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TUESDAY, 26 APRIL 1988

Mr SPEAKER (Hon. L. W. Powell, Isis) read prayers and took the chair at 2.30 p.m.

ASSENT TO BILLS
Assent to the following Bills reported by Mr Speaker—
Expo 88 (Modification of Laws) Bill;
Parliamentary Members’ Salaries Bill;
Public Officers’ Retirements Bill;
Real Property Acts Amendment Bill;
Queensland Place Names Bill;
Fruit and Vegetables Act and Other Acts Amendment Bill;
Stamp Act Amendment Bill.

BARAMBAH BY-ELECTION

Return of Writ

Mr SPEAKER: I have to inform the House that the writ issued by me on 25 March
1988 for the election of a member to serve in the Legislative Assembly for the electoral
district of Barambah has been returned to me with a certificate endorsed thereon by the
returning officer of the election, on 16 April, of Trevor John Perrett, Esquire, to serve
as such member.

Mr Veivers: You now realise that I am not the junior member.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for Southport!

Member Sworn
Mr Perrett was introduced, took the oath of allegiance, and subscribed the roll.

EXPO BRIEFING FOR MEMBERS AND SPOUSES

Mr SPEAKER: Order! With regard to the visit to the Expo site tomorrow, Wednesday,
27 April, I inform honourable members that two buses will be provided to transport
members and guests to the Expo site. The buses will arrive in the forecourt of the
Parliamentary Annexe at 8.30 a.m. to depart by 8.45 a.m. The Expo Chairman, Sir
Llewellyn Edwards, will brief members on arrival at the Queensland Pavilion from 9
a.m. to 9.30 a.m. Protocol officers will then escort the party on a tour of the site. Buses
will depart from the Expo site at approximately 11.15 a.m. Will members please advise
my office by 4 p.m. today, if they have not already done so, if they wish to go on that
tour.

PETITION
The Clerk announced the receipt of the following petition—

Bayside Bus Service

From Mr Burns (31 signatories) praying that the Parliament of Queensland will
ensure that Bayside buses provide an adequate service to carry the number of students
and maintain suitable timetables.

Petition received.

79376—208
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PRIVILEGE

Unpublished Auditor-General’s Reports on Department of The Arts and Queensland
Film Corporation

Mr INNES (Sherwood—Leader of the Liberal Party) (2.37 p.m.): Mr Speaker, I
rise on a matter of privilege. An article on the front page of today’s Courier-Mail refers
to two “secret”—I use that word advisedly—reports of the Auditor-General. The Auditor-
General is an officer of this Parliament, yet those documents have never been tabled in
this Parliament. The article refers in detail to some disturbing entries that are quoted
verbatim and relate to matters of accountability which should be supervised by this
House.

Mr AHERN: I rise to a point of order.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! This is a matter of privilege. I am trying to find out what
it is.

Mr INNES: I ask you, Mr Speaker, as the protector of the privileges of this House,
and as you normally table the reports of the Auditor-General in this House, to request

copies of those reports from the Government so that the matter can be laid open before
all honourable members.

PAPERS
The following paper was laid on the table, and ordered to be printed—

Final Report of the Queensland Film Corporation for the period ended 14 October
1987.

The following papers were laid on the table—
Order in Council under the Health Act 1937-1987
Regulations under—

Fire Safety Act 1974-1985
Fire Brigades Act 1964-1985.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Unpublished Auditor-General’s Reports on Department of The Arts and Queensland
Film Corporation

Hon. M. J. AHERN (Landsborough—Premier and Treasurer and Minister for the
Arts) (2.39 p.m.), by leave: Honourable members will have noted that a number of
articles have recently appeared in the Courier-Mail in relation to what has become
generally known as the Callaghan affair. These articles have been based on hitherto
unpublished reports of the Auditor-General in relation to’his investigations which took
place in the latter part of 1985 and the early months of 1986 and culminated in the
imprisonment of Mr Allen Callaghan.

I have no idea at this stage how the reports or material from them came into the
possession of the journalist concerned, Mr Phil Dickie. The reports concerned—there
were two of them, one dated 7 February 1986 and another dated 18 April of that year—
had a very limited circulation, for reasons that were very valid at the time, and I must
now consider whether an official investigation into what appears to be a deliberate
divulgement of confidential material is warranted.

However, my principal concern at the moment is to put a stop to the systematic
releasing of selected excerpts from the reports which, when read out of context and out
of sequence, can create a quite distorted picture of events and the involvement of various
people in them. This I propose to do by now tabling the two reports of the Auditor-
General—in full—together with an earlier report of 24 December 1985 in the form of
a letter to the then Minister for Tourism, National Parks, Sport and The Arts.
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In doing so, I stress that these reports were transmitted by the Auditor-General in
accordance with his powers and responsibilities under the Financial Administration and
Audit Act, and the contents were acted upon in accordance with the Auditor-General’s
recommendations and advices received from the Solicitor-General and the Police
Department. These latter advices were clearly opposed to the release of the reports, on
the grounds that to do so could seriously inhibit sensitive inquiries and the proper
processes of justice. This was explained to the House by my predecessor in a ministerial
statement on 18 February 1986 and alluded to again on 26 August 1987 by him in
response to a question without notice from the then Leader of the Opposition.

As I understand the position, all criminal proceedings have now been completed
and I can see no reason for continuing to withhold the reports. In tabling these reports,
I particularly draw the attention of the House to the following comments by the Auditor-
General on page 12 of his report of 7 February 1986—

“The audit has found no evidence to suggest collusion on the part of any
person within the area of Mr Callaghan’s responsibility. Indeed, the audit has been
assisted greatly by the full and ready co-operation of all such people approached,
including the Minister and senior and other officers in his Department and the
Queensland Film Corporation.

Neither has it revealed any basic deficiency in prescribed financial or general
administration procedures or practices to which scope for perpetration of the
perceived malpractices could be ascribed. In my view, the situation has arisen as a
result of advantage being taken of the trust that must inevitably be placed in officers
of Mr Callaghan’s status and authority.”

I also draw the attention of the House to the following comment by the Auditor-
General on page 5 of his report of 18 April 1986, in which he dealt with the question:
“How could this have happened and how could it have remained undetected over such
an extended period?” He stated—

“In my view, the answer lies simply in reliance on the part of all concerned,
including the Film Corporation, the Minister and successive auditors, on the
fundamental premise that the integrity of the Permanent Head of a Department or
the Chairman of a Statutory Body or any person of similar or greater eminence
should be beyond question. History in this State justifies this reliance as indeed it
should. However, in this instance, it is now apparent that it was misplaced.”

Finally, let me say this: the reports were in a sense of an interim nature, having
been prepared during the course of a complex investigation. They do not accurately
reflect the final state of the investigation. For example, not all the matters mentioned
proved to be defalcations. A number of the disbursements to alleged recipients did not
occur. It may be unfair to some people to have their name mentioned without also
adverting to the fact that they were cleared.

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

Mr DAVIS: I rise to a point of order. As the Premier has laid those documents on
the table, I wish to move—

“That the documents be printed.”

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Does the member for Brisbane Central seek leave to move
a motion without notice?

Mr DAVIS: Yes, I move that way.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Premier wishes to raise a point of order.

Mr AHERN: I rise to a point of order. In response to the request of the honourable
member, | move—
“That the reports be printed.”

Motion agreed to.
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Safety on Construction Sites

Hon. V. P. LESTER (Peak Downs—Minister for Employment, Training and Industrial
Affairs) (2.45 p.m.), by leave: I draw to the attention of the House a situation which is
becoming more and more of a problem to people in Queensland. In the past few weeks
I have received numerous complaints in relation to unsafe conditions surrounding
construction sites. Consequently, as of this week, I have directed the inspectors of my
Division of Occupational Safety to pay particular attention to the matter of debris flying
from building sites into public areas.

Several weeks ago, during the construction of a high-rise building in Brisbane, an
iron railing fell from a great height into the street below. Fortunately, no-one was hurt.
But there were injuries from a similar accident in which a piece of metal fell from the
top level of a construction site in Queen Street, bounced off another building and then
hit the footpath with such a force that chips of concrete went flying, causing cuts and
eye injuries. It is not beyond the realms of possibility that someone could be killed in
such a situation.

Damage to property can also be a problem, with complaints recently about loads
of concrete being dumped on cars and people and vehicles being hit by sprays of liquid
concrete.

It is not unreasonable to expect building materials to stay within the confines of
building sites. Construction companies could find themselves facing heavy legal action
if carelessness causes injury or damage to the general public. This is why my inspectors
will be stepping up their activities in this field, and ensuring that all building contractors
observe proper safety precautions to protect themselves as well as the public.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT

Inquiry into Conviction of James Richard Finch; Statement by Robert John Griffiths

Hon. P. J. CLAUSON (Redlands—Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) (2.48
p.m.), by leave: During debate on the Commissions of Inquiry Act Amendment Bill
and, subsequently, on 21 April 1988, the member for Rockhampton referred to matters
related to submissions made for an inquiry into the conviction of James Richard Finch.

On 21 April 1988, the member for Rockhampton tabled in this House a signed
statement of Robert John Griffiths, a self-confessed criminal and police informant.

On 22 April 1988, I provided a copy of that statement to Mr G. E. Fitzgerald, QC,
the chairman of the commission of inquiry, in order that he may examine those matters
contained in that statement which are of relevance to the commission. I might add that
the bulk of the material in that statement appears to me to be of relevance to the
commission of inquiry. Some of the matters, however, relate to the Finch issue, with
new information coming to light that a known criminal was sighted outside the Whiskey
Au Go Go night-club some hours before the tragic fire took place. In itself this was
apparently not an unusual matter, if the identification was correct, as, according to
Griffiths, approximately 30 per cent of the clientele of the Whiskey Au Go Go on any
given night were people whom he would describe as underworld characters.

The provision of this information does not affect in any way the course of action
which I will adopt with respect to the Finch matter. I have undertaken to ensure that
legal aid to the extent of $30,000 is available to Finch for the preparation of a case on
his behalf and the submission of appropriate material. Notwithstanding this offer which
was made some time ago, I have not yet received further information from his solicitors
in that regard.

I have also been provided with a further statement made by Griffiths in 1980,
which is in substantial contradiction to his present statement. I intend to provide a copy
of that information to Mr Fitzgerald, QC.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Lewis Land Corporation Project at Labrador, Ministerial Rezoning

Mr GOSS: In directing a question to the Minister for Local Government, I refer
him to a proposal by the Lewis Land Corporation to develop a massive shopping centre
and commercial business complex on an 80-hectare site at Labrador on the Gold Coast.
I ask: in view of reports that he is under pressure from the Minister for Transport, Mr
Gibbs, a personal friend of the developer, to grant a ministerial rezoning covering the
development, and further pressure from another advocate of the project in the chairman
of the Gold Coast City Council planning development committee, Alderman Lester
Hughes, can he give a firm assurance that the land in question will not be rezoned by
way of a ministerial rezoning to make way for that project?

Mr RANDELL: The Leader of the Opposition has his wires crossed, as usual. There
has been no pressure on me from anybody to do anything at all.

All I want to say is that Cabinet has approved that a ministerial rezoning be
initiated, which action is subject to the council and the developer reaching agreement
on conditions. As far as I know, those negotiations are going on. I assume that they will
proceed, and action may be taken after that.

Establishment of Parliamentary Public Accounts Committee;
Investigation of Arts Department Administration

Mr GOSS: In directing a question to the Premier, I refer him to a statement that
he made in this House some weeks ago to the effect that, if and when a public accounts
committee is established, that public accounts committee will be able to investigate
matters going back in time only as far as the commencement of his term as Premier,
namely, 1 December 1987.

In view of the clear problems in terms of accountability for public funds in respect
of the Arts Department and in view of the fact that that arbitrary time-limit would
prevent the public accounts committee from investigating the administration of the Arts
Department by the then Minister, Mr McKechnie, will the Premier now agree to lift
that arbitrary time-limit so that the public accounts committee, if and when established,
can investigate the administration of the Arts Department by the then Minister?

Mr AHERN: Today in this House I tabled extensive audit investigations carried
out by the Auditor-General in respect of those particular matters. They can now be open
to public scrutiny and debate.

The issue of a public accounts committee has received the endorsement of the
Government, which has been working towards introducing legislation that will enable
such a committee to come into being with satisfactory powers in terms of the best
arrangements that are available in Australia today. The honourable member for Warwick
and the honourable member for Maryborough have carried out extensive research in
respect of this matter——

Mr Goss: Will it be able to investigate Mr McKechnie?

Mr AHERN: I will answer the honourable member’s question in a moment, if he
will observe the peace.

Those honourable members have carried out an extensive investigation of the
situation in all other States of Australia. Recommendations have been made to Gov-
ernment and their implementation requires not only legislation to constitute the com-
mittee but also peripheral legislation in respect of parliamentary privilege.

In the event, this year a very busy legislative period has ensued wherein, when the
House rises, approximately 60 pieces of legislation will have been passed. I am sure
honourable members would agree that the Parliament has been very busy. However, the
legislation will appear as early business during the next session and will provide the
capacity to investigate all matters and decisions that have been made by this Government.
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Surely there are some conventions that have to be observed in respect of these
matters. The latest experience relates to the Northern Territory and the extent to which
restrospectivity reasonably applies in respect of newly constituted public accounts com-
mittees. That is specifically reported by the two honourable members to whom I have
referred, and a reasonable degree of retrospectivity will be provided for.

In respect of this particular matter, it is agreed that a not unreasonable course is
to allow retrospective action to the date of the appointment of this Government.
Reasonable conventions apply in respect of one Government overseeing the activities
of another Government——

Mr Goss: So you are going to block any investigation of the Minister?

Mr AHERN: There is no intention at all to cloud the issue or to place a veil of
secrecy over the Film Corporation which currently exists and can be investigated—no
intention at all. However, there are respected conventions which ought reasonably to
apply, and they will.

Establishment of a Permanent Anti-corruption Body

Mr FITZGERALD: In directing a question to the Premier and Treasurer, I refer
to the good work being done by his Government through the Fitzgerald inquiry to weed
out corruption at all levels. I ask: has any consideration been given by the Queensland
Government to setting up a permanent anti-corruption body?

Mr AHERN: The honourable member rightly asks this question and takes some
pride from the fact that the Fitzgerald commission exists in this State. I understand that
he has had some representations made to him, that he has received some mail and,
altogether, that he is enjoying some association between his namesake in the commission
and his own representation of his electorate.

The honourable member’s question has been asked of me today and on other days.
What has to be understood is that Mr Fitzgerald will be certainly making recommen-
dations to the Government in respect of the generality of changes that he sees as necessary
in the future to prevent this sort of thing happening again. He will be obviously not
only reporting on the personality issues, particularly where he believes blame lies, but
also, in a very constructive sense, recommending changes that might apply in the future
to ensure that these matters cannot arise and are properly dealt with in the event that
they do arise in the future. One option available to Mr Fitzgerald is the nomination of
an ongoing commission that would be able to deal with issues as and when they arise.
In the past, we have had a Police Complaints Tribunal, to which people can now, since
the changes have taken place, apply with some confidence.

Mr Braddy: Since when?

Mr AHERN: Is the honourable member for Rockhampton suggesting that there
should be no confidence in the new chairman of the tribunal?

Mr Braddy: No. I said, “Since when?”

Mr AHERN: I think that the honourable member rightly should clarify his own
question, because I believe that people can have confidence in the new chairman of the
tribunal. However, I have no doubt that Mr Fitzgerald will make recommendations in
respect of system changes, and one of the options that are available to him is to
recommend an ongoing mechanism that is more comprehensive than the one that
currently exists. If he does that, he will have my support.

TAFE Colleges, Installation of Condom Vending Machines

Mr FITZGERALD: I ask the Minister for Employment, Training and Industrial
Affairs: is there any truth in the suggestion that condom vending machines will be
allowed into TAFE colleges? Does the Minister have any other initiatives planned for
those colleges?
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Mr LESTER: I am somewhat surprised to hear that some rumours to that effect
have been circulated. I make it abundantly clear: there will be no condom vending
machines in TAFE colleges, rural colleges or, for that matter, senior colleges. I will be
issuing instructions along those lines.

In addition, I tell the Parliament today that I am going to ask that all of Queensland’s
TAFE colleges, senior colleges and rural colleges fly the Queensland flag and the Australian
flag. I will ask also that a competition be held to establish a suitable flag for TAFE
colleges, a suitable flag for senior colleges and a suitable flag for rural colleges that can
be flown with the Queensland and the Australian flags.

It is about time that we started to get serious about our flags and made sure that
we tried to encourage their use. There is nothing wrong with trying to do that.

Opposition members interjected.

Mr LESTER: Members of the Labor Party are always very keen to fly the Australian
flag. Whenever they make an election speech, they have the Australian flag behind them.
They are never frightened to do that; so they should not have two sets of values.

Some courses at TAFE colleges will include management components so that young
people undertaking those courses have some idea of management potential and develop
communication skills, which are very important these days. Family values will be
encouraged.

Mr BURNS: Before I ask my question, I must say that I find it very hard to
ascertain, when the Minister spoke about——

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member will ask his question.
Mr BURNS: I see no relevance between condom vending machines and our flag.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! If the honourable member had listened to the question that
was asked, he would know that the Minister was answering it.

Mr BURNS: I still do not see the relevance of it.
Mr SPEAKER: Order!

Capacity Crowds at Expo; Exclusion of Queenslanders

Mr BURNS: In directing a question to the Premier, I refer to a statement that was
made on television last night by a so-called Expo manager that, when crowds at Expo
reach approximately 100 000 people, advertisements will be placed on the television and
radio advising people not to attend Expo. It was also stated that, if the crowds became
too large, locals will be prevented from entering the site; that the gates will be closed
and the organisers will in some way discriminate to the extent that foreigners and
interstate people will be given some preference.

I ask: will the Premier inform the House and, in particular, local electors—
Queensland electors—how Expo intends to repudiate its legal obligation to admit holders
of season passes whenever they choose to attend? Advertisements are currently appearing
on radio and television in which people are being asked to buy three-day passes, and
season passes which should admit them to every night and every day of Expo. How can
the statement to which I referred be made about the local people who are supporting
and backing Expo?

Mr AHERN: This is a wonderful problem to be faced with. When the idea of Expo
was first mooted, honourable members opposite claimed that it would not be successful
and doubted that it would attract the sorts of attendances that would be required.

Because it is such a problem, it is reasonable for the honourable member to ask
his question. The problem is associated with success. Because of successful marketing
strategies at Expo, approximately 8 million visitations have been sold to buyers of tickets.
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That is a tremendous result within a six-month period. So far, it has been a remarkably
successful exercise. This Government’s decision to support Expo is already clearly
vindicated.

In terms of their pessimism, honourable members opposite are about to be proven
roundly wrong. The problems are obvious. The site has a certain capacity. There will
be days when problems might well occur, particularly early in the piece. It is a question
for the managing authorities at Expo to decide on some form of prioritisation. With the
goodwill that generally exists within the Queensland community, this Government will
assist those managers with what is an understandable problem.

For many good business reasons, this Government would want people who travel
from overseas and interstate to have some priority.

Mr 1. J. Gibbs: It is an Australian Expo.

Mr AHERN: As the Honourable the Minister for Transport rightly says, it is an
Australian Expo.

I do not believe that this problem will arise very often. However, it may well arise
early in the piece. It is a question for the Expo managers to determine in some way.
One cannot simply keep jamming people into the site. It is an enormous problem that
might arise on some days.

With the goodwill of everybody, the problem can be worked out. Let us stop
focusing on the problems at Expo and start looking at the opportunities. It represents a
period of great excitement for Queenslanders. I know that all of us are looking forward
to it very much.

Surveillance of Gamblers at Jupiters Casino; Casino Control Division

Mr BURNS: In directing a question to the Minister for Police, I refer to his answers
to questions in Parliament disclosing information about casino patrons, in which he said
it was not unusual for items of interest to be brought to his attention. The Minister
disclosed, in answer to a question about a visit by the Prime Minister, that it was his
most recent visit, who he was with, where he gambled and how much he won. The
Minister made it clear that he was fully briefed by the Casino Control Division, yet the
Casino Control Division said that it did not keep records of wins or losses. I ask: will
he tel' the House who gave him this specific information? On how many occasions when
he was the Minister occupying the casino portfolio were “items of interest” of this nature
passed on to him? Will he tell the House of other “items of interest”, or are members
to be advised only when politicians are involved? Who else would have been informed
during his period as Minister of “items of interest” such as names of patrons, their
company, their wins and their losses? Who laid down the policy that the Casino Control
Division was to provide him with this information?

‘ Mr GUNN: I was the Minister responsible at that particular time, and any
information given to me at that time was confidential. I do not intend to divulge
anything to the honourable member or anyone else.

Voting Trends in By-elections;
Federal Government’s Responsibility to Primary Industry and Small Business

Mr STEPHAN: In directing a question to the Minister for Primary Industries, I
refer to a letter to the editor in the metropolitan press on Sunday wherein it was stated
that the reasons for voters’ switching their support in recent by-elections was the build-
up of frustration in the community and lack of assistance given to the small-business
and farming communities. The letter also listed high taxation, interest rates, lack of
unemployment benefits to small-businessmen and farmers and little incentive to producers.
I ask: are these areas really the responsibility and prerogative not of the State Government
but of the Federal Government, on whose shoulders the blame rests squarely for the
creating of this division?
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Mr HARPER: I thank the honourable member for his question. One would almost
think that it had been written by the honourable member for Bundaberg’s very good
friend, Mr Courtice. I have a copy of the letter to the editor to which the member refers.
I would like to deal with some of the points that are made because they are indeed
very, very valid points. The fact of the matter is, though, of course, that they should be
addressed to the Federal Government, because they refer wholly and solely to Federal
matters. For the life of me, when every facet of the letter refers to the Federal Government,
I do not know how anyone could suggest that they were responsible for the way in
which people voted in an election to elect a member to this State Parliament.

The letter says that there is frustration over the lack of assistance which the National
Party has given to drought areas. Of course, that is a nonsense. The Premier of this
State—this Government—has made available special assistance for drought-stricken areas
which the Federal Government has refused to match. In August last year the State
Government offered $5m and it invited the Federal Government to match that on a
dollar-for-dollar basis. Despite repeated efforts, in about February this year the State
Government became so annoyed and so frustrated by the lack of interest shown by the
Federal Government that the Premier and Treasurer made that $5m available without
having received matching assistance from the Federal Government. Where the assistance
couid have been $10m, the Federal Government made sure that it remained only $5m.
That had nothing to do with normal natural disaster assistance.

The Premier and Treasurer has also indicated, as has the Minister for Finance, that
we would be prepared to help further in that regard if the Federal Government would
acknowledge its responsibility to contribute on a dollar-for-dollar basis. There again we
have a situation in which it is the Federal Government that has failed to respond to
the needs of those in drought-affected areas.

The letter goes on to say that the country will always need farmers if it is to supply
its own food. Nothing could be more correct. Nothing could be more accurate. It is
incredible that the Australian Labor Party in Government in Canberra is not prepared
to recognise the contribution that primary industry makes to the economy of Australia.
Quite apart from providing food for Australians, it provides a means to earn income
overseas. It puts the dollars into the pockets of the Australian economy.

