all claims against them. It will provide specific consumer protection
measures which in turn will provide a fair outcome for all. Given the calamities of the last few years, that
is long overdue. It is important to people from all walks of life. It will ensure a future for our children. It is
fair to all. I commend the bill to the House. 

Mr NEIL ROBERTS (Nudgee—ALP) (9.31 p.m.): In rising to speak in the debate on the
Professional Standards Bill, before I make my contribution I want to respond to a couple of things that
the member for Callide said. The one thing on which I agree with him is that community groups in
particular are suffering the burden of increased public liability premiums. That is something that
members on both sides of this House have been raising for some time and advocating on their behalf. 

He then went on basically to criticise the Queensland government for what he perceived was our
lack of effort in trying to address this problem. In effect, he is criticising his colleagues in the federal
government at the same time. The initiatives that have been put in place at both the state and federal
level have been jointly determined and agreed at ministerial council level by both federal coalition
ministers and state ministers. The member for Callide is, in a sense, directly criticising his federal
colleagues. 

Mr Wilson: He would not realise that though. 
Mr NEIL ROBERTS: No, he does not realise that because he probably has not done the research

on this issue that he should have done. In terms of the responses of governments at all levels across
Australia, I point out that a number of very significant initiatives have been put in place to address this
issue, including significant tort law reforms. This bill is the final stage in the package of reforms that all
state governments are putting in place. 

We have established a group liability scheme, which he has criticised. Yes, there have been some
criticisms of the application of that scheme. We have put in place some improvements over the last
couple of years. There have been some issues which have needed to be dealt with. It does offer a
service to community groups which is not offered by any other state. Queensland is the only state that
set up the group liability scheme which does, at least, provide additional service and support to
community organisations. 

We have provided relief from duty for eligible organisations and provided advice on risk
management practices for community groups. So the response of our government has been identical to
the response of all other governments and has been done in conjunction and with the support of
governments at all levels. 

The reforms that have been put in place within Australia across all jurisdictions have been
recognised internationally. Both the Commonwealth and state governments were represented recently
at an international conference in London where these reforms created a great deal of interest from other
countries and were seen to be a way in which the difficulties of liability insurance can be addressed in
other jurisdictions as well. 

We are now seeing a much more favourable underwriting environment for insurers. The area in
which the member for the Callide should be focusing his attention is the insurers themselves. The
underwriting environment is very favourable at the moment. Over the last year or so we have seen
increased profit or a return to profitability in that sector. The member for Callide, and indeed all members
in this House, should now be putting pressure on the companies to reduce their premiums, particularly
in the not-for-profit sector. 

As I have indicated, this bill represents the final stage of legislative reforms that have been
designed to lessen the impact of public liability insurance problems in Australia that have been
experienced for the last few years. As the Attorney-General pointed out in his second reading speech,
the bill will enable professionals to access more affordable insurance and provide greater certainty for
consumers with respect to the quality of professional services. 

I had the pleasure of representing the Premier and Treasurer at the ministerial council on
insurance matters in Hobart earlier this year where the issue of professional standards legislation was
raised. The clear consensus amongst ministers at state and federal level was that professional
standards legislation should be consistent across all jurisdictions. As with all other states, our legislation
has been based on the New South Wales act. 

The bill before the House provides two key benefits for the professions and the community.
Because it establishes a monetary cap for liability, it provides professions with certainty about their level
of exposure. In setting this cap, it was also important to ensure that consumers' interests were protected
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as well. The legislation also facilitates the provision of more affordable insurance by bulk purchase
arrangements made on behalf of professionals in a particular sector. 

Price pressures are also lessened because professional bodies can bargain on the basis that
their members will be required to implement risk management practices and undergo continuing
professional development. They also risk disciplinary action if they fail to act accordingly. These
activities limit the liability exposure of insurers thus leading to an environment where they can offer
lower premiums. 

One issue that the federal government raised at the Hobart ministerial council meeting was the
possibility of broadening the profession standards legislation to include personal injury associated with
medical negligence. This issue was opposed by all states because that would have allowed the medical
profession to cap their liability with respect to medical negligence claims and leave injured parties
without appropriate compensation. It was also contrary to the recommendations made in the report by
Justice Ipp that professional standards legislation should not include medical negligence.

Additionally for Queensland the proposal was considered unnecessary as the legislation we have
in place already contains specific provisions which reduce the exposure of the medical profession to
negligence actions. Another factor was that the federal government has implemented what is referred to
as its blue sky scheme which has provided a level of protection to medical practitioners whereby under
that scheme the federal government has assumed liability for the entire amount payable by a doctor in
excess of a threshold of $20 million for claims notified under medical indemnity insurance from 1 July
2003. The threshold is designed to encourage medical defence organisations to offer the maximum
amount of cover that can feasibly be sourced from the commercial reinsurance market. 

The bill provides a mandatory scheme for all members of an approved occupational association
and those members are prohibited from contracting out the capped liability arrangements under this bill.
As the minister outlined in his second reading speech, if contracting out was not prohibited, large
corporate consumers could use their market power to force small businesses to waive the cap on
liability. 

The bill does provide for some flexibility in this requirement. Professions may choose to either
have higher limits of liability or seek exemption from the scheme from their professional association thus
allowing for circumstances where levels of insurance higher than the cap are important in some contract
situations. 

