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RECREATIONAL HUNTING SYSTEMS 
Motion 

Resumed from 23 October on the following motion moved by Hon Rick Mazza — 

That the Council —  

(a) acknowledges the use in other states of regulated, licensed recreational hunting systems and 
the potential environmental contribution made in controlling pest animals on public lands, 
together with the possible economic, cultural and recreational benefits to the community; and  

(b) directs that —  

(i) the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs inquire into the benefits 
or otherwise of a similar system being adopted in Western Australia and report back 
to the house by 26 June 2014; and  

(ii) Hon Rick Mazza be co-opted as a member to the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs for the purposes of the foregoing inquiry.  

HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [2.14 pm]: The last time I spoke on this motion I touched on the history of 
hunting and conservation; hunting systems in other countries and states; the cultural, physical and mental health 
benefits of hunting; and the environmental benefits of hunting. Today, I would like to touch on safety and 
economic opportunities. 

Before I do that, I want to make it absolutely crystal clear that when I refer to public lands in this motion I am 
referring to state forest and unoccupied crown land, not national parks. I made it perfectly clear when I was 
interviewed on 7.30 WA that we were not looking at national parks. I have stressed this to radio and television 
journalists but the references to national parks persist, especially by those trying to gain some political 
advantage. I want to clear this up so there is no confusion; I am talking about state forests and unoccupied crown 
land.  

Conservation hunting, or hunting in general, is a perfectly legitimate and natural pursuit. It also allows those 
interested in pursuing free-range organic meat the opportunity to do so. I quote Dr Henrik Moller from the 
University of Otago, who wrote — 

Any ecologist must see humans as connected to life’s cycles, a legitimate part of the planet’s ecology, 
capturing energy and nutrients from the land and animals around them. … But most humans these days 
are hunter-gatherers in supermarkets, preferring to buy their energy, protein and nutrients in cellophane 
wrappers. It is easy to see how people can become divorced from ecological realities in this modern 
world, and to not realise their place in a food web and nutrient cycle. 

There are a lot of benefits in recreational hunting; not the least is the bushcraft. There are the physical and mental 
demands of the activity, which promote fitness and wellbeing. I can tell members firsthand if they had a 
10 kilogram backpack on their back and a rifle on their shoulder, and marched up and down the Darling Ranges 
they would see how physically and mentally demanding it is.  

A lot people see the environment as something that should be the domain of photographers, birdwatchers and 
bushwalkers. These are all very good pastimes—no-one denies that. Generally, engaging in those pastimes is as 
spectator to the environment, whereas hunting is being a participant in the environment. Hunting gives a 
different perspective from bushwalking or photographing nature.  

Recently, there was a sign in Fremantle to advertise that the Sporting Shooters’ Association of Australia 
determined that 2013 is to be the year of the hunter. There has been quite a good national advertising campaign 
to promote hunting, including the sign in Fremantle. The sign has an image of a young man stating that he is an 
electrician by day and a hunter by choice. It was predictable, as it is in Fremantle, that it did not take long before 
the sign was defaced with comments about guns and the size of his appendage. It goes to show just how narrow-
minded some people are. I was somewhat amused by “Inside Cover” in The West Australian not so long ago, 
which had a cartoon with a hunter and what can only be described as a hippie and a reference to the wildlife that 
may exist in her armpits. On a more serious note, the “Inside Cover” article stated — 

Fluffy bunny imagery aside, SSAA members, of which there are some 150,000 nationally, play a role in 
eradicating introduced species such as rabbits and foxes.  
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The group says these invasive animals cost the country millions of dollars a year in industry effects and 
control efforts. 