The letter goes on to state, “There will always be droughts and floods.” The writer
may be assured that the Queensland Government will always respond when there is a
need for it to contribute to help in overcoming the problems caused by droughts and
floods. The Queensland Government’s record speaks for itself very clearly. The proof is
in the assistance that has been, and is, afforded by the Queensland Government.

I suggest that the people who voted against the National Party candidate in that
particular by-election did so without any true knowledge of the Parliament to which
they were electing the candidate. If it had been a by-election for the Federal Parliament,
one could have understood their voting against the Labor Party; but to put the blame
on the State Government when it is clearly the responsibility of the Federal Government,
which has shown a lack of interest and lack of understanding through its Federal
parliamentarians, particularly Queensland representatives, is misguided. Unfortunately,
Federal Cabinet Ministers—probably with the exclusion of the Minister for Primary
Industries and Energy, who has an understanding of these matters but is not able to get
through to people such as Senator Walsh—also show a lack of interest. Mr Kerin is not
given any support by the Federal Government members from Queensland or Senators
from Queensland. If they were intent on helping John Kerin, I am sure that there would
be a chance of getting the message through to the Walshes and those who are uninterested
in the plight of primary producers in Queensland. '

Imprisonment for Non-payment of Fines

Mr STEPHAN: In directing my second question to the Minister for Corrective
Services and Administrative Services, I refer to a claim made by the Prisoners Legal
Service in the week-end press indicating that more than 1 500 people went to gaol last
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year for non-payment of fines. I ask: can the Minister advise whether this is correct?
What impact does this have on the prison system?

Mr Davis: What’s the policy on Dorothy Dix questions?
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I call the Minister for Corrective Services.

Mr COOPER: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I thank the honourable member for the
question.

I can confirm that, in the last year, not quite 1 500 fine-defaulters actually went
through the prison system. This Government recognises the seriousness of this form of
punishment and draws the attention of the House to the actual cost of housing a prisoner,
particuarly at Boggo Road, which is approximately $20,000 per annum. However, it is
not only the cost in monetary terms but also the cost in human terms that must be
taken into consideration when the fine-defaulter is mixing with hardened criminals. The
community just gets a better criminal, not a better person. During the last 12 months
the 1 500 prisoners have caused tremendous overcrowding in a system that does not
need it at this stage. It is also a procedure that is very wasteful and unproductive.

I remind the House of this Government’s commitment to the Kennedy commission
and to alternative sentencing that is currently under review, which is certainly very high
on the list of priorities for the Kennedy commission. I understand that the Prisoners
Legal Service that is referred to in the article has also put in a submission, which is one
of approximately 1 000 submissions that have gone to the commission—something of a
record.

I reaffirm this Government’s commitment to pursuing improvements in the ongoing
corrective services system. I remind the House also that Queensland has been the leader
in the fine-option system and has certainly been to the fore in home detention, community
service and release-to-work programs, and will continue to be so. Those programs are
very high on the budgetary list of priorities for the department. Added emphasis on
those sorts of programs will certainly provide relief for the system in monetary terms.
As I said, however, it is in human terms that the Government is making a rod for its
own back because so many people who are going through the system are mixing with
hardened criminals.

The main point I wish to make is that, before they go to gaol, many of those people
are offered an alternative. They can either opt to do community service or opt to go to
gaol. Those people who actually opt to go to gaol should be required to do community
service, as far as I and this Government are concerned. They thus would be able to
repay their debt in a more productive manner rather than bludge on the system and
add to the increasing problem of overcrowding that already exists.

I commend the member for Gympie for asking this question. I thank him for
bringing this matter to the attention of the House.

Police Complaints Tribunal

Mr INNES: I have a question without notice to the Premier. A few moments ago
the Premier made a statement in this House in which he said that, following the
reconstitution of the Police Complaints Tribunal, he now had confidence in that tribunal.
I ask: is the implication of that statement that during the chairmanship of Judge Pratt
the Premier did not have confidence in the Police Complaints Tribunal, and what was
the basis of that lack of confidence?

Mr AHERN: I am not sure what particular fine legal point the honourable member
is trying to place upon my comments.

Mr Innes: You put it up.
Mr AHERN: Okay.
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The issue related to the question of public confidence in Judge Pratt’s chairmanship
of that tribunal after he had been named before the Fitzgerald inquiry on a number of
occasions. That was the issue which prompted the not unreasonable public view that a
change was necessary. That was my view also and a change was made. I feel that the
new head of the tribunal deserves the trust of the people of Queensland.

Unpublished Auditor-General’s Reports on Department of The Arts and Queensland
Film Corporation; Queensland Day Committee

Mr INNES: In asking a second question of the Premier and Treasurer, I refer to
this morning’s newspaper reports and the Auditor-General’s reports that he has tabled.
The article states that the Auditor-General was unaware that there were some 13 secret
trust accounts through which the sum of almost $4.5m had passed without the Auditor-
General ever being aware of the existence of the accounts or the monetary transactions.
In the article there is reference to the possible use of those accounts by people who
gained a taxation benefit rather than the film industry having gained a film benefit.

I refer to the history of the Department of The Arts under the administration of
the former Minister. Mr Allen Callaghan was convicted of misappropriating $43,574
from the Queensland Film Corporation and the secretary of the film corporation was
convicted of misappropriating $10,915. With regard to another account or area of
operation within the same department, the Queensland Day Committee, Mrs Judith
Callaghan was convicted of misappropriating $44,529 from that committee. With regard
to another area, the Divison of Sport, the second in charge, Mr William Sharry, was
convicted of misappropriating $45,333. I ask: what is left of the concept of ministerial
responsibility for a department in which the misappropriation of public moneys has
occurred in such diverse areas? Further, does the Premier believe that, short of criminal
culpability, any ministerial responsibility exists?

Mr AHERN: I have tabled those reports this afternoon so that honourable members
can give serious consideration to the general issues. I draw particular attention, as I did
in my ministerial statement, to the comment made by the Auditor-General as to the
culpability of people associated with the culpable parties in respect of their knowledge
of the situation. I am not sure whether the honourable member realised that he was
referring to only one of the Ministers who were involved; there were others. The issue
of accountability is described by the Auditor-General in his report and particular attention
is given to a statement of intention and principle in respect of it. He has made it quite
clear, in my view, where he feels the fault lies.

All this happened back in history when I was acting in another role, as the honourable
member is aware. However, having spoken to the Auditor-General personally about this
matter, I am satisfied that he has done his job thoroughly. I asked him whether he had
any concern that he may not have received all the assistance that he wanted and he
indicated that he had received all the support that he required.

The question was asked as to why there had been a delay in reporting. The Auditor-
General indicated that that was because further inquiries were being carried out. I asked
if there was any reason why the reports should not be ultimately tabled and he indicated
that they could be tabled. So all matters have carried through in their proper sequence
and a number of people are now sitting in gaol, having been convicted of offences as a
result of this exercise in public accountability.

The only issue that remains is: is there a case for asking, after all this has happened,
for a Minister to say finally, “In the final analysis, I was Minister and, therefore, I
should offer my resignation.”? That appears to be where the honourable member’s
question finally reached. The first point is that it was not just one Minister. If the
honourable member is pointing to the Honourable Peter McKechnie, if he does his
homework he will see that other parties were involved at various stages.

The question is whether in this instance Mr McKechnie should offer his resignation.
For what it is worth, I draw the attention of the House to the particular statements of



6324 26 April 1988 Questions Without Notice

the Auditor-General in respect of the matter, in which he quite clearly said that full co-
operation was given and there was no knowledge of the situation. I recall honourable
members opposite calling for my resignation in respect of issues relating to the Peanut
Marketing Board when I was Minister for Primary Industries. In fact, I had brought the
auditors in. I had found the problem and acted on it. It is a nonsense to then suggest
that, having exercised all of those actions, a Minister should turn around and offer his
resignation.

I believe, in the circumstances, that all that properly should have happened has
happened and that there is no reason to accept the suggestion that was made by the
Leader of the Liberal Party.

TAFE College Councils

Mr SHERRIN: In asking a question of the Minister for Employment, Training and
Industrial Affairs, I direct his attention to the formation of TAFE college councils in a
number of non-metropolitan colleges. I now ask: in light of the outstanding success of
these councils as a means of promoting local community, commerce and industry
participation in TAFE colleges, will he inform the House if TAFE college councils will
be instituted for all TAFE colleges in Queensland?

Mr LESTER: Yes, I am very definitely of the view that all TAFE colleges should
certainly have consultative councils made up of representatives from the total community.
In fact, I look forward to this happening in the not-too-distant future. Already the senior
colleges have councils that appear to be working very well. I can assure the honourable
member that I will be pursuing these lines with TAFE colleges. In some instances
councils have been formed. They are working well. I hope to have a relatively uniform
basis on which colleges can proceed. The area of Brisbane is one that needs a little bit
more effort in this regard and I will be pursuing that as ably as possible.

Expo Open Day

Mr SHERRIN: In asking a question of the Deputy Premier and Minister for Expo,
I direct his attention to the Expo open day that was conducted last Sunday. I ask: can
he inform the House of the degree of success of this exercise and what promise it
indicates for the overall success of Expo in the months to come?

Mr GUNN: The trial day was a great success, with between 80 000 and 100 000
people attending. Yes, there were some minor problems. One of the reasons for a trial
day was to find problems and iron them out. Possibly there should be a few more food
outlets, etc. Because of the massive crowds that are expected to attend Expo, people
have to get used to the fact that there will be a bit of queuing. I think that was well
known to the authority. It is all very well for people to say that the grounds are not big
enough. Of course, members on the other side did not want an Expo at all. The trial
speaks well for the authority. I wish to congratulate Sir Llew Edwards, particularly, Sir
Edward Williams and also the members of the authority, who worked so hard.

I recommend to anybody visiting Expo that he or she visit the Queensland pavilion
first. As I have said on many occasions, Expo is an investment in Queensland’s future.
I have been to a number of Expos, and I believe that Queensland’s pavilion is one of
the finest I have seen. The great success of Expo will be due in no small way to the
geographical position of the pavilion.

I advise people not to drive private vehicles to Expo but to use public transport.
It is a short walk from the city area across the bridge to the site. Some problems might
be encountered with transport initially, but I am sure that they will be ironed out. The
Queensland Government is looking forward to Expo being a great six months’ success.

Unpublished Auditor-General’s Report on Department of The Arts and Queensland
Film Corporation; Queensland Day Committee
Mr WARBURTON: I direct my first question to the Premier. He will appreciate
that the members of this House have had no opportunity to examine the reports on the
public funds scandal that he tabled this moming. Needless to say, the Courier-Mail has
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asked, “How could this have happened and how could it have remained undetected
over such an extended period?” Perhaps that answers the question for the Premier that
was put to the Premier earlier. I ask: do any of the reports tabled fully report on the
Queensland Day Committee scandal? If not, will the Premier undertake to table all the
details concerning the Auditor-General’s investigations into that matter? Now that at
long last the reports have been flushed out, and it seems from the Courier-Mail article
about those reports that the police action fell far short of what apparently should have
occurred, will he undertake to also provide a full report of police investigations and
action taken on those same matters?

Mr AHERN: As I understand it, I have tabled all the relevant reports.
Mr Warburton: The police report I want.

Mr AHERN: The police report was referred to in the papers that I tabled. As a
consequence of that report, prosecutions were launched and people have incurred their
penalty and are serving their sentence.

Mr Warburton: A separate report altogether.

Mr AHERN: I am not certain if there is a separate report. However, if a separate
report exists, I shall seek it.

Unpublished Auditor-General’s Report on Department of The Arts and Queensland
Film Corporation

Mr WARBURTON: In directing my second question to the Premier, I refer him
to the public funds scandal and the new evidence that has now surfaced. We are told
that Police Commissioner Lewis gave instructions that ministerial expenses were not to
be included in the brief when investigations were carried out and that the Auditor-
General expected more people to face criminal charges. We have heard about trust
accounts operating in the Queensland Film Corporation for about $4.5m. Now another
organisation known as Ken Newton Media Consultants Pty Ltd has surfaced, evidently
acting in collusion with Callaghan and perhaps other people in the Queensland Film
Corporation. I ask: is it correct that a deal was made between Allen Callaghan and the
Government which saw Callaghan plead guilty to a fewer number of lesser charges? Was
any former employee of the Queensland Film Corporation given a formal or informal
immunity from prosecution? Has Police Commissioner Lewis, who is still, incidentally,
on the public pay-roll, been questioned as to who instructed him as Police Commissioner
to leave ministerial expenses out of the investigation? In the light of the Fitzgerald
inquiry evidence that has now come forward concerning the previous Premier and
Commissioner Lewis, will the Premier move to reopen police investigations so that all
persons guilty of misusing public funds during the period of that scandal receive the
justice that they deserve?

Mr AHERN: My Government made no arrangement with Callaghan.
Callaghan——

Mr Casey: You were a part of the previous one, though.
Mr AHERN: Callaghan was in gaol when my Government came to power——
Mr Scott: What Cabinet did you sit in in those days?

Mr AHERN: The honourable member ought to recognise that I as Premier could
have no understanding of any of these arrangements that he is talking about. In terms
of the “retired” Police Commissioner—I have no knowledge of them at all. I have no
knowledge of whether they happened and the circumstances of their happening at all.

This happened some years ago. The whole issue has gone through the legal process,
and all the Government is doing today is tabling the necessary reports. I have no
knowledge of any of the negotiations that the honourable member is talking about, as
to whether they occurred or whether they did not.
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As far as my Government is concerned, it has acted in the interqsts of accountability
in making all of this information available today. If other issues arise out of that, they
will be discussed at the apprgpriate time.

I have no knowledge of the detailed questions. In view of the fact that this is the
last day of the parliamentary session, I cannot sensibly ask the honourable member to
put his question on notice, as I would usually, and provide for him tomorrow the
necessary details in terms of the information that might be available within the Gov-
ernment. All that I can do is to ask the honourable member to write to me in respect
of the matter and I will give him an expeditious reply.

Relationships of Gold Coast Waterways Authority with Gold Coast City Council and
Local Authorities

Mr VEIVERS: I direct a question to the Minister for Water Resources and Maritime
Services. There have been some criticisms in the past of the relationships between the
Gold Coast City Council and other local authorities and the Gold Coast Waterways
Authority, and the authority’s apparent disregard for the wishes of the local authorities
with which it deals. I ask: can the Minister give an assurance that the wishes of the
Gold Coast City Council and other local authorities will be given due consideration
before any decisions are made?

Mr NEAL: I thank the honourable member for his question. I can assure all
honourable members that any such criticisms are unfounded. I have every confidence
that the Gold Coast Waterways Authority recognises the very important role of local
government in the strategic planning for its area. Local authorities have been consulted
extensively in the preparation of the Gold Coast Waterways Authority’s management
plan for the future of all waterways under its control and it has received excellent co-
operation from those local authorities.

As the Minister responsible, I know that the Gold Coast Waterways Authority
makes every endeavour, where necessary, to keep relevant Government agencies and
local authorities informed of any proposals under consideration that might potentially
have an impact on the waterways. I can assure all honourable members that I have
absolute confidence in the management and operations of the Gold Coast Waterways
Authority.

Secondment of Dr G. Alexander from Department of Primary Industries to Carry Out
Marketing Study

Mr BEARD: In directing a question to the Minister for Primary Industries, I refer
to the secondment of Dr Graham Alexander, Director-General of the Department of
Primary Industries, to carry out a study and review of various aspects of marketing and
marketing arrangements, with very wide terms of reference, and note that a final report
is to be provided to the Minister by 31 December 1988. I ask:

(1) In view of the very wide terms of reference, what staff and other resources have
been allocated to Dr Alexander to help him carry out this study?

(2) What are the organisational arrangements within the Department of Primary
Industries during the term of Dr Alexander’s secondment?

(3) Is Dr Alexander’s secondment from the department due in any way to conflict
with other members of the Minister’s staff?

(4) Will the Minister undertake to table Dr Alexander’s report in this House within
three months of its presentation to him?

Mr HARPER: I thank the honourable member for his question. Dr Alexander has
been appointed to carry out what is a most important task, one which will have far-
reaching repercussions on the future of primary producers throughout Queensland,
particularly in the area of horticultural products.
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The reason that Dr Alexander was appointed was his particular expertise 'in this
field. As I have indicated to him, it is not my intention that others carry out the inquiry
for him and prepare the report that will eventually be produced.

I appointed Dr Alexander because I want him to exercise his expertise in this field.
The work will be done by Dr Alexander, not by others. He has accepted that decision
with an understanding of the role that he is to take. He will be given whatever assistance
is necessary to ensure that he is not inhibited in undertaking his inquiries and investigations.
In fact, an advertisement inviting the forwarding of public submissions to Dr Alexander
has been prepared.

When the report is considered, it will be a report to me as Minister and will be
the property of the Government. It will be a matter for the Government to determine
what, if any, sections of that report are published; but I certainly hope that as a result
of the investigation that will be undertaken the marketing of primary produce in
Queensland will be able to enter the next decade with modern facilities and with an
understanding of the needs both on the home market and on the export market.

Commonwealth Tax on Floating Tourist Pontoons and Other Structures

Mr BEARD: In directing a question to the Premier and Treasurer, I refer to new
Commonwealth taxation legislation that will impose a tax on all floating tourist pontoons
on the Great Barrier Reef, as well as structures such as the floating hotel, and I refer
also to the statement in the Commonwealth Senate Hansard of 26 October 1987 by
Senator Tate when introducing the legislation, wherein he said that the legislation was
introduced after consultation with the States, which were worried about losing revenue.
I ask: did Senator Tate consult with the Premier on that matter?

Mr AHERN: I have not directly heard of it, but it is possible that on a range of
issues there is consultation in respect of matters of mutual interest. There are, of course,
items in the formula of cost-sharing in the States, which would indicate that the
Commonwealth would ask Queensland questions like that. I have no personal knowledge
of it. It is probably very likely that there was consultation at an officer-to-officer level.
It is likely that Queensland would have agreed because there would be some money in
it for this State. As I have said, I have no personal knowledge of it. I will ascertain the
exact situation for the honourable member and I will reply to him as soon as possible.

Proposed Changes to ASAT Tests

Mr LINGARD: In directing a question to the Minister for Education, I refer to
reports of proposed changes in the format of ASAT tests which are used in the preparation
of TE scores. I ask: what changes are proposed in both ASAT tests and the presentation
of TE scores for those students who are completing Year 12 this year?

Mr LITTLEPROUD: Honourable members would probably already be aware that
a month or so ago changes were made by the Government to the timing of the TE
scores—to the time that students have to alter their first preference at the QTAC centre.

Probably of more importance, of course, is the introduction in October of the
written expression test within the ASAT test. I am pleased that that has been well
received. For quite some time there has been quite a deal of pressure from the public
at large, and from tertiary institutions in particular, who felt that it was necessary for
students continuing on to tertiary education to express themselves in written form.

In recent times we have seen a growth in the use of multichoice questions. A
multichoice question lists a number of answers. Students have to merely think it through
and tick a box beside the most appropriate answer. While that has definite advantages
for people undertaking assessments, never does it make any allowance for the students’
ability to organise their thoughts and to put them down in grammatical form.

I believe that the introduction of the written expression test will end up putting
more emphasis on written expression, grammar, word origin, punctuation, paragraph
structure and all those sorts of things not only at Year 12 level but right down through
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the schooling of students, including those at primary school level. Many people think
that that is a good thing.

In more recent years, within the school system I have seen growth in the ability of
children to express themselves orally. Perhaps that has occurred at the expense of written
expression. Perhaps we will now see an even balance coming through. If that occurs, it
is to be applauded.

When people enter tertiary education, it is most important that they are able to
express their thoughts in a grammatical form in assignments. Most of the work that is
submitted at tertiary level is in written form. It is most important that those people can
do justice to their specific knowledge.

It has been noted by quite a number of university people that students who enter
mathematics, science and other related subjects show a great deal of knowledge of those
subjects but in some cases lack the ability to do justice to themselves when they have
to express themselves in a written form.

The two changes that have been made in the past few months will be well received
by the public. Other changes will be made in the future. It is important that the changes
that will have to be made are considered very carefully. I would prefer a system that is
simpler and easier for the public at large to understand than refinements which, in search
of equity, become more and more complex and more difficult to understand.

I assure the House that in the months ahead I will do my very best to further
review the TE score system so that Queensland ends up with a system that removes the
pressure from its young people.

Perhaps the major factor that is contributing to the emotions that have been
expressed by the public is the lack of tertiary places in Queensland because of underfunding
from the Federal Government.

Commonwealth Green Paper on Tertiary Education

Mr LINGARD: In directing a second question to the Minister for Education, I
refer to the Commonwealth Green Paper on tertiary education. I ask: what effect will
there be on Queensland education if proposals in that report are implemented in this
State?

Mr LITTLEPROUD: A minute ago I alluded to some of the effects of that Green
Paper, which is all about tertiary places and threatens far-reaching effects on Queensland’s
tertiary education.

A couple of months ago I attended a conference in Melbourne at which the various
Ministers agreed that that Green Paper provides a thrust towards the provision of more
places in tertiary institutions throughout Australia, greater efficiency of tertiary education
and better teaching qualities. I whole-heartedly agree with that.

Some aspects of the Green Paper will have great effects on what happens in
Queensland. One proposal relates to dropping the binary system in which universities
and colleges of advanced education exist at two different levels. The proposal is to make
one unified system. In effect, colleges of advanced education would be treated in exactly
the same way as universities are treated.

At present, colleges of advanced education are under the control of the Board of
Advanced Education. Should they become part of a unified system, there will no longer
be a need for that board. Eventually, when amendments are introduced further down
the track, the board’s role will have to be considered.

Other aspects will need consideration. Some colleges of advanced education are
currently producing work of such a standard that they are able to sell their research
work to the commercial world and overseas. The DDIAE in Toowoomba sells its courses
in business studies to China. People from that institute have said to me, “While we are
currently regarded as a QIT or a CAE, we are not allowed to call the heads of our
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departments professors. When we are in the business of trying to sell our business or
produce overseas, we find ourselves at a commercial disadvantage if we cannot use the

22

terms ‘professors’ and ‘universities’.

I am prepared to consider that problem when amendments are proposed. At present,
it is very difficult for amendments to be drawn up. Mr Dawkins indicated initially that
he would bring down his White Paper in July. Recently he indicated that it would be
August. I hope honourable members appreciate that it is very difficult to plan ahead for
amendments to the education system in Queensland when this Government does not
know the ground rules that will be demanded by the Federal Government.

Route 20, Environmental Impact Study

Mr PREST: In directing a question to the Deputy Premier and Minister for Main
Roads, I refer to the fact that, on 17 February 1988, he iscsued a press statement on
Route 20, stating that all detailed planning of the route’s upgrading would be put on
hold pending an environmental impact study, following agreement with the Lord Mayor
on the very same day that planning and construction activities will be held in abeyance
pending the results of that study.

