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The Committee commenced at 9 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: | now declare open the
meeting of Estimates Committee B. The Committee
will examine the proposed expenditure contained in
Appropriation Bill (No. 2) 1996 for the areas set out
under the Sessional Orders. The Committee has
determined that units will be examined in the
following order: Department of Justice, Queensland
Police Service and Office of Racing, Queensland
Corrective Services Commission, Department of
Emergency Services and the Office of Sport. The
Committee has resolved that, having in mind the
need to preserve privacy of departmental officers,
film coverage of Estimates Committee B will be
allowed for the Chairman's opening comments. At
other times audio and print coverage will be allowed.
The Committee has also agreed that it will suspend
the hearings for a lunch break from approximately
1 p.m.to 2.30 p.m.

I remind members of the Committee and the
Minister that the time limit for questions is one minute
and, for the answers, no longer than three minutes. A
single chime will give a 15-second warning, and a
double chime will sound the expiration of this time
limit. An extension of time may be given with the
consent of the questioner and, thereafter, the
presiding member's consent after every interval of
two minutes has elapsed. The Sessional Orders
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require that at least half the time is to be allotted to
non-Government members. All answers to questions
taken on notice must be supplied by 5 p.m. on 23
September 1996. | do ask departmental officers and
witnesses to identify themselves before they answer
a question so that Hansard can record that
information in their transcript.

I would like to introduce the members of the
Committee to you. We have Mr Matt Foley, the
member for Yeronga; Mr Tom Barton, the member
for Waterford; Mr Robert Schwarten, the member for
Rockhampton; Mrs Liz Cunningham, the member for
Gladstone; Mr Frank Carroll, the member for
Mansfield; and | am Len Stephan, the member for
Gympie.

I now declare the proposed expenditure for the
area of the Department of Justice to be open for
examination. The time allocated is three hours. The
guestion before the Committee is—

"That the proposed expenditure be
agreed to."
Minister, is it your wish to make a short

introductory statement, or do you wish to proceed
with the questioning? If you wish to make a
statement, | ask that you limit it to five minutes.

Mr BEANLAND: Thank you, Mr Chairman. | will
make a very brief statement. The Department of
Justice's annual budget has increased by some $36m
this year, mostly in the area of capital works. There
has been a sizeable increase in the funding in that
particular area. In addition to that, there has been a
$2.8m increase in the Director of Public
Prosecutions' Vote. In addition, there has been a
$2.6m increase in the Legal Aid Office. This is to
allow for increased prosecutions and representations
in those areas respectively. Of course, part of that is
the continuation of the committals project, which is
currently on trial and has been on trial for the latter
part of 1995 and into 1996, both in Brisbane and
Ipswich. That will continue in those two centres.

| suppose it is fair to say that, over this period,
there have been a number of other areas in which we
have worked on improving the delivery of services to
the people of Queensland. In relation to that, a great
deal of effort has gone into the Public Trust Office in
this State. There were a number of outstanding
issues there which we have now resolved and
settled down to allow the Public Trust Office to
function effectively, such as the need to make the
Public Trustee an accountable officer, which had
been requested for some time. A host of issues are
outstanding from the Public Sector Management
Commission and those types of things.

There has also been an effort to improve the
delivery of service in the processing of justice of the
peace applications across the State. Something that
has concerned me for some time is the delays that
have occurred there. We have managed to improve
the processing there somewhat. There are still some
hiccups because of the technical requirements of the
processes that one needs to go through. We are
currently endeavouring to rectify some of those
issues.
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| suppose it is fair to say that the alternative
dispute resolution area is an area which has received
some publicity in recent times. We have taken that
area and endeavoured to again ensure that mediation
services will be delivered through the courts system,
as well as continuing with the Community Justice
Program around the State. Currently there are
mediation or ADR services provided in Brisbane.
There are regional offices in Rockhampton,
Townsville and Cairns. We will certainly be
continuing with that. We have 81 courthouses
around the State. We believe that there is a need to
extend the breadth of delivery of that particular
service. Last year, | discovered that there were some
834 cases handled in that area out of some 15,000
inquiries or applications for a cost of $240,000. | do
feel that we can improve somewhat in relation to that
delivery of service.

The victims' injury compensation area is an area
of ongoing concern. Last year, a sum of $8.2m was
spent in that area. It is a growing area. It is an area in
which, when taking office, | found that there were a
range of files and matters outstanding. We have
endeavoured to clean up the backlog and get on
with it. It is quite a large sum of money—$8.2m. It is
well over what was allocated—almost double what
was originally allocated—for injury compensation
claims.

| should make some further reference to capital
works. This is largely taken up by two major projects:
one at Southport, which is the extension of the
courthouse; and one at Rockhampton, with the new
court complex being constructed there. There are
also funds allocated for some minor works right
around the State. That includes things such as the
sealing of car parks; putting in disabled ramps in a
number of court facilities which still do not have
those ramps to allow disabled people to gain access
to the ground floor of those court facilities; and a
range of what is classed as minor work of that nature.
Some of the work might amount to $100,000 or
more. That is quite a large sum of money, particularly
with providing ramps in some of these court facilities.
As members would be aware, it is not always cheap.
Some of the court facilities are heritage buildings and
therefore they have to be treated very carefully with
any application for providing disabled access to
those court facilities. We have endeavoured to do
that in order to provide greater access to some of
the court facilities, as well as other minor work that is
required to be carried out to make the court facilities
more pleasant and comfortable not only for the
people who do business there but also for the staff
who work in those facilities in the first instance.

There are a number of other issues which |
could canvas, but | think that members will probably
canvas those issues as we go along. | will endeavour
to answer those questions as they arise through the
course of this morning.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. The
first period of questions will commence with non-
Government members.

Mr FOLEY: Minister, let me take you to page
1-16 of the Ministerial Program Statements. | refer to
your Government's cut of $1.4m in the budget of the
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Criminal Justice Commission. | refer also to your
answer to question on notice No. 5 to this
Committee, wherein you said at page 4, in response
to the Committee's question concerning the number
of whistleblowers supported, "Budget reductions will
have the impact of limiting this activity to
whistleblowers located in the Brisbane area." | ask:
what is the reason that your Government has cut
services to whistleblowers? In particular, why should
whistleblowers in Townsville and other parts of
regional Queensland be denied support because of
your Government's cut to the budget of the Criminal
Justice Commission?

Mr BEANLAND: This is an answer which, in
fact, comes from the Criminal Justice Commission. It
is not an answer which | give; it is a matter for the
Criminal Justice Commission. | say in relation to this
issue of the Criminal Justice Commission's allocation:
it is an allocation of over $20m—it is well in excess,
even with increases for the Director of Public
Prosecutions Office. Secondly, if one looks at the
figures, one will find that the Criminal Justice
Commission—even allowing for a range of
adjustments across-the-board in relation to the
corporate services area—still has a very large
Corporate Services Division. Before the
adjustments, it is some 40 per cent of their budget.
After adjustments, which we have made—a range of
those—it is still some 26 per cent of their budget
compared with 7 per cent of the departmental
budget which is taken up with the Corporate
Services Division. Clearly, that is an answer that
comes from the Criminal Justice Commission.

Mr FOLEY: But you are the responsible
Minister.
Mr BEANLAND: | cannot direct the Criminal

Justice Commission. But | will certainly be indicating
to the Criminal Justice Commission where the cuts
should come, as | have already indicated to you this
morning. | have indicated previously where the cuts
should come, not to whistleblowers, not to
misconduct areas and those types of things but in
the area of corporate services. If one goes through
the Corporate Services Division of the Criminal
Justice Commission, one will find indeed that there
are substantial areas there and significant savings
that can be made.

Mr FOLEY: You appear to be unaware that
this is, in fact, your answer to the Committee's
question. You preface the answer by saying that the
information is supplied by the Criminal Justice
Commission; but in saying to this Committee "this is
not an answer that | give", which are the words you
used, you appear to be denying your own ministerial
responsibility for the budget.

Mr BEANLAND: I'm not——

Mr FOLEY: | ask: which is false—the material
as set out at page 116 of your Ministerial Program
Statements or the material set out in your answer to
question on notice No. 5, because they are
inconsistent with each other? Which is false?

Mr BEANLAND: | simply answer the question
that, from our point of view, there will not be a cut to
whistleblowers. That answer is provided, as | have
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indicated, by the Criminal Justice Commission. |
have also indicated—and it is in the statement on
page 116, | think—that, in fact, where we will be
looking at savings within the Criminal Justice
Commission area is within corporate services. | will
be indicating that very clearly to the chairman and to
the commission members of the Criminal Justice
Commission in discussions that | intend to hold with
them in the coming days—the coming weeks. So |
preface this because this was supplied by the
Criminal Justice Commission from their point of view,
but it is not, in fact, how the Government and |
certainly—and | accept the point from the member
for Yeronga, and that is why | make the point; | have
always made the point publicly, thank you—do not
accept that cuts need to be made in those areas but,

in fact, in the area of the Corporate Services
Division.
Mr FOLEY: But, Minister, you accept surely

that you have a duty to be truthful and responsive to
the Parliament——

Mr BEANLAND: | certainly do.

Mr FOLEY:—uwith respect to the budget and
hence to this parliamentary Committee.

Mr BEANLAND: | certainly do, and | have
indicated  very truthfully—very up-front and
truthfully—that | do not accept that the cuts will be
made in those particular areas.

Mr FOLEY: But that is inconsistent with the
answer that you have given to this Committee to
question on notice No. 5, where you were asked a
question as to whether the material set out on pages
115 and 116 was accurate. You had the opportunity
to answer it, and your answer set out, among other
things, that the number of whistleblowers to be
supported would be adversely affected. If that
answer is not truthful, then | ask: why did you give
the Committee an untruthful answer?

Mr BEANLAND: | did not supply it, as was
quite clearly indicated.

Mr FOLEY: But you did, with respect, Mr
Minister.

Mr BEANLAND: |—

Mr  FOLEY: You did supply it to the
Committee.

Mr BEANLAND: Can | answer, Mr Chairman?
Thank you. We set out here quite clearly the notation
that the following information has been provided by
the Criminal Justice Commission. It is quite clear that
I am not providing that particular answer. | made that
quite clear and up-front. | do not see any problem in
relation to that. If | were to provide another answer,
the member for Yeronga would tell me that | was
dictating to the Criminal Justice Commission, of
course, exactly where they should and should not
spend their money. | have never indicated that; |
have indicated that we will assist the Criminal Justice
Commission in saving in the particular area of the
Corporate Services Division.

Mr  FOLEY: Could you explain to the
Committee those areas of corporate services where
you say the Criminal Justice Commission is able to
achieve the savings that you foreshadowed in
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answer to question No. 15, namely, $1.96m? Does
that mean cuts to the training that they provide to
their staff or cuts to the workplace health and safety
that they provide for their staff? Cuts to what areas
in particular do you rely upon in discharging your
ministerial responsibility for presenting the budget to
the Parliament?

