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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Special 

On motion without notice by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House), resolved -  

That the house at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 26 April 2005. 

Ordinary 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [5.02 pm]:  As “Mr Popularity”, I move -  

That the house do now adjourn. 

Hon Alan Cadby’s Speech - Adjournment Debate 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [5.02 pm]:  It is very necessary 
that I make some comments about the speech made today by Hon Alan Cadby.  Today was a sad day for the 
Liberal Party when one of our former members has found it necessary to publicly criticise people in the party.  
Although I have some sympathy for some of his views, I regret that he felt it necessary to reveal them publicly, 
and I would rather that he had not done so.  The hanging out of the Liberal Party’s dirty washing in public is not 
helpful, particularly at a time when the party has resolved that it needs to reassess its processes and procedures.  
Indeed, a decision made by our last state conference to hold a special constitutional conference to re-evaluate our 
practices is a step in this direction.  Although I acknowledge that Hon Alan Cadby is no longer a member of the 
Liberal Party, I am saddened that he felt constrained to deliver the speech he delivered today.   

During Hon Alan Cadby’s speech, he said that if Labor had proceeded with the fixed-term bill last year, he 
would not be here today.  I interjected, “I’m pleased you are here.”  This comment related to my opposition to 
fixed-term legislation.  In no way did it reflect a view that I might somehow support his being here because he 
might support the government’s electoral bill.  On the contrary; my opposition to one vote, one value is total, and 
has been expressed in this house on every occasion that the issue has been raised since 1977.  We will continue 
to seek to persuade Hon Alan Cadby to support our position on the bill and to oppose the government’s city-
centric power grab.  If we can successfully convince him to support our argument, we will then have done our 
job.  As the shadow Minister for Electoral Affairs and the Leader of the Opposition, I see it as my challenge to 
win Hon Alan Cadby’s support for the Liberal Party’s position, a challenge I will not shirk. 

Agricultural Industries - Adjournment Debate 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [5.04 pm]:  I noticed with interest that the Governor’s speech 
failed to make any mention of the agricultural industries or the government’s conservation and land management 
initiatives.  I now comment in that regard, and I refer particularly to the appalling practice by the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management of removing watering points from acquired pastoral leases, thereby 
ensuring the deaths of thousands of native animals.  I and all those people who have a concern for animal welfare 
find this to be particularly offensive.  

The practice of turning off these waters has been consistently carried out on pastoral properties like Pimbee, 
Cobra, Yelma and many others.  It is not uncommon to see bodies of dead kangaroos lining the fences of these 
stations simply because they perished through lack of water.   

An example of this was brought home to me prior to Christmas by two acquaintances in Carnarvon.  They 
mentioned to me that they had just been on a prospecting jaunt in the Upper Gascoyne district and had spent 
some time around Bangemall, an old hotel which is now a tourist operation on the old Cobra lease.  In that 
rough, hilly country the common kangaroo is known as a biggada or euro.  It is a muscly, tough little kangaroo.  
Unlike others, these kangaroos do not have the tendency to migrate because they are far more sedentary than 
other breeds of kangaroo.  When the Department of Conservation and Land Management de-services these 
watering points and windmills, the kangaroos that have been watering there for generations have virtually no 
prospect other than to perish.  

To top off this stupidity and mismanagement, no kangaroo shooters can get a permit to put them out of their 
misery because there is no management program for this species.  I understand the commercial reasons for this 
and believe the department is still working on federal government requirements.  However, these things should 
be sorted out before rather than after animals perish.   

My friends, who are certainly accomplished bushmen, also mentioned they counted 47 different varieties of birds 
that were also perishing.  What is the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animal’s position on these 
practices?  Quite frankly, the RSPCA appears to be implicit as it has raised no objections and appears quite 
comfortable in its tacit support of CALM in these instances.   
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The RSPCA has also turned a blind eye to shocking maltreatment of livestock on other pastoral properties.  The 
recent appalling incident of perished stock, caused by the failure to provide water at Windidda Station, east of 
Wiluna, needs much closer scrutiny by the RSPCA, the Pastoral Lands Board, the Department of Planning and 
Infrastructure and the relevant government minister.   

The assertions made by Mr Ashwin, the spokesperson for the Windidda Aboriginal community, that vandals 
were responsible for the damage to the windmills and bores, causing them to be non-operational on a remote part 
of the station, and the damage was done in a day and a half is extremely difficult to swallow.  Stock are unlikely 
to perish in that period of time.  It seems far more credible that the regular inspections and maintenance of the 
watering points on these leases by station management that would have averted the tragic consequences simply 
did not take place.   