The bill overall is a balanced piece of legislation which meets Queensland's commitment to tackle
the liability insurance problems. As I have indicated, it is the final stage of the reforms proposed by our
government and is in line with the reforms urged by the insurance industry itself. 

At the beginning of this process, the insurance industry asserted that these reforms would lead to
an improvement in the insurance market and also a return to profitability for the sector. That has indeed
happened. However, for some in the community, particularly the not-for-profit sector, there have been
few benefits passed on by these reforms. At this stage I think it is fair to say that most people in the
community sector would see that the insurance industry has benefited quite significantly, particularly
due to the return to profitability in the last year or so. The community sector is still waiting for the industry
to pass on those benefits. The ACCC has a monitoring role on this issue and the last two monitoring
reports have shown that, in terms of average premiums—which sometimes can be a little misleading in
terms of the practical impact on many organisations on the ground—in 2002 average premiums
increased by around 44 per cent and increased by about 17 per cent in 2003. However, as I pointed out
to the ACCC at the meeting in Hobart earlier this year, these figures do not represent the practical
experience of a large number of community and sporting organisations. I gave examples from within my
own electorate where many organisations had experienced increases last year ranging from 50 per cent
up to around 100 per cent.

The Queensland government has put in place, as I have indicated, a range of reforms. We
believe that those reforms were directly responsible for the improved insurance market, particularly in
the motor vehicle sector, and enabled us to reduce premiums in the third-party insurance area.
Insurance companies continually advise us that we will never see a return to the pre-HIH days when
there were quite low premiums because they were unsustainable. Whereas I think that is the case, there
is still a strong argument—and I think the evidence is increasingly starting to suggest this—that the
industry is now in a position to pass on more benefits directly in terms of reduced premiums to the
community sector. The Beattie government has continued to push the federal government to give the
ACCC the necessary investigative and enforcement powers over the insurance industry. It is only then
when those powers are granted that the full benefits of the insurance reforms can be required to be
passed on to consumers.

I was pleased to read reports in the media last week that a federal Latham Labor government will
give powers to the ACCC to curb price exploitation by insurance companies, including provisions which
will enable the seeking of refunds for customers. The evidence is that the rate of increase in premiums
has slowed somewhat. However, as I have indicated, most community groups are yet to see the real
benefits of the reforms that we have put in place. As I have indicated in other places on behalf of the
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Treasurer, it is time now for the insurance companies to deliver the benefits which they are receiving
from the government's reforms in this area. On that basis, I congratulate the Attorney-General and his
department on their hard work in putting this bill together and commend the bill to the House. 

Dr FLEGG (Moggill—Lib) (9.42 p.m.): In essence, this bill allows for a capping of liability with
resultant insurance benefits to professional groupings—that is, there is the capping of damages
provided that it is disclosed to each client and in return for the professional body or occupational
association implementing a risk management strategy involving quality assurance mechanisms dealing
with areas such as codes of conduct, complaints, disciplinary procedures and ongoing professional
development. In particular, I note from the honourable minister's second reading speech that once
accepted by parliament this bill produces a mandatory scheme for all members of the approved
occupational association. The bill establishes a Professional Standards Council which will be an
independent body that has the function of approving and monitoring the schemes. I will confine my
comments on this bill to its impact on the medical profession, bearing in mind that once a scheme is
introduced it will provide mandatory cover for professionals within the occupational association.

Recently in the press we have seen an unprecedented attack by the Minister for Health on the
standards and accreditation as well as the standards of training within the College of Pathologists within
the state of Queensland. In fact, we have the spectacle of the Health Minister referring the College of
Pathologists to the ACCC because it is trying to maintain the professional standards and the standard of
training which Australians have become accustomed to. So this bill has a requirement for the college to
implement codes of conduct, complaints management, disciplinary procedures and ongoing
professional development for its members. As the minister said in his second reading speech—
Professional standards will be achieved through risk management strategies and quality assurance mechanisms.

The College of Pathologists has responsibility for accrediting overseas trained specialists and
accrediting training positions. The performance of Queensland Health in both retaining and recruiting
senior staff with sufficient experience to train new Australian anatomical pathologists has been abysmal.
There are currently 11 vacancies for pathologists as a result of the unfavourable treatment of
pathologists compared to the other states and the appalling level of morale amongst pathologists in
Queensland. The college is charged with ensuring the adequacy of training for trainees entering the
highly skilled and extremely complex profession. When the college exercises its duty to maintain the
standards—the type of duty that is envisaged as a prerequisite in this bill—it is attacked by the minister
as conducting an anticompetitive closed shop and is referred to the ACCC.

The Attorney-General's bill is seeking to impose quality standards upon professions while his
colleague is pressuring the responsible professional body to lower its standards and is then publicly
attacking the responsible body as a smokescreen to hide Queensland Health's failure to make itself an
attractive employer to pathologists and its failure to maintain sufficient morale and work conditions so
that it fails to retain the pathologists that it has. This is another case of shooting the messenger. The
College of Pathologists in its efforts to maintain an adequate standard in this highly qualified speciality—
the other string in its bow, as well as maintaining the standards in the training program in Queensland—
is to assess overseas trained doctors to ensure that they meet reasonable minimum standards.