Mr BEANLAND: | am happy to answer that. |
am yet to go through the details of the Corporate
Services Division budget of the Criminal Justice
Commission and the departmental officers will be
doing that in some detail. | have indicated that very
clearly to the Criminal Justice Commission. There are
quite a number of areas | am sure where, when we go
through it, these savings will be made. After all, if the
Department of Justice has a Corporate Services
Division of 7 per cent, that says in its own self that
there are significant savings that can be made. One
has the situation that the chairman and members
believe and undertake and, in fact, have indicated to
me quite clearly that they are independent and aren't
accountable through me as the Minister. | reject that
totally as far as funding is concerned. | believe they
are. | will be sitting down with them over the next
few days, going through the CJC's budget in some
detail, assisting them to make particular savings in
this particular area.

Mr FOLEY: So you are unable to provide the
Committee with any details of the matters upon
which you have based the presentation of your
budget to the Parliament for a cut in the sum of
$1.96m.

Mr BEANLAND: That is not true.

Mr FOLEY: Please provide those details as to
the corporate services you propose should be cut.

Mr  BEANLAND: | have indicated, in a
corporate services boat of that size—that there are
obviously significant areas——

Mr FOLEY: Such as?

Mr BEANLAND: —where savings can be
made. | will certainly be going through those
particular areas in due course, looking at things.

Mr FOLEY: Such as?

Mr BEANLAND: Such as—we need to look at
things such as motor cars, such as the operation, the
number of staff in that particular area, the types of
operations the staff in the Corporate Services
Division do undertake.

Mr FOLEY: What specifically, Minister?

Mr BEANLAND: We will have to sit down and
go through those matters in some detail.

Mr FOLEY: | see: budget first and details later;
is that it?

Mr BEANLAND: It is not the case at all. | think
that, as | have already indicated very clearly, we have
already looked at 40 per cent. We have adjusted a
number of items off that to get back to 26 per cent.
There is still a huge sum of money there that is eaten
up by the Corporate Services Division, compared
with 7 per cent out of the Department of Justice.

Mr FOLEY: Minister, in your own answer, you
have foreshadowed $1.96m worth of savings and



18 September 1996

you seem quite unable to give to this Committee any
rationale as to the details upon which you have
arrived at that figure of $1.96m. In detail, what
specifically do you say, as the responsible budget
Minister, are the cuts that should be made to achieve
a saving of nearly $2m.

Mr BEANLAND: It is $1.96m. The Department
of Justice looked at their corporate services and |
think, from memory it was roughly 8 per cent savings
across-the-board. Quite clearly, if those savings can
be made in the Department of Justice across-the-
board in corporate services areas, | believe that,
significantly, they can also be made in the Criminal
Justice Commission area.

Mr  FOLEY: Do you not regard it as
astonishing that you are unable to furnish the
Parliament through this Committee with any specifics
as to how virtually $2m is to be cut from corporate
services other than a blithe assurance that you
believe that there are areas to be cut?

Mr  BEANLAND: Well, in the corporate
services area, if you have a figure of such a size,
there are obviously areas which can, in fact, be
looked at, savings which can be made in those
particular areas.

Mr FOLEY: But, with respect, you do not
know what they are.

Mr BEANLAND: It is the case of asking the
Criminal Justice Commission to come in. It is a matter
for them to come in and we will go through their
figures with them. | have indicated to date, of
course, that initially they did not feel that that was
appropriate, but | have made that offer continuously
to the chairman and commission members. | am
looking forward, with the relevant officers, to going
through the Corporate Services Division. There are
always, of course, areas to be looked at in the
corporate services area where savings can be made.

Mr FOLEY: Minister, the other construction is
that this budget cut is simply a political attack by
your Government on the important work of the
Criminal Justice Commission. In seeking to rebut
that, you have relied upon the explanation that that is
not the case—that, in fact, this amounts to a cut with
respect to savings in Corporate Services. Hence,
your inability to specify any detail with respect to
those proposed cuts gives a great deal of weight to
the former hypothesis, does it not?

Mr BEANLAND: | do not think it does because
there have been savings made across most
departments, certainly the Department of Justice,
around the 8 per cent figure, which is what we are
looking at in this area. If you look at a figure—some
39 or 40 per cent covered in Corporate
Services—and after we adjust that with things like
administration costs and a range of other areas
covered in that, getting accommodation, equipment,
expenses and so forth, | think it does show, when
you take that off, that there is still 26 per cent. There
is certainly something amiss in this particular area. If
members are saying that some people should be
excluded from these sorts of reductions, well, | do
not believe that is so. The department has been able
to make significant savings across-the-board and |
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think that it is only fair and reasonable that others
likewise have to bear their share of the savings that
are made.

Mr FOLEY: But is it not the responsibility of
any responsible Minister to know the consequences
of a budget cut before one makes it rather than
figuring out the consequences later?

Mr BEANLAND: The consequences, | have
already indicated to you, will be in the Corporate
Services Division area. | think if you look at the
accommodation situation—and | have raised this
issue here previously—it is quite significant, the
costs there. There are other costs across-the-board
which are quite significant. | think that we need to sit
down and work our way through those significant
costs in these particular areas so that we can, in fact,
ensure that the Criminal Justice Commission has a
Corporate Services Division expenditure in keeping
with Government across-the-board.

Normally, |1 do not think it is reasonable for
anyone to have a huge Corporate Services Division
compared to other parts of the public sector. | know
about the independence of the Criminal Justice
Commission and that, of course, makes it a little more
difficult. They would maintain that they are
accountable to the Parliamentary Criminal Justice
Commission, as they did to me, and that, in fact, they
were not in the first instance accountable to me.
Now, | do not accept that and | will be sitting down
and working through this Corporate Services area.
Quite clearly, it needs some work doing on it in
relation to it and some changes made in that area in
relation to a range of issues which are currently
covered in that particular vote, or that particular
section.

Mr  FOLEY: | would like to direct some
questions to Mr Clair, the Chairperson of the Criminal
Justice Commission. If he would come forward? Mr
Clair, you have heard the evidence of the Minister in
relation to the proposed cuts of $1.96m. Is it your
view that you can achieve those cuts to your
Corporate Services budget?

Mr CLAIR: It is my view after careful
consideration of the budgetary position and, in fact,
quite intense consideration over the past week that
not only is it not possible to achieve those cuts
within the Corporate Services Division but at the
moment the commission is in a position where it
simply cannot achieve those cuts.

Mr FOLEY: What are the consequences of the
budget cuts to the operation of the Criminal Justice
Commission?

Mr CLAIR: The consequences are really very
severe. If 1 can look at it on a division-by-division
basis, because | have progressively throughout this
exercise from the time at which cuts were first
suggested, which was back in May of this year, had
my directors in each division and the executive as a
whole look at ways in which moneys could be saved
and to look at the impact in each division.

The Intelligence Division—the consequences
of the cuts that we have been able to manage at this
stage—and | might say that is, in fact, at this stage
still some $985,000 short of reaching the target
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which we are set under the present budget, that is,
we still need to identify savings of $985,000 and at
this stage we can see no way to do that, but on the
basis that we still have then almost $1m to find, these
are the impacts so far—in the Intelligence Division,
the main impact will be felt in the areas of
accountability and security. There will be delays
experienced in certain areas of registration of
movement of documents into and out of the division.
We will not be able to do as frequently as we would
like the audits which we have done regularly in the
past in the Inteligence Division of all source
documents that we have.

With trying to identify further cuts over the past
week, the further impacts would be these—and these
are more drastic than those earlier ones that were
identified—the further cuts in the Intelligence
Division will mean that there will have to be a
rationing of information and retrieval services,
particularly in respect of obtaining any Telstra
information. The information from Telstra, which
involves principally what we term call charge
records—you bear in mind we do not have any
telephone tap powers but in the course of its
investigations the commission can get access to call
charge records which shows who called whom and
when—these call charge records, or CCRs, are
extremely important in respect of our organised
crime investigations. The Intelligence Division will
find it very limiting under the additional cuts in terms
of organised crime investigations both in collecting
intelligence in respect of those and also in
supporting investigations then carried out through
the Official Misconduct Division or the Joint
Organised Crime Task Force. There will be a cutting
of travel costs. They will be slashed by 66 per cent
within the Intelligence Division. This will limit the
operational effectiveness in the investigation of
organised crime, particularly the intelligence-
gathering area. For example, in respect of the
intelligence activities in the investigation of Italian
organised crime, the regional collection of statistics
is very important. That kind of thing will necessarily
be reduced. There will also be a cut to the
communications budget. | realise | have gone
beyond the bell and, being a debater, | am somewhat
embarrassed. May | continue?

Mr FOLEY: Please continue. Just regard it as
my next question.

Mr CLAIR: Thank you. In the Research and
Coordination Division, the effects of the cuts
overall—the first round, as | call them, which led us
to the figure we proposed to the Minister earlier and
now the second round designed to meet this more
drastic cut—the effect in the Research and
Coordination Division will be that the division will
have to concentrate on what are referred to as core
areas. The core area for the Research Division is
really managing the reform agenda in respect of the
Queensland Police Service. The Research Division
has an increased task in that area as a result of the
delivery recently of the results of the QPS review
committee's activities under Sir Max Bingham. There
is quite an increased workload there. That is really
going to be by far the major task of the Research
Division this year.
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It will have to cut back on its work in general
criminal justice issues—for instance, the assessment
of legislation, recent examples being juvenile justice
legislation and some work on the Public Service Bill
and other legislation that crops up from time to
time—and also on the assessment of other initiatives
in that area. It may be that the Research Division can,
where there is specific funding for certain
projects—and it did have an involvement in the
committals project to which the Minister has
referred—and if it does have to do work in areas
such as that, it will have to look at specific funding
out of whatever funding has been allocated within
the relevant department for those projects. The cuts
will limit the capacity of the Research Division to take
the steps which the commission envisaged that it
might in respect of making a contribution to crime
prevention initiatives within the State. Further, the
cuts will reduce the capacity for the Research
Division to continue its active participation in the
implementation of Queensland Police Service
projects. For instance, the community policing
project involving beat policing, while driven from
within the Police Service, is something which the
Research  Division has taken some active
participation in in the past. It will not be able to
continue active participation in such areas.

Mr FOLEY: Can | take you to the Official
Misconduct Division?

Mr CLAIR: Yes. For the Official Misconduct
Division, the consequence of the cuts will involve
disbanding one of three multidisciplinary teams. This
will reduce the commission's capacity to investigate
complaints. It will mean that the commission, through
its assessment process, will have to, as it were,
assess out, at the bottom of the initial assessment
stage, 200 complaints. That will mean that, measuring
it as best we can, there will be 200 fewer complaints
which the commission will be able to investigate in
the course of the year.

Mr  FOLEY: Surely that will weaken the
capacity of the commission to combat misconduct
and corruption?

Mr CLAIR: Yes, most certainly. Hopefully we
will be able to do that with the complaints that at
least appear to be at the bottom end of the system.
However, one can never be sure of those complaints
which are initially assessed as being complaints of
not so great a seriousness. Mind you, we already
have a system to isolate and put to one side
frivolous complaints, of course. However, one can
never be sure that those of a greater degree of
seriousness which we would ordinarily investigate
might not, on further investigation, turn out to be of
even greater significance. There is a risk of missing,
as it were, quite significant instances of corruption
and official misconduct.