We can see that there is an important role for hunters to play in animal management. The last time I spoke, I did 
not have the answers to the questions on notice I asked about the cost to the Western Australian government of 
eradicating different types of animal pests. Yesterday, fortunately, I received that information. It is quite 
interesting to note that it costs $162 an animal to eradicate camels and pigs in the Ord River area and it costs 
$154 an animal to eradicate donkeys in the Wood River area. Quite alarmingly, eradicating pigs on the Cronin 
Nature Reserve cost $605 an animal. I think that any self-respecting pig farmer would be very happy to get $605 
for a pig, but that is the cost per animal to eradicate them on a commercial basis. The list goes on; therefore, the 
cost to the community of eradicating these animals is enormous.  

Hunting is not completely foreign to Western Australia; in fact, it was very interesting to note that in 1973, the 
second reading speech of the Firearms Bill, which is in Hansard, stated — 

A tourist attraction now becoming popular in the north of this State incorporates the guided hunting tour 
or safari. The submission made to the Minister in this connection was that the service consisted of 
escorting groups of people in four-wheel drive vehicles to beauty spots on fishing and hunting trips, 
with shooting being allowed along the Fitzroy River near Camballin and aimed mainly at the 
destruction of vermin. 

Clause 17 of the Bill makes provision for the issue of temporary licenses covering the various needs of 
this enterprise. Some of the conditions which will be laid down cover a $10 license fee … 

It is intended here that a hunting guide licensed to conduct a guided hunting tour shall cause no more 
than three firearms to accompany each tour … 

So the Firearms Act did make provision at that time for recreational hunting. I also received a letter from a 
constituent who pointed out that in the past, in the 70s, he received a permit from the state government, from the 
forestry department in fact, to hunt in state forests. He said that it was renewable every year and the government 
allowed hunting in state forests. I think that has not been common of late, but the provision has been there. 

I could go on a lot and I am probably covering some of the things that I had covered before. Just in summary, 
there are a lot of cultural advantages in state forest hunting. Obviously, I have spoken about the physical and 
mental advantages, but there are also cultural advantages, such as sitting around a campfire with some friends, 
which is always a good thing. There is an economic benefit. In Victoria, the hunting industry is worth 
$100 million a year and in New South Wales it is worth $76 million a year. I think that WA is probably missing 
out. I commend this motion to the house and ask members to support the motion to ensure that a fair and 
balanced report on this important community initiative is presented to the house.  

HON PAUL BROWN (Agricultural) [2.23 pm]: I also would like to support the motion moved by 
Hon Rick Mazza. I think there is certainly a place within Western Australia for controlled recreational hunting 
within our state forests. There is a considerable feral animal control problem in Western Australia and a range of 
feral animals—rabbits, foxes, pigs, deer, goats, camels and wild horses. We have just had a fairly large cull of 
wild horses on one of the pastoral properties in the north at Lake Gregory. One of the ongoing problems for our 
pastoralists and agriculturalists in the eastern and northern parts of the Agricultural Region is obviously wild 
dogs. The damage that those animals do to not only the environment but also industry is considerable. I do not 
have the dollar figure in front of me, but it is a very large sum for what it does to not only the state’s 
environment but also the agricultural and pastoral industry. The damage and deaths caused to cattle, calves and 
sheep through dog bites is such that I am sure that the people who oppose this motion would also support the fact 
that we need to reduce the number of feral animals within this state. 

The New South Wales experience is one that I think our state should reflect upon. For the last 10 years, New 
South Wales has had recreational hunting with strict controls in its state forests. As far as I am aware—others 
may choose to correct me on this—from speaking recently to some of my colleagues in New South Wales, there 
has been little trouble with recreational hunting in state forests. In fact, the New South Wales state government 
in July this year announced that it will extend recreational shooting and hunting, once again under very strict 
controls, into 11 of its national parks that are under state control. I have the media release from Robyn Parker, 
the Minister for the Environment in New South Wales, which states — 

Environment Minister Robyn Parker today announced a strict regime of controls for the introduction of 
the supplementary pest control program in the state’s national parks following a rigorous risk 
assessment process and expert advice. 
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Ms Parker also announced that the National Parks and Wildlife Service … will regulate and manage the 
program. 