This bill seeks to impose reasonable minimum standards. The College of Pathologists, in seeking
to impose reasonable minimum standards on overseas trained pathologists, follows the same procedure
as used by other professional groups. To ensure the quality of overseas trained doctors, they may be
referred from the Australian Medical Council on to the colleges to assess their skill to work as an
overseas trained specialist. In common with other branches of medicine, two streams are used. Firstly,
to qualify as a consultant in pathology, the overseas trained applicant must satisfy a peer interview and
sit a standard test of clinical knowledge. In the case of anatomical pathologists, the test comprises 10
pathology slides of which they have to achieve a diagnosis. But there is also another scheme—a much
simpler scheme introduced to try to help Queensland Health cope with its specialist shortage.

If the overseas trained doctor is working or is being accredited to work only in an area of need
rather than being a fully accredited consultant, they can become an accredited consultant to work in a
designated area of need. This is a simple process of a peer interview with the interviewing panel
reporting to the college which then issues the area of need accreditation. To help the applicant and
Queensland Health, this interview is often simply done by telephone. The fact of the matter is that the
majority of overseas trained doctors seeking area of need accreditation are approved by the college and
allowed to work. What is more, Queensland Health is using the most liberal definition of ‘area of need' in
order to employ overseas trained anatomical pathologists with minimum assessment of their clinical
ability.

For example, the PA Hospital in central Brisbane is employing an area-of-need anatomical
pathologist. The minister claimed in the media that the college was even excluding United States trained
specialists. From all inquiries, this appears to be grossly misleading as nobody within the medical
accreditation system whom I was able to contact is aware of any American trained anatomical
pathologist being refused accreditation by the college. 
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If the Attorney-General is introducing legislation that has to apply to all professions, including the
medical profession, and if, as part of this legislation, he requires the professional association to 'achieve
risk management strategies and assurance mechanisms', his own colleagues with ministerial
responsibility over professional associations are working against the imposition of these standards. In
fact, they are attempting to undermine the maintenance of these professional standards within the area
of anatomical pathology. 

This is particularly galling when it is so plain to all of those in the medical industry that the failure
rests with the minister and his department in that they, having failed to provide reasonable pay and
conditions and having presided over morale at historic lows, then seek to blame everybody else, in this
case the body imposing the professional standard. By media attacks and stunts like introducing the
ACCC, they seek to try to force the professional body to lower the standard and accept people who may
well not meet the standard that Australians would expect of the specialists who diagnose their cancers,
their rheumatoid conditions and a whole raft of other very serious diseases. 

The minister's behaviour in relation to professional standards in pathology is even worse when
one considers that the standard of assessment has already been lowered to allow overseas trained
specialists to work in areas of need—which, according to the Health Minister, encompass almost the
whole state—with minimum assessment of their clinical ability. In fact, that assessment could possibly
be on the basis of a simple telephone interview with some of their peers before they enter the country. In
fact, the college has bent over backwards in approving most area-of-need applications, excluding only a
few who were found to lack qualifications, sometimes even in their own countries. 

If a professional body charged with imposing standards within the legal profession, such as the
Bar Association or the Law Society, were to seek to utilise this bill and cap liability in relation to providing
risk management and professional standards, would it accept the responsible minister, the Attorney-
General, interfering in its setting of standards, attempting to lower the hurdle in order to bring into that
profession more people who do not meet Queensland standards? In fact, if that were to happen, would
those professional bodies be able to meet the requirements of this bill? 

It is patent nonsense for the Health Minister to accuse a professional college such as the College
of Pathologists of attempting to create a closed shop. All medical practitioners in Queensland now are
suffering from the shortages within their profession. Those in private practice have difficulty in recruiting
locum staff or partners, after hours work and workloads are increasing dramatically and doctors are
crying out in all areas, including pathology, for an increase in the numbers. It is nothing more than a
smokescreen to attempt to force a lowering of the standards to claim that pathologists somehow are
happy with 11 vacancies in public hospitals. Those vacancies then impact on the workloads and the
quality of the work that the remainder of the pathologists have to do. The real problem is not the
pathologists imposing reasonable standards; it is the nine specialist pathologists who the minister's
department have burnt off. 

With the dramatic rise in litigation and payouts awarded by courts, the worst hit profession has
been the medical profession. The ranks of some of the occupation groups that are charged with
providing standards under this bill have been decimated. For example, formerly in Brisbane we had 70
practising obstetricians. Now we have around 27 practising private obstetricians. The level of insurance
payments required, particularly for procedural specialists, is such that the former practice of our most
experienced senior people of continuing in a part-time capacity in the latter part of their career and into
their retirement and using that extra time to train the next generation of specialists has been lost
because of the burden on a part-time specialist of paying for insurance. 

This bill is a lost opportunity. The virtual removal of the medical profession's ability to utilise this
bill by excluding personal injury claims, given that members of the medical profession work on people's
physical wellbeing as opposed to their financial, business or asset life, is a lost opportunity to improve
the ability to retain people within the medical profession. 

A government member interjected.
Dr FLEGG: One needs a doctor to look after a patient. This morning the Health Minister

complained about the $34,000 spent in indemnifying each of Queensland Health's doctors. He should
have worked harder to get this bill extended to doctors and perhaps he would not have to pay so much. 