The next significant result within the Official
Misconduct Division is that the Joint Organised
Crime Task Force, which is the body through which
the commission, together with the QPS on a
cooperative basis, investigates the areas of
organised crime which fall within the commission's
jurisdiction. That task force will need to be reduced
to half of its current strength. Accordingly, it will
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have to reduce its activities. In real terms, this means
that, out of the four general areas of organised crime
which the commission currently has within its
jurisdiction, two will need to be sacrificed.

Mr  FOLEY: That must inevitably weaken the
effort against organised crime?

Mr CLAIR: Without a doubt it will weaken the
effort. What it means, and we have no choice but to
do this, is that two areas of organised crime—and
they are two very significant areas, but not the most
significant of the four that we conduct—will have to
be abandoned in terms of active investigation. One is
Operation Shamrock, which involves the
investigation of Chinese organised crime—in a
sense, the Triads. The other is the investigation of
Japanese organised crime, the Yakuza, which is
Operation Tara. We simply will not have the capacity
to conduct investigations in those areas.

There is no effective answer to this. We have
looked at how we can manage it otherwise. It is a
matter of sadness for me, although | am recently
within the commission, and certainly for those people
who have been involved in these areas, because of
the body of expertise which has been built up. If one
is to look at it on a commercial basis, there is a body
of expertise which has been built up over some five
and a half years. In a sense, the mere fact that there
is this body of expertise which has been built up is in
itself of considerable value. It is very hard to pass
that expertise over to another law enforcement
agency. There is a difficulty in that the Queensland
Police Service at this stage has not developed, to a
significant extent anyway, the use of the
multidisciplinary team concept which the commission
uses in order to, as it were, get a picture on the
whole organisation in investigating organised crime.

Mr FOLEY: But they have not been given any
extra resources to pick up those tasks?

Mr CLAIR: That would be one side. The other
side is a practical one, that it is not simply a case of
saying, "Here it is. We have built it up and you look
after it." That will mean that there will not be, with
that, the expertise and knowledge that has been built
up within the commission now.

The reason that those two are chosen as the
ones that we will have to step back from is that the
other two areas which the commission investigates—
that is, the Outlaw motorcycle gangs and Italian
organised crime—are both areas which involve a
much higher likelihood of involvement of official
corruption. The clear evidence in the possession of
the commission supports that position, that is, that
not only the likelihood but also the reality is that
serious occasions and instances of official corruption
are identified in respect of both of those groups.
Therefore, when the commission comes to make a
choice, the commission has to have regard to the
rationale that lies behind the Criminal Justice Act,
that is, that the reason the commission is given the
power to investigate organised crime is because of
the likelihood of official corruption, particularly within
the Police Service, and the evidence indicates again
and again that that is occurring. Those groups—the
organised motorcycle gangs and Italian organised
crime—are also more entrenched in Australian
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society. They are more significant and there is a
wider pattern of associated corruption.

Can | mention one more effect within the
Official Misconduct Division, and it is a significant
one. On the way that we have now had to draw our
budget, even though we are almost $1m short of the
mark, we have no capacity within that budget to
conduct public hearings. That is a matter which, as
chairperson, concerns me greatly because, from time
to time, matters arise which require the commission
to conduct public hearings. It is no secret that the
conduct of public hearings is an expensive matter
and we simply have not been able to make any
capacity within our budget for that. One thing that
concerns me is that evidence of corruption within the
Police Service is such that there may well need to be
a public hearing at some stage into that. At this
stage, we have no capacity in our budget for it and
there is a real likelihood of that investigation going
stale if the commission has to defer further action on
it.

The CHAIRMAN: The time for questions from
non-Government members has now expired. | call on
Mr Carroll.

Mr CARROLL: My first question is to the
Honourable the Minister. The CJC appears to be
utilising about one-fourteenth of your overall budget
with $20m out of $272m. When we look at the
criminal justice program budget of $53m, it gets
about 40 per cent. Mr Clair has given us a great
detail of the cuts that may have to be effected if the
restriction of his budget is to proceed as you have
outlined. However, at about 9.20 this morning you
indicated, if my memory is correct, that the CJC had
declined to come in and discuss these possible cuts.
Is there a communication problem between you and
the CJC as one of your responsible under-
departments?

Mr  BEANLAND: There is probably a
misunderstanding by the CJC in relation to
budgetary matters. They certainly do come under the
portfolio. There has to be a great deal of work
between both the CJC, the Minister and the
department in relation to this, just the same as there
has to be in relation to a whole range of other issues.
That does not mean to say that the commission
should not be independent and is not independent; it
certainly is, and | believe rightly so. Nevertheless,
independent commissions always indicate the worse
case scenario of doom and gloom in relation to any
changes to budgetary matters. That always happens
no matter what sort of commission it is or group that
you might be looking at. Certainly, we will be sitting
down with the Criminal Justice Commission
accountants and various people who want to come
in and work through their budget over the coming
days and weeks to ensure that the worst case
scenario of doom and gloom is not met but that in
fact real savings are made, just the same as real
savings need to be made from time to time in
Government right across-the-board.

Everyone gets some fat aboard the ship of
state. It is only a matter of course that these things
happen. With the best will in the world it happens to
every committee, commission or whatever it might be
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after a period of time. We will certainly be sitting
down and working through these things, regardless
of feelings about the matter. | believe that it is only
correct and proper that this be done. In addition to
that, | think there are certain areas, such as the
misconduct area, which are the basic reasons for
establishment of the CJC in the first instance. | think
that we must ensure that they continue to operate
fully funded in a way which is appropriate and
proper. Regardless of the original comments from the
CJC that in fact they are accountable to the
parliamentary committee, as far as funding is
concerned they certainly come through the portfolio.
We will certainly be sitting down and working
through these figures. | won't accept that as the
answer to this question. | think it is very clearly a
matter of simply sitting down and working it through.
As the department and departmental officers work
through all their various divisions and sections, we
will certainly be sitting down and working through
this particular matter.

Mr CARROLL: Has the CJC endeavoured to
put its budgetary requirements to you through the
PCJC?

Mr BEANLAND: | do not recollect having
sighted any of those. | would have to just check with
the officers. No, we haven't got anything from the
PCJC.

Mr CARROLL: | asked that question because
you have indicated that your understanding is that
the CJC is endeavouring to say that it is accountable
to the PCJC.

Mr BEANLAND: It certainly is when it comes
to the day-to-day operational basis. But when it
comes to funding, of course, that must come through
a portfolio, through a Minister and through the
Parliament.

Mr CARROLL: Of course. You have indicated
that the capital part of your budget is being
expanded but that the program and personnel
segment, if | might summarise it that way, has been
subjected to a restriction of about 8 per cent. Are
you simply saying that the CJC, similar to every
other part of your portfolio, has to tighten its belt?

Mr BEANLAND: That is so. | think there are
some areas on which there is greater pressure today
than ever before, such as the Director of Public
Prosecutions and the need for more Legal Aid
money. Unfortunately, there seems to be a bigger
workload in those particular areas than ever before.
Consequently, we have endeavoured to meet
commitments there to ensure that there are adequate
funds for proper prosecutions to occur. Hence,
following a report from the CJC, we will continue for
at least another 12 months the committals project. |
have always believed that, if we can make that
effective and show that it is going to save the
taxpayers' dollars and bring benefits to taxpayers as
a whole at the end of the day, that program should
continue. | would hope that, while there still may be
some doubts whether that will be the case, the
committals project will show that there are great
benefits to the community, and that that project will
continue also, because | believe that is in the interest
of criminal justice in this State as well.
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Mr CARROLL: Have any of the heads of other
sections of your portfolio run any political campaign
or complaint about their budget cuts in the press?

Mr BEANLAND: | am not just offhand aware of
it.

Mr FOLEY: On a point of order—the question
implies that some organisation has run a political
campaign. There is no evidence before the
Committee of that.

The CHAIRMAN: No, we are just asking.

Mr BEANLAND: | am not aware. | am happy to
answer the question. There are other issues, of
course, other concerns about changes that are
occurring in a number of areas, not of our ilk or our
making, but changes brought about by the Federal
Government in relation to the Legal Aid Commission
and so forth. They have got some airing. But that's
nothing to do with the budget. | am not aware of
anyone being in the media in relation to the budget
as such.

Mr CARROLL: A short while ago this morning,
Mr Clair used words in his statement to the effect
that the CJC cannot achieve the cuts which you are
imposing. | found it to be almost the case that you
are being told that the CJC will simply have to have
the money and that it, unlike another department, is
really requiring an open cheque. Do you have any
comment on that?

Mr FOLEY: On a point of order—this is a
matter of fairness. If that proposition is to be put to
the Minister, it should be put to Mr Clair first.

The CHAIRMAN: No, he can direct a question
to whomever he likes.

Mr  FOLEY: | am just drawing to your
attention—

The CHAIRMAN: If the Minister wants to
redirect the question, that is up to him.

Mr FOLEY: | am just drawing your attention to
the requirements of procedural fairness. If such a
proposition is to be put about a witness who is
before this Committee, then natural justice requires
that the proposition be put to him.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, Minister.

Mr BEANLAND: | am sure that we will work
through those processes. | appreciate that in
commissions and committees everyone puts the
worse case scenario. | have always found
throughout life, of course, that that's the case where
one is affecting the taxpayers' dollars. If you are
getting taxpayers' dollars for something and you are
not receiving what you received previously, there is
always a need for more funding for whatever it might
be. That is normal and natural; that is human life. But,
of course, at the end of the day commitments have
to be met across-the-board and adjustments have to
be made. They have been made across-the-board in
my department and other departments. Likewise, |
think it is only appropriate that, as | have already
indicated, the Criminal Justice Commission in the
particular area also look at adjustments. | am sure that
we will be able to work through these. | have no
concerns about that. We are still talking about well in
excess of $20m. That is not a small amount of
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money. It is considerably more than the Director of
Public Prosecutions gets, even with the considerable
increase of $2.8m, | might add. So | am sure that
those issues will be worked through over the coming
days.

Mr CARROLL: Will you be looking at the strict
requirements of the Criminal Justice Commission Act
to see what the core duties of the commission are?

Mr  BEANLAND: | certainly will be, and
certainly will be as far as the misconduct area is
concerned. | only mention that because the chairman
has already mentioned it. It is most important to
ensure that the misconduct division operates
effectively and efficiently. After all, one of the major
purposes of establishing the Criminal Justice
Commission was to put some outside check on the
Police Service and the public sector area generally.
That is the role of the misconduct area in the CJC.

Mr CARROLL: So will you be seeing that the
core services required of that commission under the
Act will be able to be funded by the budget?

Mr BEANLAND: | believe the core services
required under the Act can be met, and | see no
reason why they should not be met from that sum of
money.

Mrs  CUNNINGHAM: Mr Clair, your budget
last year was $21.6m. It is going down to $20.1m. |
would like a clarification, if | could. A list of cuts is
proposed. As to public inquiries—you suggested
that one would be held but that it is in doubt
because of budgets. You have proposed that
whistleblower support be reduced to Brisbane; that
misconduct risk reviews be reduced by 60 per cent;
and that misconduct workshops be reduced by 80
per cent. In your earlier answer, you talked about
travel in the Intelligence Division being reduced by
66 per cent. You said that the review of legislation
and the Police Service reform agenda would be
affected. As to official misconduct—one out of three
teams is to be disbanded. The Joint Organised
Crime Task Force will go to half strength, from four
to two. Given that it is a $1.5m reduction, your list
seems to reflect a disproportionate impact. Could
you clarify why a $1.5m reduction in a $20m budget
should have such a disproportionate effect?