“New measures announced today will ensure volunteer participants are held to an equivalent high 
standard that currently applies to NPWS staff and contractors … 

I will not carry on too much longer with the press release, but it also states — 

“In 2012, NPWS removed over 54,000 pest animals including feral pigs, dogs, cats, foxes and goats 
from our national parks … 

Figures that I have from other sources suggest that recreational hunting in state forests in New South Wales will 
account for another 15 000 feral animals on top of the 54 000 that the National Parks and Wildlife Service 
already knocks on the head, which takes it up to about 70 000 feral animals in New South Wales alone. I think 
that if we took 60 000 to 70 000 feral animals out of our environment, anyone would suggest that that is a very 
good outcome for not only our environment but also our various industries, particularly the pastoral and 
agricultural industries, which border a lot of our state and national parks.  

I understand that Hon Rick Mazza is not suggesting that national parks be part of the proposal in this state, but 
certainly the New South Wales state government has, after 10 years of very happy partnership between the 
National Parks and Wildlife Service and the recreational hunting fraternity, seen fit to introduce recreational 
hunting in its national parks. Part of the public’s concern about recreational hunting in our state parks is around 
public safety. If I am going to take my children to a state park, or indeed a national park, and if we are to 
consider the program that New South Wales has undertaken in its 11 parks, the concern is whether my family 
and I are going to be safe. The controls that the New South Wales government has put in place are actually quite 
rigorous. People must be over 18 years of age and undergo fairly rigorous licensing. The government has taken 
control of recreational hunting in national parks away from the Game Council and it is now controlled by the 
National Parks and Wildlife Service, to ensure that the controls remain rigorous and robust. 

Another thing that has been introduced by the New South Wales government and the National Parks and 
Wildlife Service is that both national parks and state parks are closed to the public when those programs are in 
place. Hunting and shooting in those parks is done only under the control of the National Parks and Wildlife 
Service and as part of one of its eradication programs. It is not, as some may suggest, a free-for-all for 
contingents of city-based redneck gun owners and shooters with small minds and big guns heading up to the 
bush to blast away at everything that moves; if that were the case, I would not be standing here in support of this 
motion. 

Hon Jim Chown: How do you know? 

Hon PAUL BROWN: How do I know? That is the experience in New South Wales at the moment. I literally 
just got off the phone with some of my colleagues in New South Wales, and they are very happy with the 
outcomes there. There was the concern in New South Wales that the Shooters and Fishers Party would ram 
through all these shooting and fishing amendments and would be allowed to run around the countryside, banging 
away at everything that moves. That has not been the case. Instead, they have actually tightened the controls. As 
I said, they have taken away stewardship of recreational hunting from the Game Council, which, in the view of 
some of my colleagues, was an ineffectual steward of the program. Some $14.5 million was provided in funding 
to the Game Council by the government of NSW, of which only about $4 5 million was returned in licence fees 
over the last eight years. Control has been taken away from that independent body, outside the state government, 
and given back to the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service. 

The motion asks that we acknowledge the use in other states of this type of system, and that is what I am doing 
here: acknowledging the use of this type of system in New South Wales. In my view and the view of my 
colleagues, the state government of New South Wales has not pandered to the Shooters and Fishers Party; it has 
actually brought control back to the state government and strengthened the regimes under which recreational 
hunting systems operate. It is under the control of the National Parks and Wildlife Service, and it has actually 
stopped the use of bows and arrows, crossbows, and black powder and musket guns; people can use only 
licensed firearms. There will always be contention about what will be allowed in Western Australia, and the fear 
that if the public, parents and kids, want to visit the state forests and national parks of Western Australia, they 
will have to run around in flak jackets and disco vests so that they are visible to the shooters and recreational 
hunters who are up there participating in these programs. That has not been the case in New South Wales. In 
fact, after 10 years of recreational hunting in New South Wales, as far as I am aware—I am happy to be 
corrected if I am wrong—there has not been an incident in which a member of the public has been hurt, maimed, 
or become a victim of recreational hunting. That has not been the case elsewhere. The opponents of this will 
always trumpet a case from New Zealand in which I believe there was a recreational hunting fatality, but 
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10 years of recreational hunting in the state forests of New South Wales has not led to a single incident whereby 
a member of the public has been injured. I am sure there will always be incidental injury, as we have seen 
already, from gun owners who point the wrong end of the gun at their foot and things like that, but as far as the 
public is concerned, in 10 years in New South Wales, there has not been an injury to the public.  