Whilst arguably when dealing with financial loss there is a natural cap on claims because of the
precise ability to calculate, in most cases, the quantum of the loss, the subjective nature of the personal
injury claims submitted to courts in relation to medical claims is such that it is impossible to accurately
quantify financial loss because this would require, among other things, knowledge of future events,
individual life expectancy, et cetera. The burden of insurance is not simply a matter for the medical
profession; it is ultimately the community that pays. The community pays by having to bear the costs of
rising premiums. The community pays by the loss of experienced people. The community pays by the
chronic shortage of highly skilled professionals because of the uncertainties that surround the liability
that may attach to their occupation. 
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Whilst the Liberals will vote in support of this bill because of some benefits to other occupational
groups, there is nothing in this proposal to support the medical profession. There is no support for it
within the medical community and there is no justification for framing the bill in such a way as to benefit
lawyers, accountants and so on, while excluding medical practitioners. 

Mrs ATTWOOD (Mount Ommaney—ALP) (9.57 p.m.): I rise to support the Professional
Standards Bill. This bill completes the Beattie government's comprehensive reforms to address the
insurance crisis and follows on from the Personal Injuries Proceedings Act 2002 and the subsequent
Civil Liability Act 2003. 

Groups in the Mount Ommaney electorate have had difficulties trying to obtain an insurance
premium at a cost that is affordable to them. Small groups of senior citizens pay over $1,000 per year for
insurance cover just so that they are insured when they have their weekly morning teas or go on
occasional bus trips. 

This government's reforms have reduced pressure on insurance premiums and provided valuable
protection from the risk of liability for a number of groups, including medical practitioners, community
organisations and volunteers. The minister has put together this legislation to introduce a scheme that is
designed to achieve access to affordable insurance for professionals while at the same time providing
greater protection and certainty for consumers about the quality of professional services. Residents of
my electorate need to be assured that whenever they seek professional advice or assistance they will
get the best service available. Unfortunately, there are some individuals and organisations who do not
have the consumers' interests at heart.

This bill will provide for the capping of liability to apply to members of occupational associations in
return for members agreeing to the higher standards of risk management and professional practice. It
allows for the approval of schemes which may limit exposure to damages for property damage or pure
economic loss to an approved amount of not less than $500,000. However, this cap on liability will
exclude any claim involving fraud, dishonesty or breach of trust by the professional and does not allow
limitation of liability where there is a personal injury or where a lawyer is negligent when acting in a
personal injury claim. 

When a person is injured and that injury permanently precludes that person from continuing to
earn a living, the emotional pressure can become too much to bear when their future plans are no
longer within reach and their financial security becomes uncertain. Under an approved scheme,
occupational associations will need to implement measures such as codes of conduct, complaints and
disciplinary procedures and ongoing professional development. 

Time expired.
Debate, on motion of Mrs Attwood, adjourned. 

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. R.J. WELFORD (Everton—ALP) (Attorney-General and Minister for Justice) (10.00 p.m.): I

move—
That the House do now adjourn.

Moranbah
Mr KNUTH (Charters Towers—NPA) (10.00 p.m.): I would like to congratulate the township of

Moranbah tonight. Not only is this district rich in minerals but the primary schools are also rich in talent,
judging by the incredible achievements of primary school students. The whole community shows its
support of these kids in many ways. 

Firstly, I take my hat off to the Moranbah State School's under-12 Rugby League side, which is set
to play in the final of the ARL Foundation Cup on 11 September at Suncorp Stadium—or Lang Park, as
we prefer to call it. This is the first year they have entered this statewide competition. The road to this
final has resulted in some incredible achievements for the team. After a number of previous wins, they
comprehensively defeated Mackay primary school to become the North Capricorn finalists. They then
ventured to north Queensland to win the north Queensland championships, beating Kirwan, where they
were curtain-raisers to the North Queensland Cowboys v. Parramatta National Rugby League match.
They also defeated Edge Hill State School. Then they defeated Bundaberg North. The team won six
straight games, beating the best teams in north Queensland and central Queensland. Now the boys are
anxiously anticipating the final, to be held at one of the preliminary games prior to the Broncos semifinal
at Suncorp Stadium. This is an incredible achievement. All of the managers, teachers and parents and
all of the Moranbah community deserve to be congratulated for getting behind this team to enable them
to achieve a possible dream. 

The second group of talented children from Moranbah compete in the Australian robotics open in
Brisbane against other teams throughout Australia this weekend. Three teams of three students will be
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competing in the Australian open, to be held at the University of Queensland on 4 and 5 September.
RoboCup Junior is a project-oriented education initiative designed to introduce robotics to primary and
secondary school children. The Moranbah teams will compete in the dance competition, where robots
that they have designed and programmed will perform to music. Once again, teams have been heavily
supported and encouraged by the Moranbah community. 

The inclusion of teams in the ARL Foundation Cup and the RoboCup Junior competition would
not have been possible if it were not for the support of residents and the commitment made by
organising adults. The teachers and parents who have been behind these kids since the beginning
deserve our greatest accolades. Their determination and commitment to provide opportunities for these
children is to be commended. On behalf of the Moranbah community and the Charters Towers
electorate, I would like to wish all teams every success and congratulations. 