Mr CLAIR: First of all, the budget for 1995-96
was, as you say, $22.4m. That was taking the
Government appropriation plus the income for the
year, plus moneys that were left over from the
previous year. There were what can be described as
non-discretionary increases, increases which are set
out fully in an annexure to a letter which | sent to the
Minister back in July 1996 setting out all of the
impacts of the first round of cuts that——

Mr FOLEY: Will you table that letter, please?

Mr CLAIR: | can. Can | undertake to provide
copies? | don't have copies of it at the moment, but
can | undertake to provide copies within the time
limit fixed for questions on notice perhaps?

Mr FOLEY: Yes. Thank you.

Mr CLAIR: That annexure indicates that there
were increases in what | will refer to as non-
discretionary items—rental and all the rest—of some
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$816,000, which brought the requirement by way of
budget, in order to operate at the same level as
1995-96, up to $23.3m in round terms. This year,
what we have by way of appropriation is $20.1m plus
about a $500,000 income, which is the same as last
year. So we have $21.6m. In order to operate at the
same level as we were last year, the cut in real terms
is $2.7m rather than $1.5m.

Now, starting from that base, | can assure the
honourable member, Mr Chairman, that we have been
through the budget with a fine toothcomb, not only
just over the past week but also before that, and all
of the percentages which | have given are real
percentages in terms of the cuts in those items of the
budget. For instance, the travel budget—and | didn't
have an opportunity to mention this earlier—for the
Corruption Prevention Division has been cut by 32
per cent, and that will have a real effect on the ability
of the Corruption Prevention Division to service
people in country areas. There has been a 60 per
cent cut in moneys available for misconduct risk
reviews. That is either where there has been some
evidence of official misconduct in an organisation or
where we have been invited in to do reviews on risks
of corruption. So all the figures have been
carefully——

The CHAIRMAN: We have reached the end of
the three minutes. Would you like to have the answer
continue?

Mrs CUNNINGHAM: If you do not mind—just
for a minute or so, please.

Mr CLAIR: Can | say this: all of the
percentages are based on actual cuts in figures that
have been worked through very carefully. It is not a
case of this being, as it were, an ambit claim or
stating a worst-case position. What has been done is
to work through carefully in each area.

Mrs CUNNINGHAM: It just appears to be a
disproportionate impact given the dollars involved,
albeit you said the real dollar impact was 2.7 and on
the Budget papers it is 1.5. Would you say—if I
could just ask one more question—that there is a
comparatively high cost of non-operative functions
of the CJC?

Mr CLAIR: No, | wouldn't say that at all. | think
the Minister mentioned that there was a budget of 40
something per cent in corporate services. That in
fact arises—and | can give you real figures in a
moment—from the fact that our 1995-96 budget was
a budget done in divisional terms and not program
terms. Therefore, there were many costs within the
Corporate Services Division that in fact were costs
related to programs, that is, that under a program
budgeting system—which we are now using—would
be disbursed to programs. Just a quick thumbnail
sketch on the figures. The budget on a divisional
basis for 1995-96 involved $8.2m for corporate
services, which was 36.44 per cent of the total
budget, but of course that budget contained the
cost of motor vehicles, fringe benefits tax,
accommodation—a large cost—computer hardware
and software, all of the IT expenses, telephones and
advertising. All of those things were things which
were really relevant to programs. Then with the
program budgeting we move to a position where,
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under the Corporate Support subprogram, other
elements of the old divisional budget were brought
into Corporate Support, but some things were then
disbursed across other programs, and the budget
then for the Corporate Support subprogram
amounted to almost 25 per cent. But then if one is to
take out of that the other elements—for instance, the
executive, the Office of General Counsel, Police
Command Unit, the library and the misconduct
tribunals—and take out other items that should
rightly be disbursed across programs, one comes
down to a budget for Corporate Services Division of
$1.92m, which is 9.31 per cent.

Can | say this: the first time that | became aware
that there was any concern on the part of the
Minister or anybody in his department about the
amount of money within the corporate services part
of the commission's budget was in fact after the
budget figure was announced. Can | say this, too,
just in that connection: | have never—and | do seek
to correct the record, and | am in the unenviable
position of having to disagree with the Minister—
asserted that the Criminal Justice Commission is not
accountable to the Minister for financial matters. In
fact, the Act makes it quite plain that the Criminal
Justice Commission is. | did assert at one point—if |
can just—

The CHAIRMAN: Have you nearly finished?

Mr CLAIR: Almost finished, Mr Chairman. | did
assert at one point that it wasn't appropriate for the
Under Treasurer to be indicating what functions the
commission should carry out, and | did say that that
sort of thing was a matter for the commission or for
the parliamentary committee. Mr Chairman, can |
correct the public record on one other matter, that is,
that the question——

The CHAIRMAN: Well, we need questions for
you to answer.

Mr CLAIR: You will appreciate, Mr Chairman,
that | am a novice in this area, but | do think that, in
fairness, there is one further matter that | should
correct.

Mr  FOLEY: Mr Chairman,
indulgence.

Mr CLAIR: Otherwise | would go away feeling
very dissatisfied with the process.

The CHAIRMAN: All right, but the procedure
is usually that you answer questions.

Mr CLAIR: | appreciate that, but there was an
answer given by the Minister that indicated that |
have never put forward any requests in respect of
the budget through the parliamentary committee. In
fact, that is because | recognise him as being
responsible for budget. When we were asked about
costs and the suggestion was made as to what
functions we could sacrifice, that came out of an
Under Treasurer's memorandum, and | indicated that
it wasn't appropriate for the Under Treasurer or for
the Director-General of the Justice Department to be
dictating functions to us. | did, however, indicate
that we would attempt to make cost savings. | then
subsequently wrote to the Minister on 11 July a
lengthy letter setting out the attempts we had made
to save and in fact putting forward a figure as a

| ask for your
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proposed budget figure which involved a 5.3 per
cent reduction in real terms on the previous year. In
that letter, | set out many of the points that | have
mentioned today as to the impact of such cuts.

Mr FOLEY: Will you table that letter, Mr Clair?

Mr CLAIR: Yes. That is the same letter to
which | referred before, and | will table that letter.
That followed an earlier letter of 12 June which was
in response to the memorandum.

Mr FOLEY: Would you table that, too, please?

Mr CLAIR: Thank you very much. Thank you,
Mr Chairman, for that indulgence.

Mr CARROLL: Minister, mention was made
before, | think by Mr Clair, in regard to what |
understood to be a substantial outlay and time
involved in purchasing call charge records. What was
spent on that in 1995-967?

Mr BEANLAND: Sorry, what was that?

Mr CARROLL: What was spent by the CJC on
acquiring call charge records in 1995-96? Perhaps Mr
Clair might have the answer.

Mr BEANLAND: Itis a matter for the Chairman.
Mr Clair might give an answer to that.

Mr CLAIR: | am sorry, the honourable member
is asking about a difference in cost between one
year and the other?

Mr CARROLL: No, | am simply asking what
was spent in 1995-96 on the acquisition of call
charge records, and | would expect that would be
not only fees paid to the provider but also manpower
and time involved.

Mr CLAIR: Can | take that question on notice,
Mr Chairman, and provide those details?

The CHAIRMAN: You can take
question on notice if it is suitable for you.

it as a

Mr CARROLL: | am happy for that to go on
notice.
Mr CLAIR: | do not know that | would even

have those details immediately available to me, but
they can be made available.

Mr CARROLL: From Mr Clair's answer to a
question this morning, Minister, | gained the
impression that the Research Division spends a lot of
time on the Police Service review. Should this not be
left to the Police Minister? | add that in Mr Clair's
statement he went down to such detail as comments
on beat policing. Is it not the case that that kind of
detail should be really left to the Police Minister?

Mr BEANLAND: | think there probably are
some areas that someone needs to do research in
and ongoing work. Whether that is a matter for the
CJC or for the Police Service—nevertheless, there
are areas there. Obviously, through arrangements
with the Commissioner of Police, the CJC s
continuing doing work in this particular area. There
is, of course, the recent inquiry into the Police
Service by Sir Max Bingham, and there is a process
there now of putting in place a wide-ranging number
of those recommendations which will probably, |
would think, flow over the top of whatever works the
Research Division of the CJC has been doing,
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because this inquiry that was set up under Sir Max
Bingham now has an implementation unit and that
implementation unit is now out putting in place the
recommendations, as | understand it, of that
particular committee. So there is probably not the
degree of work that there was prior to that, but there
are, | am sure, certain areas which need ongoing
monitoring which in the past has been carried out by
the CJC.

Mr CARROLL: But is it not the case, when we
bear in mind the number of reports and reviews that
have been undertaken on the Police Service, that
that kind of review work should be left to the Police
Minister now?

Mr BEANLAND: | am sure the implementation
unit will do a lot of that work and | am sure there will
be a lesser role for that sort of work, anyway. There
will be a much lesser role for the CJC to play in that
particular area than what there was previously.

Mr  FOLEY: Through you, Mr Chairman, by
way of a supplementary question, if | may?

The CHAIRMAN: Are you willing to take a
supplementary question?

Mr BEANLAND: | am easygoing.

Mr FOLEY: Is the Minister unaware of the
statutory function under the Criminal Justice Act
which the Minister himself administers requiring the
CJC to carry out this function, namely, to review the
Police Service?

Mr BEANLAND: | am not unaware of the
statutory requirements, Mr Chairman. That is why |
kept saying there is a lesser role, because the work
the Bingham implementation unit is doing following
the Bingham inquiry does not mean to say, of
course, that there is no role, and | have indicated that
previously. There is a role there still to play, probably
a lesser role than what there was because of what
the implementation unit and inquiry has come up
with. They are going to implement a range of issues
there. There is still work and there is still a role and
that will continue, lesser though it might be, for the
Criminal Justice Commission. There are certain
requirements under legislation in relation to that.

Mr CARROLL: Mr Chairman, | have some more
questions, but | think it is the Opposition's half hour
now.

The
minutes.

Mr CARROLL: Minister, Mr Clair said that CJC
travel costs overall would have to be cut by about 60
per cent. What was the travel costs component of all
CJC outlays in the last financial year?

Mr BEANLAND: Perhaps Mr Clair would like to
answer that.

Mr CLAIR: | think | indicated that the travel
costs in the Intelligence Division would be slashed
by 66 per cent. That is one of the items that has
been identified by the Director of the Intelligence
Division as where he will have to make savings to
meet cuts in his budget. It was not travel cuts
across-the-board. There are different percentages in
each area according to how the directors have seen
the need to make cuts. | do not know that | am in

CHAIRMAN: We will have another five
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possession at the moment of the actual travel costs
within the Intelligence Division last year. | can
certainly take that question on notice and provide
the details of that accordingly.

Mr CARROLL: My question was the total
travel costs outlaid by the CJC in the last financial
year. Do you have a figure for that?