The unfortunate incident at Windidda is not a one-off event.  Similar situations have occurred on Windidda and 
also on other Aboriginal-owned stations, such as Gilroyd and Towrana, in the Upper Gascoyne.  Gilroyd and 
Towrana Stations were abandoned and the stock were left to perish without penalty to the owners.  Claims that 
abandonment never took place can be readily dismissed by photographic evidence which show the carcasses of 
animals littered throughout the homestead and the buildings derelict and damaged to a degree that made them 
uninhabitable without substantial repairs. 

The Pastoral Lands Board, the administrative body responsible for pastoral leases, appears to be reluctant or 
unable to act with the authority demanded by the disregard of lease conditions by the lessees of these stations.  
The conditions of the pastoral lease clearly outline the responsibility of the lessee to maintain infrastructure, 
water and fences and ensure the welfare of livestock.  It is incumbent upon the lessee to monitor the condition of 
the rangelands and implement management practices that protect both the good condition of the land and the 
animals.  When the lessee fails to meet the conditions of the lease, there is cause for that lease to be revoked 
and/or penalties to be imposed upon the recalcitrant lessee. 

There has been no prosecution of the lessees by the RSPCA.  Its function is to ensure that animal welfare is 
protected and the mistreatment of animals is penalised.  The Pastoral Lands Board has apparently asked the 
lessee to provide it with an acceptable future management plan.  The minister has said that the members of the 
Windidda community must demonstrate that they can and will accept responsibility for the welfare of animals in 
their charge.  Frankly, they have already clearly demonstrated that they are not responsible citizens and that their 
previous management plan was an abandonment of either the lease or their managerial obligations, or both.  The 
Windidda Aboriginal community is using the same arguments that were used in the Gilroyd and Towrana 
incidents by the Mungullah Community Aboriginal Corporation; that is, that the stations were not abandoned 
and that vandals were responsible for broken windmills and bores.  It appears that any excuse will do provided it 
sucks in the relevant government and non-government bodies into absolving the lessee from accepting 
responsibility for the lack of management, inspection, repairs and maintenance. 

I believe the minister should not hesitate to insist on the forfeiture of the pastoral lease by the Windidda 
community.  There are no excuses.  It is difficult to believe that abandonment, if not of the property then 
certainly of the management responsibilities, has not taken place.  One must ask how many times the relevant 
authorities will accept this type of cruelty and mismanagement before action that demonstrates the seriousness of 
the incident is taken.  When will these departments and boards be made truly accountable for their 
responsibilities? 

I was recently taken to task in a northern newspaper’s letters section by an Aboriginal spokesman for, as he 
termed it, consistently focusing my attacks on Aboriginal-owned stations.  I was fortunate to have my reply 
printed, pointing out that I have also consistently denounced the appalling actions of the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management, whether they were through ignorance or lack of supplied funding in 
managing its acquired leases.  I happen to believe that taxpayers’ funds require accountability, no matter whether 
the recipients are individuals, communities or government departments. 

While I am on the subject of accountability and animal welfare, the RSPCA would render service to its creed far 
better if it took action on some of the instances I have just mentioned, rather than spend the bulk of its efforts 
being directed by misinformed people trying to stop live exports.  There can be no argument against the fact that 
the presence of Australian livestock exporters has continually improved the conditions of animals in countries to 
which they are exported.  The industry is worth $70 million in economic value to the state of Western Australia.  
I am sick of listening to people such as the Australian Democrats’ Senator Bartlett grandstanding on the issue 
just to refire the live animal export debate.  I believe that the presence of Australian livestock exporters in many 
middle eastern countries has resulted in a huge benefit for animal welfare in those areas.   