Acacia Ridge Rail Crossing
Ms STRUTHERS (Algester—ALP) (10.03 p.m.): I have great news for south-side Brisbane

residents. I am delighted and proud to inform the House of a commitment today by my federal Labor
colleague, the shadow minister for Urban and Regional Development and Transport and Infrastructure,
Martin Ferguson, that a Latham Labor government will commit $25 million to the construction of a rail
overpass at Acacia Ridge. Today's commitment matches the Queensland government's $25 million for
the construction of an overpass at the rail crossing on Beaudesert Road near Elizabeth Street. It is
another example of federal and state Labor working together to achieve real transport improvements in
Queensland. 

For too long the Howard government has ignored the delays at this crossing. The Howard
government has refused to work cooperatively with the local community and the Queensland
government to find a solution to the delays motorists put up with on a daily basis. This is another
example of the difference between Labor and the conservatives. They talk; we act. The Howard
government puts out expensive, glossy fliers highlighting the problem; we put bricks and mortar and
money into solving the problem. Local residents have a clear choice and need to know that only a Labor
federal government will fix this crossing. 

Around 30,000 vehicles use the Acacia Ridge level crossing each day, and many are caught up in
lengthy delays during peak periods. I grew up in this area and have experienced the problem first-hand
for many years. Long delays at this crossing occur because 1,500-metre trains coming from Sydney
hold up traffic for eight to 10 minutes. Road rage and frustration are the result. Frustrated motorists also
rat-run through back streets, particularly along Watson Road, compromising safety around the local
school. It is one of the worst rail crossings in the south-east of the state, and I am so pleased that our
federal colleagues are working with us to fix the problem. 

I want to commend local residents for calling for action. Many residents in Algester, Acacia Ridge,
Calamvale, Parkinson and surrounding suburbs have been active in calling for action and have been
very cooperative. I have been actively seeking cooperation from the federal government, but this has
fallen on deaf ears. Gary Hardgrave, the federal member for Moreton, has been all talk and no action on
local road issues, delivering nothing since being elected in 1996. In contrast, federal Labor recognises
the frustration caused by the long delays and is acting to improve the crossing as a priority. Federal
Labor has now trebled the Howard government's commitment to rail funding in Queensland. 

I also commend federal Labor candidate for Moreton, Graham Perrett. I raised concern about the
crossing with Graham Perrett. He got straight on to Martin Ferguson's office and invited him to see the
crossing first-hand, which he did. Mr Ferguson realised the importance of this crossing to the national
rail freight route and committed to match the $25 million put up by the state government. You cannot do
better than that. People in the local area clearly have a choice. I hope they clearly see that only a federal
Labor government will deliver this project to them. 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Ms LEE LONG (Tablelands—ONP) (10.06 p.m.): In October last year this House debated the

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Bill and the Torres Strait Islander Cultural Heritage Bill. In the course of that
debate I spoke about the dangers these two bills posed not only for rural and regional Queenslanders
but also for those in the urbanised south-east. At the time, One Nation was the only party that warned
about the impact these bills could have. The Nationals and Liberals joined with the ALP to support them.

I raise them again today, because my office has been contacted in the past two weeks by people
living in the south-east, in the coastal area of Tewantin. They have come to my office because I am the
only sitting MP who warned that these two bills could create havoc for ordinary Queenslanders. These
people have told me that they have discovered their rural residential blocks, in the midst of well-settled
areas and surrounded by suburbia, are affected by the provisions of these bills. 

They tell me that they have been advised by their local council that if they wish to do any work at
all on their blocks they must have a professional assessment carried out to find whether there is any
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Aboriginal cultural heritage value attached to their freehold land. Such a study, they have been told, will
cost in the vicinity of $100,000. If they are lucky, the study will find that there are no indigenous heritage
interests and they will be able to proceed with their work—if they can afford it after stumping up
$100,000 for a piece of paper. If that same study, however, finds that there is a heritage interest, they
will then have to have two more studies carried out—one to define the type of heritage interest and the
second to draw up a management plan to protect that heritage interest. Each further study is to cost,
they have been advised, another $50,000. These land-holders can also expect to have a 100-metre
buffer zone enforced around any heritage site, which will mean that near enough to half their blocks will
become essentially unusable. 

Needless to say, they are not happy with these extra costs if they want to put in, say, a pool or
build a new house or put up a shed or conduct any other normal activity on their piece of freehold land.
They are not happy at the impact this will have on their land values, they are not happy about what this
has done to their chances of selling out for a good price and they are not happy at being unable to do
what they want on their own land. They are very unhappy that all of the major parties signed on and
supported the bills that created this situation. 

Time and time again laws are passed in this place which have devastating impacts on rural and
regional Queenslanders. It appears that now the populated south-east is also beginning to feel the
pinch. It is to be hoped that this will mark the beginning of the end of legislation passed without due
thought being given to its impact on ordinary, everyday Queenslanders, wherever they live in this great
state. 

Liberal Party in Queensland
Mr LAWLOR (Southport—ALP) (10.09 p.m.): Today John Howard started reaping the bitter

rewards of his failure to deal with branch stacking, ballot rigging and financial rorting in the Liberal Party
in Queensland. The attack on the Prime Minister and Senator George Brandis did not come from some
minor play malcontent in the Liberal Party. It came from a key factional player in Ryan and the Liberal
Party—from Michael Johnson's campaign finances manager and, as I informed the House in May, from
the man then destined to be the first chairman of the Liberal Party ethics committee, surely a
contradiction in terms. 