One of the other things it will create here in WA, as it has done in New South Wales, is another tool for our 
government agencies to utilise, including the Department of Parks and Wildlife. The department can actually put 
together an effective partnership with recreational hunters, under strict controls and regimes, following on from 
what New South Wales has done: closing parks and state forests to the public when an effective eradication 
program is going on. That happens anyway. In NSW, even if the National Parks and Wildlife Service goes into 
those parks and participates by itself, it still shuts the parks and forests off. That is done as part of the safety 
regime that it currently undergoes. All that happens is that the shooters go in under the supervision of the 
National Parks and Wildlife Service; the parks and forests are not shut down as part of an intention to allow 
recreational hunters to go berserk and shoot everything that moves. They actually have to undergo rigorous 
training for identifying feral animals and pests so that they clearly understand the difference, for example, 
between a rabbit and a burrowing bettong. The last thing that we want to do is allow recreational hunters to move 
into A-class reserves.  

Hon Rick Mazza is suggesting that, alongside our government departments such as the Department of Parks and 
Wildlife and the Department of Agriculture and Food, we utilise another tool to allow our environment to 
recover from the European invasion of foxes, rabbits, dogs and cats—you name it. One of the biggest threats to 
our environment is not necessarily cattle and sheep, but the number of wild camels that roam the northern part of 
our state and the interior of the country. I know of a number of pastoralists who would like to take part in 
environmental tourism that includes shooting—taking parties out to some of these areas and having an 
eradication program in place for the wild camels that continually invade their pastoral and farming areas, 
wrecking water troughs and fencing, and coming into homesteads at night, causing considerable concern to 
pastoralists and agriculturalists. That is separate to the motion put forward by Hon Rick Mazza about 
recreational hunting in state forests. As I said, Hon Rick Mazza is talking about state forests and not national 
parks. I also believe that he is talking about unoccupied crown land. I also believe there is scope to allow hunters 
to use the allocated parts of crown land—that is, land currently occupied by pastoralists—to earn an income 
from the eradication of these pests.  

I support the motion. We should examine what has transpired in New South Wales and look at the very good 
partnership the New South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Service has with recreational hunters and the 
hunting community. It is a success. As I have said previously, the NSW experience has not allowed shooters to 
roam all over the state on a shooting free-for-all. It has been of economic and environmental benefit to New 
South Wales and has allowed recreational hunters a place to go—not on all public lands, but on very specific 
public lands, under specific programs, with direct supervision. Parks and reserves in New South Wales have 
been divided into two zones. Zone A allows for volunteers to be part of the National Parks and Wildlife Services 
team, working shoulder to shoulder with experienced staff. Zone B allows experienced and trained volunteers to 
be supervised by National Parks and Wildlife Service staff. This includes induction and daily safety briefings, 
detailed reporting, data collection and debriefing requirements and site-specific shooting plans with detailed 
maps and direct operations approved by the National Parks and Wildlife Service’s regional managers, consistent 
with regional-best strategies. I mentioned earlier that shooters in NSW have to undergo, as part of their licence, 
additional training. Part of that training includes mapping and understanding coordinates and where they are in 
relation to National Parks and Wildlife Service maps so that when hunters participate in these exercises they are 
exactly where the National Parks and Wildlife Service expects them to be, not anywhere else.  