Mr CLAIR: Yes, | can provide that. | do have a
figure for overseas travel and interstate travel, but |
do not have the intrastate travel at this stage.
Perhaps | can take it on notice and provide the all-up
figure in time.

Mr CARROLL: Mr Chairman, if | might
therefore ask the record to be noted that | would like
that treated as a question on notice, that is, to
provide the full particulars of the travel expenses
outlaid, including a break-up at least with the
subheadings that Mr Clair has mentioned. May we
have here and now those parts of the subheadings
that Mr Clair does have?

Mr CLAIR: Yes, | do have those. In 1995-96,
overseas travel was $24,733, and what is described
as interstate conference travel was $12,361. They
are the components that | have at hand at the
moment, Mr Chairman. There will need to be the
intrastate costs and there may be intrastate
operational travel—I should say interstate operational
travel—but | undertake to provide those in the
categories as the honourable member has asked.

The CHAIRMAN: The time for this section of
the questioning from Government members has
expired. Mr Foley?

Mr FOLEY: Mr Clair, you outlined to the
Committee a number of the implications of budget
cuts for the Intelligence Division, the Research and
Coordination Division and the Official Misconduct
Division. Can you indicate to the Committee whether
there are implications of budget cuts for the other
divisions?

Mr CLAIR: In the Corruption Prevention
Division, it starts with the fact that there is really a
four-pronged strategy in that division. The first is
liaison with principal officers of units of the public
sector to assist them to develop prevention
strategies. The second strategy is misconduct risk
reviews, the third is education and training, and the
fourth is whistleblower advice and support. The
effects in those areas—a 32 per cent cut in travel
means that the chief executive officers of local
governments and regional directors of Public
Service departments will have reduced assistance in
terms of developing prevention strategies.

A 60 per cent cut in misconduct risk reviews
means that many of the poor controls or security
lapses revealed during the Official Misconduct
Division investigations that lead to misconduct
occurring may not be addressed by agencies. It has
been the CJC's experience in the past that when
poor management systems are not addressed, repeat
crimes are common. Thirdly, an 80 per cent cut in
conference and workshop funds means that the CJC
will not be able to conduct conferences that focus
on particular types of misconduct, for instance,
school-based assault, which is one on which the
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commission is wanting to focus, and another area
was selling confidential information.

Fourthly, the CJC will not be able to honour a
commitment made to the Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander communities to employ a part-time ATSI
woman to deal with women's business, involving
issues such as assisting Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander women to report rape and sexual
harassment by teachers, police officers or health
workers. Those are the effects in the Corruption
Prevention Division.

Mr FOLEY: What about the other divisions?

Mr CLAIR: | think the one that | have not dealt
with is the Witness Protection Division. The impacts
there are, firstly, that the number of police officers
attached to the division may have to be reduced.
Staff within that division are already overloaded with
cases, and a reduction in staff numbers will result in
even heavier case loads for the remaining officers.
That, in turn, will result in reduced levels of
protection and supervision of withesses. The
division really has no control over the number of
witnesses referred to it for protection. So that is
necessarily a heavier load. The operational
expenditure will have to be reduced substantially.
Serious consideration will have to be given to
whether we discontinue the 24-hour staffing of the
communication rooms, which will result in a reduced
level of opportunity for witnesses to contact the
commission, and will also reduce the opportunity for
the public to contact the commission after hours.
The number of support staff attached to the division
may have to be reduced. Further, the reductions will
have a serious impact on the ability of the division to
provide efficient and effective protection to
witnesses. It must be borne in mind that those
witnesses are witnesses who have assisted the
commission or other law enforcement agencies in the
State to  discharge  their  functions  and
responsibilities.

Mr FOLEY: | might try to summarise some of
the impacts then on the basis of your evidence. With
respect to the Official Misconduct Division, there will
be less investigation of complaints against police and
public officials as a result of the disbanding of one of
the teams; there will be less effort in combating
organised crime; and there will be less opportunity
for a public hearing into police corruption as a result
of the budget cuts. Is that a correct summary of part
of the effects?

Mr CLAIR: Yes.

Mr FOLEY: | take you to an answer given by
the Minister to a question on notice from this
Committee furnished upon advice from the Criminal
Justice Commission. In particular, | refer to page 6 of
the answer to question 5, wherein the Minister
informed the Committee, on the advice of the
commission, as follows—

"The commission's ability to combat
corruption is severely compromised by the
availability of resources.”

That is a very serious statement. Is it one that you
regard as correct?
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Mr CLAIR: | am sorry. Could you read that
statement again?

Mr FOLEY: Page 6 of question on notice
No. 5.

Mr CLAIR: | do not believe that | have the
relevant document.

Mr FOLEY: Part of that question was, "Will this
reduction compromise the ability of the CJC to
combat corruption?" The answer commences with
this statement, "The commission's ability to combat
corruption is severely compromised by the
availability of resources."

Mr CLAIR: There is no doubt that that is a true
statement. The fact is that we have conducted an
exercise which is designed to find as many savings
as possible. We have moved programs within the
information technology area over to next year. We
have delayed other programs within the Corporate
Services area. We still find ourselves in the position
where we have to take the steps which have the
effects that | outlined earlier, and we are still almost
$1m short of reaching the mark. So the availability of
resources necessarily affects the commission's ability
to combat corruption.

Mr FOLEY: Is it not a disturbing state of affairs
if the commission's ability to combat corruption is
being severely compromised by the availability of
resources at a time when the royal commission into
police corruption in New South Wales has revealed
endemic corruption in that Police Service?

Mr CLAIR: It is certainly a matter of great
concern to me what we are seeing at the moment
through our investigations both into organised crime
and into official misconduct. We are seeing very
definite signposts into corruption at relatively high
levels within the Police Service. That is a matter
which will need to be addressed. When | say
"relatively high levels", | mean not just at the very
fringes. That is a matter that will need to be
addressed, and it may need to be addressed in ways
that will necessarily be expensive. If that kind of
activity has to be delayed because of lack of
resources, then the ability of the commission to fight
corruption is severely compromised.

Mr FOLEY: Did | understand your evidence
correcty to the effect that, prior to the
announcement of the budget, you had not received
an approach from the Minister or the Minister's
department with respect to any proposed cuts to
Corporate Services?

Mr CLAIR: | wrote the letters that | referred to
earlier. | did not ever receive any response, even by
way of acknowledging receipt of those letters. |
received no indication of any concern on the part of
anyone within the Justice and Attorney-General's
Department or within the Minister's office or the
Minister himself indicating that there was concern
about the high level of the Corporate Services
budget last year. | did speak with the Minister the
week before the Budget came down. We were
speaking in respect of other matters, but | did
mention concern about a cut in the budget when we
were together. To my recollection, there was no
express concern voiced at that stage about the high
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level of the Corporate Services budget in 1995-96.
So it did take me somewhat by surprise that the cut
to the CJC budget was justified on the basis of what
appeared to be a high level of Corporate Services.
Had the matter been raised, | could have explained
to the Attorney or to responsible officers the same
position as | have explained to this Committee
today—that our program budgeting had not been
introduced to 1995-96.

Mr  FOLEY: Minister, in the light of that
evidence of a failure by you or your department to
approach the CJC with any request for a cut in
Corporate Services, and in the light of your earlier
evidence where you were quite unable to specify in
any detail the implications of the proposed cuts to
Corporate Services, do you not now concede that
this explanation you have offered as to Corporate
Services being the area of cut is nothing but a
pretext for a political attack upon the functions of the
commission?

Mr BEANLAND: | certainly do not accept that
at all. | stand by the comments that | have made in
relation to this matter. From listening to the
comments from the Chairman of the CJC, nothing
has changed that view. In fact, just listening to it, it
looks like the whole of the operations of the CJC are
about to be closed down. As | have indicated
before, other Government areas have been able to
respond accordingly to budgetary restraints in areas
that have been asked for. Likewise, | believe that the
Criminal Justice Commission would be able to
respond in those particular areas. | do not accept at
all any other premise that has been put—far from it, in
fact. As | have already indicated here very clearly, we
will certainly be going down the path which | have
indicated. It is interesting to note that the Criminal
Justice Commission received an escalation factor in
their budget this year. They have an enterprise
bargaining bonus for the police staff down there.
They are not subject to the productivity bonus to
which other areas of Government departmental
operations are subject.

Mr FOLEY: But a saving of $1.96m was
factored in there.

Mr BEANLAND: Just a moment. The member
for Yeronga has had his go. It is my go. You spent
$35m on the workers' compensation scheme. Let us
just get to this issue here for a moment.

Mr  FOLEY:
keep with the issue.

Mr BEANLAND: Thank you. The situation is,
of course, as | have already indicated, that the
Criminal Justice Commission has received certain
assistance in some areas. In some areas, of course, it
is not included in the same sort of budgetary
restraints that other Government areas are, such as
not being subject to the productivity bonus, which
the department is subject to. | just make the point
that, sure, everyone's concerned if they receive a cut
in the taxpayers' dollars that they receive—it does
not matter what it is across-the-board—but, at the
end of the day, we make ends meet and we get on
with the job.

It would be handy if you could
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I am sure the very useful and very worthwhile
areas—important areas—of misconduct which the
Criminal Justice Commission have been doing will
continue, although | was a little concerned to hear
some comments from the Chairman about corruption
in the Police Service. | am not quite sure what that
means. Nevertheless, we will have to no doubt follow
that up in due course in view of the constant
monitoring role that the CJC has to play in this area
and significant changes that have occurred in the
Police Service in the last number of years. | would
be extremely concerned if | am led to believe in any
way that there is some sort of corruption—at a high
level or any level of corruption—now in the
Queensland Police Service. | am particularly
disturbed about that matter.

Mr FOLEY: Minister, you have heard evidence
today that the effect of budget cuts to the Criminal
Justice Commission will mean less investigation of
complaints against police and public officials, less
effort in combating organised crime, and a proposed
public hearing into police corruption has been called
into question. | refer you to the provisions of the
memorandum of understanding between Mr Cooper
and Mr Borbidge and the Police Union, where it was
contemplated that the function of the Criminal
Justice Commission in receiving and investigating
complaints against police in particular would be
wound back or abolished. | ask: is this not an attempt
by the Government through budget cuts to achieve
in part what it sought to achieve through making the
memorandum of understanding with the Police
Union, namely, to weaken the role of the Criminal
Justice Commission in rendering the Police Service
accountable?

Mr BEANLAND: | refute totally the comments
by the member for Yeronga. In no way is the
Government in any way, shape or form bound to
some memorandum of understanding. | did not see
that until after it was made public in the media. The
commitment always has been by this Government—
whether in Opposition or now in Government—to the
CJC, particularly in that area of misconduct, and |
stand by that. It is a very important area to ensure
that someone checks the Queensland Police
Service. There has to be a check and balance, and |
think only rightly so. It would be a very sad day
indeed to see that there was no check and balance
of a law enforcement operation like the Queensland
Police Service. In fact, | believe there must be and
that must continue. That is why | have already
indicated to you here previously that there will not
be, in fact, from my point of view any cuts at all in the
misconduct area. That is a very important area.

| am surprised, as | have already indicated, by
comments from the chairman about corruption in the
Queensland Police Service. | understood that that
was not the case, but it has been repeated by the
member for Yeronga, so | am very concerned about
that aspect. That must be investigated fully. | will be
following that up and having further discussions
about that matter now that it has been raised here. It
has not been raised with me previously. | want to
make it quite clear that, from my point of view and
the Government's point of view, a very strong area of
misconduct will continue as far as the CJC is
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concerned. Certainly there will be no cuts to that
particular area. If there is a concern about police
corruption—and | am staggered to think that there is,
but if there is and there is police corruption out
there—then action will need to be taken on that
particular matter very urgently indeed.