Business Management Committee - Adjournment Debate 
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HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [5.13 pm]:  I will make some comments in response to the 
member’s remarks about animal welfare.  However, I stood for another reason, and that is to respond to some of 
the earlier comments by Hon Peter Foss and Hon Norman Moore.  Obviously, we disagree on live exports, and 
so be it.  However, I agree with the member that the issue of animal welfare in this state is not adequately catered 
for and that we have a problem with animals suffering, whether they be native animals or livestock.  To its 
credit, this government passed the Animal Welfare Act, which should be implemented.  It is unfair that the 
RSPCA is constantly derided for looking after something that is well beyond its mandate.  It is a volunteer 
organisation that exists on charitable donations.  This government has a responsibility for animals in this state 
and the RSPCA is just one voluntary organisation.  It should not be charged with the responsibility for the 
welfare of all animals throughout the state.  I also commend the RSPCA for its position on live exports.  
However, I believe that the Leader of the Opposition and Hon Murray Criddle today made many pertinent points 
about decision making in this house.  The business management committee is obviously not functioning well.  It 
is important that we try to reach consensus on business and how it is conducted.  It is my experience in the time 
that I have worked with Jim Scott that, during the time of the previous Court government, the business 
management committee appeared to work reasonably well at times.  I believe that members from both sides of 
this chamber play a continuing role in the failure of this committee to be effective.  I hope the Leader of the 
House will seek to re-establish the good working order of the business management committee at the earliest 
possible moment, perhaps to avoid situations like that which occurred today. 

As for the contribution of Hon Peter Foss today, I am not surprised that he is using his time to repeat the tired old 
argument about the integrity of the Greens (WA).  He has accused us of pretending we are something that we are 
not, but he does not take the time or make the effort to find out how our decisions are made or which views we 
have considered in making them.  He is happy to speculate ad infinitum on these matters purely for the purpose 
of using the valuable time of this Parliament.  I say that because members on the opposite side of the chamber 
debated this motion and the bulk of their comments were not constructive.  They inferred that they had no 
knowledge of the government’s intention to provide extra time in which we could debate the important matters 
before us.  As a member of a non-government party, I must say that I am sympathetic to the plight of members 
who have insufficient time or information to prepare for proper debate.  Like Hon Murray Criddle, the Greens 
often find themselves in this position.  In fact, we overcome tremendous odds, with scarce staff and resources, to 
participate meaningfully in decision making.  If there is a breakdown in communication between members of the 
Liberal Party, surely this house should not be bogged down as a result.  How can we guarantee that proper 
consultative decision-making processes are undertaken in that party? 

The debates today have been a good example to me of why we should extend the sitting hours - because 
members are determined to waste the Parliament’s time.  As a new member, I am very aware of the President’s 
reminder at the beginning of each sitting that we have a responsibility to act with integrity and honesty.  I am 
also committed to perform as a member to the best of my own abilities.  It appears to me at this early stage of my 
term that some experienced members have chosen otherwise. 

Greens Hypocrisy - Adjournment Debate 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [5.17 pm]:  I never fail to be amazed at the rationalisation and self-
justification of the Greens.  I am pleased to hear that the new member has wasted no time in demonstrating her 
hypocrisy at the earliest possible moment.  I am sorry that she did not listen to the fact that we have a procedure 
for dealing with standing orders, which is quite an involved and lengthy one and does not start - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I have to take issue.  She is not displaying hypocrisy; she is displaying sanctimony. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Sanctimony, of course. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Let us get our terms of derision right. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  I thank the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for having drawn my attention to the 
fact that, as always, the Greens are being sanctimonious.  The fact that Hon Lynn MacLaren can do this on the 
very day when the Greens - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Rolled over and had their tummy tickled. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is right, they rolled over and had their tummies tickled so that the normal procedures 
for amending standing orders could be bypassed.  It is quite clear that lengthy consultation took place within the 
Greens and the government, otherwise the government would not have been as rash as to have embarked upon 
this course.  I do not know whether the Greens think that is not hypocritical compared with what they normally 
say about changing standing orders, but I am used to it.  It is pleasing to see that obviously Hon Lynn MacLaren 
has attended the Greens indoctrination and sanctimonious courses to ensure that she can be as sanctimonious as 
anybody else.  Therefore, congratulations to our newest member of the Greens for her sanctimonious hypocrisy.   
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Agricultural Industries - Adjournment Debate 

Hon PETER FOSS: I do not agree with Hon John Fischer’s point on the turning off of water on Department of 
Conservation and Land Management properties.  One of the problems has been that pastoral activities have 
caused a significant change to our rangelands.  Those changes are not merely the result of grazing by sheep.  The 
provision of water for sheep and cattle has greatly benefited large macropods like kangaroos.  The numbers of 
kangaroos have expanded enormously.  Some places have ended up with kangaroo blindness disease as a direct 
result of the massive numbers of kangaroos that have bred.  It is a pretty horrible way to die and not much can be 
done with kangaroos once they have kangaroo blindness disease.  I support the idea of reducing the numbers to 
create a more normal ecological balance. 