Members may have seen the Four Corners program some time ago on the Shooters and Fishers Party. It was a 
45-minute program that did not portray the Shooters and Fishers Party or recreational hunters in the best light. 
However, a lot of water has gone under the bridge since that program went to air, and the press release of the 
NSW minister in early July has taken care of a lot of the matters that the Four Corners story highlighted. The 
Four Corners program also highlighted the shooting of elephants and other activities that do not happen in 
Australia. The New South Wales state government has wrested back control and subjected hunting activities in 
New South Wales to very strict rules.  

I commend the motion to the house, and I commend Hon Rick Mazza for bringing this matter to the attention of 
the Parliament. I am sure that if an inquiry looks at the robust controls the New South Wales government has put 
in place and if the Western Australian state government and any of its agencies choose to implement any, all or 
part of the recommendations of this motion, then we will have a safe and effective way to utilise recreational 
hunting that will enable the Western Australian environment and Western Australian pastoral, tourism and other 
industries to get value back from the scourge that is currently rampaging the state—that is, feral animals.  
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HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.45 pm]: I rise to state the 
opposition’s position on this motion. This motion would normally have been dealt with by 
Hon Stephen Dawson, but he is out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary business so I have taken on that job 
for him.  

Labor opposes the motion for a couple of reasons. I do not disagree with the contribution of Hon Paul Brown and 
what he has said about the scourge of feral animals. The Labor Party thinks that that matter is best controlled by 
the Department of Parks and Wildlife, the state, and not by recreational shooters. The Labor Party also takes 
issue with recreational shooters on public lands, especially where those public lands include national parks. 
Recreational shooters are not the appropriate instrument to control pests on public lands. There is a public 
agency tasked with that responsibility. If that is not being done adequately—a fair argument has just been put 
about the scourge of pests on public land and national parks in particular—then the appropriate answer is to 
better resource the government agency and provide it with the tools it needs to do its job rather than take a more 
ad hoc approach and rely on recreational shooters, the vast majority of whom, I am sure, are highly responsible 
and many of whom may be willing to participate in the appropriate levels of training; however, some of them 
may not. There is a real issue of accountability when we rely on volunteers, essentially, to carry out a role that is 
potentially dangerous to themselves and to others who may be in the vicinity. It is far better that that role be 
carried out by a regulated agency. Therefore the opposition thinks it is important to protect biodiversity in public 
parks and public lands.  

Hon Paul Brown: Does that include foxes, dogs and cats? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I listened with interest to Hon Paul Brown’s comments, and I agreed with part of what he 
said, but the appropriate way to control foxes and wild dogs is through a regulated public agency, not volunteers. 
That is my position. I do not disagree that matters need to be dealt with. The difference between us is: what is the 
appropriate instrument and who are the appropriate group of people to give that authority to?  

I also think that if there were support in government for the policy position, then a government agency could 
collect and gather the information that the honourable member seeks in his motion to have a parliamentary 
committee to collect. If there is a mood within government to accept the policy within this motion, there is the 
capacity of an existing public agency to collect all that material and present options to government. The 
Department of Parks and Wildlife already has the capacity to engage professional shooters when they are part of 
a well-designed invasive species control program. Those programs, as others in this room know better than I, 
involve baiting, trapping and controlling watering points in the use of shooting. Timing is critical to the success 
of any control method. If the control method relies on the use of volunteers, the success of a well-designed and 
targeted system cannot always be guaranteed if that volunteer workforce cannot be controlled in the sense of 
who is or is not available and who has or has not done the training. I have made the point that the opposition 
does not see a need for a parliamentary committee to do an investigation into the use of recreational shooting as 
an invasive species control mechanism. We believe that if there is a view within government that the policy is 
worth supporting, there is an agency that collects that material. 

