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1. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION
The Members’ Ethics and Parliamentary Privileges
Committee (“the committee”), has responsibility under
the Parliamentary Committees Act 1995 (Qld) for the
area of parliamentary privilege, including the privileges
of the Legislative Assembly, its committees and
members.  The committee also has responsibility for
considering any matter of privilege referred to it by the
Speaker or the Legislative Assembly.  

By resolution of the Legislative Assembly on
18 October 1995, reintroduced on 11 October 1996, the
Queensland Parliament affords a right of reply to
persons or corporations who are the subject of adverse
comment in Parliament that affects their reputations.

The committee has responsibility for advising the
Legislative Assembly as to individual requests for a
right of reply.

The right of reply relates to statements made by
members under parliamentary privilege in the
Legislative Assembly which refer to a person or
corporation either by name, or in such a way as to allow
them to be readily identified and which, had they been
made outside Parliament, could reasonably be
considered actionable in a court of law.

2. PROCEDURE IN MATTERS RELATING
TO A RIGHT OF REPLY

The resolution of 11 October 1996 lays down the
procedure for the committee to follow when considering
requests by citizens for a right of reply.

It is important to note that the resolution provides that
the committee, in considering a right of reply, is not to
consider or judge the truth of any statements made in
the Legislative Assembly or in the submission.

3. REFERRED TO IN THE LEGISLATIVE
ASSEMBLY––MR ROBERT BURTON

On 11 September 2001 during Matters of Public
Interest, and 13 September 2001 during debate on the
Property Agents and Motor Dealers Amendment Bill,
the Member for Ipswich West, Mr Don Livingstone MP,
referred to Mr Robert Burton by name.  Mr Burton
wrote to the Honourable the Speaker on 19 September
2001 concerning the member’s statements.

After satisfying himself that the matter was sufficiently
serious and not frivolous, vexatious or offensive in
character, and satisfying himself that it was practicable
for the committee to consider the matter, the Speaker
accepted the correspondence from Mr Burton as a
submission in accordance with the resolution.  On 20
September 2001, the Speaker referred the matter to the
MEPPC for its consideration.

4. THE COMMITTEE’S INQUIRY
At its meeting on 17 October 2001 the committee met in
private session in relation to Mr Burton’s submission
and considered how to proceed with the matter.  That
committee noted:

� the resolution of the Legislative Assembly of
11 October 1996; and

� the practice and established procedures followed by
the committee in respect of similar references in the
past.

Pursuant to section (3) of the resolution, the committee
resolved to consider the submission and contacted Mr
Burton in writing on 17 October 2001 concerning the
matter, proposing the content and form of a response.



Mr Burton responded on 19 October 2001, advising that
he would draft an alternative response.  The committee
wrote to Mr Burton on 29 November 2001, reminding
him of the strict time limit of three months that applies,
under the committee’s established procedures, to any
request for further submission from the citizen or
corporation.  On 12 December 2001, Mr Burton
forwarded his alternative response.  The committee
subsequently forwarded a further response to Mr
Burton, taking into consideration the matters raised by
Mr Burton.

At a meeting on 12 December 2001 the committee
resolved:

To recommend to the Legislative Assembly that the
agreed response be incorporated in Hansard.

5. RECOMMENDATION
The committee recommends that a response by Mr
Robert Burton, in the terms set out below and agreed by
Mr Burton and the MEPPC, be incorporated in
Hansard.

Julie Attwood MP
Chair
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RESPONSE BY MR ROBERT BURTON TO
REMARKS MADE BY THE MEMBER FOR
IPSWICH WEST ON 11 AND 13 SEPTEMBER
20011

On 11 and 13 September 2001, the Member for Ipswich
West, Mr Don Livingstone MP, made statements and
tabled documents in the Legislative Assembly that
referred to me by name and made comments which,
given their context, have adversely affected my
reputation.  The damage to my reputation has caused
hardship for myself, my family and my business.

In his speech on 11 September 2001 during
Adjournment, Mr Livingstone referred to
correspondence that had been exchanged between
myself and Tetard Holdings, a subsidiary of New Hope
Coal Australia Pty Ltd (“New Hope”).  This
correspondence was referred to out of context in such a
way that could lead to the conclusion that I was
simultaneously attempting to win business from New
Hope, and leading a community organisation in fighting
against the operations of the mining company. 