Hon John Fischer:  They should not be left to perish.  People should be able to shoot them, but there is no 
opportunity to get a permit to shoot them. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I agree, although I think it is more useful to have kangaroos die on a survival of the fittest 
basis than to die on the basis of being shot; however, I take the point that it would be useful to have them shot.  
At least they would not be a total waste of resource.  I agree that it would be a quicker death than perishing.  I 
certainly believe that the water should be turned off.   

Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals - Adjournment Debate 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Another matter I wanted to raise is about the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty 
to Animals.  The RSPCA performs a function that is recognised by the Animal Welfare Act.  It has been given 
some official standing, rather as if it were an agent of government.  It is not an agent of government but it takes 
that position.  If people say that they are opposed to live sheep transport, they are prejudging that live sheep 
transport is cruel to animals.  I do not accept that.  I am sure that in the course of live sheep transport cruelty to 
animals could occur, but to form the view in advance that live sheep transport is cruel per se is, I believe, a 
governmental policy decision.  It is a policy decision that the government plainly has not and will not make.  We 
therefore have this strange contradiction of a body with the official standing that the RSPCA has, acting as if it 
were an agent of government, putting forward a policy decision that has nothing to do with a decision that has 
been made in any particular case to prosecute or not to prosecute.  It cannot prosecute on the basis that it is live 
sheep transport and therefore it will prosecute it; it must say that there is cruelty and it will prosecute.  If it 
prosecutes on the basis that all live sheep transport equals cruelty, it is in trouble.  It would certainly have some 
serious problems for its standing as a prosecutor.   

There is a difficulty there.  I am not sure how we resolve it.  I believe it puts the government in a difficult 
position when we have what is almost an arm of government putting up one policy and the government saying 
that it is not its policy.  How we resolve that I do not know.  I am sure that when the RSPCA is saying that, it is 
saying it as an organisation and not as a prosecutor under the Animal Welfare Act.  If it is saying it as a 
prosecutor under the act, it is wrong; it cannot do it.  The difficulty I have is with the confusion of these two 
roles.  They are quite separate roles.  I have no problem with the RSPCA as an organisation looking after 
animals and saying that it is opposed to live sheep trade.  It is entitled to have its opinion as an organisation of 
volunteers.  I do not happen to agree with it, and neither does the government.  As a prosecutor of special 
standing and with inspectors who are given authority under the Animal Welfare Act, I would hate to think that 
the RSPCA is applying that policy as if it were a policy under the act, whereas in fact it is a view of members of 
the RSPCA.  As I have said, it is a difficulty.  However, of course, if we got rid of the RSPCA inspectors, 
nobody would protect animals.  Occasionally the police do and occasionally the shires do, but generally speaking 
the people who are diligent in finding cruelty and to whom the public report it and who get in there and conduct 
prosecutions are members of the RSPCA.  I know that because in my early years I did all their prosecutions.  It 
was very good for a young boy to get his name in the newspapers.  The only time a barrister, especially a young 
one, got his name in the newspapers was when he prosecuted on behalf of the RSPCA.  It was a wonderful way 
of getting publicity.   
The PRESIDENT:  The member may have renewed opportunities.   
Hon PETER FOSS:  I have no intention, I assure you, Mr President.  I have had my name in the newspapers 
often enough to last a lifetime.   
It is a problem, and it is almost as if the RSPCA needs to say that speaking as an organisation it says it is against 
live sheep transport and speaking as a prosecutor it will deal with each case on a one-by-one basis because that is 
what it is obliged to do, being a prosecutor.  That is a problem.  One of the objections people have to the 
RSPCA’s saying it is that almost on the next line of its statement - I do not remember the exact quote - it went on 
to indicate that it would drive live sheep transport out of business by prosecuting it under the act.  It cannot do 
that.  It can prosecute cruelty under the act but it cannot prosecute simply because it has a policy against live 
sheep transport. 
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Sitting Times - Adjournment Debate 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [5.25 pm]:  I did not have the opportunity earlier 
today, because the motion that I moved was a procedural motion, to respond to some of the comments that have 
been made about that procedural motion.  Earlier today I moved without notice that motions 12 and 13 be made 
orders of the day for a later stage of this day’s sitting.  The day has since moved on, and there are some things 
that I would have said earlier in the day that I will not say now, but it is necessary to correct one or two things.  
The first of those goes principally to the matters raised by Hon Murray Criddle and then reflected upon by Hon 
Lynn MacLaren; namely, that there is something unusual about the way in which I have framed the business of 
the house with regard to these issues.  For the sake of the record, I will take members through what actually 
happened.  Motions 12 and 13 were constructed and circulated to all members whom we were able to reach, or 
their Whips, on Tuesday.  I then gave formal notice of those motions in the house on Wednesday.   