A point was made about foxes and dogs in particular, and of course there are other species such as cats, rabbits 
and rats that are invading the private space right now of somebody I know very well in East Victoria Park. Those 
animals have caused much of the demise of Australian native animals and they imperil many species now. I 
certainly think there is an arguable point to be made that more needs to be done, but we would say that the 
“more” that needs to be done needs to be done by the appropriate public agency. The decision on if and when 
shooting is to be used is part of one of those targeted programs, and certainly needs to be done in a highly 
regulated way so that other users of public land are not at risk at the time of shooting. We do not want to create a 
system that has an additional layer of people checking who is in the space at the time recreational shooters are 
there as well. Certainly any program would need to be monitored to assess whether or not it is effective. I do not 
believe that allowing ad hoc recreational hunting in public lands would have any meaningful impact on 
controlling pest species, and I am not sure that we would want it without also investing in the kinds of 
protections that need to be put in place to ensure that other people using that public land are kept safe. 

With those brief comments, I indicate that the opposition will not be supporting the motion. We believe that the 
best way to control pest animals on public land is by a combination of measures, which includes shooting but 
only when it is organised, conducted and carried out by officers of the respective public agency. 

HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.52 pm]: I have grave reservations about 
the intent of this motion. In fact, I am reasonably comfortable that it will be referred to a committee for inquiry. I 
hope that the committee looks at this motion in a very clinical and unbiased fashion. Obviously, if 
Hon Rick Mazza, as his motion suggests, is seconded to that committee as a member, there will be a fair bit of 
bias. He has already sought in debate on this motion to allow recreational shooting on unoccupied crown land 
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and in his own words that it includes state forests. One of the issues I have with this motion is how anyone 
shooting on crown land would know that the land was unoccupied. It is as simple as that. As somebody who has 
used a high-powered rifle on private property on many occasions, I can say that when weapons have a killing 
range of over a mile and a projectile range of over three miles and they hit something, there is no room for error; 
there is no getting up, it is too late and it is goodbye. Every time I have on occasions overshot from that range, I 
would stress over where that projectile actually ended up. I am talking just about shooting on very, very remote 
areas on the property I owned; that is just something that happens. 

The issue is summed up very well by Echo News, which is a newspaper distributed to York, Northam, 
Kalamunda and Mundaring. Before I get into what I have to say about this motion, I remind the house that 
Hon Ken Baston, Hon Ed Dermer, Hon Max Trenorden, Hon Jon Ford and I were part of the Standing 
Committee on Public Administration in the last term of government. It was a committee that worked extremely 
effectively in a very non-political and unbiased manner and it had some very good outcomes. One thing we 
looked at was recreational activity in the catchment areas of the state. Those were forest areas, crown land, and 
for most of the time unoccupied areas—for want of a better word. Part of that committee’s work was to look at 
recreational use in those areas, which included of course bushwalking, orienteering and horseriding, and trail 
bike, pushbike and motorbike riding. We made recommendations on places outside the major water collection 
points where people could participate in recreational activities—and that is what takes place today. 

There are therefore a few problems with this motion. Members can foresee a conflict between recreational 
shooters and so-called unoccupied land where two and a half miles away, out of sight and out of sound, there 
may be a group of people bushwalking along the Bibbulmun track or something to that degree. 

The article in the Echo News, that I picked up yesterday, states — 
Professional shooter Steve Pass said there had always been a lot of hype and exaggeration associated 
with feral animals. 
“We don’t have the same problems as suggested by Mr Mazza with the number of feral animals [found 
in] the eastern states,” — 

He is correct about that — 
“The fact is these shooters haven’t got anywhere to go shooting, that’s why they want to go in these 
areas in the first place. 
“It’s certainly not about conservation [and] they would be far better building nesting boxes and planting 
trees. 
“There are already 1080 and sodium nitrite baiting and trapping programs going on — 

That is, where those programs are required by the department, and that includes the harvesting of wild dogs. 
Hon Paul Brown: That’s not much self-interest! 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Hon Paul Brown had his 45 minutes. If he wants me to start, I will. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon JIM CHOWN: Steve Pass asks in the article — 
“Who would effectively be able to manage and control — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! I will be the judge of when people can say something and when they 
cannot. Hon Jim Chown has the call. As I said before, I do not want to sterilise the place by not having any 
interjections, but Hon Jim Chown has the floor. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Steve Pass goes on — 

“Who would effectively be able to manage and control the recreational shooters? 