I ask: will the Minister inform the House as to why the Main Roads Department
has continued to purchase properties that are needed for the Route 20 freeway in apparent
breach of the agreement made on 17 February to halt all activities pending the results
of the impact study?

Mr GUNN: I am extremely pleased to hear that the people of Gladstone are taking
an interest in Route 20. That is great. I have made statements in this House before
about Route 20.

The Lord Mayor and I did meet. She expressed certain concerns as far as Route
20 was concerned, as have the people living in the area. We decided that a social and
environmental impact study would be carried out. A committee has been set up to do
that, and, a study into the “missing link”, as it is known. In due course—some time in
August—I hope to be back in this House to let the honourable member know what we
are doing and what will be done about both of those particular issues.

Mr PREST: The people of Gladstone know what an awful liar the Minister is.
Someone has to ask questions.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! That term is unparliamentary and I request that it be
withdrawn.

Mr PREST: All right. He has misled the House on many occasions.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member will ask his question or sit down.

Boating Fees Charged to Pensioners

Mr PREST: I direct my second question to the Minister for Maritime Services. As
pensioners throughout this State, in particular those in my area, pay some $638 mooring
fees for a 12-metre boat which is their place of abode, and a surcharge for a boat above
that size, and as I understand that a percentage of the mooring fee, namely, some $315
of the $638, goes to the department under his control, I ask: could consideration be
given in the next Budget to a rebate on this mooring charge for pensioners who are in
receipt of rent assistance or rate rebates similar to a rebate given to a pensioner who
owns his own home and pays rates to a local authority where the Government gives a
percentage rebate on these rates and charges up to a maximum amount?

Mr NEAL: If the honourable member gives me the details of the question and the
points that he has raised, I will certainly have a look at them.
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Lewis Land Corporation Project at Labrador, Ministerial Rezoning

Mr McELLIGOTT: I direct a question to the Minister for Local Government. I
refer to his earlier answer concerning the land rezoning at Labrador and I ask: will he
give an assurance to the House that the Government will abide by the decision of the
Gold Coast City Council as to necessary conditions, including the $100m performance
bond requested by the Gold Coast City Council?

Mr RANDELL: I think I have said many times in this House that any applic:ation
that comes to me will be judged on its merits, and that is exactly how this one will be
judged.

Auditor-General’s Inquiry into Arts Department

Mr McELLIGOTT: I direct my second question to the Minister for Family Services
and Welfare Housing. In view of the Premier’s attempt to distance himself from the
Cabinet decision regarding the funds scandal in the Minister’s department, I ask: as the
Minister was one of the responsible Ministers in the previous Government, was a deal
done with Callaghan to have lesser charges laid? Was anyone given immunity in this
issue? Who instructed Police Commissioner Lewis to exclude ministerial expenses from
the investigation?

Mr McKECHNIE: In reply, the answer is very simple. I do not know of any
instructions whatsoever—certainly not in the way in which the honourable member has
put them.

Mr McElligott: What happened in your department?
Mr SPEAKER: Order!

Mr McKECHNIE: I am not Minister for Police. What actually happened was that
when I received the Auditor-General’s report I called in the police. It was I who called
in the police. I gave them a briefing. They came back—I just forget whether it was once
or twice—for some explanations. I was completely open with them. As far as I was
concerned, what happened after that was a matter for the police. Unlike the Opposition—

Mr Goss: Did you discuss ministerial expenses with them?

Mr McKECHNIE: I am not able to recall whether it was ministerial or not. What
I am saying is——

Mr Goss: You don’t remember, eh!

Mr McKECHNIE: All T am saying is that anything at all that the police wanted
to know, or anything that they wanted to question me on, I answered honestly and
forthrightly to the best of my knowledge.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The time allotted for questions has now expired.

BILLS: REMAINING STAGES

Abridgement of Time

Hon. B. D. AUSTIN (Nicklin—Leader of the House) (3.50 p.m.), by leave, without
notice: I move—

“That so much of the Standing Orders and Sessional Orders be suspended as
would otherwise prevent Bills listed as Orders of the Day Nos. 1 to 3 from being
taken through their remaining stages at this day’s sitting.”

Motion agreed to.
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CENTRAL QUEENSLAND COAL ASSOCIATES AGREEMENT AND
QUEENSLAND COAL TRUST ACT AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 20 April (see p. 6180).

Mr BRADDY (Rockhampton) (3.51 p.m.): This Bill was introduced into the House
late last week. The indication given then by the Attorney-General was that the legislation
was of such importance that it was required to be passed through all stages before the
Parliament rose. Of course, some controversy surrounded this matter between the manager
and the trustee, but the matters have been resolved.

I note that in a letter of 15 April 1988 to the unit-holders from the management,
the following points were made: that the stage has been reached at which the trustee
and the manager have agreed to convene a meeting on 6 May to consider a resolution
to approve the incorporation in principle by a first resolution; that the trustee has now
nominated a majority of 75 per cent as suitable to carry out the first resolution; that
the trustee has withdrawn his objections to the manager’s resolution—objections that
were previously made to the unit-holders; and further that, subject to the necessary
majority support for the enabling first resolution and manager’s resolution and certain
further safeguards, the trustee has agreed to work towards making possible the imple-
mentation of a reconstruction of the trust on 30 June. The final point made was that
the manager had agreed to defer the special meeting—convened to consider the manager’s
resolution—to allow the first resolution to be considered first.

I understand that two enabling meetings will now both take place on Friday, 6 May
1988. The first meeting will consider the first resolution. The second meeting, adjourned
from 22 April 1988, will consider the manager’s resolution.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Row): Order! The Chamber will come to order.
There are too many members of their feet.

Mr BRADDY: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker.

It is clear that this matter can only proceed on the basis that the matter will be
reviewed by the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs—as stated by the Minister—and
that approval is given by a special majority of unit-holders. Approval must also be given
by the Supreme Court of Queensland.

I note also that the trustee has changed its position, as I indicated earlier. The
trustee is the Permanent Trustee Company Limited. By a letter dated 15 Aprnil 1988,
the trustee also wrote to unit-holders stating that a meeting had been called to ask simply
whether unit-holders preferred investment to remain in a trust structure or whether
investment should be converted to a company structure. The trustee states in that letter
that the matter is one for each individual to decide, having regard to his or her own
investment objectives and whether he or she wants a company structure or a trust
structure. The trustee has ultimately seen fit not to tender advice in relation to that
matter. The trustee has changed its position because, previously, it questioned the
proposal that had been put forward by the manager.

In all those circumstances, it is a matter for the unit-holders to make a decision at
the meeting so that various approvals can be sought if they decide to change to a
corporate structure. In those circumstances, the Opposition supports the proposal that
is put forward in the legislation and is content for the matter to be decided in due
course by the unit-holders.

It is interesting to contrast the Government’s action in these matters with its actions
in relation to other justice matters that are before the community and the House at the
present time. I note the ministerial statement made today by the Minister for Justice
and Attorney-General in relation to the affidavit which I tabled in this House on 21
April 1988. It is a matter of regret that the Minister for Justice is still attempting to
keep the Finch matter from being investigated by the Fitzgerald inquiry or another
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commission of inquiry. I suggest that this may ultimately be a matter of severe regret
and embarrassment to the Attorney-General himself if circumstances are such that the
Fitzgerald inquiry indicates clearly that there are matters before it which would require
the Finch matter and the Whiskey Au Go Go case to be investigated seriously. It appears
to me that this could easily happen.

I drew the matter of the Griffiths affidavit to the attention of the Fitzgerald inquiry
on 22 April 1988, when I attended at the inquiry by arrangement with Mr Gary Crooke,
QC, counsel assisting the commission, and gave him a copy of the affidavit, other
material and certain other information which had come to my attention. It is clear to
me that the Fitzgerald inquiry will undoubtedly look at that material and I note the
Minister’s ministerial statement in that regard.

One matter which is of regret is that at the present time the Fitzgerald inquiry is
inundated with material and it may well be some time before these matters, which are
serious in the sense that they require investigation, are looked into. I have noted the
Acting Commissioner’s remarks to the media in relation to these matters and in a sense
I have some sympathy for him. However, these matters have been drawn to the attention
of the Attorney-General, and both the Attorney-General and I have in turn drawn them
to the attention of the Fitzgerald inquiry and they must be investigated. After all, these
matters were submitted in a form which the Attorney-General apparently prefers—in
the form of a sworn affidavit—and therefore they must be treated seriously. There is
enough material in them which can be substantiated to make one look at the circumstances.
I refer, for example, to the circumstances of the removal of the deponent, Griffiths, to
Mount Isa, as sworn by him in the affidavit, which has been corroborated to me by a
witness who assisted in that regard. Those circumstances require some explanation by
the police authorities.

All these matters have to be attended to by the Attorney-General. He must balance
the commercial practice of this State, which he is doing through this legislation, against
other matters. Priority should be given to all these matters, and the legislation that is
before this House for debate, the Central Queensland Coal Associates Agreement and
Queensland Coal Trust Act Amendment Bill, is a serious matter that requires urgent
attention. The Opposition co-operates in that regard, but does so on the basis that it
also asks the Government to sincerely co-operate in other matters. It is a pity that some
urgency is not shown more often in relation to other substantial matters. In due course,
if the Attorney-General receives certain advices from the commissioner, he may well
find that he regrets that he did not show the same urgency in relation to the Finch case.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! 1 think that the honourable member is drawing
the longbow in relation to this Bill and the Fitzgerald inquiry.

Mr BRADDY: With due respect, Mr Deputy Speaker, I again say to you and to
this House that years ago, when the terms of debate were altered to cut out debate at
the introductory stage, it was clearly stated that the Opposition would have the opportunity
to talk about matters related to the portfolio and to the Bill, particularly the Opposition
shadow Minister and spokesman. When the Opposition lost certain rights, in exchange
it was given an undertaking and understanding that it would be able to canvass matters
of relevance to that portfolio and not necessarily to the Bill.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I wish to remind the honourable member for
Rockhampton that the Chair has jurisdiction in relation to relevance and I will apply
it if I think it is necessary.

Mr BRADDY: Mr Deputy Speaker, I am certain you will apply it and I accept
that, but it is certainly my province and my place to remind you, I suggest with respect,
that the undertaking that was given was that there would be given, particularly to the
shadow Minister, a reasonable opportunity to talk about matters relevant to the portfolio.
I am not talking about matters relevant to any other portfolio; I am talking about
matters relevant to this portfolio. Mr Deputy Speaker, I note what you are saying. I do
not intend to continue at any lengtt and I do not intend any disrespect, but I believe
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it to be my duty to bring these matters before the House, particularly as a statement
was made in the House today by the Attorney-General.

Mr Clauson: As I have a right to do.

Mr BRADDY: Certainly, I accept that right and I think it was very proper for the
Attorney-General to do that today. I just wish to comment. In this place we in the
Opposition do not have the right, as other Parliaments do, to initiate debates of our
choosing. We have never been given that right, even by the new vision of excellence.

Mr Lingard: The idea is to get more than half the numbers.

Mr BRADDY: There are Parliaments that allow members of the Opposition to
initiate debates.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I do not intend to allow the honourable member
for Rockhampton to continue to debate the issue of relevance. I have made a ruling on
relevance and I think I have been reasonably fair. In fact, in this case I have been more
than fair. I ask the honourable member either to come back to the Bill or to discontinue
his speech.

Mr BRADDY: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker.

As I did at the outset, I indicate that the Opposition supports the legislation before
the House. We in the Opposition always support matters that effect efficiency and
expediency. It is clear here that the Attorney-General is now reflecting the commercial
wishes of the people involved and is properly leaving it to the unit-holders to make the
ultimate decision. Therefore, there is nothing in the legislation to which the Opposition
takes exception.

1 thank the Attorney-General for making his ministerial statement today in the
House. At least that makes clear his position on that matter. Too often we have to read
about these things in the press. The proper place for such things is the Legislative
Assembly. I at least thank the Minister for having done so. His position is clearly stated.
We do not agree in all respects on what should be done, but at least the statement has
been made in this place and not, as happens in some other instances, just in the media.
The Opposition is expected to accept that as the only place where such a statement
should appear. 1 await with interest the outcome of the investigation by the Fitzgerald
inquiry of these matters to which I have referred.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I have asked the honourable member for Rock-
hampton to refrain from referring to the Fitzgerald inquiry. It has nothing to do with
the Bill before the House. I call the member for Sherwood.

Mr INNES (Sherwood—Leader of the Liberal Party) (4.03 p.m.): The Liberal Party
will support the Bill. Through the financial pages, people have been aware of the
negotiations and the proposal involved in this important transaction with a very important
participant in that vital industry for Queensland—the coal industry.

As has been stated, the Bill facilitates rather than obliges. The only matter that I
would like to canvass shortly is the provision of stamp duty. It will be recalled that last
week I took some strong objection to the haste with which stamp duty legislation was
propelled through this House. The excuse given—it was a totally inadequate and pathetic
excuse—was that it was a Bible to the people who wish to avoid stamp duty.

Mr Austin: Trying to protect your mates in the avoidance industry, were you?

Mr INNES: I am glad that the Minister for Finance is in the House, because I can
look at the logic used by him in this legislation. Hypocrisy and double dealing are second
nature to the Minister. I suggest that those deficiencies in his personality can be
demonstrated in the Bill before the House.

All that I called for last week was sufficient time to examine some very serious
implications of changes to stamp duty. I pointed out that the people with most expertise
with regard to stamp duty—I would not suggest that the Minister has any expertise——



6334 26 April 1988 Central Queensland Coal Associates Agreement, &c., Amendment Bill

Mr Austin: Probably more than you do.

Mr INNES: I would have more expertise than the Minister has, but I still do not
have great expertise. It is a complicated area.

People wished to examine the legislation and to have an input. The relevant
committees of a couple of professional bodies, which clearly have some interest in
understanding the legislation and advising their clients, wished to have an input. I
understand that the matter has passed into law today, yet still the majority of practitioners
in this State have absolutely no understanding of the implications or the terms of 120
pages of legislation. It was an outrageous action by a bull-headed Government that was
less interested in ensuring justice, certainty and accountability in relation to taxation
legislation than it was in doing what was recommended by the bureaucracy to make it
easier to gather more tax. However, exemptions were given to primary industry in
contradistinction to other areas of activity and other businesses in this State. All other
businesses are hit full bore and will pay more, but primary producers will be exempted
from the same impositions.

Government members said that the legislation was to be passed quickly without
allowing people time to make representations, because it was a Bible for stopping
avoidance. This is a piece of stamp duty avoidance legislation in which the Queensland
Government has decided who will avoid the legislation. I am not calling for Central
Queensland Coal Associates to be more heavily subjected to tax or stamp duty, but this
legislation exempts from last week’s legislation, which became law today, the liability of
Central Queensland Coal Associates to pay stamp duties which all other unit-holders
will sustain.

I make it perfectly clear that I do not use this argument in the context of calling
for more stamp duties to be imposed on Central Queensland Coal Associates. I do it to
reveal the hypocrisy of a Government which last week could say that we were not
allowed time to make representations or time for consultation because that legislation
was for the people who avoid taxation and which this week says that this legislation
relieves Central Queensland Coal Associates from paying $30m worth of stamp duty
which is being imposed upon all other people who are changing their units situation as
a result of last week’s legislation. The company will pay a little more than it would have
paid on the nominal unit transfer situation previously, but it will pay far less than all
other persons who are involved in unit transactions from today forward.

The Government has attempted to take advantage of the Federal Government’s
legislation. Why were not all others treated equivalently and allowed to adjust themselves
to the implications of the Federal Government’s legislation, to rearrange what is essentially
the same business and the same affairs, to keep taxation to a minimum? This Government,
which masquerades as a low-tax Government, is involved constantly in applying double
standards in picking the winners and the losers and in condemning others who wish
reasonably to order their affairs to minimise the incidence of State taxation. It condemns
all others in Queensland who might well wish to alter their affairs in the same way as
Central Queensland Coal Associates wishes to alter its affairs. The Government hits
them full bore with the full incidence of taxation but relieves one of the biggest players.
That seems to me to be a classic case of double standards and hypocrisy.

What was wrong with the statement that I made and the interest that I expressed
in this House last week? I said that people who would be affected by the legislation
wanted time to make representations to the Government or to members of Parliament
about the impact of the legislation. The suggestion was made that all people who wanted
to do that were tax-avoiders, diddlers and cheats. The same scoffing nonsense comes
from the Minister for Finance today in his suggestion that anybody who speaks on
principles is protecting his mates.

Mr Austin: You are worried about the tax legislation. That’s what you’re worried
about.
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Mr INNES: Nothing that a fence-jumper like the Minister says could possibly worry
me. Honourable members have delved into the Minister’s moral threshold and they
know that it is down at the bottom. They saw it in action again last week. In among
those parliamentary benefits was the $6,000 extra that that Minister will get for doing
duties that other people in Australia do for nothing, that special advantage that the
Minister for almost nothing, the Minister who is only assisting the Treasurer in effect,
is getting for leading this House.

. Honourable members know that the constant streak of self-interest comes from the
Minister’s every action, whether it is attacking——

Mr Austin: What are you worried about? Why are you making personal attacks?

Mr INNES: The Minister started this fight. He says that I am the one who is
protecting the crooks. I am just saying that when I find somebody whose own personal
moral threshold can be used to assess who is cheating and who is not cheating, who is
morally good and who is not morally good, I will listen to the interjections.

All honourable members are seeing is a demonstration that, when it comes to
financial legislation, this Government has no consistent moral stance. Last week it was
wrong to avoid stamp duty; last week it was the diddlers who wanted to minimise stamp
duty. This week, this Government will institutionalise the avoidance of $30m of stamp
duty imposed upon everybody else in this State by a special Act of Parliament, ergo
that is not diddling.

I do not mind that. The negotiations went on long and hard for a significant period
of time. Central Queensland Coal Associates was looking after the interests of the people
to whom it is responsible. It is a reputable organisation engaged in a very important
undertaking in the interests of a very important industry, which consistently underwrites
the railway operations of this State and offsets other taxation implications. That company
ordered its affairs on a certain expectation over many months, and for good reasons. It
wanted the rules to be the same, or almost the same, by way of financial implications,
but so did everybody else in this State wish to order his affairs and attune his affairs to
what were the expectations before last Tuesday. Everybody certainly wanted time to
make the same special representations that the people acting on behalf of Central
Queensland Coal Associates made.

Is it only the big who will get the ear of this Government? I ask that rhetorically
because honourable members know the answer. There are the chosen few and there are
the rest. If the rest say anything in their own defence they will be attacked as cheats,
bludgers, socialists, Liberals and anything else that stands for constructive criticism in
this State.

The legislation will be supported. The interests of people who wish to order their
affairs on the same rules will be supported. The Liberal Party has no objection to Central
Queensland Coal Associates being given a stamp duty concession which is almost the
same as, or a little more than, what the company sought during many months of careful
negotiations. However, the Liberal Party objects absolutely to the double standards
involved last week in castigating everybody else who wanted to make representations to
keep his tax low and to be treated in an equivalent way and to be shown that special
consideration that honourable members see today for a company that has far more clout
and far more access to the Government than the average Queenslander has.

Hon. P. J. CLAUSON (Redlands—Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) (4.14
p.m.), in reply: In relation to the peripheral matters that were raised by the honourable
member for Rockhampton in speaking to the Bill—I suggest to him that the hallmark
for the convincing confidence trickster is that he relies not on half-lies but on half-truths.
Some factual matters are easy to prove and easy to disprove. I suggest to him that we
will simply have to wait and see how the Fitzgerald commission deals with the credibility
of the witness Griffiths, whom the honourable member is touting in this House. However,
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I thank him for that part of his contribution that was relevant to the Bill and welcome
his support for it.

I thank the honourable member for Sherwood for his support for the Bill. However,
I point out to him that the Government does not believe in changing the rules in the
middle of the game. That is e¢xactly why the Government has moved in this way in
relation to the subject of this legislation—in order to make sure that the stamp duty is
not unreasonable. I think that the honourable member is attempting to save himself
now because of his opposition to the new anti-avoidance legislation that was supported
by the ALP and voted against by him and his party. The situation now is that if QCT
paid stamp duty at the rate specified in the recent amendments, it would be liable to
approximately $30m in stamp duty, which would have made the act of incorporation,
which was the whole purpose of this legislation, commercially non-viable.

The honourable member for Sherwood says that he is a free-enterprise supporter.
He says that he objects to people changing the rules in the middle of the game. However,
he is in fact supporting that proposal. The Government has not changed the rules. For
a long period the Government has been negotiating with QCT on the conversion. Those
negotiations were taking place long before this legislation was introduced. The honourable
member for Sherwood is attempting to defend the stand he took recently when the anti-
avoidance legislation was passed through this House. Now that it is in the House, he
wants to resile from that position by attempting to state that the Government is now
depriving the little person of the same rights as those given to the big person. That is
clearly not the indication of the legislation, nor is it the policy of the Queensland
Government.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Motion agreed to.

Committee

Hon. P. J. Clauson (Redlands—Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) in charge
of the Bill.

Clauses 1 to 7, as read, agreed to.
Clause 8—

Mr INNES (4.19 p.m.): I want to speak to the issue to which I spoke earlier and
then respond to the Minister. I have heard some facile arguing in my time, but the
Minister’s argument has to take the cake. Central Queensland Coal Associates has the
benefit of a special Act of Parliament. The Bill is designed to facilitate the change in its
structure. Thousands of other people construct their business affairs through the use of
a unit trust. Anybody else considering changing his business structure to respond to the
changed incidence of corporate taxation by doing precisely the same thing as Central
Queensland Coal Associates proposes to do—which usually involves a deal of professional
consideration, preparation, advice and costly negotiations—is put in a different position. -
He is not allowed to carry through his transactions. He is not allowed time to make
representations or to say, “Hold up. I have something in the pipeline. I would like to
finish off my transaction and benefit from the same stamp duty as applied when I started
my negotiations.” That is the crucial difference. Because this group had to deal with the
Queensland Government, the Government was aware of its special interest and the rules
that obtained at the beginning of its negotiations.

As this Minister well knows, unit trusts are used by many thousands of people as
a way of coming together to do business. As the Minister will also know, that is not
necessarily restricted to big business. Many small operators are now using the unit trust
method of doing business. People will change the type of legal entity that they wish to
use for their businesses according to changes in court decisions, taxation laws, the type
of persons or organisations that make up their partnerships, and whether or not they
have to sell. Everybody else has had the door slammed in his face without the right of
representations as to the impact of the stamp duty legislation on his life. Because it
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requires and has a special Act of Parliament, Central Queensland Coal Associates has
been able to acquaint the Government with its special situation.

I do not change my stance one little bit. The admission by the Minister that what
I said was absolutely true—that $30m worth of stamp duty would have fallen upon the
change that was made last week to the Stamp Act—is an indication on a very large
scale of the sorts of effects that that legislation could have had on many other transactions,
albeit of a smaller nature.

The rebuttal that has been put forward has no force at all. My original criticism of
the attitude of the Government—not of Central Queensland Coal Associates—stands
and is reinforced.

Mr CLAUSON: In any of these circumstances, the commissioner has a discretion
to consider the matter. In any of the cases in which that might be deemed necessary, I
am sure that that will be done.