That is Mr Russell Galt's standing—or it was his standing until his very recent resignation as the
Ryan chairman. As this email here confirms, Mr Galt has been close to the real power broker in the
Queensland Liberal Party, Senator Santo Santoro, for some years. On 24 June 2002, when Mr Galt
desperately needed funds to cover for Michael Johnson's improper dividend from the Ryan campaign
funds, he appealed directly to Santo Santoro. Within two days a developer friend of Santoro produced at
least $4,000, as this remittance advice confirms. But Russell Galt's attack on John Howard and George
Brandis reflects the ugly face of the factionalised Queensland Liberal Party today, and that is John
Howard's fault. 

When the member for Robina was valiantly trying to reform his party and stop branch stacking
and rorting last year, John Howard pulled the plug on him, and he pulled the plug on him because that is
what the ruling Santoro-Caltabiano faction demanded. The cosmetic changes made to the Liberal
Party's constitution were a charade designed to protect and entrench Michael Johnson's rampant ethnic
branch stacking because Michael Johnson's numbers keep the Santoro-dominated faction in power.
Russell Galt has fallen out with both his Santoro faction and the Brandis subfaction. If he is to be
believed—and they were planning to make him the party's ethics enforcer—then it is because he was
appalled at Brandis's hypocrisy while being the Prime Minister's defender in the Senate’s children
overboard inquiry, knowing all the time that the Prime Minister was ‘a lying rodent', to use his words. But
it is apparent that the ruling faction has dudded Galt on his court costs over the failed challenge against
the now member for Moggill—a challenge Senator Santoro and Caltabiano encouraged, but they have
left Mr Galt with a huge legal bill and he is now extracting his revenge. 

We also know how solid the member for Ryan is. Early last night he gave Mr Galt a ringing
endorsement, saying that he could vouch 100 per cent for his integrity. Later that night he put out a
three-paragraph statement, under pressure obviously, dumping his long-time friend and financial
adviser. I urge Mr Galt to go even further and reveal all he knows about the gross mismanagement of
campaign funds in the Liberal Party in Ryan, about the misleading of prominent sportsmen on the real
beneficiary of campaign functions they have been attending, and also about the laundering of campaign
funds, about the mysterious payment to Michael Johnson after the last election and its equally
mysterious part-payment. John Howard ran dead on reform in the Queensland Liberal Party—

Time expired. 

School Bus Replacement Scheme
Mr MESSENGER (Burnett—NPA) (10.12 p.m.). I bring to the attention of the House the state

government's school bus replacement scheme, which was introduced to assist bus operators to
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purchase new or newer buses up to five years of age. There are a number of faults associated with this
scheme that have been brought to my attention. At present the school bus fleet has an average age of
around 19 years, and many of the 2,500 Queensland school buses are fast approaching their use-by
date, which is capped at 30 years of age by Queensland Transport. Under the current arrangements,
approximately 40 new or near-new buses will be purchased this year, but with a fleet of 2,500 buses
rapidly ageing the question on every bus operator's lips is: will 40 buses per year really achieve the
stated aim of the scheme, which is to replace the ageing fleet? 

Bundaberg's small business bus operator Richard Hayes, who runs ‘South Bundy Buses' in my
electorate is just one of the many who are struggling to purchase new buses even under the current
scheme. Mr Hayes, who has spent three years lobbying for a change to the scheme, stated that it is
financially impossible to run a new bus for a single bus operator. Mr Hayes also stated that it is hard to
find a relatively new bus in good condition with an adequate number of seats which results in operators
purchasing older, less reliable buses. He informed me that this would not be the case if small operators
were not drastically underfunded by the state government.

The state government also levies taxes on the operator, the registration of the vehicle incurs
stamp duty, and the purchase of the vehicle finance contract also includes stamp duty. With 96 per cent
of Queensland bus operators being small businesses relying on a low income and turnover, the scheme
is becoming impractical to the majority of operators. 

Mr Hayes sought an independent consultant to access the current Queensland funding of school
buses. The findings confirmed Mr Hayes' fears which found that the current funding arrangements are
inadequate. In some cases, bus operators were underfunded by up to 47 per cent. Consequently, there
is no incentive to take up the scheme.

Allow me to examine this in further detail. Queensland Transport will issue a grant of 40 per cent
of the purchase price of vehicles capped at $100,000 which has not been reviewed in three years
despite the bus purchase prices rising each year. Realistically, the grant percentage should rise to allow
for this rise in purchase price each year, but this is not the case. Our small bus operators are drastically
losing out.

Time expired. 

Federal Election, Housing Affordability

Mrs CROFT (Broadwater—ALP) (10.15 p.m.): On the Gold Coast there are golden beaches,
green hinterland hideaways and a city lifestyle that oozes chic cafes and shopping venues, but
underneath the growth of our population and its urban sprawl is a growing problem relating to the lack of
affordable housing options. In 2002 I worked closely with the local residents in assisting them to find
alternative accommodation following the announcement that the caravan park they lived in was to be
redeveloped. It was an experience that taught me the reality of desperately needing a place to move to,
the anxiety caused by not knowing where one will live and the feeling of hopelessness when people
cannot afford to rent a place near transport and medical facilities they rely so much on. 