Who would do that? Also, as he stated and as we well know, there is dieback through many areas of the south 
western forests. 

The culling of horses at Lake Gregory, mentioned by Hon Paul Brown, was done by highly professional people 
who knew exactly what they were doing. The last thing I want is recreational shooters let loose to cull animals of 
any description. We talked about harvesting feral animals. In Western Australia hunting is allowed only on 
private property. Someone who wants to use a weapon or rifle on someone’s property must have permission 
from the owner. There have been many instances throughout the Agricultural Region of people going onto 
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private properties and shooting kangaroos without permission. One issue in regard to that came about recently in 
the Goodlands area when the pilot program for tariffs on wild dogs was released. People there thought they 
actually had the authority to go onto properties and shoot, which has caused a lot of angst to landowners. 

The Firearms Act 1973 states that a person does not have a genuine reason for acquiring or possessing a firearm 
or ammunition for use in hunting or shooting of a recreational nature unless they have a landowner’s written 
permission for shooting and hunting on their land. The Land Administration Act 1997 prohibits the discharge of 
firearms on any crown land. If this motion were supported by the government and went through Parliament, that 
act for a start would have to be amended to a large degree to allow recreational hunters to operate on crown land. 
Crown land, of course, encompasses national parks and other areas of the state. 

I will not go into what happens with licensing requirements in other states, because they are quite 
comprehensive, but I will deal with New South Wales, as it has been mentioned today. The Game Council New 
South Wales, a statutory body established under the Game and Feral Animal Control Act 2002 and a Labor 
government initiative, has the statutory objective to provide for the effective management of introduced species 
of game and feral animals and to promote responsible and orderly hunting on public and private land. The New 
South Wales Department of Primary Industries commissioned a review called “Governance Review of the Game 
Council of NSW”, the Dunn report. Despite being established for more than a decade and receiving significant 
amounts of public moneys, the Game Council of NSW had extremely poor governance. There was no 
overarching governance framework; it lacked a strategic planning framework; it lacked skills, tools and 
resources to ensure effective compliance with its regulatory framework; and it had no internal regulatory 
compliance program and no approved enterprise-wide risk. The Game Council is predominantly made up of 
hunters and shooters, so there is a significant conflict of interest there. The Game Council of NSW had not been 
able to resolve the inherent conflict of interest associated with its functions. On 4 July 2013, the New South 
Wales Minister for Primary Industries and Small Business announced that the government would adopt the key 
recommendations of the Dunn report and implement a broad range of reforms to ensure the effective 
management of game and pest animals in seeking to restore public confidence and the legitimacy of hunting as a 
recreational activity on crown land. The issue there is public confidence. Public confidence in recreational 
hunting on crown land, which had been operating for at least 10 years, had reached a very low point in New 
South Wales. The government tried to justify, through a report, that it was doing the right thing.  

Upon release of the Dunn report, the NSW government immediately disbanded the Game Council of NSW and 
suspended hunting in all state forests and crown land pending the transfer of functions to the Department of 
Primary Industries and the outcomes of a risk assessment. Prior to the Dunn report, recreational hunting was 
permitted on declared public land to current holders of a restricted NSW game hunting licence issued by the 
Game Council of NSW. Licensed, educated and accredited hunters could apply for written permission through a 
controlled booking system—we heard about something similar from the previous speaker—to hunt on 
460 declared state forests and two crown land areas. Premier Barry O’Farrell was forced to renege on a pre-
election commitment not to allow hunting in national parks. Premier O’Farrell publicly admitted that he 
reluctantly made the deal with the Shooters and Fishers Party only to secure their vote for the privatisation of 
state electricity assets. The Shooters and Fishers Party was allowed on these particular lands only for political 
outcomes that suited the government of the time. It had no public support because obviously there was a balance 
of power issue with the Shooters and Fishers Party in the New South Wales Parliament. 