Clause 8, as read, agreed to.
Clause 9, as read, agreed to.
Bill reported, without amendment.

Third Reading
Bill, on motion of Mr Clauson, read a third time.

RETIREMENT VILLAGES BILL
Hon. P. J. CLAUSON (Redlands—Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) (4.23
p.m.), by leave, without notice: I move—
“That leave be granted to bring in a Bill to provide with respect to the
establishment and conduct of retirement villages and for related purposes.”

Motion agreed to.

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

Second Reading

Hon. P. J. CLAUSON (Redlands—Minister for Justice and Attorney-General) (4.24
p-m.): I move—

“That the Bill be now read a second time.”

I introduce a Bill which has been prepared to fill the gap which has occurred
following the exclusion of retirement village schemes from the relevant provisions of
the Companies Code.

This action follows a decision of the Ministerial Council for Companies and Securities
on 1 May 1985 to amend the Companies Code so that such schemes are excluded from
the operation of the prescribed interest provisions of the code as and from 1 July 1987.

Prior to 1 July 1987, such schemes were regulated in Queensland pursuant to an
interim policy in relation to the regulation of retirement villages operating in Queensland
under the prescribed interest provisions of the Companies (Queensland) Code.

Legislative action has been taken which enables such interim policy to continue in
Queensland from 1 July 1987 and until Queensland legislation is in place.

Honourable members will recall that during 1987, I tabled in this House a Green
Paper which contained a proposed draft Bill on this subject. Comments and submissions
were invited on the proposed legislation, and I am able to inform this House that the
response has been substantial and of great assistance in the preparation of the Bill now
before the House. Following a consideration of the wide range of submissions made, the
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Bill has undergone a number of changes, and I take this opportunity .of persopally
thanking those who forwarded submissions for both their interest and their suggestions.

Whilst it has not been possible to accommodate all submissions, owing in part to
the nature of the proposed legislation, which endeavours to strike a delicate balance
between the opposing elements of consumer protection and regulation of business activity,
it is my intention to merely introduce the Bill into Parliament at this time and take no
further action upon it until the Budget session. This will enable further public debate in
the interim period, if necessary. I might say that until recently no similar legislation
existed anywhere in Australia and legislative intrusion into the retirement village industry
is still very much in the pioneering stage in this country.

In pursuance of the provisions of Standing Order 241(c) of the Standing Rules and
Orders of this House, I seek leave to table for incorporation in Hansard additional
information to assist in the understanding of this Bill.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Leave granted.
Whereupon the honourable member laid on the table the following document—

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The Bill contains transitional provisions which allow persons operating existing villages
or schemes a period of twelve (12) months within which they can defer compliance with the
regulatory provisions of the Bill,

It is generally the intention of the Bill to apply where the retirement village is or is to be
situated in Queensland or the scheme for the retirement village is operated in Queensland,
irrespective of where the inducements or invitations to participate in the scheme are given,
uttered or published.

Should a scheme be operating in Queensland in respect of a retirement village situated
in another State then application for exemption from the legislation could be made under the
terms of the Bill.

It is also intended that the Bill ensures the rights of residents are unambiguous and
enforceable, that the actions of management do not infringe upon the rights of residents and
that it prevents undesirable marketing practices by the promoters of retirement villages.

There has been considerable growth in the demand for specialist housing for the elderly
in recent years and retirement village schemes have developed to satisfy that demand.

The type of organization promoting each scheme and its size and operation vary immensely.

A retirement village may consist of a small number of units designed by a Church or
local charitable group or local authority to meet a need within its locality or it may consist of
a large commercial venture which actively promotes its activities and offers a variety of features
and specialist facilities.

The Bill contains a wide definition as to the meaning of a retirement village as it is
intended to prima facie catch as many schemes as possible.

However, both existing and new villages are given the opportunity to seek an exemption
from all or any of the provisions of the Bill.

It is intended that an application for exemption would extend to a person or persons
involved in community based schemes such as Service Clubs and Local Authorities.

Any exemption granted may be withdrawn or varied after a show cause notice has been
issued.

The Bill also provides for the Governor-in-Council to declare certain organisations and
villages exempt whether or not an application for exemption has been made.

This has been done to ensure the Bill will apply flexibly through the range of retirement
villages.

The Bill provides for its administration by the Minister and subject to him by a Registrar
of Retirement Villages.

The Bill intends to regulate retirement villages and existing retirement village operators
are required to furnish to the Registrar, particulars of the village scheme within three months
after it becomes law.



Retirement Villages Bill 26 April 1988 6339

The Bill also requires the approval of the Registrar before any promotional activity is
undertaken with respect to either existing or future villages.

He may impose conditions on approval of a scheme for a retirement village and may
revoke his approval if necessary to protect persons who may be invited or induced to participate
in the scheme.

The Bill provides for a Ministerial review of the Registrar’s decision whereupon his
decision is deemed to be that of the Registrar.

It is not the intention of this Bill to have any effect upon nursing homes operating by
way of a license granted under the Queensland Health Act.

The Bill provides that a record of public information documents relating to a scheme
approved by the Registrar shall be kept as provided and their contents shall be incorporated
in and form part of every relevant residence contract.

Where money is paid or property is assigned pursuant to a residence contract or on
account of a party wishing to avoid it the Bill provides that the money be paid to the Public
Trustee, unless the parties otherwise agree that it be paid to a Solicitor or a Real Estate Agent
specified in the residence contract.

In the circumstances provided in the Bill, the person holding the money or documents
shall apply the money or release the documents so as to give effect to the residence contract
or, subject to any Court order, dispose of the money or release the documents as prescribed
by the Bill.

Should a person acquire property by assignment contrary to the Bill and pursuant to a
residence contract subsequently rescinded, then the Bill provides for action to restore the parties
to their previous positions.

However, where the person acquiring such property has disposed of ownership when
required to assign it or is unable to discharge any encumbrances, liens and the like, then the
operator of the scheme shall be liable to pay to the person from whom the property is acquired
its full value at the date the residence contract is rescinded.

Although these provisons may appear rather harsh, they have been deliberately drafted
and inserted to prevent a repetition of the activities of unscrupulous operators on the Gold
Coast several years ago who deprived the elderly, specifically pensioners, of their assets including
homes, on the pretence they were investing in units in a proposed retirement village which
was never built.

Jurisdiction is conferred on the Supreme Court to make all orders as are necessary to
enforce the avoidance provisions of this Bill without prejudice to other Courts’ jurisdictions
regarding actions brought for a debt.

A number of the provisions contained in the Bill which prohibit residence contracts under

unapproved schemes and place restrictions on them generally, do not apply in respect of such
contracts made before the commencement of this Bill.

While the withdrawal of an exemption or revocation of a scheme will enable a resident
to rescind his contract if he so desires, such withdrawal or revocation will not have any effect
upon his pre-existing rights or obligations.

The Bill requires records to be kept in Queensland by an operator and the audit of its
affairs and operation.

An important feature of the Bill is the creation in certain circumstances of a statutory
charge over land used for a retirement village.

Such charge does not apply where the residents possess the freehold title of the land upon
which they so reside.

It is intended that affected schemes will be subject to such charge from the date of approval
by the Registrar who will be required to notify the appropriate public officer of such charge
which then applies to secure the benefit of each resident.

It is intended that such charge encumber the subject land from the date of the Registrar’s
approval, and appropriate entries shall be made notwithstanding any existing caveat.

It is proposed any documentation be exempt from stamp duty.

The statutory charge is expressed to secure due performance of every residence contract
made under a scheme where notice has been given by the Registrar and to secure the right to
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payment of money to any person in connection with such a residence contract, whether
provided by the residence contract or the Bill.

The charge is intended to have priority over all interest, mortgages and other charges
other than those existing in or over the land at the time the Bill commences or any charge
created by an Act or law of the Commonwealth where it has priority.

The Bill provides that proceedings may be taken in the Supreme Cpurt by a person in
whose favour a court order has been made seeking an order that the retirement village land
be sold, after he has given notice of his intention to the Registrar.

In relation to a payment of money, such action is only authorised where an amount in
excess of $10,000 is involved.

An order for sale of the land may be made if the Court is satisfied that all appropriate
criteria in the Bill have been met, which includes a consideration of the interests of the
occupiers and others who have a sufficient interest in the matter of the application.

Whilst an order for enforcement means the village may be sold, it is possible that it may
be sold as a going concern.

The intent of the charge upon such a sale is that its priority over others makes it more
likely that residents receive all or portion of their refundable contribution.

A charge may be removed when released by the Registrar or after a sale by order of the
Court, unless the land is to continue to be used as a retirement village.

Where all or part of the land used for a retirement village ceases to be so used, the
operator of the scheme may apply to the Registrar for release of the charge.

If all of the requirements of the Bill have been met, the Registrar may approve its release.

Another major concern of residents of retirement villages has been their “security of
tenure”.

The Bill creates a statutory interest in each resident in the retirement village land on
which he is entitled to reside or use in connection with his occupancy, under the residence
contract, which does not apply where the residents entitlement depends upon his holding an
estate in fee simple in the relevant land.

Such statutory interest is not meant to interfere with those provisions of the Real Property
Act to which the Bill refers.

It does however, create a right in a resident to apply to the Supreme Court for an
injunction, if he is threatened with, removal, deprivation or restriction of his entitlement or
conduct which interferes with his peaceful enjoyment of his entitlement.

The Registrar may so act instead of the resident if he feels it necessary in the terms of
the Bill, which include factors such as the physical, mental and economic condition of the
applicant.

The Supreme Court may grant an injuction after establishing the bona fides of the resident
to whom it relates and upon being satisfied that the threatened action is or could represent a
breach of the residence contract or the scheme and is not in the residents’ interests or is or
could not be justified.

The application may be heard after the giving of notice to the manager of the retirement
village concerned unless it considers any delay would cause irreparable or serious mischief
whereby it may dispense with such notice and proceed ex parte.

Another feature of the Bill is that it provides residents with some involvement in the
operation of a retirement village and protects them from unreasonable maintenance charges.

To ensure the suitability of persons involved, the Bill prohibits insolvent persons or those
who have been convicted of offences involving fraud, dishonesty or offences against the person,
unless exempted by virtue of the provisions of other legislation, from participating in the
promotion of schemes, sale of residence rights or management of retirement villages.

The manager is required to call an annual meeting of all residents at which a written
statement must be presented by the operator of the scheme regarding payment of refundable
ingoing contributions which may be due and the financial viability of the village.

The manager is also required to present to such meeting a financial statement in relation
to the income and expenditure of the retirement village including future proposed works,
expenditures, increases in service charges and special levies.

Such statement shall be audited as prescribed.
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The residents of a village may establish a Residents’ Committee elected by them.

It is intended that such committee would act as a communication link between residents
and the owner/operator or Manager of the village.

_ The' Committee 1s obliged to give notice of any complaint to the operator or Manager
with a view to expediting the resolution of minor problems by his attendance at a residents’
committee meeting.

.The Committ;e has power to call a meeting of residents and to approve increases in
service charges which are in excess of the adjusted service charge determined and indexed in
accordance with the prescribed formula.

The Bill provides that By-laws relating to a retirement village may be made, revoked or
altered by special resolution of a meeting of residents living in the retirement village.

However, it has limited application to villages already existing at the commencement of
the legisation.

'Obvious problems might otherwise arise where a village has been operating in a harmonious
fashion for several years under existing By-laws.

The owner/operator or Manager has a right of attendance when any such change is
proposed.

This ensures that By-Laws which affect the day to day running of a village will only be
varied if there is agreement by residents.

The power does not extend so as to interfere with By-laws that are conditions of a
residence or associated contract.

The power provided by the Bill is in addition to any other like powers concerning By-
laws.

The Bill protects residents by restricting the Manager’s ability to increase service charges
payable by residents and providing that such charges are not to increase by more than the
adjusted service charge determined and indexed in accordance with the formula.

This is an area which has been of major concern to residents as expressed in submissions
received.

Exceptions are rates, taxes, salaries and wages levied under any Act.
The Bill also provides for the imposition of a special levy as prescribed.

However, where a Manager cannot reasonably provide goods and services without such
an increase, and the residents do not approve of it, the Bill ensures that he will not be civilly
liable for failing to provide them.

The Bill also contains a number of miscellaneous provisions which include the Registrar
or his authorised officers having the right to enter any retirement village premises and enquire
into its affairs and the operation of the scheme and other relevant matters.

The power of entry does not extend to any dwelling-house or a part of any building used
exclusively for residential purposes unless consent is obtained from the occupier or a search
warrant authorising such entry has been obtained.

A search warrant may be issued on application to a Justice who is satisfied it is appropriate
in the terms of the Bill.

The Bill contains a number of provisions which create specific offences.

Other such provisions relate to procedural, evidentiary and general offence matters,
including the right to make regulations for the purposes of the Bill.

The Registrar of Retirement Villages is required to prepare and submit an annual report
to the Minister, a copy of which shall be tabled by him in the Legislative Assembly.

Debate, on motion of Mr Braddy, adjourned.

QUEENSLAND TREASURY CORPORATION BILL
Second Reading
Debate resumed from 20 April (see p. 6136).

Mr De LACY (Cairns) (4.28 p.m.): The Opposition supports this legislation; in fact,
it welcomes it. Opposition members believe it is a belated attempt to rationalise
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Queensland Treasury operations. Even the name Queensland Treasury Corporation
sounds better than the Queensland Government Development Authority. It is a refine-
ment of the Queensland Government Development Authority. I note that just as the
legislation hit the table, so did the annual report for 1987—a bit belated also.

Mr Austin: Sorry about that; I did my best.

Mr De LACY: I thank the Minister. The report makes some interesting reading.

The concept of the Queensland Treasury Corporation is a central borrowing and
central investing authority. The Opposition believes that, if it does nothing else, it at
least makes an honest woman of the QGDA. Honourable members might recall that the
Queensland Government Development Authority was promoted as a borrowing authority
but not as an investing authority. This issue came to the fore when money was invested
or made available or lent to the king of the white-shoe brigade, Mr Mike Gore, in 1987,
1986 or whenever, and everybody began to ask what right the QGDA had to invest in
such an authority.

In 1982 when legislation setting up the QGDA was introduced, Sir Llew Edwards,
in his second-reading speech, made no mention of an investment role. After reading the
legislation again, I think obviously the QGDA technically can invest; but that certainly
was not the intention in the formation of that particular authority.

The reason why the Opposition supports this legislation is that it accords with
Labor policy. In 1983 and again in 1986 the Labor Party went to the people with a
policy that we ought to have a central investing authority as well as a central borrowing
authority.

The legislation raises some interesting philosophies, such as centralism and public
enterprise. One might almost say that it has socialistic tendencies. It is strange that this
legislation, coming from a Government that prides itself on being free and private in
its concept of enterprise, tends towards centralism and public enterprise. Be that as it
may, I think it is a good move. Obviously, the Government acknowledges the benefit
of this type of central authority.

The corporation is the type of authority that exists in other States. I understand
that a very similar corporation exists in New South Wales, and the only difference is
that whereas the Queensland Treasury Corporation, as proposed, imposes no compulsion
on non-Government and semi-Government organisations to conduct their borrowing
programs through the central authority, in New South Wales it is incumbent on all semi-
Government authorities to do so. The approach adopted by the Queensland Government
is probably the right and proper one.

If the Queensland Treasury Corporation is as efficient and as effective as it is
claimed it will be, I cannot see any reason why smaller authorities—particularly local
authorities—should not make full use of the facilities. The facilities would be of great
benefit to the smaller authorities in Queensland, that is, those without very much financial
clout and those that do not have much say in the market-place and are unable to borrow
on favourable terms and conditions in the way that bigger authorities—such as the
Brisbane City Council—are able to. I am sure that I speak on behalf of most of the
local authorities in Queensland when I say that continuation of the concept of a central
borrowing authority is a good one. If there is a negative aspect, it may be that some of
the chairmen of the 136 councils in Queensland may not have an excuse to travel to
Brisbane or other places as often to see their bankers. They will now be able to complete
transactions much easier than they were able to in the past, but probably in a way that
is not as satisfactory in fulfilling their desire to enjoy themselves.

The Campbell inquiry into financial systems recommended something along the
lines that a centralised borrowing authority would result in substantial rationalisation of
approaches to the market. The effect of rationalisation is to effectively remove competition
among local and semi-Government authorities. As soon as that is eliminated, all
authorities ought to be able to get a better deal in the financial world. My understanding
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of this legislation is that all Government borrowing, including the $1,100m Australian
Loan Council allocation, will be carried out by the Queensland Treasury Corporation.
The corporation also hopes, as I said previously, to attract business from smaller
authorities and semi-Government authorities. Larger authorities such as the Brisbane
City Council and the QEC will also be involved and, if they are part of it, they will
have some say on the board.

Victoria is the State that first identified the need for this type of authority, particularly
from the viewpoint of investment. Funds totalling millions of dollars are floating around
in each State in Australia in all types of public authority accounts, such as statutory
marketing authorities and what have you. The Cain Labor Government in Victoria
pointed out that an opportunity existed to make good use of those funds by channelling
them into a central public investment authority.

When it comes to the other side of the coin, that is borrowing, this same authority
could carry out a borrowing function and on-lend to the smaller semi-governmental
authorities. This tends to make public money work for the public and transfers the
benefit from private corporations, that is banks, to public corporations, that is tax-payers
and the public of Queensland. The Opposition can only agree that that is a desirable
concept. Everybody is happy; the quangos, particularly the small ones, are happy because
they get easier, quicker and cheaper money, and the Government is happy because it
has access to low-cost money. Perhaps the only losers in the exercise are the banks.

The Opposition has some questions when it comes to the investment function. As
I said a while ago, the investment role of the Queensland Government Development
Authority was not too well known by the general community and even the financial
community. That is why eyebrows were raised when it became public knowledge that
$10m had been advanced to the white-shoe supremo, Mike Gore. It was something of
a scandal when it became public knowledge. I read Sir Llew Edwards’ second-reading
speech, and in it there was no mention of the investment role of the authority. It was
to be a central borrowing authority only and that was its raison d’etre—its reason for
existence, or justification. The investment that was made in Mike Gore’s company was
kept under wraps. It was not published in the Queensland Government Gazette, in fact,
it was a clandestine investment. The Opposition has not been able to understand why
that sort of private investment was not carried out under the auspices of the QIDC,
which I understood should have been more properly involved in a commercial operation
of that kind.

This leads to the Opposition’s only concern with the central investment role of the
Queensland Government Development Authority. How can the Opposition be certain
that the authority will be free from political influence? To what extent can the Government
manipulate this corporation to prop up political mates? There is quite a bit of legislation
before the House; there are changes to public service legislation and there is the Financial
Administration and Audit Act and Another Act Amendment Bill, which is coming on
for debate later this evening. These pieces of legislation are aimed at creating greater
flexibility within the public sector. Nobody can disagree with that in principle, but there
is a thin grey line between flexibility and accountability. The front page of today’s
Courier-Mail showed what can happen when public servants tend to exercise flexibility
above and beyond the extent to which it is supposed to be exercised.

In recent years, in addition to the Mike Gore episode, there have been the investments
in the Dino De Laurentiis film studio and in Evans Deakin Industries. Those investments
were made not on the basis of good financial investment, but on the basis of politics.
There cannot be a multibillion-dollar investing authority which is subject to the whims
of politicians. Investment decisions must be made by the kind of professional Treasury
people who it was claimed would be attracted to authorities such as the Queensland
Government Development Authority. At the time, I remember that it was said that this
authority would attract financial expertise to the Queensland Government and enable it
to carry out borrowing and investment on behalf of the smaller authorities in Queensland.
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Of course, all the investment expertise in the world will not do any good if it is
subject to the overriding manipulation of politicians. I am not picking on any particular
politician; I am speaking of any politician at all, depending on whichever Government
is in power. That will be the issue of the future when it comes to financial administration
and financial accounting in Queensland.

As the Government devolves flexibility down in the public service, it is devolving
the opportunity for individuals to make decisions free from the time-honoured checks
and balances that have existed in the public service. That will provide the opportunity
for more creative decision-making. As members know, when it is applied to accounting
the word “creative” can be a pejorative term.

The only concern that the Opposition has with the formation of this corporation
is: has the right balance been struck between providing a decent-sized corporation that
will have clout in the market-place and giving those people who operate that corporation
the flexibility to make decisions and retain the right amount of accountability for public
funds?

Honourable members will note that authorities in both New South Wales and
Victoria lost a lot of money in the share market crash of October last year. I understand
that Queensland did not suffer the same losses because its public authorities did not
have the same freedom to invest as did the authorities in New South Wales and Victoria.
If they had had that freedom to invest in the share market, it is perfectly obvious that
Queensland public authorities would have suffered losses of some size. That is half good
and half bad. Obviously when the share market was booming those authorities would
have been making a lot of money.

Mr Austin: I think they are unrealised. I think it is a bit unfair to criticise them
unduly, because some of those losses are unrealised whereas some big corporations
suffered from realised losses.

Mr De LACY: That is right. Once a body is put into the financial position of
having to dispose of investments to meet other commitments, they become realised
losses. I guess that is probably the case with New South Wales and Victoria to a large
extent.

Mr Austin: As I understand it, they are unrealised losses, so the criticism was
unfair.

Mr De LACY: Yes. Of course, when the losses are calculated, the calculation is
done from the high point of the market instead of from the time when the investment
was made.

At this juncture I wish to raise the appointment of a new Under Treasurer to
replace Sir Leo Hielscher, a person who graced that position with great distinction and
did much for Treasury in Queensland. I think it is fair to say that, under Sir Leo, the
Queensland Treasury has been largely a financial administration and accounting outfit.
It has not been involved to the extent that I believe it should have been in developing
economic strategy to address the rather serious financial problems that have overtaken
not only this State but also other States. Because of Queensland’s rather narrow base
and its overdependence on commodities, it has been particularly affected.

This point was made quite succinctly when the Ahern Government decided to go
outside Treasury and spend $400,000 to engage consultants to develop an economic
strategy for Queensland. I believe that that is a role that probably belongs with Treasury
and that those kinds of strategies ought to be developed from within. It may be said
that the expertise is not available within Treasury. Well, I say that, once the Under
Treasurer had announced his intention to resign, this Government should have used the
opportunity to advertise widely for a replacement Under Treasurer, in the hope that a
new kind of expertise could have been attracted to the Queensland Treasury. I say that
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because the kind of expertise that exists in the Queensland Treasury is widely acknowl-
edged—that is, accounting and administration. However, it is rather restricted, which is
extremely disappointing.

When the Government did not advertise nationally and internationally for a new
Under Treasurer, it lost a golden opportunity to begin to implement all those fine-
sounding objectives that were spelt out under the vision-of-excellence objectives of the
new Premier when he took office. I do not wish that to be construed as being critical
of the new Under Treasurer, Mr Hall. I wish him well in the position. However, the
Government should have advertised the position more widely.

When I was reading the Bill and the notes appended to it, I noted that the
Queensland Treasury Corporation, as with the Queensland Government Development
Authority, will have the power to enter into any arrangements. Those arrangements
include partnerships, joint ventures and other associations with private groups.