Hon Peter Foss:  I did not see it on Tuesday. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It went to the member’s Whip, and to the leader.  The motions were then printed in the 
notice paper.  Late this morning, I moved that those motions be made orders of the day for a later stage of this 
day’s sitting.  If I made a tactical error, it was that I used the words “for a later stage of this day’s sitting”, 
because that certainly could have led members to believe that I intended to push those motions through.   
Hon Peter Foss:  It did.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am sorry about that.  I never intended to push them through.  That was my mistake.  
Nonetheless, there was no deficiency in process.  It was a perfectly normal use of a notice of motion, and then a 
use of the standing order 129 process, which is used every day.  I am still smarting a little from that criticism.   
Hon Peter Foss:  You should be! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am still smarting - just a small amount! 

Hon Peter Foss:  Perhaps if you had talked to us at the beginning about how you intended to deal with those 
motions you could have avoided a lot of that. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I accept that. 

The other thing I need to mention is the House Management Committee.  I do not recall that the House 
Management Committee worked during the term of the Court government.  I do not think we had one.  It did 
work in the earlier stages of the Gallop government, but it has not worked since that time.  The House 
Management Committee technically constitutes the Leader of the House and the Leader of the Opposition.  It has 
only two members.  Although it does involve other members more broadly, the standing orders specify that the 
Leader of the House and the Leader of the Opposition constitute the House Management Committee.  The House 
Management Committee has not operated since the Leader of the Opposition withdrew from the committee; it 
has no capacity to operate.  However, I am looking forward to some time after May when we can not only 
reconstitute the House Management Committee but also sit down and work through a new sessional order that I 
think will carry us through the remainder of this session. 
Hon Peter Foss:  I think that was because the Greens used it as an opportunity to get certain details and then 
ambush people.  It was not done in good faith.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will not reflect on that.  I just want to correct that point. 
Hon Peter Foss:  I do not think it was an objection to you.  It was an objection to the Greens. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  For members’ amusement, and in response to all those things that I am not going to say 
about the debate that occurred earlier today, I simply refer members to Hansard of Wednesday, 30 April 1997, in 
particular page 1932 and thereafter, depending on how much members want to be amused.  We were dealing at 
that time with a sessional order on time management and a motion without notice that had been moved by the 
then Leader of the House, Hon Norman Moore.  For members’ amusement, I will take them through a couple of 
the words that were said at that time.  The motion states - 

That commencing on Tuesday, 6 May 1997 - 

(1) (a) the times of adjournment specified in Sessional Order No 1 made on 10 
April 1997 - 

That is, just 20 days before this motion was moved we had constructed a sessional order.  The motion continues - 

shall not apply to any sitting of the House . . .  
In response to Hon Peter Foss, who said it was unprecedented that we should so alter the standing order - not just 
the sessional orders - I refer to paragraph (b) of the motion, which states -  
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the times of adjournment specified in Standing Order No 61(b) and (c) shall not revive by operation of 
subparagraph (a). 

All the matters that members opposite told us were unprecedented were virtually exactly the same as had been 
moved on 30 April 1997.  I refer to just one other matter for members’ amusement. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Were there any comments by your good self on that occasion? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will deal with that if the member would like me to, but it would be better if the member 
read my argument.  A particular comment made by Hon Norman Moore will amuse members, given that he 
referred to the God-like powers I was seeking to determine whether the house should sit late.  Hon Norman 
Moore stated -  

I would prefer that the Leader of the House decide when the House adjourns on a daily basis . . .  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The key point is “on a daily basis.” 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Under the government’s proposed motion, I would also determine the adjournment time 
on a daily basis, bearing in mind the fundamental principle that it should not sit all night unless it was absolutely 
necessary.  That is exactly my view. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Read on. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Norman Moore stated also - 

The Labour Relations Legislation Amendment Bill requires flexibility, as has been demonstrated in the 
past.  The hard and fast adjournment rule could adversely affect this debate as it has adversely affected 
other debates. 

For their amusement, members might like to read that debate and consider it in the context of the word Hon Peter 
Foss used, which I could hear when I was standing out in the middle of the courtyard: “hypocrisy”. 

House adjourned at 5.33 pm 

__________ 
 