One person who cannot possibly know how these people feel is the Prime Minister of this country,
because his strategy to address this growing concern is neglect. Housing affordability in Australia is at
record lows, and more and more households are paying more than 30 per cent of their income in
housing costs and then living in after-housing poverty—with, I add, the rental assistance they are
entitled to going straight into the pocket of the landlord. 

The Gold Coast federal members have failed to speak up in Canberra on this issue, and inquiry
after inquiry the Howard government has failed to act. The Howard government has no minister for
housing, no national housing strategy and no plan for the future. Federal housing funding for the
Commonwealth-State Housing Agreement has been cut to $300 million in real terms, with operating
deficits being filled by the state governments. With its four-point affordable housing plan, only a Latham-
led Labor government will put the issue of affordable housing on the agenda. 

Gold Coast residents need a federal government that will reinvigorate the Commonwealth-State
Housing Agreement by restoring the Commonwealth's responsibility for a joint funding agreement for
housing. Gold Coast residents need a federal government that will boost funding for community,
indigenous and crisis housing. Only a Labor federal government will deliver on these strategies. The
Gold Coast federal Liberal members are quite happy to sit back and hope this issue is not happening.
The former mayor of the Gold Coast was also pretty quick to point out that affordable housing is not a
council issue. Housing for the Gold Coast is a matter for everyone, and I call on the local councillors to
develop planning strategies to address this issue and to join with me in supporting a federal Labor
government that will deliver a workable housing policy that will help Gold Coast families. 
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State Schools, Caloundra
Mr McARDLE (Caloundra—Lib) (10.18 p.m.): There is little doubt that education is one of the

benefits of our society. That is self-evident. We have those who choose or desire to send their children
to private schools, but there are many who need to choose public schools and it is about state schools in
Caloundra that I want to make a few comments tonight. We know that throughout south-east
Queensland there is a growing need—and I may say increasingly so—to cater for a wave of people
entering this great state. Naturally, we have an obligation to ensure that children are educated and,
more so, we need to ensure that schools are located to cater for the wave I referred to. 

The state schools in Caloundra number six. The last state school opened was Talara primary
school as a consequence of population pressure. Those pressures are felt throughout all of south-east
Queensland; I readily acknowledge that. However, I note Unity College located in Caloundra west for
preschool to year 12, a non-public school, has been approved and will accept students on 31 January
2006.

Naturally, as I said, many people choose to send their children to state schools and also to public
schools, yet Caloundra is urgently in need of a new state school. The minister, in her answer to my
question on notice No. 138 concerning the purchase of land to construct another state school in the
Caloundra electorate, advised that negotiations for the purchase of land had commenced. I accept that
commercial transactions need to be kept under wraps until they are concluded. Therefore I asked the
minister, based on her statement, the following questions. Firstly, what was the government's planned
date to conclude the purchase of land in Caloundra on which to construct a new state school? Secondly,
has that date varied and, if so, what is the planned new date? Thirdly, irrespective of the date of
purchase, what is the planned date that the new school will accept students from? Fourthly, what grades
will the new school cater for? As we all know, we cannot continue to place children throughout south-
east Queensland into existing state schools. They just cannot take the numbers. 

Toowoomba Olympians; Queensland Landcare Conference
Mr SHINE (Toowoomba North—ALP) (10.20 p.m.): Toowoomba is renowned for its sporting

prowess, and the outstanding performance of the Toowoomba Olympians needs to be brought to the
House's attention. I want to offer my congratulations to the nine Toowoomba people who did so well in
the Olympic Games. They are Brett Alderman in volleyball; Justin Anlezark in shot-put, who came
seventh; Tim Cuddihy in archery, who won a bronze, is only 17-years-old; Karla Reuter in soccer; John
Rillie in basketball; and remarkably in hockey Michael Brennan in the men's team winning gold, and
Nikki Hudson, Karen Smith and Angie Skirving in the women's team. 

It is important to note that if Toowoomba were a country competing instead of a city it would have
come 52nd with the Bahamas and Israel. As the Deputy Premier mentioned yesterday, on a per head of
population basis the Bahamas would have won the games. That would have put Toowoomba ahead of
the Bahamas. If the two players who come from Warwick but play all of their sport in Toowoomba from
the men's hockey team were counted, then Toowoomba would have come 24th, beating New Zealand. 

On another matter, the Queensland Landcare Conference, hosted by the Toowoomba Landcare
group, is occurring in Toowoomba this week. It is an annual event to which 300 delegates are expected
this year. The variety of host locations each year helps to highlight the wide-ranging natural resource
management issues addressed by community based groups including Landcare, Bushcare, Rivercare
and Coastcare across Queensland. Two renowned keynote speakers will deliver addresses to the
conference delegates including Robert Purves, who initiated the Wentworth Group of concerned
scientists and is currently the chairman of the World Wildlife Fund in Australia, and Mike Brubaker, the
CEO of US Landcare, will relay his experience of the introduction of the Landcare ethos into the US. 

I am pleased to say that the Minister for Natural Resources, the Hon. Stephen Robertson, will
open the conference on Friday morning. The 2004 Queensland Landcare Conference will be held in
Toowoomba from 1 to 5 September with the theme ‘Get your hands dirty’. It will highlight innovative rural
practices for sustainable natural resources management. 