Mr  FOLEY: Minister, did you read your
answers to the Committee before you furnished
them?

Mr BEANLAND: | read through the answers
from the Criminal Justice Commission. | noticed
there was some comment about that, but | did not
believe that that related to a "high level", | think it
might have been—certainly a level of corruption,
anyway—uwithin the Queensland Police Service now,
which is the degree that is being emphasised here
today. But | gather that there is a degree of concern.
I certainly will be following that matter up.

Mr FOLEY: Minister, that is rather surprising, in
the light of your answer to question on notice No. 5.
| take you to page 6, where your answer to the
Committee, on advice from the Criminal Justice
Commission, indicated, among other things, that it is
probable that within the reduced level of resources
the following areas are considered as being under
threat: (1) a proposed public inquiry into significant
corruption of police by criminal elements. You said
today that you are surprised to hear about it, but that
was in fact the answer that you yourself supplied to
the Committee on advice from the Criminal Justice
Commission. It would appear that you simply do not
read the answers that you have supplied to this
Committee.

Mr BEANLAND: That is not the case. | did see
that particular answer. | did not, though, believe that
it applied to a range of corruption within the Police
Service as is being indicated to me here today. |
understood that there must have been one or two
problems, which would probably come out through
further misconduct hearings, but it is made clear to
me now that that is not just a minor detail.

Mr FOLEY: What did you understand by the
meaning of your answer, "significant corruption of
police by criminal elements"? If it does not mean
"significant,” what did you understand it to mean?

Mr BEANLAND: | did not believe that it
applied to a wide-ranging number of people within
the Queensland Police Service. It is quite clear to me
now that it does and that there is a major problem
there. That is, | think, what the Chairman of the CJC
is saying, which certainly has not been brought to my
attention before. | want to make it quite clear that if
there is a major concern in this area, as has been
stated here this morning, and there is a need for a
public inquiry, there will certainly be a public inquiry
held if that is the view of the Criminal Justice
Commission. In no shape or form—I want to make it
very clear for the record—uwill | tolerate an issue of
corruption or knowing of corruption within the
Queensland Police Service. If that is what the
chairman is saying, that there are significant large
numbers—and | don't know what level they are
at—of concern in this area, and it is worthy of a
public inquiry—I thought that that was some sort of
ambit claim—but if this is not a situation of a minor
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matter but a significant large-scale matter, then
certainly there is funding there. We will be ensuring
that in fact there is a public inquiry, if that is what the
Chairman of the CJC is saying.

I understood that the CJC was monitoring the
Queensland Police Service and those sorts of issues
were not there abroad, particularly in view of the fact
that we have the CJC supposedly doing its work in
this area. | accept that. But obviously there are other
areas that have now come to light. Also the role of
the Bingham inquiry—again, | am not aware that that
indicated that there was this sort of problem within
the Queensland Police Service. But if it is, it must be
stopped, the corruption must be rooted out.

Mr FOLEY: The Government has announced
that it proposes to commission a judicial inquiry into
the CJC. Can you tell the Committee, please, what
budgetary provision has been made for that? If none,
what is your estimate of that cost? If you have not
made the estimate, do you not regard it as
irresponsible to commit yourself without having
made such an estimate?

Mr BEANLAND: No doubt funding for those
inquiries, as with funding for other inquiries—the
Fitzgerald inquiry that has occurred and other
inquiries such as Trident; we had a range of those
inquiries over time—no doubt funding will be in like
form. There is no particular funding or vote set aside,
which is what you are asking. The member for
Yeronga is asking whether a vote has been set aside
in the departmental Estimates. That is not the case.

Mr FOLEY: Well——

Mr BEANLAND: Can | just answer the
question? | haven't started yet. There have been no
terms of reference yet drawn up. But over the next
period we will be drawing up the terms of reference.
It is only when one draws up the terms of reference
that one will be able to gather some idea about the
cost of any inquiry. Of course, no matter how one
estimates that an inquiry is going to cost a certain
amount of money, inquiries take on a life of their own
once they have started off. | think that history has
fairly well shown that all inquiries seem to cost a
great deal more than what is originally estimated. | do
not have any estimate of what the cost of an inquiry
might be, nor have | yet worked out the detailed
terms of reference in relation to that.

Mr FOLEY: Does not the absence of a
budgetary provision for an inquiry indicate that this
matter has been brought on by the Government
without proper planning and simply as part of its
ongoing political attack on the Criminal Justice
Commission?

Mr  BEANLAND: There are funds within
Treasury for unforeseen expenses to cover these
inquiries. Clearly, that will be the case in relation to
this particular inquiry. That is not something new;
that is normally the way, as | understand, these
inquiries are covered. | am sure there is a history of
that. Funding is made available, special allocations
are made available from the Treasury, and | am sure
that will be the case in relation to this particular item.
There is nothing new in relation to this. My
understanding is that this has happened many times
and on many occasions in the past.
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Mr FOLEY: Do you propose to cover the legal
costs of parties appearing before the commission of
inquiry in the same way that you are covering the
costs of Mr Borbidge and Mr Cooper in their
appearances before the Carruthers inquiry? If so,
have you made any estimate of the legal costs likely
to flow from representation of parties before the
wide-ranging inquiry that you propose?

Mr BEANLAND: We are yet to draw up the
terms of reference. It is only when you sit down and
do the terms of reference in relation to something
like this that a number of these matters come to the
fore. | understand that New South Wales has
recently introduced some new system down there
which we will have a look at in relation to having
representation for people before this inquiry. We will
certainly be undertaking to have a look at that and
any other new ways people in other States have
come up with in relation to ensuring and meeting
legal representation. As for costs and those sorts of
issues, | am not in a position to answer them simply
because no consideration has yet been given to
arrangements.

Mr FOLEY: You cannot say, for example,
whether it would be more or less than the proposed
$1.96m worth of savings that you expect from the
Criminal Justice Commission?

Mr BEANLAND: | cannot say the amounts that
will come for unforeseen expenses.

Mr FOLEY: It could be more than $2m?

Mr BEANLAND: It may be a lot less; it may be
more, you do not know. There has been no
consideration given to this issue yet and there is no
allocation of funding here. In the past, Fitzgerald,
Trident—there is a whole range of these
inquiries—they are funded, as | understand, through
the Treasury in special allocations.

Mr FOLEY: | direct a question to Mr Clair. |
refer again to page 6 and to the answer to question
on notice No. 5 with respect to the following areas
as being considered to be under threat, including a
proposed public inquiry into significant corruption of
police by criminal elements. Without wishing in any
way to prejudice any inquiry that you may want to
have and if you feel that, giving further and better
particulars would do so then please do not feel
drawn to do so, but if you feel able to do so, are you
able to indicate to the Committee the area in which
the proposed public inquiry into significant
corruption of police by criminal elements might be
conducted?

Mr CLAIR: | described that earlier in my
evidence as being corruption at what | said were
relatively high levels and | qualified that by saying
that that is not just matters out at the fringes. By that
I meant not just constables on the counter taking
money to issue licences or something like that; | am
talking about significant examples of corruption. How
widespread that might be is something that can only
be determined over time. What | have said in
evidence today is that during the commission's
investigations of organised crime and investigations
of official misconduct, we continue to see signposts
back into police involvement by way of corrupt
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continues to become available of the specific

instances of that. | am talking about examples of
significant corruption, that is, as | say, not just
constables on the front counter taking money for
drivers' licences.

Mr FOLEY: What sort of things?

Mr Clair: In respect of involvement in drug
activities, that is, protection of drug activities—that
kind of matter. The picture which is developing and
has been now for some time indicates that there may
well be a need for this to be dealt with by way of a
public inquiry rather than simple covert or closed
hearings. The picture is developing and developing
with some speed. The commission would anticipate,
and has anticipated now for some time, that if there is
to be a public hearing it would be during this current
year. Initially, we did intend to have money set aside
to cover such a public hearing. The effect of the
budget cuts is that we simply can now make no
provision for public hearings in that respect.

Mr FOLEY: Thank you, Mr Clair.

The CHAIRMAN: That brings us to the end of
that section of the questioning from the non-
Government members. | will now ask a question
dealing with some of the other areas of the Minister's
responsibility. | refer you, Minister, to the MPS on
page 1-11 regarding the expenditure of the
Queensland Anti-Discrimination Commission of over
$Im. In view of the expiration of the
Commonwealth/State arrangements on 9 December
1996, have any negotiations occurred with the
Commonwealth Government on the post-December
arrangements and what progress has been made if
there are discussions going on?

Mr BEANLAND: | can give you some detail in
relation to that, but | might ask the director-general
to address the issue.

Mr MARTIN: The Commonwealth Government
has notified the Queensland Government that the
existing arrangements in relation to cooperation in
the anti-discrimination area will cease on 9 December
of this year. The Commonwealth has proved very
difficult to tie down as to the reasons why they want
to do this. We have had certain preliminary
negotiations with the Commonwealth Government
and it would seem that the Commonwealth
Government is adopting a policy of rather than
having the Commonwealth Human Rights
Commission—which operates in Queensland as the
agency of the Queensland Government—continue,
they wish to adopt a policy whereby they will
withdraw the Commonwealth Human Rights
Commission back to a general role and require the
State to establish a State Anti-discrimination
Commission.

To do this would, it is anticipated, involve an
additional expenditure of $1m plus per year. The
basis of the renegotiation of arrangements with the
Commonwealth Government is still fluid. Policy is still
being formulated in Queensland and, in particular, the
financial impact of the consequences of the
Commonwealth's decision are still to be considered
by the Cabinet Budget Committee and by Cabinet.
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A number of options have been investigated
and are under consideration to enable anti-
discrimination services to continue to be delivered in
Queensland should the money not be available to
replicate the existing arrangements. If existing funds
as provided for in the budget are only available, then
the Government will have to turn to alternative
methodologies other than those which are currently

in place. It is fair to say it is under active
consideration at the moment and the issue still
remains fluid. At the end of the day, the

Commonwealth policy in this area will still ensure, or
will still require, that the States adopt an attitude
which has not been the case that has applied in
Queensland in recent years. That poses some
significant policy problems for the Queensland
Government.

Mrs  CUNNINGHAM: | have another couple of
questions on the CJC, but perhaps before we deal
with those | ask a question of the Minister. In your
department | want a breakdown, if | could, on
moneys paid to consultants for the various
disciplines—CJC, DPP and general.

Mr BEANLAND: | will just see which officer
might have that information.

Mr McGRORY: Stephen McGrory,
Management Accountant. The breakdown of
consultancies within programs for the department is:
the Administration of Justice Program in 1995-96 was
$348,000; our prosecutions, $250,000; legal services,
$20,000; Office of Community Affairs, $24,000;
corporate support, $294,000. That gives a total of
$938,000. | do not have a figure for the Criminal
Justice  Commission. The Electoral Commission is
$12,000 and the Local Government Commission is
$53,000.