When the Queensland Government Development Authority entered into the
arrangement at the Mirage resort at Port Douglas, the proposed development at Rose
Bay on Magnetic Island and the development at the Pioneer River at Mackay, many
Queenslanders felt uneasy about arrangements between the Government and private
companies. When a Government enters into areas that are purely commercial, many
people, quite justifiably, feel uneasy.

Governments are involved in many commercial operations, such as the Railway
Department. However, operations of that type always have a public service component
and social objectives. Obviously, it is difficult to run the railways for a profit throughout
Queensland. If they were run only with a profit motive, services to a large part of
Queensland would be curtailed because they cannot be justified on economic grounds.
The Government has played a traditional role with the railways, which has played an
important part in opening up this big State of ours.

However, when a Government is involved with private enterprise in a project which
is purely commercial and which has no social benefit or objectives, the Opposition
becomes uneasy. The Opposition is perhaps closer to the socialist ethic than the
Government is—although sometimes I wonder. The position is approaching the stage
at which the Government is existing to support large corporations and private companies.
It is the sort of political and economic arrangement that Adolf Hitler entered into in
Germany prior to World War II. I do not wish to draw that comparison too closely,
because I am not suggesting that it has reached that stage. However, it is a similar
occurrence when the powers of the Government are used to assist certain corporations.

On reading the Bill further, I noticed that one of the clauses stated that the
Government may exempt from stamp duty any transactions, arrangements, etc. entered
into by the corporation. The term “arrangements” is mentioned in a couple of clauses
in the Bill. Am I to understand from that that, because the Government, through the
Queensland Treasury Corporation, enters into an arrangement with a private company
to develop a project, it can be exempted from stamp duty? Does it simply mean that
the arrangement that is being referred to in the provision for exemption from stamp
duty is from a borrowing point of view? Are borrowings to be exempt from stamp duty?

Many private companies in Queensland would say that they would find it difficult
to compete with another private company that is not only being associated with and
receiving preferential treatment from the Government but also being exempted from
stamp duty and other charges to which a commercial operation is normally subjected.

The Bill provides that the new Treasury Corporation may guarantee any financial
arrangement. There could be some concern that certain companies—those companies
on which the Government is smiling at the time—might again receive a commercial
advantage that is not available to other companies, which are therefore put at a
competitive disadvantage.

In conclusion, I say once agqin that the Opposition supports the formation of this
corporation. The Opposition believes that it is a coming of age of the Queensland

79376—209
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Treasury; that it is a step in the right direction. Possibly it could have been introduced
in this more fully rounded fashion some years ago. That would have obviated the
necessity for members of the Opposition and others to be so concerned about the
investment role of the Queensland Government Development Authority. However, the
Opposition believes that both investment and borrowing are legitimate roles for this
kind of authority or corporation. The Opposition has long supported that as a concept.
Therefore, the Opposition compliments the Government on the introduction of this
legislation and will support it.

Mr WELLS (Murrumba) (4.57 p.m.): The honourable member for Cairns, the
Opposition Finance spokesman, has indicated that the Opposition supports this Bill.
Along with him, I want to assure the House of my support for the Bill.

The honourable member for Cairns, however, described the Bill in rather colourful
terms and said that it made an honest woman of the Queensland Government Devel-
opment Authority. However, it is my unfortunate duty to advise the Parliament that
the honest woman is still keeping bad company in some respects.

I have in my possession a copy of the annual report of the Queensland Government
Development Authority for 1987, which is significant in that it does not contain any
photographs. That perhaps explains why there are no National Party speakers on this
Bill. They would not have had the usual incentive to read the report.

The report is interesting. At the begining it states—

“As provided by Section 11 (1) of the Act, the Authority has the function of
undertaking arrangements that have as their objective the development of, or the
provision of services in, Queensland. Within that overall charter, the primary
function of the Authority to date has been to act as a central borrowing agency,
raising funds both onshore and off shore for on-lending to various Queensland
statutory bodies.”

In other words, what we are dealing with when we are dealing with the Queensland
Government Development Authority, now to be transformed into the Queensland
Treasury Corporation, is the daddy of all the quangos, that is to say, a quango that
raises money for all the other quangos.

The trouble with the quango sector of the economy is that it is a very large, hidden
sector. It does not come up at Budget time. The State’s Budget is probably less in total
in terms of expenditure than the annual budget of the quangos——

Mr Austin: The statutory authorities.
Mr WELLS: The statutory authorities——
Mr Austin: A local authority is a quango.

Mr WELLS: Absolutely.

I want to refer to the amount of on-lendings from the Queensland Government
Development Authority to these statutory authorities. The total sum was $3.419 billion,
according to the report. That is “billion”, not “million”. The chief beneficiaries of this
were the electricity ventures in Queensland—$1.354 billion—and the railways—$688
million. They were beneficiaries to a much greater extent than the other statutory
authorities and quangos.

In February 1988, according the the Register of Statutory Authorities which was
issued at the time, there were 1 218 quangos in Queensland. Just in the last few weeks,
of course, the Government has been merrily adding to the sum total of quangos.

On 13 April, the Mt. Gravatt Showgrounds Bill established the Mt. Gravatt
Showgrounds Trust. On 13 April, the Superannuation (Government and Other Employees)
Bill established the Government Officers Board of Trustees. On 16 March, the Poultry
Industry Bill was introduced to establish the Poultry Advisory Board, although in that
case I think that it will repeal other boards.
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The fact remains that even in the last few weeks this Parliament has been merrily
adding to the total list of Queensland quangos and therefore to the total list of statutory
authorities that the Queensland Government Development Authority will be borrowing
large amounts to service. The quangos, therefore, are a shadow economy. With the 1 218
quangos, plus whatever quangos have been established since February 1987, the number
of quangos is large. I am not sure whether that number is greater or less than the number
of members of the white-shoe brigade.

The honourable member for Cairns referred to the $10m loan to the developers of
Sanctuary Cove. That was only one that we know about; there may have been others.
In fact, there have been others, but the full list is not available because this is all being
done under the cover of a statutory corporation. Such loans do not come before the
Parliament for approval. The Queensland Government Development Authority has the
capacity to make such on-lendings without bringing them before the Parliament.

Again I refer honourable members to the report of the Queensland Government
Development Authority. The introduction to that report states—

“Except to the extent that it is otherwise provided by the Governor in Council,
all profits made or losses incurred by the Authority in connection with its operations
under the Act shall be paid to or, as the case may be, borne by the Consolidated
Revenue fund.”

So profits made will go into consolidated revenue, but losses incurred will, of course,
be borne out of the Consolidated Revenue Fund. Again I repeat that the Opposition
supports the Bill. However, the trouble is that members of the Opposition are supporting
a Bill that will be administered by a Government that does not submit itself to the sort
of scrutiny to which other States, including New South Wales, submit their Treasury
corporations. That was mentioned by the honourable member for Cairns.

Queensland does not have a public accounts committee that can examine the losses
that are incurred by such bodies. If such losses are incurred, they can be quietly hidden
away. They can be concealed from the public, and the public need not ever hear about
it. It was fortunate that we heard about that $10m loan to Mike Gore, and it was
fortunate that that loan was paid back.

It is possible, of course, that considerable amounts could be lost. I refer the House
to the Departmental Accounts Subsidiary to the Public Accounts for last year. It contained
a listing of unforeseen expenditure of $1,202,322,798 in respect of the Queensland
Government Development Authority. I raised that matter with certain people. The
Deputy Premier and I had a very low-key conversation about the subject, and it was
reported in the press. In the course of his defence of what was going on, the Deputy
Premier made a number of remarkable statements. For example, in respect of the $1.2
billion, he said, “It’s only a paper loss at this particular time, and a paper loss can be
a paper win tomorrow.” Of course, it probably was not a paper loss at all; probably it
was something quite different from that. We were later told that it was a refinancing.
Under dint of repeated questioning from myself and other members of this House, the
Deputy Premier finally tabled a document, which was, in fact, a Cabinet document.
That Cabinet document revealed that there was a massive refinancing going on. That
massive refinancing involved a tremendous number of alterations in terms of who was
owed how much by the Queensland Government Development Authority.

This refinancing of domestic borrowings—which we were later informed that it was,
rather than a paper loss—was a refinancing of $1.2 billion of total domestic borrowings
of $1.795 billion. That is a pretty large proportion of the total domestic loan exposure.
By the way, Queensland’s domestic borrowings of $1.795 billion are less than the offshore
borrowings of $1.996 billion. So Queensland’s debt exposure—that is, the debt exposure
which is being looked after by the Queensland Treasury Corporation, as it will be, after
the Bill is passed—is very considerable.

Whether or not the Queensland Government Development Authority got its fingers
burnt in respect of that $1.2 billion in unforeseen expenditure to which I have referred,
consolidated revenue will have to pay out a tremendous amount of money.
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With reference to the Queensland Government Development Authqrity’s Qf:bt
management strategy which, for the benefit of Government members, I point out is a
plan whereby one has to pay the bills, its annual report states—

“As part of this ongoing debt management strategy, the Authority enters into
currency and interest rate swap transactions and is an active participant in the spot
and forward foreign exchange markets. During 1986-87, the Authority had a turnover
of approximately $9 billion in foreign exchange transactions and entered into
currency and interest rate swaps for approximately $500 million.”

The phrase “spot and forward foreign exchange markets” refers to the fact that the
Queensland Government Development Authority is playing the international money-
market.

When playing the international money-market, it is possible to get one’s fingers
burnt in a very big way. Not only does one need consolidated revenue as a back-up,
but also the people who own the money with which one is playing the international
money-market have a right to know what is going on. They have a right to know a little
more than what is contained in the annual report of the Queensland Government
Development Authority. They have a right to know a little bit more than what is
contained in the occasional speech during debate on a Bill such as this. They have a
right to know the details of the programs that are being undertaken, either directly or
through their representatives.

I draw the attention of the House to the fact that Queensland does not have a
public accounts committee, despite the posturings of the Premier. If Queensland had a
public accounts committee, that body would have the competence and the support to
investigate the activities of organisations such as the Queensland Government Development
Authority. Such a body would have the back-up, capacity and powers to investigate what
is going on.

Queensland has a basically efficient administrative procedure of consolidation of
the loan capacities of the Government in a Treasury corporation. However, that very
efficient administrative procedure is in the hands of people who are not susceptible to
examination by the people of Queensland or their representatives.

If those people are going to play the international money-market; if they are going
to have tremendous overseas debt exposures to that extent; and if they intend to shift
around billions and billions of Queensland tax-payers’ money, they should reciprocate
by having their activities overseen by a public accounts committee.

The Opposition supports the Bill, but with its support goes this injunction to the
Government: give us a public accounts committee and give it to us soon. Unless
Queensland has a public accounts committee, however honest or scrupulous the people
who are engaged in those transactions may be, Queenslanders have no capacity or ability
to determine that for themselves. Without the manifest appearance that justice is being
done, justice is being disserved by this Parliament.

Mr INNES (Sherwood—Leader of the Liberal Party) (5.04 p.m.): The Liberal Party
has a deal of concern about this legislation; about the trend in the financial operations
of this Government and, indeed, of other Governments.

It is obvious that complexity is the word and order of the day. As populations and
Government activities grow, there will be complexity. Inevitably, that will have a financial
consequence, because money is at the base of all Government systems. No matter what
the policy is, there is a need for money to ensure the delivery of services and the
administration of the system.

Initially I will make a simple point about complexity. In the past I have asked, and
my staff have asked—and I understand other members have asked—the Parliamentary
Library, or a Minister directly in this House, about the details relating to the foreign
exchange transactions of the present Treasury operation. We know something about
those foreign exchange transactions. Sometimes a loss shows up. I have identified, as
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others have, losses in relation to acquisitions of major capital items for the electricity
industry. They were very significant losses recorded in the accounts of the State regarding
the purchase of some of the components for the modern power station.

We know that massive foreign exchange losses have been registered by all sorts of
operations in the Australian community in the last three or four years. In fact, there
have been well publicised instances involving rural Queensland and rural Australia in
which people who were advised by bankers and others to go into offshore borrowings,
because the interest rate was low, did that, and did it with enormous consequential
expense. Irrespective of the savings those people made on the interest rates, the variations
and fluctuations in the currency not only wiped that out, but also wiped those people
out with it. I have heard stories from Goondiwindi, from the Childers district, from
other parts of south-east Queensland and from Mackay and other cane districts about
people who started off with a debt-free property, bought the property next door with
overseas-borrowed funds and were wiped out, not only in relation to their new property
but also their original property. Land which was held by a family for a hundred years
was wiped out by what a person did, not from greed but through following advice. The
advice was to get bigger; to get more efficient. That advice was taken. That seemed to
be the order of the day. Advice from responsible banking authorities was to borrow off
shore because the interest rates were so low. Those people did that. I understand that
some banks were severely embarrassed and some have litigation pending. That is the
scenario.

We know that major corporations in this country have had massive foreign exchange
problems. Some of the biggest mining operations in this State have suffered massive
exchange losses. Therefore, because the Queensland Government is responsible for
massive foreign exchange transactions, consequential questions arise. For instance, the
Queensland Government Development Authority annual report, which was just tabled
and circulated, contains a statement about the overview of 1986-87 operations which
states—

“. . . the cost of overseas borrowing (including all foreign exchange variations, both
realised and unrealised) was approximately 2.1% p.a. whilst the weighted average
interest cost of domestic borrowings was approximately 15% p.a. giving an overall
cost of funds of approximately 8.2% p.a.”

Of course, that is looking only at the interest rate. It says nothing about the
fluctuations of currency. If we look at the total borrowings we find that at 30 June 1987
the total face value of borrowings by the authority amounted to $3,791m of which
$1,795m related to domestic borrowings, and a greater amount, $1,996m, was offshore
borrowings. So, we know what the level of exposure to currency fluctuations is: it is
greater than the degree of exposure to domestic fluctuations.

If this Government or the Parliamentary Library is asked about our foreign exchange
losses, an answer cannot be obtained. In fact, in an interesting case such as this—and
this is an illustration only—I have today repeated the question to the Parliamentary
Library and it said, “Sorry. We have asked repeatedly. Information is not given about
the degree of exposure or about the number of transactions which involve fluctuations
in the currency rate.”

Interestingly, last year a question was asked of the Minister Assisting the Treasurer.
It must have been on notice because a reasonably coherent answer was given. In the
course of that answer reference was made to the financial year and the foreign currency
transactions. The caveat came about because, given the State’s day-to-day involvement
with the currency market, it would not be appropriate to reveal the foreign currency
composition of the exposure; indeed, to do so, would place the State at a competitive
disadvantage. That might be the case on a day-to-day basis, but, historically, one would
have thought that one was entitled to a significant insight into the foreign exchange
problems relating to the State’s financial position. There is always talk of currency
baskets—Dbaskets of currencies, roundabouts and swings—and it is said that it is all so
fluctuating and all so day to day that it is all too complicated to tell honourable members
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about it. Honourable members are supposed to be impressed by the jargon that gives
an indication of an informed answer that is of a complexity that they would not
understand. The end result is that honourable members leave the Parliament no better
informed.

Interestingly, in answer to the same question, there was reference to a five billion
yen syndicated bank loan with a term of five years and swapped to $US33m six-month
LIBOR that was currently being negotiated with the Meiji Mutual Life and Mitsubishi
Bank Ltd. I think that that might have been the Minister’s excuse for going overseas a
year later. Was that the transaction that was carried out last week?

Mr Austin: No, a new one.
Mr INNES: So there is one a year and there was another one last year?
Mr Austin: It varies.

Mr INNES: It is exactly the same amount of money. Five billion yen is $A50m,
as I understand it, and it is exactly the same life insurance company and bank.

Mr Austin: That is the fourth loan with that bank, not the second. There have been
four, as I understand it.

Mr INNES: Right. What I am saying at the outset is that it is a complicated area
and all honourable members would know that the massive losses are registered because
some indication of loss appears in the accounts of the State from time to time; but
when questions are asked about the current exposure, honourable members are told that
it all varies from day to day and that it would give competitors an edge if members of
Parliament were told all about it.

It is certainly the case that the Queensland Government has not gone down the
private enterprise track in relation to its currency transactions. Approximately five years
ago, the number of money-market operators in the Queensland Treasury amounted to
only a handful. It is now significant, however, because money-market operators are to
be found even within departments of the Queensland Government. No doubt there are
smart young men who are watching the computers during their shift, playing with
millions of dollars and strings of zeros on the international money-market which involves
confidence, emotion, punting and gambling as well as business decisions. It does not
make a person feel warm inside to be told that the more complicated the matter is, the
more reason exists why he cannot be told because of a problem associated with competitive
edge, and that the matter should be left in the hands of the Government.

One also knows that the present Government does not use the local money-market
in its operations. Perhaps members of Parliament do not realise this, but, in the general
information pages of the telephone book, there is a number for “Dial-It Information
Services™. In Queensland, among other dial-it services, including two other sophisticated
forms of gambling, immediately above the “Stock Exchange Reports 1193” and “TAB
Recorded Racing Service”——

Mr Hayward: “Dial-a-Prayer”?

Mr INNES: No. The “State Government Interest Rate Information” is listed as
“11617”, which is the number to dial to find out the State Government’s interest rate.
For whom is that number listed? For whom, generally? Obviously, a handful or a
restricted number of selected clients would benefit. Perhaps there are so many quangos
in Queensland that the information actually has to be put on the fourth page of the
telephone book. That information has an interesting consequence because Queensland
now has almost no money-market operators left. Previously, there were registered money-
market operators who were prepared to provide a private enterprise basis for the provision
of funds. If they rang up the State Treasury on the dial-it service, they would inevitably
find that the rates were set at less than the prevailing rate for the Australian money-
market. This provided a very good reason for the tendency to borrow money off shore.
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The moment that money is obtained off shore, one is not comparing apples with apples.
One might be comparing 2.5 per cent, 5 per cent, 6 per cent or 7 per cent with 15 per
cent, but one is not comparing it on the basis of an equivalent currency. The big question
that informed people ask is—the problem is that lots of people do not ask because they
do not know—that by the time currency fluctuations are taken into account, is money
being saved? There is one thing that is known about money that is borrowed in Australia
or Queensland, and that is that interest rates are paid to Queenslanders in Queensland
institutions and the money goes around the State, but when money is borrowed off
shore, the interest goes off shore and if the currency rate is changed, the consequent loss
goes off shore as well.

The one thing that I will guarantee—even with the absence of precise figures
regarding fluctuating exchange rates—is that in the last few years the interest rate that
has been quoted with such apparent acumen and favour in regard to foreign loans at
significant lower interest rates than Australia’s has in no case ever proved to be an actual
comparison with interest rates in this country. If one takes into account calculations of
currency fluctuations and values, one finds that the real interest rate was nowhere near
the apparent competitive edge and one could even end up with a loss.

The Government has deliberately built up a money-market operation and outbid
the local money-market operators in order to keep dominance and control. There have
been some onshore transactions. Some paper goes out in this country and sometimes it
is difficult to ascertain the basis on which that is selected. However, there are other
dangers. I make no allegations against any operator or servant of the Queensland
Government at this time. From some of the revelations in private enterprise, it is known
that there are inducements given to do business. One inducement might be a round-
the-world trip and in recent times that has been revealed in relation to one of the private
banking operations where a man and his wife travelled around a fashionable part of the
world and stayed in fashionable hotels. This is seductive for people working in all kinds
of employee situations.

The worst scenario would be where there are kick-backs on commissions. I do not
make that allegation against any officer in the Queensland Government. I am saying
that this exists and it is something which the system must find ways to minimise. There
has to be an ability given to either this House or Government representatives to scrutinise
the operations of those operators to see what factors influence the making of judgments
about massive amounts of money. If the net result of an offshore loan is always that
the Minister and his staff go overseas to sign the deal, then it has a certain attraction,
particularly if it can be dressed up or justified by saying, “Look at the interest rate.
Look how preferable that is.” They will be off to Japan or Paris again. Many other
people went to Paris and other places and did not make money out of it. In fact quite
the reverse occurred and they put themselves and their companies in very serious
jeopardy.

It is not simply a matter of comparing the interest rate overseas with the Australian
interest rate, and we must start to look at and analyse the real basis of comparison,
which is the interest rate, plus currency rates, plus commissions. Nowhere in any of
these Government documents is there a revelation of the commissions that are being
paid. Commissions are paid on these transactions. Customary commission paid on an
Australia-based transaction would be 1.5 per cent and on an offshore transaction it
would be 2.5 per cent. The Minister might shake his head, but commissions are involved
in the placement of money. Where do they appear on the books? Who gets them? Are
the figures quoted before or after commission? That is very relevant when borrowings
amount to $3 billion. So it is relevant if for no other reason than to arrive at an
understanding of what the true worth of the offshore loan is. Interest rates and variable
currency exchange rates have to be looked at, but the question also has to be asked: is
the commission greater for the negotiating, handling and placement of a loan off shore?

These are matters that we in the Liberal Party believe should be the subject of
greater disclosure. It might be satisfactory for Treasury to say that information about
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today’s exchange rates cannot be given because that can affect the consummation of
loans or the playing of the money-market today; but, frankly, it is of no importance to
what happened last week, last month or last year and, therefore, in the end result, with
regard to the extensive money-market operations of this Government, we are entitled
to know what happened last week, last month and last year and we are entitled to be
put in the position of informed legislators. We are entitled not to be told, “It’s all too
complicated. It is a basket of currencies. It is a competitive problem; we want to keep
it all secret.” We are entitled to be told what was the real value of overseas loans that
the Government took out last year, what are the implications of today’s currency
exchange rates on the obligations under those loans and what was the commission that
was paid by the Queensland Government. Only then can we truly know whether
Queensland got a good deal or a bad deal. In the end, that is what it comes down to.

Perhaps not the Government, but certainly the people representing two-thirds of
Queensland—I think I can speak for both the Liberal Party and the Labor Party, and I
would not mind taking a punt and saying that I can speak for the Independent member
for Barambah—are suspicious when the Government passes legislation like that which
set up the Queensland Government Development Authority, which was stated in this
House to be for particular reasons, for local authority loans and for semi-Government
loans, and when it is found that $10m was lent to Michael Gore, contrary to the spirit
of the legislation, and are inclined to be cynical about the Government. The Government
says one thing and does something else. It said that the authority was for public
purposes—local authorities and statutory authorities—yet an individual got a $10m loan.
He might have paid it back. He might not. On this occasion, he did; but he could have
defaulted. Statutory authorities and local authorities cannot default. Because there is an
ongoing rate base and ongoing operations, ultimately something can be got out of them.
They might sustain a loss, but they cannot default.