Schools, Lockyer Electorate
Mr RICKUSS (Lockyer—NPA) (10.22 p.m.): I would like to commend the schools in the Lockyer

electorate. I have over 40 schools in my electorate, but today I would like to give special mention to two
schools, namely Peak Crossing and Forest Hill. 

Ms Jarratt: It is a positive speech. That is good to hear. 
Mr RICKUSS: Forty schools are a bit hard to handle, though. That is a lot of them. 
A government member: But you can do it. 
Mr RICKUSS: Yes. Peak Crossing State School had an unfortunate fire on the last day of

semester 1, which destroyed one of the old buildings. This fire destroyed some irreplaceable items, but



01 Sep 2004 Adjournment 2267

the local community has banded together to help the Peak Crossing State School. They have looked at
old photos to see if any of the old artefacts that were destroyed can be replaced. 

The Peak Crossing State School, through the generosity of the Boonah State High School, had a
food stall at the Kalbar Autofest. This stall was manned by volunteers from the small community of Peak
Crossing. This was a major effort as the autofest runs for Friday, Saturday and Sunday at the Kalbar
showgrounds. Ann and I went over to Kalbar on Saturday and enjoyed not only the auto show but also
being able to give Peak Crossing a small amount of assistance to help raise over $4,500 to help
resource the school. 

Ms Jarratt: Who is Ann? 
Mr RICKUSS: My wife. The member for Beaudesert, Kev Lingard, and his wife Alison visited on

Sunday and also had a very enjoyable day. I would also like to thank the Minister for Education, Anna
Bligh, and the staff of Education Queensland, Ipswich office, for their assistance after the fire at Peak
Crossing school. Actually, they overresourced it almost, I think. 

A government member: Did they?
Mr RICKUSS: Yes.
Mr Lawlor: We look after you. 
Mr RICKUSS: They ran a very good campaign in the paper. 
My next function, which was on Saturday, 28 August, was to call in at the Forest Hill State School

for their annual fete. I would like to congratulate Mr Lynton Brimblecomb of the P&C and Ms Dianne
Tone, the head teacher, for a wonderful school fete. I realise that there are a lot of other people involved
from the P&C and the teachers than Lynton and Dianne, so I also extend my congratulations to all those
people involved from the school and the local community. 

The novelty event of the day was the billycart race. The billycart was an excellent idea, with over
40 entries from a school with only about 100 students. The participation was a great family effort. I do
not think anyone really cared who won, but the school was sure a winner of such a fun-filled day. 

It was also a wonderful day to see the Police Union, urban fire, rural fire and the ambulance put
on a rescue display. This sort of involvement between the emergency service groups and the police
brings some real local ownership to these services. The Forest Hill State School is doing a wonderful job
of involving the whole of the community in events like its fete. I have to congratulate two of my schools,
Peak Crossing and Forest Hill, but all of my schools work extremely hard to improve the school
community in their local area. 

Obesity in Australia
Mr McNAMARA (Hervey Bay—ALP) (10.25 p.m.): My friend the member for Toowoomba North

was speaking a moment ago about how proud he was of the Olympic achievements of Olympians who
come from Toowoomba, and rightly so. We all have our favourite moments from the Olympics. I
personally really enjoyed Ryan Bayley's two gold medals in cycling. They were fantastic. He deserves
great congratulations for his achievement. I also particularly liked the fact that he revealed that he is a
fan of KFC and that his diet consists largely of KFC. It added a very human touch to his performance. I
think, however, it is perhaps worth bearing in mind that his two gold medals probably had more to do
with six hours a day of training than two or three serves a day of KFC. 

Nevertheless, as I was heading home after the last sittings of parliament, I pulled in for petrol and
a coffee at a roadhouse on the way home. I noticed the KFC store that was there. They had a big sign
up that said ‘go large'. It is a promotion that KFC are running where you can, for an extra dollar, double
the size of your chips and have your soft drink increased by 50 per cent as well. It brought to mind
Morgan Spurlock's marvellous documentary Supersize Me! 

Although I have no doubt that KFC sell a very good product, I think it is worth bearing in mind that
obesity is one of the most serious illnesses and challenges which faces our society today. One in three
Australian children are overweight. Obesity is a very significant contributing factor to coronary heart
disease. Although I have no problem with companies marketing their product—and I encourage them to
do so—I think it is important that companies market responsibly. I know McDonald's was at pains to
assure the Australian public after Supersize Me! came out that they did not run that particular campaign
in Australia. Subsequently in America that has been withdrawn over concerns that it feeds into
Americans being the most overweight people in the world. Regretfully, Australians are fast catching
them up. 

I would like to take this opportunity tonight to call on KFC to rethink this advertising strategy. It is
not in the interests of their customers, it is not in the interests of Australians, and it is certainly not in the
interests of children who might be thinking that Ryan Bayley got his gold medals by eating KFC. I think
that there is a time for responsibility in how we market fast food and how, particularly if we identify
sporting heroes with types of food, the companies selling that food do so in a responsible and
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reasonable way. I think sometimes the advertising people who dream up these campaigns have got the
social responsibility of a lying rodent. Nevertheless, it is incumbent on the companies who hire them to
look after the people who buy their product. 

Motion agreed to. 
The House adjourned at 10.28 p.m.
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