Mr CARROLL: | am not happy to be spending
such a disproportionate amount of time on the CJC.
| think we seem to be following the press's example
and | want to get off the topic shortly. However, the
matter of the twelfth-hour announcement of
increasing levels of corruption being alleged in the
police force surprises me. Has that matter been
brought to your attention through the PCJC?

Mr BEANLAND: No, not to my knowledge. |
am certainly not aware of increasing levels of
corruption within the Queensland Police Service. It
had not been brought to my attention until yesterday
when | saw some comment in this statement
concerning it. | have received nothing from the
PCJC. No doubt, the Criminal Justice Commission
has reported this to the PCJC, but it certainly has
not been brought to my attention. | stress that | am
very concerned about that.

Over a period, with the monitoring processes
that take place in this State, | would have thought
that those monitoring processes would have in fact
been able to ensure that that was not the situation.
Clearly, if they have not been able to do that and
corruption has been increasing, as | am being led to
believe, that is a worrying situation. | think probably
one of the things that will need to be done is to also
look at the monitoring processes that we currently
have in place in this State. It seems to me that if the
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corruption issue within the Police Service has been
increasing, we may have a problem with the
monitoring processes as well.

Mr CARROLL: From what Mr Clair has been
telling us this morning, the CJC seems to have taken
a very active interest in this area. Is it the case then
that it is not doing its job, if this surprisingly high
level seems to be accelerating as Mr Clair has told
us?

Mr BEANLAND: | would have to look at and
discuss with the CJC the processes it has in place.
Clearly | think the public would have expected that
the matter of corruption within the Queensland
Police Service was under control. There are various
monitoring systems in place and if it is as the
chairman has said—and | do not doubt his comments
in relation to this for a moment—I am very concerned
as to why action has not been taken prior to this,
because it now seems to have reached a significant
level. That in itself concerns me greatly. The CJC
has enormous powers in this area, of course, and is
able to do all sorts of work. Therefore, the Bingham
inquiry produced a range of evidence and material
about ongoing concerns within the Police Service
and this seems to be another area of concern that
has popped up.

Mr FOLEY: Mr Chairman, on a point of
order—again | draw to your attention the
requirements of procedural fairness. If members of
this Committee wish to put propositions which are
adverse to the CJC, and the chairperson is a witness
before the Committee, it is basic fairness that those
adverse propositions should be put to Mr Clair.

The CHAIRMAN: As | said before, we are
asking questions of the Minister at the present time. |
do not see Mr Clair at the moment, anyway.

Mr FOLEY: Mr Clair is still in the Chamber. The
guestion was directed——

The CHAIRMAN: Order! We are conducting
this inquiry and | do believe that a fairly lenient
amount of time has been given to that particular
subject. | do not think there is anything untoward in
asking the Minister these questions.

Mr CARROLL: Mr Chairman, the Minister is the
responsible officer and | want to ask him these
questions. We have already seen that there has been
a lack of communication between the CJC and the
Honourable the Minister. Mr Minister, has any other
authority or agency made this kind of allegation to
you? | forget the exact words, but the record will
reveal the suggestions that Mr Clair has made about
increasing corruption.

Mr BEANLAND: Not to my knowledge. | am
not aware of it.

Mr CARROLL: Do you have a view as to
whether or not, to use Mr Clair's words, this picture
which has been "developing for some time" of
increasing corruption at higher levels—which, | might
point out is only alleged—and the announcement
that it has suddenly accelerated recently have
something to do with some kind of scare tactic to
pressure you not to cut the budget in regard to this
particular agency?
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Mr BEANLAND: | cannot comment in relation
to that. However, | want to make the comment that |
will certainly be following this up and having
discussions with the chairman over the coming days
and weeks. This is a matter about which | am
extremely concerned, as | have already indicated. |
do not know why or how it has got to this stage, but,
as | said, if it has we certainly need to take some
urgent action in relation to it. | make that quite clear.
It may be, of course, that the CJC is going through
the process of gathering certain materials in relation
to this and does not necessarily want to crank it up
tomorrow or the next day but some time next year—I
do not know. | indicate very clearly to the Committee
that | will be having discussions with the Chairman of
the Criminal Justice Commission in relation to what |
consider to be a prime and most important issue. The
CJC was set up to check the Queensland Police
Service, and the public sector generally, for
misconduct. We seem to have a problem there now.
I will also be discussing with him whether or not we
are in a position to be able to adequately monitor this
situation, so that we do not allow it to balloon. | am
not saying that it has ballooned, but it has been
indicated to me that it is growing and | am concerned
that the situation could be growing.

Mr FOLEY: Through the Chairperson, that was
actually drawn to the Minister's attention in the letter
tabled on 11 July.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Mrs Cunningham?

Mrs  CUNNINGHAM: While we are on this
issue, Mr Clair, | ask this as a question on notice
because of the detail. | continue to be concerned
about the actual dollar reduction in your budget and
the listed impacts on the functions of the CJC.
Could you furnish the Committee with the projected
full impact of the proposed budget cuts, including a
breakdown under each division of the CJC? Could
you also provide a full report on the CJC's perceived
achievable cuts and a full report of the impacts on
the CJC by division and function, including the dollar
amounts, if the Minister's budget cuts are
implemented on a line item basis?

Mr CLAIR: | will do so with pleasure, Mr
Chairman.

Mr CARROLL: Mr Minister, last week you
announced a coming review of the CJC and later in
the week another matter was brought before the
Parliament with regard to that possible review. Were
you pushed towards this action of reviewing the
CJC by the Chairman of the CJC? If so, did he raise
any of these allegations about increasing levels of
alleged corruption in the police force?

Mr  BEANLAND: | am not sure | fully
understand the question, Mr Chairman.

Mr CARROLL: Can | explain: did the Chairman
of the CJC prompt you or invite you to undertake
the review of the CJC with any information or claims
about the alleged increasing level of police
corruption as has been raised this morning?

Mr BEANLAND: No. For my part, certainly that
wouldn't be the case. | think that we have indicated
previously there would be some review of the CJC.
That was prior to 15 July last year, in fact. At the
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same time, | was clearly indicating an ongoing
commitment to the misconduct and anti-corruption
roles of the CJC in this State. Following that period
of time, there has been various chitchat about when
there might be an inquiry. Of course, there seem to
be ongoing sagas every few days or weeks about
some new expose or other in the media or
elsewhere. It is quite plain that we need to clear the
air. We need to get away from this. Everyone needs
to get on with the jobs they have to do. One of the
ways to do this, obviously, is to bring forward this
review of the Criminal Justice Commission.

A number of issues need to be looked at,
particularly the accountability issue, which seems to
be one of the basic problems and ongoing issues
with the PCJC, the CJC and the community
generally. A lot of these issues that seem to crop up
from time to time wouldn't arise, | think, if there were
better accountability mechanisms put in place. It's
not for me to sit down and say how or what they
should be. That is for other people to work out. But |
think there needs to be better accountability
mechanisms in place and we need to clear the air so
that people don't have this type of thing occurring
on a day-to-day basis.

Mr CARROLL: Minister, | refer to page 1-18 of
your Ministerial Program Statements and the figure
of $18.4m to be spent on the prosecution of
offences, and | ask: has the Office of the Director of
Public Prosecutions yet been able to establish a
sound database for the comparison of penalties and
sentences when presenting high-level criminal cases
to our courts, and particularly in dealing with appeals
in relation to that type of serious offence?

Mr BEANLAND: | can answer part of that. A
couple of years ago in the Estimates committee
hearings then, | raised the issue of the matters
management system, as it was called. The Minister of
the day indicated that that was well down the road to
occurring. The following year—it must have been last
year—I| raised it again because it still didn't appear to
have occurred. It still hasn't happened, and | now
find out that the whole thing has fallen over, in fact,
after the expenditure of some sizeable amount of
money. | understand—and | will get someone else to
give the full details—that we are now looking at the
Victorian  system, which is taken from the
Commonwealth system. So instead of developing
our own Queensland computer-based technology in
this area, which was being developed, as |
understand it, when we started doing the matters
management system, the Office of the Director of
Public Prosecutions is now looking at acquiring the
Victorian system—I think it is the Victorian system.
Some minor changes would be needed to meet the
requirements of the Office of the Director of Public
Prosecutions. Perhaps | can ask one of the other
officers here to give some more detail in relation to it.

| was very disappointed to find that, after being
told quite clearly that this was well under way, was
happening and was up and more or less running, and
in the second year being told that it was only being
held up because they wanted some more
modifications and improvements, this hasn't in fact
occurred. | believe and | would hope that there
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could be some improvements made in relation to
that. Perhaps | might ask Dr Kidston, who is the
senior officer in the Office of the Director of Public
Prosecutions. Dr Kidston looks after the
administration, the management more so, | think, with
the approval of the Director of Public Prosecutions. |
see he has his approval. | ask that Dr Kidston be able
to answer that question.

Mr CARROLL: Minister, | am interested to hear
of the problems in the matters management system
and the improvements, but at this point | am more
interested in the question of a proper reference
database which would assist counsel presenting the
more serious criminal offences and, of course, the
Court of Appeal. | am aware that there is a difficulty
in this regard for our Crown prosecutors in not being
able to have that type of information readily
accessible. Of course, that leads to the accusation
that our justice system is not punishing people
severely enough. Perhaps Dr Kidston might be able
to answer whether or not the department has yet
been able to establish that type of database to
readily provide the courts with helpful material on
sentences?

Dr KIDSTON: At this stage, that database
hasn't been developed. It is an issue that was under
consideration in the context of the matters
management system development. Mr Michael
Byrne, QC, the acting deputy director, could give
some more information, if the Committee required it,
on the sentencing database.

Mr CARROLL: Is it not the case that the work
of the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions
is severely compromised, to use Mr Clair's words, if
these types of essential tools for the prosecution of
serious crime in this State and the conduct of
appeals are simply not available?

Dr KIDSTON: | think | would have to refer that
matter to Mr Byrne.

Mr BEANLAND: While Mr Byrne is coming
forward to answer that, can | just say that this is one
of the reasons why we have beefed up the allocation
to the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions,
because | am concerned about a number of issues in
relation to the office.

Mr CARROLL: While Mr Byrne is taking his
place at the table, might | suggest to you—and |
invite your comment—the proposition that really the
Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions' share
of the budget deserves an increase rather than the
pruning which has been applied across-the-board.
When we look into it, we find that these types of
essential tools are not available to them.

Mr BEANLAND: It has received a significant
increase in fact of some $2.8m, | think it is offhand,
across-the-board covering a range of issues,
including extra workload and committals. Other
additional funds have been put in place for the
Director of Public Prosecutions to undertake more
fully, if possible, the prosecutions that need to be
undertaken. | perhaps ask Mr Byrne to give some
more detail in relation to that.