We in the Liberal Party have good reason to raise questions about some of the
financial transactions in which the State Government has been involved, because they
have not been visited, or consummated, with success. A couple of the transactions go
back to the time of the coalition. All I can say is that we all should be aware that our
basic principle is private enterprise. When we went off that track, we got burnt. The
Government should never have got involved in Queensland Nickel at Greenvale. For
years it has been the most monstrous running sore for this State. That happened because
we forgot our own religion. We forgot private enterprise and we got involved. When
Gove.nments get involved, they always make sure that the enterprise does not fail.
Ultimately, a Government cannot fail; certainly it cannot accept the consequences of
failure, so it keeps on bailing out and bailing out. Clearly Suncorp acquired shares in
Evans Deakin Industries on behalf of the interests of the Government. Massive losses
were incurred. We forgot the creed of our own side of politics. We do not want to forget
the creed.

in his second-reading speech, the Minister talked about the Treasury going into
partuerships and joint ventures. Members will recall that the Liberal Party opposed that
part of the Queensland Tourist and Travel Corporation Bill that allowed joint ventures,
not because it was opposed to tourist development—good luck to the Mirage development
at Port Douglas—but because it believes it is dangerous for Governments and semi-
Government authorities to be involved in private enterprise and competing. The danger
exists that the Government will end up competing to look after its own investment in
that project.

The legislation, interestingly, involves a total redirection of focus. The Treasury has
always been the banker of the Government. It is supposed to give the hard-headed,
prudent financial advice. The implications of the legislation surely are that the Queensland
Treasury Corporation, through the Queensland Treasury Corporation Bill, becomes not
only the banker but also an activist. What will the Treasury do in partnership or in
joint venture? I understand its having the right to take out a mortgage, because that
protects a loan or a charge. However, generally speaking, that is unnecessary against
local authorities or statutory authorities. A charge or a mortgage is more applicable if



Queensland Treasury Corporation Bill 26 April 1988 6353

money is being loaned to the general public. A banking-style institution such as the old
Rural Bank or the Queensland Industry Development Corporation should take charges
or mortgages, but what is the Queensland Treasury doing taking charges and mortgages?
It is a demonstration of a massive redirection in attitude, which I do not believe is
right. We are having enough difficulties understanding the financial affairs of the present
Treasury operation without sanctioning a far wider discretion and a more active
participation in the market-place.

I am glad that the Treasurer came into the House—he might have heard the debate
on the communications network—because I have a series of questions that I will be
seeking to ask in the future to ascertain what has occurred so far, to understand the
implications of our involvement in the finance markets, the money markets and capital
markets referred to in the purposes of the Bill; to understand the implications of the
foreign exchange transactions; to understand what commissions are being paid; and to
understand the net consequences, in terms of the annual or terminal obligations under
the loan transactions which the Treasury is entering into, to see whether the great fetish
of overseas loan-raising and the crude apparent attractiveness of lower exchange rates
is being of benefit. They are all pertinent questions. I do not believe that any satisfactory
objection to answering them has been raised yet, except the one on the day-to-day basis,
“We do not want to tell you today, because it gives us some competitive edge.”

Why did the Government not go down the private-enterprise track? Is there
something so pernicious or shonky about the private money-market operators in this
nation that that facility is not used and that the Government has to build up within
Treasury a burgeoning money-market playing operation?

Do Ministers or senior public servants have to go overseas constantly to sign
documents to consummate loans? Can they not be effected by an exchange of documentation
between Australia and overseas? As long as people are traipsing overseas—the Minister
for Finance’s visit to Japan for two or three days does not appear to have been a junket,
but longer trips have occurred—and as long as the apparent attractiveness of racing
overseas, staying in prestigious hotels and being important is there, one can ask whether
it is a necessary expense and whether money-market operators in this country who
negotiate far more transactions get involved constantly in racing around the world and
being important.

Very serious and fundamental questions are raised by this legislation. The Liberal
Party is troubled by the underlying matters. Members of the Liberal Party know that
Treasury has to have wide powers because of the complicated and extensive nature of
modern financial transactions. However, dressing up the existing operation in a new set
of clothing and giving it ever wider formalised powers—albeit the development authority
itself did things that we did not think it could do in the past and therefore was in a
sense unsatisfactory—does not sufficiently reassure members of the Liberal Party; nor
are we excited by past performance and by the extensions and width of the proposed
powers of the new development corporation to attract our support.

The Liberal Party will oppose the legislation——
Mr Ahern: You will oppose it?

Mr INNES: The Liberal Party will oppose the legislation.

The Premier has probably heard from the other side of the House that the legislation
has been welcomed as being consistent with Labor Party philosophy. It is welcomed as
an aggravation and increasing extension of the central financial power of the State. No
doubt the Opposition welcomes the formalised prospect that this Government, through
its Treasury, will enter into partnerships and joint ventures. That is what the legislation
says. The Liberal Party does not believe that the Government should be doing that. The
Liberal Party opposed the Queensland Tourist and Travel Corporation’s concept of
partnership and joint venture, and it will do the same on this occasion.

The Liberal Party does not see so many limitations on the present operations that
they cannot be addressed. The Liberal Party considers that the formalised extension of
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powers in the new corporation will formalise a width of operation which it does not
believe Treasury should exert.

The Premier might have been out of the Chamber when I said that the Liberal
Party believes that, classically and ideally, the Treasury has had a function of being the
banker of the State and providing the prudent and hard-headed commercial advice,
whereas other agencies or statutory authorities have had the entrepreneurial or commercial
operation of the State, if you like.

There is some benefit in keeping those two well and truly apart, so that one is not
compromised by the other. I think it was probably Treasury, as well as the Industry
Department, that advised against the notorious loan for the moulding works at Ipswich.
At least if some part of the Government is committed to prudence and conservatism,
there is a possibility that other parts of the Government will not go off the tracks. Where
Treasury itself believes, rightly, because of its legislation, that it has an activist or
commercial role as well as a financial advice role, the Liberal Party believes the
Government has got troubles. There are some troubles there now which the Liberal
Party would certainly further explore.

In short, and in conclusion, the Liberal Party opposes the legislation.

Hon. M. J. AHERN (Landsborough—Premier and Treasurer and Minister for the
Arts) (5.33 p.m.), in reply: I want to comment on the contributions of all honourable
members, particularly that of the Leader of the Liberal Party, who made some complaint
about the legislation. I will take a few moments to explain how the honourable member
is perceiving that there is some conflict between private enterprise philosophy and the
institution of the new Queensland Treasury Corporation.

Firstly I will deal with the issue of foreign exchange losses. The issue here is quite
clear. The Queensland Government Development Authority had unrealised losses totall-
ing $244.1m as at 30 June 1987. That represents 11.5 per cent of the total Australian
dollar value outstanding at this time. Compared with other authorities, these are the
smallest unrealised losses as a percentage of the total outstanding, as follows: the Electricity
Commission of New South Wales, 34.3 per cent; the SEC of Western Australia, 37.2
per cent; the SEC of Victoria, 27.2 per cent; the New South Wales Treasury Corporation,
20.3 per cent; and the QGDA, 11.5 per cent——

Mr Innes: Sorry to interrupt—these are what sort of losses?

Mr AHERN: These are unrealised losses. I am referring to the unrealised losses
for the various authorities, which provides only half the story.

The borrowing cost associated with the loans is also relevant. During 1986-87, the
cost of QGDA offshore borrowings was 2.1 per cent. At constant exchange rates, overseas
borrowings currently provide a saving on interest of approximately 5 per cent, representing
a saving of approximately $50m per annum on our current FX exposure—that is, 50
per cent of our overseas loans still have foreign exchange exposure, the balance being
swapped in Australian dollars at the moment.

In other words, what has happened here is that there is a 5 per cent difference
between the interest charged domestically and what the real cost is off shore. On $1,000m
currently there is a $50m saving. Those offshore borrowings could be brought onshore,
but the cost to statutory authorities would be $50m. Those unrealised losses, which are
still in the system, have to be balanced against the huge interest savings that are made
annually. It is obviously reasonable to continue the offshore borrowings and sustain the
substantial savings that would not otherwise accrue if those borrowings were made
domestically.

In other words, Queensland could get rid of its offshore borrowings very quickly,
but there would be $50m extra in interest hikes to our statutory authorities that would
feed through in our grain-handling charges, in our electricity tariffs, in our water
undertakings and so on. That must be taken into account. It is a relatively small
unrealised loss and it declined during the year. It is less than that of other statutory
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authorities. In other words, there is still certainly a benefit. With better management in
the future, we hope that that unrealised loss will decline further. Substantial savings are
still to be made.

The offshore borrowing has been done competently in the past. It has been broadened
with the investments on the Yankee Bond market and will shortly be on the samurai
yen market. With a broad portfolio—a broad basket—well managed and, at the moment,
hedged back into Australia, by anybody’s undertaking and by anybody’s inspection, the
benefits are certainly there.

I congratulate those who have been associated with that. All honourable members
ought to think about this issue. All States are involved in an offshore borrowing program.
They do it for a reason. For Queensland, it is $50m annually. That is the reason. It is
not an unreasonable program.

Mr De Lacy: One thing that I cannot understand is that, if there are no impediments
to borrowing off shore, why isn’t there just a single rate throughout the world? Why
isn’t everybody doing it?

Mr AHERN: I think it is a question of those who are prepared to borrow off shore
and who have the skills to manage their portfolios off shore. That is the reason why
there are different interest rates in various countries. There would be greater portfolio
investment in Australia if people were skilled enough to know what is going to happen
to the Aussie dollar. Of course, in recent times it has been rather volatile. Interestingly
enough, the long-term prophets are saying that the Aussie dollar is looking down the
gun barrel later in the year. It is anybody’s guess as to whether that will be manifest or
not, but that is the projection.

I think that is the answer to the honourable member’s question. I hope that I have
answered his question satisfactorily. In summary, it is this: we borrow off shore because
we save a lot of money. It is hedged. From time to time there are unrealised losses.
They are managed and brought down as much as possible by better management. There
is still an overwhelming reason why that offshore borrowing should continue. Under the
Treasury Corporation legislation, we are going to broaden it still further and obtain
private-enterprise advice, through an advisory board, on our capital markets investment
and its future management to make certain that we receive the best expertise and make
the best investments to ensure that our undertakings receive the best interest deal
possible. Our Yankee Bond issue is presently floating on the North American market at
something like 16 base points below the New Zealand bond issue. The management of
our economy is very well regarded, and great sentiment is felt for our currency and our
dealings.

In respect of the offshore situation, that is, the reason why the honourable member
asks why is it necessary for Ministers and Premiers to travel from time to time—in the
international context, it is a question of reputation; people want to see us face to face.
Because money issues are being decided, people want to see that we have flesh and have
blood in our veins; they want to be able to talk to us. As a result, those road shows—
which is the market jargon—are necessary from time to time, particularly when there
is a change in government. Having been acquainted with the previous administration,
the North Americans wanted to know what this Government’s general policy was. We
were able to speak with the First Boston Corporation, Merrill Lynch, Morgan Guaranty
and others in their situation. We helped them to understand this Government’s general
strategies and pointed out that our Budgets are balanced; our consolidated revenue
general debts are only 4.8 per cent of our total Budget; and our superannuation funds,
workers’ compensation and third-party motor vehicle insurance are actuarially sound.
Those are the sorts of things that they want to hear. If those things are understood,
substantial benefits flow in terms of the deals that can be made. High ratings can be
obtained. This State has the same rating as the nation in terms of its borrowing capacities
as declared in those money-markets. Our standing is important, and must continue to

be so.
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The honourable member for Sherwood raised some issues in respect of the domestic
investment market, to which it is not unreasonable that I should reply. Because
Queensland has a private-enterprise Government which is establishing a much bigger
borrowing capacity by virtue of this legislation, it can provide greater borrowing power
and give statutory authorities a better deal in terms of borrowing—although they are
not required to borrow from the Government. There is competition in the market-place,
which will reduce statutory authorities’ borrowing rates by half a per cent—350 base
points—which represents a very big saving to them. This Government says, “You do
not have to borrow from us.” However, statutory authorities have welcomed this
legislation. The securities industry people in Queensland have accepted that this is the
way to go. I announced the proposal at the Securities Institute luncheon.

In respect of the management of cash reserves and capital investments on the part
of Queensland’s Trust and Special Funds, superannuation funds and the like—this
legislation gives this Government the power to invest those moneys with private
enterprise.

Mr Innes: If that logic follows—of a larger pool and lower interest rates—are you
suggesting that, as a smaller Government, Tasmania cannot get the same rates as New
South Wales and Queensland?

Mr AHERN: Yes, that is absolutely right. That is part of the reality of the market-
place.

Having brought some private-enterprise focus on the management of those funds,
this Government believes that investments can be more successful with substantial
savings to the consolidated revenue account. In the past, all superannuation funds have
been invested in gilt-edged securities, which created a situation in which investments
are wonderfully sound, reliable and completely secure. The fund is actuarially sound
and fully funded in every definition of the term. Because the funds are not invested to
their full potential, in order to achieve that potential the Government’s contribution, or
the consolidated revenue contribution, is 2.31 to 1. With better investment strategies for
yield, the Government believes that that contribution can be brought down to 1.9 to 1.
If that is realised, the consolidated revenue account will be saved $30m.

Mr Lee: Is the risk greater?

Mr AHERN: No, we do not think so. These strategies are used by every super-
annuation fund in the nation, including the Commonwealth Government employees
superannuation fund and the New South Wales Government employees superannuation
fund, which invests in property projects in Queensland. This fund will be able to invest
only in Queensland property projects. The properties industry here in Queensland has
often been to me, as I am sure they have been to the honourable member, and said,
“Look, we can borrow off the New South Wales or the Commonwealth superannuation
funds. Isn’t it a darned shame that we can’t borrow from our own people?” It is surely
rational. Therefore, the property industry is very happy about this legislation. Every
superannuation scheme, private and public—every other one in Australia—has an
opportunity to invest in property. This one here will have an opportunity to invest in
property, and because of the greater yield rates which apply, the consolidated revenue
input into the superannuation fund will not need to be as high. There is $30m in the
consolidated revenue account that will not have to go into the subsidy to keep the
superannuation fund actuarially sound.

So the issue goes on in respect of the investment of all of the State’s cash reserves
and trust and special funds—a greater attention in terms of investment for yield—with
appropriate safeguards to ensure that the investment strategies are not used for the
purposes of establishing some grand Queensland Incorporated, which will not happen.
This then is surely a rational way to proceed. It is not sensible to say that the Government
cannot invest in equities. I mean, no private-enterprise Government that I am aware of
simply rules that out in terms of all of the investments of its capital that are available



Queensland Treasury Corporation Bill 26 April 1988 6357

for one purpose or another. There is obviously a balance in the portfolio in terms of
property, equities, gilt-edged securities, the short-term money-market and so on.

Mr Innes interjected.

Mr AHERN: That is an option. But in respect of this matter we believe that the
total area can be invested across the board without a proliferation of ways and means
of doing it. It will be closely monitored. It in no way offends private-enterprise principles.
Certainly, the securities industry that I have spoken to has thought that it is a good
idea. The property industry has said, “We have been saying that you should do that for
years.” There are substantial savings to be made and there will be private-enterprise
input into it with appropriate safeguards to ensure that it will not be used for manipulation
of company equities.

. Mr Lickiss: Supposing this had all been in train, what would have been the difference
n the.Go'vernme.nt’s experience and, say, the AMP Society’s experience, which has an
expertise in this investment field, at the last crash of the share market?

Mr AHERN: I think the honourable member may have just come in. There have
been some unrealised losses through the Queensland Government Development Author-
ity. I am not saying that, in the future, in the event of a massive decline, there will not
be some unrealised losses. What I am asking in relation to the AMP Society and these
people is that honourable members should look at where they are now and look at the
scale of their investments in terms of their unrealised losses. They will see that the issue
is not of the overwhelming importance that they think it is. In the meantime, just
through the superannuation funds’ savings alone, an extra $30m will be saved at a time
when the recurrent account in Queensland needs $30m.

I believe that the Queensland Treasury Corporation legislation is innovative. It has
been well supported by the business community. I commend it to the House.

Question—That the Bill be now read a second time—put; and the House divided—

AYES, 68 NOES, 9
Ahern Littleproud Beanland
Alison McCauley Beard
Austin McElligott Innes
Berghofer McKechnie Lee
Borbidge McLean Lickiss
Braddy McPhie Schuntner
Burns Menzel White
Burreket Milliner
Casey Muntz
Chapman Neal
Clauson Nelson
Comben Newton
Cooper Palaszczuk
D’Arcy Perrett
Davis Prest
De Lacy Randell
Eaton Row
Elliott Sherrin
Fraser Simpson
Gately Slack
Gibbs, 1. J. Smith
Gibbs, R. J. Smyth
Gilmore Stoneman
Glasson Tenni
Gunn Underwood
Harper Vaughan
Harvey Veivers
Hayward Warburton
Henderson Warner
Hinton Wells
Hobbs Yewdale
Katter
Lane Tellers: Tellers:
Lester FitzGerald Gygar
Lingard Stephan Sherlock

Resolved in the affirmative.
Sitting suspended from 6 to 7.30 p.m.
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Committee

Hon. M. J. Ahern (Landsborough—Premier and Treasurer and Minister for the
Arts) in charge of the Bill.

Clauses 1 to 4, as read, agreed to.
Clause 5—

Mr INNES (7.30 p.m.): This clause deals with the constitution of the corporation,
but I would just ask the Premier and Treasurer whether he would deal with the substantial
argument I raised: why is the proposed corporation involved in the possibility of
partnerships and joint ventures?

Mr AHERN: My omission to cover that point was not deliberate on my part; it is
just that I had not noted the honourable member’s request. The issue relates to the
investment strategies that are to be used for the investment of the cash reserves and the
capital accounts of Government, of which there are many and in various categories. The
overall thrust is to provide a broad range of options for the investors to look at in terms
of getting the best yield whilst at the same time providing the reassurance for security.

So the corporation has a broad range of options available to it. It can invest in
securities, it can invest in equities and it can invest in property. If the property investment
option is to be available, and I believe it needs to be if the Government is looking at
maximising investments for yield, an opportunity for partnerships is a legitimate part
of that. If I could take the honourable member up to the Caloundra Sunland shopping
centre, he would see that principally that is provided by a partnership arrangement
between a superannuation fund and a number of other investors. That has provided for
the superannuitants quite a substantial return, which would not be available if there was
a straight-out investment in securities or in some other form of equity investment. It is
my understanding that the investment in that type of property gives a much higher rate
of return—indeed, I think the figure is of the order of 17 per cent.

That is the type of investment as part of a broad range of investment strategies
that ought to be available to a corporation that is looking at investing for yield as well
as ensuring that there is adequate security of investment. So that option needs to be
there and to my knowledge is there, as I said, in relation to all other superannuation
fund investments in Australia. The fact that it has not existed here in Queensland to
date has just simply left the trade-off to that as being a greater amount of consolidated
revenue going in to make the fund actuarially sound.

I take the honourable member back over that ground that the investment ratio at
the moment between employer and employee is 2.31 to 1. If there was a higher return
on investments and they were not all in just simple 8 per cent gilt-edged securities, that
number could be reduced. At the same time there would be more money left in the
consolidated revenue account that does not have to be raised by way of taxes.

This will be oversighted by the Government to ensure that it is not used in any
manipulative way to create some grand Queensland Incorporated, which is contrary to
my Government’s philosophy. That is something that we in the Government do not
want to see happen, but a broad range of investment strategies just has to be made
available.

If Opposition members say that they will agree with securities investments and with
all the other investments, including equities, but they say, “No, we cannot live with
partnerships in relation to property,” it seems that it is a nonsense. Provided the
investment is properly controlled and supervised into sensible areas of investment in
Queensland, it can provide an option for property investment in Queensland, thereby
generating an extra amount of economic development in our State, jobs for people and
at the same time provide a reasonable return and saving to the consolidated revenue
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account. I cannot see philosophically where the problem lies. I think that the honourable
member may well be tilting at windmills.

I announced these initiatives at the Securities Institute of Australia luncheon. There
was broad support for them. The institute communicated to me since that it believes it
is a reasonable course to take and is overdue. I have spoken with people in the property
industry, who have said that they have been arguing for years for this to happen.
Queensland is the only State in which there was no access to those funds that were
generated in native Queensland. They could not see the sense in having to borrow
interstate for those types of projects. I cannot see how the initiatives offend private-
enterprise principles. Because private enterprise is involved in the advisory boards, it is
a reasonable initiative. I cannot see any problem with it.

Mr De LACY: I will comment briefly on clause 5 and take up what the Premier
and Treasurer said. He might be stretching his philosophy a bit when he says that he
cannot see where it offends the Government’s private-enterprise principles to facilitate
arrangements whereby the Government sector goes into partnership with private com-
panies. Speaking as a Labor person, even I feel a little uncomfortable about whether or
not that is a legitimate role of Government. The Government seems to be able to
rationalise that concept away. It seems expedient to me.

As was mentioned earlier, the QTTC was involved in joint-venture arrangements
with private companies, which created much concern within the community, especially
the commercial sector of the community, because private companies could see that they
were competing on a less than equal basis. If the Government, per medium of the
Queensland Treasury Corporation, becomes involved with a private company, obviously
that private company has a great advantage over other competing companies. In a
minute, I will turn to the safeguards and assurances that there is no manipulation.

I wish to take up a couple of comments that the Treasurer made before the dinner
recess. He spoke about the unrealised losses of the New South Wales Treasury Corporation
and the different authorities in New South Wales and Victoria. We discussed that matter
earlier in the debate. The Treasurer was absent from the Chamber then. I point out that
those losses were unrealised. I wonder from what point the losses were calculated. If
they were calculated from the high point just prior to the stock-market crash, it is
probably not a fair assessment of the degree of the loss.

Mr Ahern: No, it is from the point of borrowing, the initial borrowing.

Mr De LACY: On that basis, if a calculation was made of the price that was paid
for them and the price that they are now, it is a reasonable assessment of the loss.

The legislation creates the opportunity for Queensland to become involved in similar
operations—in other words, trading on the stock-market—whereas previously that was
not permissible under the Queensland Government Development Authority. Is that
correct? Perhaps the Treasurer can answer that question.

I will take up the point that I raised while the Premier was speaking about the
overseas loans. It just seems to me too easy or too superficial to say that the Government
can borrow overseas at such a cheap rate and ask why everybody is not borrowing
overseas when there is a differential of 5 per cent. With the kind of interest rates of 2
per cent to 3 per cent that the Minister was quoting, the differential can be substantially
greater. There has to be a little bit more to it.

I know that the Government is counting on exchange rates remaining constant.
That is the risk that people take when they borrow overseas. As the honourable Leader
of the Liberal Party said, many private individuals in Queensland who ventured into
the overseas borrowing market really got their fingers burnt when the Australian dollar
depreciated. I suppose that is one of the risks. However, I still think that there must be
more costs involved. If it is possible to borrow overseas at around about 3 per cent, I
just wonder why the market itself does not rectify those differentials much more quickly

than 1t does.
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Another comment I make in passing is that it is no wonder that this country has
such a huge overseas debt. If the Queensland Government is borrowing money overseas
at a cheaper interest rate, that is fair enough. The money has to be borrowed as cheaply
as possible. That is the responsible way to go. However, in the next breath, of course,
members of the Queensland Government are very quick to point out that Australia does
have a massive overseas debt and to lay the blame for that debt on the Commonwealth
Government as though it is a Commonwealth Government debt——

Mr Ahern: $2.1 billion is not much in the overall scheme of things. That can be
paid out tomorrow, really.