For example, Mr Livingstone stated that I “would be the
greatest shyster who ever lived in Rosewood.  There are
additional letters from the mining company back to him
and again letters from him back to the mining company
as late as 5 February this year – four days after the
group was incorporated to stop mining.”  However,
what was not clearly explained in the speech by Mr
Livingstone was that my initial letters to New Hope
were written in the first couple of months after they
bought the Oakleigh mine from another mining
company, and soon after I had been appointed to act as
their Property Manager.  At that stage, with the
knowledge that I possessed, the letters I wrote to New
Hope made sense, and there was nothing unethical, or
immoral about them or the intentions behind them.  New
Hope purchased the Oakleigh Mine in October 1999, I
was appointed to manage a number of rental properties
for them in November/December 1999, and in March
2000, I wrote to New Hope attempting to win their
favour to act as their real estate agent for other real
estate business.  
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18 October 1995, reintroduced on 11 October 1996.
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I had little contact with New Hope over the subsequent
11 months, during which time New Hope increased their
activity at the open cut mine known as Oakleigh.  As I
learnt more about the operations, and planned expansion
of mining around Rosewood, I became more concerned
about the great costs being extracted from our
community.  Then, on 1st February 2001 I was one of
the people involved in forming the organisation, which
is now known as the Rosewood District Protection
Organisation Inc.  At the initial meeting, I was voted in
as President of the organisation.  I knew immediately
that this would put me in a position of conflict of
interest as the Property Manager acting for New Hope,
so I chose to resign as their property manager.  The
letter Mr Livingstone referred to which was dated 5th

February 2001, was in fact my letter of resignation.  I
believe the context in which it is mentioned in Mr
Livingstone’s speech is very misleading, and could lead
to the conclusion that I was acting unethically, when in
fact I was acting responsibly and ethically.

On 13 September during debate on the Property Agents
and Motor Dealers Amendment Bill, Mr Livingstone
again made reference to letters that were written by me
to New Hope.  In this speech, a number of derogatory
comments were made about my character and motives.
Mr Livingstone also made mention of the franchise
group that my business is associated with.  As a result of
subsequent events, I lost valuable work time, and was
caused severe embarrassment and difficulties.  I am at a
loss to explain why Mr Livingstone chose to mention
my franchise group when my involvement with the
Rosewood District Protection Organisation Inc (RDPO
Inc) has been as an individual, and not in my capacity as
a real estate agent.  I have carefully avoided using the
name of my franchise group at all times when acting as
an individual in my capacity as president of RDPO Inc.

For a full understanding of the significance of the
member’s statements it is very important to carefully
piece together the words that have been used, and
understand the tense that was used.  For example, in his
speech on 13th September, Mr Livingstone spoke of the
letter I wrote to New Hope on 5th February 2001.  Mr
Livingstone used the present tense when he said,
“Obviously he is quite happy to go out and buy property
for the mines and sell property for the mines.”  Soon
after, he also used the present tense when he said, “This
is a person who is opposed to mining!”  Mr Livingstone
had already told everyone that he had my letter and he
told everyone that the date was 28th March, but he failed

to mention that it was dated with the year of 2000.  This
was 11 months prior to the date of the letter I wrote
resigning as property manager. 

Throughout the rest of the speech, insinuations are made
that I have acted inappropriately, or dishonestly, or
unethically.  Mr Livingstone had in his possession
copies of letters that were written by me to New Hope.
However, Mr Livingstone made no effort to contact me
to determine the authenticity of these letters, or to find
out the events surrounding their publication.

I have now worked in the Real Estate industry for 7
years, and to my knowledge, I have never had any
official complaint lodged with the department that
administers the industry.  I have never been charged
with any criminal offence.  Until Mr Livingstone’s
speeches, my reputation was completely unsullied.  I
have done nothing wrong.  I have always acted ethically,
and appropriately.  I do not deserve the insults and the
accusations that have been levelled at me.  The cost to
myself and my family, of these speeches, has been
significant.
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