Mr BYRNE: It's true that there is no computer-
based sentencing system within the Office of the
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Director of Public Prosecutions, nor is there one
within the courts and nor within Legal Aid. What is
used is a paper-based set of appellate decisions.
The case management system, which has been
running for some time, keeps a collection on
database of single or first-instance sentences. But so
far as appellate decisions are concerned, they are
kept on unreported decisions and reported
decisions. They are reduced by staff within the
Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions to
schedules dealing with particular offences, for
example, dangerous driving causing death or
grievous bodily harm, and those schedules are now
as a matter of course given to both sentencing
judges and to the Court of Appeal.

Mr CARROLL: Is it not the case, then, that the
overall effectiveness of the Office of the Director of
Public Prosecutions might be significantly improved
if that type of database were installed and properly
kept up to date? For example, more serious offences
such as drug trafficking, where the sentences vary
significantly across Australia, might be better
prosecuted before our courts.

Mr BYRNE: | could not disagree that it would
be to the advantage of everyone within the criminal
justice system if such a database were available to all
agencies and to the courts.

The CHAIRMAN: That now brings us to the
end of this section of questions. The Committee will
adjourn for a small break. We will resume in about
five minutes.

Sitting suspended from 11 to 11.10 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: | declare the Committee
reconvened. | invite questions from the non-
Government members.

Mr FOLEY: | ask Mr Clair to come to the table,
if he is still here, and Mr Briton from the Anti-
Discrimination Commission. Mr Clair, a number of
propositions were put to the Minister by the member
for Mansfield which included an implication that the
CJC was not doing its job and a further implication
that the reference to the threat to the public inquiry
into police corruption amounted to scare tactics. |
want to give you the opportunity to respond to
those two propositions.

Mr CLAIR: I think the implication that the CJC
has not been doing its job was said to arise because,
after all, the CJC has some kind of oversight role in
respect of the QPS. The reality is that it is through
the exercise of that oversight role and through the
investigation of organised crime and official
misconduct that the CJC has discerned initially the
signposts towards official corruption within the
Police Service and, as time went on, developed
more concrete evidence of it. | have described that
official corruption as being at relatively high levels
earlier in my evidence. | have qualified that, and |
have explained the qualification that | am not just
talking about people paying police officers money
for driving licences, and | have indicated that the
official corruption is significant. It is significant in that
it is associated with the activities of drug dealers,
and it is, as | say, a picture which has emerged over a
period of time. | did not say that there has been
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some rapid acceleration recently. | said that things
have moved in recent times with greater speed.

The commission has now—over some 18
months, two years—been involved in the
investigations which have initially produced the
signposts and later some concrete evidence. The
commission, as | say, envisaged that at some time
during this year there may need to be a public inquiry
in respect of this. The commission's obligation in that
regard—first of all, | say that there can be no
suggestion that the commission is not doing its job in
oversight of the QPS because in fact it is through
doing that job partly that we discover these things,
and it is not something that can be acted on until the
proper picture emerges. In fact, it would be wrong to
act precipitately. But at the right time the commission
did envisage that we may reach a stage during this
current financial year where we would need to have a
public inquiry. At that time, the commission reported
in the proper way. | cannot here speak about details
of what might be reported in the parliamentary
committee, but | can say that, in respect of these
operational matters, the commission is responsible to
the parliamentary committee and not responsible to
the Minister. The commission is responsible to the
Minister, and he has said the same himself, in respect
of financial and administrative matters. | think there
was a suggestion—at least there was a question as
to whether the Minister had been informed through
the parliamentary committee of this suggestion of
significance in corruption.

Mr FOLEY: Please continue.

Mr CLAIR: Can | say that that would not be
feasible, because members of the parliamentary
committee are bound, of course, by the obligations
of confidentiality.

Mr FOLEY: With respect to the suggestion
that the reference to the threat to the public inquiry
on police corruption amounts somehow to scare
tactics, could | draw your attention to page 5 of your
letter to the Minister dated 11 July, where you say,
"The commission will be even more confined than at
present in its use of public inquiries." That would
seem to indicate that you have drawn this problem of
a prejudice to public inquiries to the Minister's
attention. Far from being a scare tactic, it is
something you have drawn to the Minister's attention
as far back as 11 July.

Mr CLAIR: | specifically included that on 11
July. | did not feel that it was appropriate to be any
more specific at that time about the nature of my
concern, though | might say that at that time steps
had been taken to ensure that—well, a view had
been formed, as | indicated earlier, that most
possibly during this financial year there would need
to be a public inquiry in respect to this matter. | may
be corrected on this, but | think that either around
that time or very shortly after in fact this matter was
reported in the appropriate way.

Mr FOLEY: I direct a question to Mr Briton of
the Anti-Discrimination Commission. We have heard
evidence of possible options that have been floated
with respect to the future operations of the
commission. Can you inform the Committee as to
what in your view would be the impact on victims of
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discrimination, such as racial discrimination and sex
discrimination, of any proposal to require the
commission's functions to be discharged through
Magistrates Courts registrars?

Mr  BRITON: It is my view, and | have
expressed the view to the Attorney, that transferring
the investigation and conciliation functions of the
commission to the Magistrates Court would lead to a
form of redress for discrimination complaints that
would effectively render the mechanism inaccessible,
particularly to indigenous Queenslanders, but also
significantly | think to people within the ethnic
communities and to women.

Mr FOLEY: For example, do you see any
difficulties in  Aboriginal people in regional
Queensland using the local courthouse to have their
complaints dealt with rather than through the
independent commission of the Anti-Discrimination
Commission?

Mr  BRITON: There are some international
principles known as the Paris principles that attempt
to describe the ways in which human rights agencies
ought to work and they talk about, amongst other
things, accessibility that takes into account cultural
factors and cultural sensitivity. It is a fact, and the
indigenous communities in Queensland report this to
me over and over again, that if these functions were
discharged through the Magistrates Court they
simply would not go there. Fancy principles and so
on that can be described through United Nations
conventions translate to simple words from
Aboriginal people, for example, "Magistrates Courts
are where we are taken when the coppers take us",
words to that effect.

Mr  FOLEY: Minister, can you give the
Committee an assurance that the Anti-Discrimination
Commission will continue in its present form as an
independent  commission rather than  being
dismantled and have its functions discharged
through the Magistrates Courts registrars?

Mr BEANLAND: Mr Chairman, in answer to the
member for Yeronga, the matter of the Anti-
Discrimination Commission | am yet to look at in
detail. | did ask Mr Briton to come in recently to have
a discussion with him in relation to the matter, to get
his views as the director of the commission, but |
have not advanced further on that at this stage.
There is still a deal of work to be done. There are a
whole range of options that we need to look at,
including the funding arrangements, including the
way in which the tribunal has been operating around
the State, whether or not one needs to have people
on the tribunal from other parts of Queensland as
well as from the south-east corner, whether or not
one needs to—the commission | think, from memory,
has an office in Rockhampton and Cairns as well as
Brisbane—whether we need to have more offices
around the State, how they are functioning and
performing their duties. There are a whole range of
issues here that need to be looked at. At this stage,
over coming weeks, that will be the case; we will
need to address these issues.

Mr  FOLEY: But in view of the public
importance of having strong human rights laws, why
can you not give the Committee an assurance of
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your Government's commitment to the ongoing work
of the independent Anti-Discrimination Commission?

Mr BEANLAND: Because the agreement with
the Commonwealth expires, | think it is, on 9
December and there may be some changes that are
required to be made. Now, | am not in a position at
this stage—it could very well be that the Anti-
Discrimination Commission and the tribunal continue
along their current format, but | am not in a position
to give any indication of that currently. Certainly, no
matters are being considered in detail by myself or
the Cabinet in relation to these issues, but as | have
already indicated, there are a range of issues. | think
the member referred before to the courts. There are
a range of other things we need to look at, too, in
delivery of this service. Queensland is a very big
State, a very lengthy, broad State. We need to see
how we are delivering those services in Cairns where
we have an office for the Anti-Discrimination
Commission, in Rockhampton, whether there is a
need to have more offices, how they are functioning,
the costs of that and the operation of the Brisbane
office. There are a range of issues that we need to
get our heads across in relation to this matter.

At the end of the day, it could very well be that
Government decides to continue very similar to the
way it is now. It may decide on some changes. At
this stage, | am not in a position to be able to say
what the future—we are still, | think—and | could be
corrected—there have been discussions with the
Federal Government recently, as | understand it, and
there may be more discussions, | think, that are
ongoing with the Federal Government. Yes, there are
stil ongoing discussions with the Federal
Government in relation to this matter. We are
endeavouring to bring those to a head so that we
can resolve some of the outstanding issues on this
matter. Obviously, there will need to be an Anti-
Discrimination operation to continue in this State.
But in what structure and the form, at this stage, | am
just not in a position to be able to indicate to the
Estimates committee, Mr Chairman.

Mr FOLEY: | ask the Local Government
Commissioner, Mr Hoffman, to come forward. While
he is coming forward—Minister, | draw your attention
to the answer to question on notice No. 1 to the
Estimates committee. In particular, | draw your
attention to your pre-election promise to appoint an
extra five judges to the District and Supreme Courts.
| draw your attention to page 1-11 of the Ministerial
Program Statements, where the number of judiciary
for which budgetary provision has been made shows
no increase over the course of this budgetary year. |
ask: why have you failed to make budgetary
provision to honour your promise to the Queensland
people made prior to the last election?

Mr BEANLAND: The very clear position is
that, as | indicated, there would be a number of
additional judicial officers—not necessarily
permanent; they might be temporary officers. The
situation is fluid. It changes, of course, in relation to
backlogs and delays before the courts and so forth.
Already since coming to office, | think | am correct in
saying that we have appointed one additional
magistrate and two additional District Court judges
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to date. As to the matter of the courts system and
the jurisdiction and the way in which the courts
operate and changes that might occur in relation to
the Criminal Code—there may be some changes
there. | notice that they have been recommended by
the advisory working party. They all need to be taken
into account. | recollect that there is some other
material that we need to look at in relation to this.

The other point | make is that one has the term
of office within which to meet one's commitments in
relation to these matters. | think that, to date, we
have made a very sizeable move towards meeting
that particular commitment. As | said, we have
already appointed one additional magistrate—the
first in about five or six years—plus two additional
District Court judges on a permanent basis. | think
that is a very strong move towards not only ensuring
that the court processes operate effectively in this
State but also in relation to what | indicated we
would be looking at prior to the election on 15 July
last year.

Mr FOLEY: Your answer is inconsistent with
what you have told the Parliament at page 1-11,
namely, that at the end of the 1996-97 financial year
you estimate that there will be 53 positions in the
judiciary, the same as the 1995-96 actual; that is to
say that you have made no budgetary provision for
any extra judicial officers in the course of preparing
the budget.

Mr BEANLAND: Matters of appointment of
judicial officers are matters for the Governor in
Council. There has been additional funding, as |
understand it, in the budget. | am sure that is the
case. There are a couple of million dollars in
additional funding. | had a look at that recently. The
additional District Court people have been appointed
since this document was tabled in the Parliament.

Mr FOLEY: But what your document implies is
that any extra that you propose to put on—or that
you have put on—will be offset by vacancies that
may arise. And at the end of the 1996-97 period, on
your own figures there will be no more judges than
there were in 1995-96—contrary to what you have
just told us.

Mr BEANLAND: The Governor in Council, or
Executive Council, has recently appointed two
District Court judges. | have just indicated th