Mr De LACY: Yes, but every $2 billion makes a lot of difference. The overseas
debt is only $100 billion——

Mr Austin: How do you pay cash for a power station; tell me that.

Mr De LACY: Obviously the Government has to borrow. I am not against the
Government borrowing overseas. If a cheaper rate can be obtained, that must be done.
My point is that in the next breath this Government criticises the Commonwealth for
overseas borrowings when members of the Government know, and I know, that most
of it is not Commonwealth borrowings——

Mr Ahern: Have I raised that issue tonight? It is a Freudian statement, isn’t it?

Mr De LACY: No, it is not a Freudian statement. It is a point that I have taken
up because every second member on the Government side blames the Commonwealth
for the size of the overseas debt, yet it is not caused by Commonwealth borrowings.

There is some justification in laying blame at the feet of the Federal Government
because it creates—to the extent it is able to create—the economic circumstances of the
country that cause people to borrow overseas or that may even cause our current account
deficit to escalate.

I have said on a number of occasions that the Opposition supports the principle
of the Bill; it supports it right down the line. However, the Opposition has some concern
about the safeguards that are built into it, particularly on the investment side——

Mr Ahern: Are you still on clause 5?
Mr De LACY: Yes.
Mr Ahern: Did you get in late for the other debate?

Mr De LACY: No. I had spoken before. How could I get onto that until the
Committee stage——

Mr Burns: He should be the last one to talk.

Mr De LACY: Yes, speaking of coming in late.

The Opposition is happy with the whole thrust of the legislation, provided it can
be convinced about the safeguards that are built into it—the accountability provisions.
My question is: will the Government allow the operations of the Queensland Treasury
Corporation to be examined by the public accounts committee? Will they be available
to the public accounts committee when and if it is constituted?

Mr AHERN: Absolutely.

The examination of the public accounts of Queensland will be the principal
responsibility of the public accounts committee. The Government would see this as the
principal focus of the work of the public accounts committee. Very obviously, this is an
area in which the committee will take a particular interest, and the Government Jooks
forward to that.

To return to the issue of overseas borrowings—the reason the Government borrows
overseas is to save interest. I indicated earlier that the net saving on Queensland’s
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borrowings overseas at present is $50m. Queensland’s current overseas borrowings total
$2,100m. Roughly $1,000m of that is hedged back into Australia at the moment, so that
the net borrowings off shore are about $1 billion. On that sum there is an interest saving
of about $50m. The purpose of borrowing off shore is to save interest, but it is a net
interest. The hope is that the Government will not just save the difference in interest;
in that it understands that it may have to allow for currency fluctuations.

At the moment, the difference between the domestic rate and the offshore rate is 5
per cent, which is a huge difference. That allows an enormous capacity for currency
movements. The Government will try to minimise that. At the moment, it amounts to
$50m annually, so it is certainly worth while to offset the $244m currency losses that
exist at present. In terms of the overall borrowings, it is small by comparison with what
the other States have been able to do, so the managers in Queensland have been very,
very good. It is always understood that when one goes off shore and tempts one’s fate
in terms of those obviously lower interest rates, one has to be able to manage the
situation carefully. It is not a job for amateurs.

The Queensland Government has a broad basket and it is broadening it further.
We have done a very good job on it so far. The results are there. I have outlined the
risk, and that is where the skill comes in. So far, it is a reasonable course. Even though
very substantial currency fluctuations have occurred, the performance so far has been
very good. There is a very clear public benefit in terms of what is a relatively small
amount of offshore borrowing. The Queensland Government’s overall fiscal responsibility
is such that if, in its judgment, it wanted to pay out those overseas debts, that could be
done overnight and those debts brought home. Although that could be done, as I said
at the moment there would be a $50m penalty, so why would the Government do that?

On present advice, those borrowings have been hedged. At the moment, the $2.1
billion is hedged roughly half back in Australia on some sort of projection that there
will be a currency movement down in the short term. Whether or not that is a responsbile
course, I do not know, but time will tell. At the moment, it is being very carefully
managed. I think that honourable members would have to agree that on all the parameters
the Treasury officials should be complimented for their success so far.

Mr INNES: I do not think that one is impinging on the time of the Committee,
because there is little more important than talking about the welfare of an organisation
that will look after the majority of the revenue of the State. I address some comment
and ask some questions. Firstly, I ask: why are commissions not addressed directly in
the statements of account of the State? As I have indicated, rates of commission can
vary significantly. It could be suggested that 0.5 per cent for the transaction of a domestic
loan, and up to 2.5 per cent for people such as Mr Pan Meni or Mr Khemlani and
other people who have sought to arrange large amounts of finance, is not spurious
because those individuals have tried to inveigle both the Queensland and Federal
Governments into transactions. The procuration fee or the commission fee is a relevant
component of international transactions. On the amounts of money that we are talking
about in terms of borrowings in Queensland, some people have assessed that anything
up to $35m in commissions could be involved.

Relevant questions to ask a member of Parliament would be: where are those
commissions in respect of the loans that are detailed in the Queensland Government
Development Authority’s report? What was the commission in respect of each loan? To
whom was it paid? Was the loan before or after commission?

The second matter that I raise is a matter of comment. If I can compare the
situation with an insurance company and its superannuation—the purpose of the
investment is clear in the investment of a superannuation fund. It is imprest by a trust.
It is for a particular purpose and because there is a single target and purpose of the
investment, a particular investment strategy is developed to cover risk and attempt to
capitalise on growth. A certain mix of real property is taken. Some 1s taken out in
shares; but because there is a single investment target, there is a balance.
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One of the problems that I see with the new development authority is that it is
becoming the total investment authority of the Government. That appears to be the
strategy. With superannuation funds, local government borrowings and short-term money,
it has the full amplitude of powers of investment with the Government. That is a
multiple strategy. The short-term money-market is turning over whatever is in the
departmental accounts. At the one end are superannuation funds, and at the other are
local authorities with borrowings that they want to make over five or ten years. It is a
multifaceted, multidirectional investment strategy. Because investment is mixed into the
same pot—the same account—surely that complicates things enormously and must result
in cross-subsidisation. If a share-market crash or a property crash occurs, funds will be
cross-subsidised. Although benefits are alleged to accrue to superannuation funds with
increased growth, there is no compartmentalising or insulating of the superannuation
funds.

At the moment, superannuation funds are absorbed into consolidated revenue,
which does not maximise growth. However, I do not understand the strategy that this
Government proposes, namely, to compartmentalise superannuation and to impress that
with special investment strategy responsibilities. As I see it, this Government is at the
mercy of stock-market crashes, property crashes, booms and whatever else comes along,
together with diverse multifarious investment directions. I would be grateful if the
Minister would respond to that comment and deal with the more specific question that
I have raised with regard to commissions.

In relation to the $50m which the Minister says we are benefited by from going off
shore to the extent that we have—is that assessment made in accordance with current
investment strategies? Has that been the situation over the past three or four years; that
we have benefited at the rate of approximately $50m per annum for $1 billion lent? Or
have there been years in which we have lost far more or far less?

Mr AHERN: To answer the honourable member’s last question first—that is the
net figure for this year. What it was last year or the year before would depend upon the
comparison between what our strategies were able to achieve off shore and what the
domestic rate was in the previous years. I do not have those figures with me. However,
that option is always available to the Government. Those offshore funds could be shifted
on shore very quickly overnight by pressing a computer terminal. Those funds are kept
in such a way that they can be moved back very rapidly. We know today that that is
the only penalty—$50m—so that is the advantage of keeping those funds off shore.

At the moment the net currency loss on the initial investment is $244m. Last year
it was much higher, but through careful investment strategies during the year that figure
has been brought down. In the future it is expected that that figure will be reduced
further. That is the figure. It is quite real. It is valid. If next year, by some miracle,
there is a reversal—which is not likely—we could just simply shift it from off shore
back on shore. The funds are kept in that totally liquid capacity, so that at the press of
a button that movement can take place.

In respect of the total issue of commissions—I am advised that at the moment the
commissions are negotiated. I was part of the North American Yankee Bond exercise,
which was managed for us by the First Boston Corporation and was backed up by
Merrill Lynch. Part of the negotiation was that the management fee would be cut as
low as possible. In fact, I am advised that, at the moment the offshore management fees
are, on average, 0.25 per cent. It is part of the overall negotiation. That is the fee. It is
very low. It is highly competitive. It was done well, because when the borrowing went
to float it opened and closed immediately. The yield that was sought was $100m and it
opened and closed immediately at $140m. The moneys were there and, at present, they
are acutally floating at, I think, about 16 basis points below LIBOR. The float has been
well managed. The perception of Queensland’s borrowing capacity in the market is very
high and we have received all the benefit for that good management and that good
promotion.
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The other issue to which I would like to return is that a large corporation such as
the Queensland Treasury Corporation has to have the power to make available venture
capital. One of the big issues in the world today is venture capital. It is capital that can
wait. In terms of every investment opportunity that is around today, the key issue is
venture capital. That is what is driving the North American revival. In recent times
that country’s economy has been driven by an access to venture capital. Surely, this
organisation must have that capacity, and it is completely logical that it does. To
summarise—we have had, I think, a very helpful debate on the overall issue. This is
really what a public accounts committee is all about—to look at these types of overall
financial strategies of the State; to look in future as to whether this way is in the public
interest or not? It is not about travelling and chasing some little hare that is dodging
through the haystacks.

Mr Warburton: Like Allen Callaghan.

Mr AHERN: It can do that. If all that the honourable member for Sandgate can
really focus on is Allen Callaghan——

Mr Warburton: No, he can’t, but it is about time you came clean on the whole
issue instead of hiding behind your former Premier.

Mr AHERN: Mr Callaghan is out at Wacol and he can be interviewed if the public
accounts committee wants to do that.

The central role of a public accounts committee is to see that these types of macro-
issues are being properly addressed on behalf of the people of the State. I look forward
to a constructive debate on these very substantial large accounting issues which are of
vital interest to Queenslanders. Of course, there will be no restraint on them. We look
forward to that constructive debate. I believe that this is a right and appropriate course.
I am very proud to be in the Chamber today to bring forward the debate on the
Queensland Treasury Corporation.

Mr INNES: The issues are important. I will very briefly make two responses.
Firstly, if the public accounts committee is so important to the operations of this exercise,
the bigger the Government operations are, of course, the more important some account-
ability is. Surely to goodness the public accounts committee would have been put in
place. Talk about the cart before the horse! The Government is proposing, in the last
hours of this Parliament, a massive change in the direction of Government investment
and financial control that the Premier says is contingent or dependent upon accountability,
which will be ensured by establishment of a public accounts committee. However, the
public accounts committee is so low in the order of priorities that it will not get off the
ground for another six months.

Mr Ahern: It’s retrospective.

Mr INNES: It might be retrospective, but that means that for another four more
months, when a great deal of diverse activity will take place, there will be no possibility
of the committee’s doing any work at a time when Parliament has time on its hands
and when the committee could do something constructive. Four months will be lost.
After the closure of the autumn session, Parliament will come back to debate the Budget.
All honourable members would know that it will be a time of some stress in terms of
diary appointments. It is the time when Parliament is not sitting that a committee
system can prosper—at least that has been the experience of other Parliaments.

The other point I take up is a matter I had not appreciated in my reading of the
Premier’s introductory remarks. I really had not appreciated that the corporation was
to have a part in a venture approach to Queensland’s investment. What is the purpose
of the Queensland Industry Development Corporation? Surely that is the organisation
that assesses risk and is given a particular responsibility to look at the potentiality of
ventures. The Queensland Industry Development Corporation has attached to it com-
mercial people who are conversant with investment. Apart from an advisory committee
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on private enterprise—not an assessment committee—there are officers of the Treasury
who are not particularly versed in private-enterprise concepts. Are they to assess individual
investment opportunities from a venture point of view, or is the legislation referring to
access through the normal share market? If the legislation refers to access through the
normal share market, how are the great benefits of brokerage and commercial benefit of
doing business with the Government—that the money-market was excluded from but
to which stock-brokers and property-developers will be attracted—going to be assessed?
What system will the Queensland Government devise to pick out the winners from the
losers?

Queenslanders have seen too much favouritism going with powerful financial
decisions in this State. How will the Parliament make sure that everybody has a fair
whack and access to commissions that are charged both by way of brokerage in the
equity market or by way of commission fees in the real estate market? The Government
will have an enormous weapon by being able toc choose those it likes and exclude those
it does not like in respect of distribution of the benefits from the business of the
Government in this area of activity.

Mr ARDILL: I wish to address a question to the Premier about one aspect of these
important matters of State. I understand that the corporation will be acting on behalf
of the Queensland Electricity Commission and local government. Does that mean that
people who have a couple of hundred dollars to invest in a loan—as they have done
for very many years now-—will be able to invest through the corporation instead of
investing the money in a local council loan or an electricity commission loan, which is
the case at present? Has provision been made for small amounts of, for example, $200
to be invested, which is the amount at present?

Mr AHERN: It is my understanding that issues are made for the purpose of raising
funds for electricity. They will continue as before. The current plan is that the minimum
investment will be $1,000. I am not certain what the minima are at the moment——

Mr Ardill: It is $200 at the moment.

Mr AHERN: It may be that smaller amounts are provided for. However, for the
issues that are currently being made, the plan is to continue with all of it.

It is a question of the organisation’s size. Because of the size of the corporation, it
will be able to do better on behalf of everybody. Authorities will not have to use it.
Because of its scale it will have better investment and borrowing strategies. That is the
whole idea behind it and scale is enormously important in terms of benefits, whether
they be at the borrowing or at the lending end.

Mr Ardill: But that does wipe out the small investor.

Mr AHERN: No, there is no intention to do that. Whatever those strategies or
raisings are at the moment, they will continue.

I think that the honourable member for Sherwood is almost talked out. He is
starting to waffle on the issue. There is a very substantial amount of investment that
has to be marshalled, and surely it is valid to have a wide range of opportunities or
options available to the private-enterprise people who will, in the main, be advising the
Government on investment strategy. They should have this wide range of capabilities
available to them to ensure that the best decisions are made. The honourable member
for Sherwood then asked, “What is QIDC for?” That is not logical. It does not mean
that QIDC will be overcome. In fact, QIDC has a separate and additional role. It is a
question of a wide range of options being made available. It is sensible and logical.

The honourable member knows the reason why a public accounts committee has
not been established this session. I indicated this afternoon that there is need for
legislation. The Government has accepted that and there is also a need for legislation
in respect of parliamentary privilege as it covers a public accounts committee. The
Government has not had time to do this, but there will be retrospectivity.
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Mr De LACY: I would have raised this matter during the debate on clause 18, but
it is relevant now because the honourable member for Salisbury has raised it. It is merely
a technical question. My understanding is that it is compulsory only for the Government
to borrow through the Queensland Treasury Corporation and not compulsory for
semigovernmental organisations such as the Queensland Electricity Commission and the
Brisbane City Council. Could that mean that there would still be electricity loans as
such? They could have two borrowing programs.

Mr Austin: The Queensland Electricity Commission has already agreed to become
part of this.

Mr De LACY: Therefore the loans that were known as electricity loans in the past
would not exist any more?

Mr Austin interjected.

Mr De LACY: They would be Queensland Treasury Corporation loans and people
can invest there.

Mr AUSTIN: This has been a very good debate, but I would like to take a little
time to refer to the Under Treasurer. Clause 5 of the Bill mentions the Under Treasurer
and I wish to take this opportunity to give some credit to Queensland’s existing Under
Treasurer, who is about to retire at the end of this week. The Honourable the Premier
has made a previous statement in the House and I wish to place on record in this
Parliament my thanks and gratitude to the Under Treasurer for the work that he has
done for Queensland.

As most honourable members would know, in 1974 Sir Leo Hielscher was appointed
as Under Treasurer. For some years he has travelled extensively overseas negotiating
loans and financial packages on behalf of the Queensland Government and for Govern-
ment instrumentalities, such as the Sugar Board, the Queensland Electricity Commission,
the Railways Department, the Expo Authority and so on. The introduction of this
legislation into Parliament this evening is a very significant milestone. Sir Leo Hielscher’s
financial capabilities are well respected in all areas of the financial market in Australia,
be they private or public, and all areas in the world. During the opportunities that I
have had to travel overseas with Sir Leo in the short time that I have been Minister
for Finance, I have been staggered at the very influential financial people throughout
the world who recognise the great ability and talent of Queensland’s retiring Under
Treasurer of the Queensland Government Treasury Department.

Most honourable members will know that Sir Leo played a part in many significant
projects, some of which have been mentioned tonight, such as the expansion of the
short-term money-market, innovative financing for major projects, as well as offshore
financing, and he was the driving force behind the establishment and construction of
the Queensland Cultural Centre.

Sir Leo was the negotiator on all of the big coal deals in Queensland. Although at
some times the mining companies may criticise him, because of his negotiating skills
the people of this State will in years to come reap great benefits. He developed a very
highly professional group of Treasury officers who are totally loyal and dedicated not
only to him but also to the Government and the aims of the Treasury to be more
efficient. He was involved in many significant projects, such as the Gateway Bridge,
urban electrification, Expo 88 and many, many other projects. He served on the board
of Suncorp Insurance and Suncorp Finance, he is Deputy Chairman of the Queensland
Industry Development Corporation, Chairman of the Queensland Cultural Centre Trust,
a member of the board of the Brisbane Exposition and South Bank Redevelopment
Authority and he is a senator of the University of Queensland. He has made a very
significant contribution to the Government of this State.

As 1 said recently at a public function, in many years to come when he, like many
of us, will be long gone, he will be remembered as some artists are. People will look
back and recognise the enormous worth and the enormous talent. While some people



6366 26 April 1988 Statutory Bodies Financial Arrangements Act Amendment Bill

perhaps do not recognise it today, in the future they will recognise the contribution that
the man has made.

I wish him a very successful, very healthy and very happy retirement. I hope that
he enjoys himself fishing, as I know he intends to do from the new place that he is
building at Noosa. I know he will have many relaxing nights at the Queensland Cultural
Centre on the south bank, which he was responsible for financing.

Clause 5, as read, agreed to.
Clauses 6 to 37, as read, agreed to.
Clause 38—

Mr De LACY (8.12 p.m.). I have a very brief question on a subject that I raised
in the second-reading debate. It deals with the exemption from stamp duty. If the
corporation goes into partnership with a private company, does that mean that that
private company or that grouping—that arrangement—will have some exemption from
stamp duty that is not available to other private companies?

Mr AHERN: It is my understanding that, where private companies are associated
with the corporation, they will have to pay full stamp duty. There will be no competitive
advantage.

Clause 38, as read, agreed to.
Clauses 39 and 40, as read, agreed to.
Bill reported, without amendment.

Third Reading
Bill, on motion of Mr Ahern, read a third time.

STATUTORY BODIES FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS ACT AMENDMENT
BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 20 April (see p. 6137).

Mr De LACY (Cairns) (8.14 p.m.): The Opposition supported the legislation that
provided for the establishment of the Queensland Treasury Corporation. This appears
to be consequential legislation that is required to implement the Queensland Treasury
Corporation. As such, the Opposition cannot find any reason to oppose it. I guess the
only question I have to ask is why the legislation has to be in two pieces and why this
action could not have been taken in one single piece of legislation. Apart from that, the
Opposition supports the Bill.

Mr INNES (Sherwood—Leader of the Liberal Party) (8.15 p.m.): The previous
legislation having been passed by the House, it would seem to be impossible for the
Liberal Party to maintain the same attitude as it did before. Therefore it does not
maintain opposition to the legislation.

Mr BURNS (Lytton—Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (8.16 p.m.): I wish to
address briefly a matter that is handled by the statutory body Suncorp. I told the Minister
for Finance that I would speak briefly on the matter. I refer to the way that Suncorp
carries out its investigations into some major matters associated with fires, frauds and
so on. As Suncorp is a statutory body under the responsibility of the Minister for
Finance, I take the opportunity to raise it tonight, because I could not do it this morning
in question-time.

About three years ago, a person who built yachts at the Gold Coast had his business
burnt out in a major fire. For some years he had been building up the business. He was
just hitting his straps and was starting to turn work away. At that time, one Sunday
afternoon a major fire burnt the building down.
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At that stage, the person was not a battler. He had reached the stage at which he
owned his home at Burleigh Waters, owned two new top-of-the-range vehicles, owned
all his own machinery, had $60,000 in the bank and $20,000 in a cheque account, his
tax bill was approximately $42,000 for the year and he owed a further $20,000 in sales
tax. He was not someone who one would normally suggest would burn the building
down to obtain money from the insurance company.

I have a few questions that I would like answered. The Minister told me that, if I
asked them, he would attempt to answer them for me.

My concern is about a person by the name of Glen Patrick Hallahan, who is
employed as a Suncorp investigator. Is the Minister aware that, on Hallahan’s advice,
Suncorp has refused payment on a claim by a Mr Doug Mann, a boat-builder from
Palm Beach, for almost three years? Honourable members know that, if a businessman
does not have a claim paid for almost three years, it will virtually send him broke.

Is the Minister aware that, although the loss-assessor told Mr Mann that the claim
had been approved and that he should go ahead and buy new machinery and lease new
premises, Suncorp, on Hallahan’s advice, continued to refuse payment? The Minister
told me that he would look into the matter for me.

Mr INNES: I rise to a point of order. I understand the member for Lytton’s haste,
but I cannot hear him. I appreciate hearing what he is saying to the House.

Mr BURNS: I thought I was speaking into the microphone. I am sorry if the
honourable member cannot hear me.

I have said that I approached the Minister on the basis that Suncorp is one of the
statutory authorities that we should be examining. I am concerned that, when a major
business has a fire, delays in investigations or pay-outs could send a businessman broke.

I refer to this case, in which a yacht-builder on the Gold Coast had a fire three
years ago and, because of the protracted argument as to whether he lit the fire or not,
the business is going broke. I proposed to the Minister that I put some questions to him
and that he obtain some answers for me. If possible, I would have put those questions
in the House.

I ask the Minister: is he aware that, when Mr Mann approached his local member,
Mr Hinze, for assistance, Mr Hinze’s secretary said that the member had been informed
by Suncorp that if Mr Mann did not withdraw his claim certain unspecified action would
be taken against him? Is the Minister further aware that Mr Mann was subsequently
charged with arson, but the matter was thrown out of court because there was not even
a prima facie case against him? That charge was preferred at a committal hearing. I
understand that only a basic case needs to be proved at a committal hearing. For the
case to be thrown out, Suncorp must have had little or no case at all. I understand that
the arresting police officer from the Broadbeach Police Station gave evidence at the
committal hearing to the effect that the file just appeared on his desk with an instruction
for him to charge Mr Mann. He gave evidence on oath that he did not know any more
about it. I understand that all of that came as a result of the urging of Mr Glen Patrick
Hallahan, who is well known to all honourable members.

I am concerned about my next question. Can the Minister explain why the Attorney-
General, on Hallahan’s urging, issued an ex officio indictment against Mr Mann, thus
depriving him of the normal protection of a committal hearing? When the matter was
due to go before the court, Suncorp asked for an extension of time. Several times it has
been mentioned before the court and I understand that a judge questioned the prose-
cution’s handling of the matter. All this time, this fellow is not receiving any money,
he is up to his neck in debt and he has problems. Surely, sooner or later the matter
must be resolved.

The Minister should examine matters when statutory bodies such as Suncorp and
others decide that they are bigger than the law and can hold someone to ransom. I want
the Minister to assure the House that Hallahan’s conduct of the whole matter is unrelated
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to his rat-pack membership and the fact that he owes his appointment to Suncorp to
the intervention of Sir Terence Lewis. I want the Minister to give a commitment to this
House and to all the dissatisfied people who are insured with Suncorp that Hallahan’s
conduct of the matter will be fully investigated.

I might make the point, having had my car stolen, that Suncorp looked after me
very, very well. I do not have a personal axe to grind. My car was replaced 14 days
later. Obviously, Mr Glen Patrick Hallahan was not the investigator of my claim.
However, maybe now that I have made these comments, he will come back and have
another look at my case.

Mr Sherrin: Have you cashed the cheque?

Mr BURNS: No. The car is replaced. My car was replaced 14 days later. That ad
that Suncorp puts in the paper is quite honest, fair and above board. Suncorp says that
it will replace a customer’s car within 14 days and issue a new insurance policy. Suncorp
did everything according to Hoyle. I could not ask for better service.

At the same time, I say that the man who is in the yacht-building business, which
is booming in this State, is entitled to a better deal and a resolution of the matter so
that he at least knows where he is going. I ask the Minister to intervene on his behalf.

Hon. B. D. AUSTIN (Nicklin—Minister for Finance and Minister Assisting the
Premier and Treasurer) (8.21 p.m.), in reply: I thank both the Labor Party and the
Liberal Party for their support for the legislation. I undertake to refer a copy of this
debate as recorded in Hansard to the Chairman of Suncorp and ask him to carry out
an investigation into the allegations made. It would probably be helpful 1f the gentleman
concerned wrote to me directly as well——

Mr Burns: I will hand you a letter that he wrote to me.

Mr AUSTIN: If the honourable member were to take a point of order in 2 moment
and table the letter, copies could be made and I would be happy to have the matter
investigated.

Mr BURNS: I rise to a point of order. At the request of the Minister I seek leave
to table the letter.

Leave granted.
Whereupon the honourable member laid the document on the table.

Motion agreed to

Committee
Clauses 1 to 19, as read, agreed to.
Bill reported, without amendment.

Third Reading
Bill, on motion of Mr Austin, read a third time.

FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION AND AUDIT ACT AND ANOTHER ACT
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 14 April (see p. 5936).
Mr De LACY (Cairns) (8.24 p.m.): These amendments to the Financial Adminis-

tration and Audit Act are quite substantial. Indeed, the Opposition has been calling for
changes along these lines for many years.
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The proposed replacement of Treasurer’s Instructions with Public Finance Standards
will certainly allow greater management flexibility within departments and will allow the
progressive implementation of program budgeting, something which is long overdue in
Queensland. I understand that program budgeting is now being used by most, if not all,
of the other States—certainly New South Wales and Victoria——

Mr Austin: And South Australia.

Mr De LACY: And South Australia.

The Opposition therefore supports the Bill, which, as I have said, will allow for
greater flexibility. However, the Opposition is concerned about the scrutiny and account-
ability provisions of the Bill. This House does not need to be reminded that Queensland
still does not have a public accounts committee, which would have the power to fully
investigate and probe departmental transactions. Without adequate scrutinising and
accountability provisions, honourable members are essentially asked to take these changes
on trust.

Today’s front page of the Courier-Mail, which provided further evidence of the
rorts that occurred under Allen Callaghan’s administration of the Arts Department and
the Queensland Film Corporation, only serves to emphasise the point that we cannot
take things on trust. We are informed that even the Auditor-General himself finds it
inexplicable how numerous trust and special funds could be set up without authorisation
and with knowledge of their existence becoming public only a very considerable time
later. In other words, if accountable officers and those responsible want to rort the
system, they can.

During the last fortnight, a number of pieces of legislation that have gone through
the House will take away the central control which has been exercised by different
authorities: in the case of the public service, by the Public Service Board; in the case of
this financial accounting, by Treasury.

We are devolving powers to chief executives, and that means that we create an
opportunity for those people to be more creative in the administration of their departments.
But that, of course, also lays open the opportunity for them to be creative with their
accounting. The safeguards that are built in—the capacity for the Parliament to scrutinise
the way in which those people handle public funds—is so important if we are going to
benefit from the increased flexibility that these changes offer.

Evidence such as this does not sit comfortably with members of the Opposition
when a Minister asks us to accept on trust the various provisions in the Bill without
adequate or suitable checks and balances. Essentially, this legislation will devolve
considerable administrative and management power from Treasury to the departments
themselves. The Opposition considers this a good thing and has argued that the
Queensland Government should follow the lead of the other States and introduce program
budgeting, which identifies department programs and goals and allocates funds according
to those programs and goals. For some inexplicable reason, Treasury was always opposed
to the concept of program budgeting, in spite of its recommended introduction by
various Auditors-General over a number of years.

I can remember that on a number of occasions the previous Auditor-General, Pat
Craven, called for program budgeting to be introduced, and that was always refused by
the Government. It appeared that the principal reason Treasury was opposed to that
concept was that it would involve the devolution of power away from Treasury. In other
words, the Treasurer or the Under Treasurer would loosen the hold on the purse-strings.
Treasury’s accounting inspectorate, which basically double-checks the expenditure of
other departments to make sure that they are keeping within the funds allocated, would
largely have become redundant. In some circles, it has been called Sir Leo’s goon squad—
the people who go around ensuring that people stick with the Treasurer’s Instructions.

The hold that Treasury had over other departments would have been considerably
diminished and, of course, will be considerably diminished once this legislation passes
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through the House. This opposition to program budgeting and program management
now thankfully appears to have been overcome, and I am sure that this Parliament will
welcome the day when budgets are presented in program form.

Mr Austin interjected.
Mr De LACY: As I said, the Opposition welcomes the day.
Mr Austin: Just give us a bit of a chance to get it in.

Mr De LACY: The Opposition has given the Minister a fair chance. The Government
has introduced 97 pieces of legislation in this session. I do not know how many more
chances it needs.

We will finally be able to see where the money goes and for what purpose. As such,
the Opposition welcomes that change-over with the replacement of the Treasurer’s
Instructions and Minister’s Directions with new Public Finance Standards. Nevertheless,
we are asked to approve the establishment of these Public Finance Standards without
sighting them. I understand from the Minister’s explanatory notes that the Treasurer
will issue the broader accounting and financial guide-lines while the detailed practices
and procedures are prescribed by the department itself—an eminently sensible arrange-
ment, if I may say so. I presume that the Public Finance Standards will be similar in
content and design to the existing Treasurer’s Instructions though probably more on the
basis of principle and less prescriptive, but I seek the Minister’s clarification on that.

I also seek clarification on the proposal to delegate the functions and duties of an
accountable officer. At the moment, the permanent heads, or chief executives, are the
accountable officers who authorise subordinates to carry out duties and functions within
departments. As I understand it, the appointment of further accountable officers within
a department largely reclassifies authorised officers into accountable officers and will,
presumably, make them fully responsible for the fulfilment of functions under their
control.

Although the Minister has stated that the chief accountable officer will not be
relieved of responsibility, it would appear that that provides the chief executive with a
handy little excuse if something goes wrong in his department.

Mr Austin: Not while I’m there.

Mr De LACY: I am pleased to hear that.

Of particular interest to the Opposition are the new headings of expenditure under
sections 24 and 24A of the Act. The Opposition has no objection in principle to the
introduction of that concept, which will allow the transfer of surplus funds to a new
heading of expenditure within a Vote, provided that the transfer is fully revealed not
only in the relevant department’s statement of account subsidiary to the public accounts,
but also—and most importantly—in the unforeseen expenditure accounts that are tabled
in this House. It is extremely important that the transfer of funds to new headings of
expenditure is included and readily identified in the unforeseen expenditure accounts,
otherwise it will be extremely difficult to trace through the transfer of funds to areas of
expenditure that are not approved by Parliament in the Budget debates.

My colleague the honourable member for Caboolture will take that matter up a
little more during the course of the debate. It is one aspect that causes the Opposition
concern. Its concern is that appropriated moneys can be spent in an unforeseen way
and it would be very difficult for this Parliament or the Opposition to pick it up.

This Bill contai.ns other reasonably important elements, most of which the Opposition
finds no trouble. with. The Opposition supports the warrant controls that require the
Governor to be involved. Opposition members believe that it is probably anachronistic.

The honourable member for Caboolture will also take up the issue of the new
headings. Elements of the legislation such as removing the necessity for bank transfers
and abstracts to be in writing bring it into line with modern-day electronic transfers.
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In general, the devolution of power away from Treasury to departments is consistent
with the changes to the Public Service Act. However, the Opposition has some reser-
vations. It is concerned that there could be wholesale changes to the public service; that
the Government may be attracted to bringing in public service heads with an entrepre-
neurial flair who may seek to overturn long-standing customs and conventions within
the public service. Sometimes that works and sometimes it does not.

The checks and balances in the public service and the accounting systems exist for
a good reason. Because they are fundamentally different in both their objectives and
their way of operation, it is not always possible to impose private-sector systems on the
public sector.

Although the Opposition supports in principle the move towards the devolution of
power to departments and departmental heads, it has some reservations. In an earlier
debate I said that there is a thin grey line between flexibility and perhaps the misuse of
Government funds. It is important to retain full accountability. Trying to retain account-
ability to the public and to Parliament and allowing public service departments to
function in a flexible, efficient and effective way becomes a juggling act. Having said
that, I indicate that the Opposition will not oppose this legislation.

While I have the opportunity, I will take up something that the honourable member
for Caboolture raised last week when the superannuation legislation was being discussed.
He referred to the notion of accrual accounting. The Queensland Parliament keeps
account of the cash that is collected and appropriated; but, unlike private enterprise, no
attempt is made to account for all costs as they accrue. The result is that the cost of
programs is often understated. Superannuation is an obvious example, which is why the
member for Caboolture raised the matter in debate last week. It is so easy for Government
politicians to hand out to State employees generous superannuation benefits or, as was
the case with changes to the Public Service Act, buy off the public service unions either
by improving the superannuation benefits or by reducing the employees’ contributions
to superannuation.

Mr Gately: Don’t you want us to give the workers a decent go?
Mr De LACY: I beg the honourable member’s pardon?

His interjection is not forthcoming again. I am sorry that I missed what he said.
Obviously it was not a really intelligent one.

Mr Hayward: It was one of his more intelligent ones.

Mr De LACY: It was one of his more intelligent ones, yes, but still not intelligent.

It is very easy for politicians to hand out something now in the knowledge that the
cost will not show up for many years to come. I think it is true to say that, if Governments
operated on the basis of accrual accounting, they would be less free with things such as
superannuation. If Governments used accrual accounting, the cost of the superannuation
promises would be immediately apparent. Each year’s Budget papers would show the
amount that the Parliament would have to put aside to meet the Government’s
commitment, that is, the cost would have to be shown as it accrues.

Another less obvious limitation of cash accounting—and cash accounting is the
system that is used in Queensland and it is probably used _by all other Governments in
Australia—is that it takes no account of the use of physical assets. I will now quote
from a recent paper by the New South Wales Auditor-General, Mr Ken Robson. P<_:rhaps
he is now the ex Auditor-General. I do not know whether he has gone out in Mr
Greiner’s night of the big knives. Mr Robson said—

“A department having valuable under-utilised (assets) has no real budgetary
incentive to either use them or dispose of them.”

Most of the Auditors-General around the world are generally in favour of accrual

accounting for Governments. Whether or not the money needed to pay for the super-
annuation, for instance, long service leave or the replacement and maintenance of assets
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is actually put aside in special trust accounts is a separate issue. The important thing is
for the government, the Parliament and tax-payers to know what they are up for and
what they can afford. Traditional cash accounting clouds the full cost of Government
programs and allows the burden to be transferred not only to future tax-payers but also
to future Governments. As Opposition members, we are concerned that, when we form
a Government, we will be picking up the tabs for the rash promises that have been
made during the last 20 years.

Accrual accounting for the cost of superannuation, long service leave and assets
would probably add anything from half a billion to a billion dollars to the State
Government’s deficit. What it would do is impose more discipline on the political
process.

As we are introducing flexibility on the one hand with these changes to the Financial
Administration and Audit Act and on the other hand with the changes to the Public
Service Act, we need to impose more discipline on ourselves as members of Parliament
and on our public service by the kinds of systems that we consider are necessary. With
those few comments, I indicate that the Opposition supports this legislation.

Mr INNES (Sherwood—Leader of the Liberal Party) (8.40 p.m.): The rationale for
the introduction of the legislation is that there is some benefit in giving managers more
responsibility in relation to management decisions to make their departments function
and achieve their aims and more financial responsibility. Rather than criticise the words
and intent of the legislation, I wish to address the operation of the legislation.

Clearly there will be a devolution of responsibility to departments, but the operation
of the devolution must be looked at in the context of other legislation that has been
passed. The Minister’s introductory speech makes reference to the new management
plan for the public service. In a sense, it is ironic that on the day that a further chapter
1s written in the saga of mismanagement involving the Department of The Arts, National
Parks and Sport, the Parliament is faced with transferring responsibility and putting
more responsibility into the hands of either the heads of departments or accountable
officers, because that was the excuse offered to this Parliament, which is part of a system
of Westminster-Based Parliaments, as the reason why a Minister carried no responsibility
for an extraordinary catalogue of deficiencies in the department he controlled at the time
that the mismanagement occurred. In The Importance of Being Earnest, one of the
characters said about a girl who was an orphan that to lose one parent is tragic, but to
lose two is downright negligent. By parity of reasoning, one can look to the Department
of The Arts, National Parks and Sport. That Mr Callaghan went off the rails in the
Queensland Film Corporation is one matter; that his secretary went off the rails and
took a little more than $10,000 from the public purse is another matter. She was an
individual public servant who was responsible or subject to her own personal set of
liabilities. Mr Callaghan took more than $40,000 and she took more than $10,000. The
network was clearly one of politically motivated appointments.

Mr Callaghan was a journalist and derived sufficient political momentum from a
person who had great power. Placement of Mr Callaghan in a department of his choice
was achievable. Mr Callaghan was not a career public servant who had to go through
the network of examinations and being imbued with the traditions of the public service.
He was put in charge of a department through what can only be described as the political
network, rather than the public service network. He went bad. One could say that he
corrupted the secretary of the department, who clearly had initimate daily dealings with
him and would clearly have known what he was doing with the accounts.

Mrs Callaghan was not in the public service, but her relationship with the public
service stemmed from her being Mr Callaghan’s wife. As part of the network of cronyism
and favouritism that has gone on in this State, she was placed in charge of the Queensland
Day Committee. Lo and behold, although she was involved in a different area and had
access to a different set of accounts, the people of Queensland were down another
$40,000.
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Quite independently, in another part of the same department—the Department of
The Arts and Sport—a senior sports executive officer had a gambling problem, and he
took the department down for almost $45,000. A total of over $130,000 was taken from
public moneys by four different people in three different areas of the Department of The
Arts, National Parks and Sport.

In any Westminster Parliament worth its salt the Minister’s head would and should
have rolled. One can tell the nature of an organisation by the activities and actions of
its subordinates. To have one subordinate going down his own track is one thing; but
to have four subordinates in three different areas of a department going off the rails
amounts to permissiveness and lack of supervision. I see that the Minister for Finance
wants the debate wound up.

Mr Austin: No. Keep going.

Mr INNES: It might provide an opportunity for an ambitious back-bencher over
here if I keep going.

The reality is not only that four people have committed criminal offences, but also
that criminal offences do not have to be committed before people are saddled with the
responsibility of mismanagment. The Auditor-General’s reports have now been tabled
in the House, but the existence of these reports—or at least one of them—was not
known until today. I believe that two other reports had been hinted at. These reports
demonstrate a level of mismanagement and the existence of 13 trust accounts through
which over $4m was placed over a period of four or five years. The lack of knowledge
of the existence of these accounts in itself suggests that there was little or no accountability.

I can recall looking annually at the accounts of the Queensland Film Corporation
because it always was an intriguing document. It was small and inevitably half of it was
taken up by impressive black-and-white graphic pictures. It was much ado about nothing,
except that in the two or three pages of accounts there was never anything to be seen
on the credit side. One could see unknown gophers in the system who were extracting
money for script-writing or for the investigation of some future film. If one looked at
the income side, it was always minimal and somehow the accounts never hung together.

The reports were not difficult to read, but one would have thought, having a member
of this Parliament involved in the corporation—albeit that the political network ensured
that he was a National Party back-bencher—and because there was such a small area of
activity, that some level of control could have been exerted. There were some high-fliers
involved in the corporation. Sir Frank Moore was involved, as were some people who
were clearly experienced in business mattes. Yet, despite the fact that it was a very small
department—I do not know the total number of staff, whether it was two, three or
four—with a limited target of budget and little income, it was totally out of control. I
suspect that it was out of control because the membership of the Queensland Film
Corporation was seen to be another political appointment; a comfortable and prestigious
appointment. '

The Queensland Film Corporation was all the buzz at the time and it had to be
kept in the National Party family of favouritism by appointing people who had no
intention of doing anything active such as asking questions and investigating what the
whole thing was about. It was just another feather in the cap. Clearly, the feather-wearing
hid an administrative shambles, and not one of the gentlemen who took part in the
corporation, including the member of this House, can take any credit for the lack of
control that has now been revealed. Nobody can have pride in a system which allowed
the existence of 13 trust accounts through which $4.5m was placed without it hitting
the deck in terms of the supervisory body appointed by this Parliament, the Auditor-
General.

The Minister has continued to protest his innocence. I have never suggested that
he is guilty of any criminal behaviour. That is not the point. As the honourable member
for Nundah has so frequently said and which has been clearly misunderstood, there is
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a difference between culpability and responsibility. A person does not have to be criminally
liable to be responsible. The person in charge of an organisation that is supposed to
have accountable procedures and that deals with large amounts of public money is
responsible for a system that encourages honesty or that ensures the revelation of
misappropriation. That is where the failure occurred and it occurred in three different
areas of that department. The Minister has an obligation to resign.

The further revelations must be added to what one would have thought was, to the
person who occupied the Ministry, enough evidence at a far earlier point in time. To
some extent this House has been deterred from the pursuit of some part of his obligation
because it was felt that police investigations were proceeding. It is now clear that those
police investigations proceeded nowhere, apart from the four targets who have already
been convicted.

I have not had time to study the Auditor-General’s report in detail; I have only
just got it to hand. From a very skimpy reading, it is very clear that there were other
obvious places for investigation. Certainly the public accounts committee has its target.
There is a statement of dealings with a public relations organisation which was prepared
to transact cash cheques without giving in return any service. That is what has happened
in this man’s Queensland. Another person who has enjoyed enormous favouritism is
also related to a public relations organisation. It is reasonable that many questions have
been asked about his extraordinary fast track of favouritism. We know the stories about
Expo. They have been raised in this House. Often there is not the evidence; there is the
rumour. It just seems astonishing that the same persons bob up with the sweetheart
deals and with the favoured contracts all the time. Whether it be the Thiess family or
Mr Maybury, the same figures seem, with monotonous regularity, to end up with some
favoured Government transaction.

A clearer illustration is that only four people were asked to nominate for the contract
for the catering at Expo. It is part of the same network—a network that has grown fat
and lazy in terms of responsibility, that looks on everything as political favouritism and
that feels no obligation to the public to carry out the normal responsibilities of inquiry,
but believes the system is there to drop the fruits on which they grow fat and rich.

The system has failed. Where it can be identified by this House, somebody has to
be accountable. It is not sufficient to say that four people from that department are in
gaol. What has to be asked is: who was the person charged in this House with the
responsibility of answering for its effective workings? If it had been a case of one dishonest
person, the Minister could get away with it—he could rightly say that he did not know—
but, when that occurs in three different areas, it has to be said that there was a system
of slackness and that he cannot have been a tail-kicker.

I understand there is an entry in one of the documents that relates to a ministerial
trip to the centre of Australia. It is a hard night and the camping out is a bit uncomfortable,
so somebody went off down to the local store at Boulia to buy some pillows. Where
does the account end up? In the Queensland Film Corporation! It did not end up with
the Queensland Tourist and Travel Corporation or in the Minister’s accounts. From
talking to former Liberal Ministers, I know that in the old days there was meticulous
concern as to which account different expenditure went. In this case the pillows went
onto the Queensland Film Corporation account. From looking at the list, I can see that
expenses incurred in the name of the Minister ended up on the accounts of the Queensland
Film Corporation.

Mr Austin: He may not even have been on that trip; I don’t know.

Mr INNES: He was on that trip. I make that assertion. I am saying he was on a
variety of other trips where cash cheques were presented on the accounts of the Queensland
Film Corporation. It is not just one occasion. He may not have known of one, but there
are lists of them, when a cash transaction has ended up on the Queensland Film
Corporation account for what one could scarcely believe had anything to do with
Queensland Film Corporation business.
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To put total trust in somebody else and abdicate all personal responsibility is fair
enough, if that person is trustworthy. That is luck. However, to abdicate all responsibility,
there are different consequences if the person goes bad. The Minister of the time, Mr
McKechnie, cannot and should not avoid the consequences in this House.

On a number of occasions today, sadly, the Premier has claimed “our Government”
when speaking about Expo; but it is not his Government when he is talking about
responsibility for the performance of Ministers. That is a level of double standards which
is regrettable. If it is his Government in the good times, it is his Government in the
bad times. Either way, the latest revelation in this saga of incompetence has occurred
under Mr Ahern’s Government, and he is the person who is now in charge and who
should now take action.

Obviously, he cannot expect the former Minister for Industry and Technology, Mr
McKechnie, to take the proper and decent course. He merely puts his head down and
trundles it through. He says, “As long as I am not criminally responsible, I am not
responsible.” Heaven knows what carnage he caused in the Industry and Technology
portfolio. He clearly wrecked the finances of the previous department that was under
his portfolio and allowed things to run amok.

If the Minister had been a head-kicker or a person enforcing proper standards with
his own personal trips and his department, those things would be unlikely to have
happened and would not have happened over a number of years in so many different
areas. That is the context in which we are now devolving power. There will be more
politicisation of the public service by an Act that was brought in which did not just
leave the senior appointments in the public service to be on contract but provided the
potentiality for the whole public service to be put on contract.

With Mr Callaghan, we have seen what happens when the political fast track is
used when people appointed to the senior position in the department, as he was, are
not imbued with the training and tradition of accountability which no doubt accompany
most public servants when they are appointed to those positions. The vehicle for the
increased politicisation of the public service accompanies a parallel system of devolution
of responsibility to those public servants. We have seen how dramatically that system
can fail.

We can argue, and accept the argument, that in a perfect system of managerial
responsibility when, like private enterprise, one picks performers for managers, devolution
of responsibil