After the Dunn report, the Game Council of NSW was disbanded. Hunting in all state forests and crown land 
was immediately suspended. A trial hunting program commenced in October this year in 12 national parks. The 
NSW government is assessing that rollout to another 75 parks. At this stage, only 12 national parks, not 460, are 
allowed to be used for recreational shooting. The government is looking very carefully at whether it will be 
rolled out further. The parks will be closed to the public when hunting programs are taking place. The Shooters 
and Fishers Party released media statements condemning the O’Farrell government for the immediate suspension 
of hunting on public land and suggested that culls that involve recreational hunters be trialled across a larger 
area.  

I will go through some of the arguments against recreational shooting on public or crown lands. It has been said 
that there is clear danger to other forest users as hunters have highly variable skills. The NSW government’s 
assessment of the risk of injury or death from projectiles, if hunting was allowed, was considered to be major. 
Many years ago I read an article in Time magazine about wild pheasant shooting. I am sure it was written 
tongue-in-cheek, but it included factual figures. It said that for every pheasant in Italy, there are three or four 
hunters, but that pheasants are fairly safe due to the fact that Italian hunters wing themselves more often than 
they bag pheasants. There are risks involved in this occupation.  
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All available scientific evidence confirms that recreational hunting is not an effective primary control method for 
feral animals, although it has been confirmed that professional hunters can be useful in specific strategic control 
programs. We are talking about professional hunters, not amateur hunters pretending to be professionals. 
Professional hunters know what they are doing. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: We are not talking about amateur shooters going out recreational hunting on a weekend; 
we are talking about people who live off this particular occupation.  

In fact, recreational hunting can be counterproductive to the control of feral animals. Hunters are motivated to 
maintain populations for recreational hunting. For example, the Game Council of NSW successfully stopped 
deer being listed as a “key threatening process” under the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 and 
ensured bag limits for certain deer, despite the damage caused in NSW by this particular animal. Hunters remove 
too few animals. No strategic approach has been put in place for the removal of animals that are killed. As 
Hon Rick Mazza stated, if we put a 10 kilogram backpack on our back and go off for the weekend to bag a few 
kangaroos, pigs or whatever, will we drag them all that way back and dispose of them in our wheelie bin when 
we get home? Will we take a shovel and dig up the dry hard summer dirt to bury them or will we just leave them 
where they fall? In reality, most people leave them where they fall and if they dig a hole and bury them, the 
foxes, dogs and pigs come along and devour them, so we are really providing them with another source of food. 

Another issue that has evolved out of this practice in the eastern states concerns the fact that hunters focus their 
efforts on easily accessible areas. Wild animals are wild animals, and one has to be very good to get close to a 
wild animal. If there is a lot of activity, they disperse further into inaccessible areas. Hunters make animals more 
wary of humans and push them into different, less accessible areas. This impacts on poisoning and baiting 
programs carried out by various departments. Those programs have proven to be vastly superior in the 
eradication of feral animals. Pest animal control relies on concentrated animal numbers to be effective.  

According to a statement made by the Victorian National Parks Association on 20 June 2012, recreational 
hunting for sambar deer has shown no capacity at all to reduce the number of animals, despite there being no bag 
limit. The Victorian National Parks Association says that there is no bag limit and shooters can shoot sambar 
deer until their eyes fall out, but it is having no effect at all on their numbers. Recreational hunters are primarily 
motivated to hunt farmed sambar to ensure sustainable populations or to increase their population, because 
without them, they do not have a recreational activity. The frequent and random disturbance of sambar has made 
the animals more difficult to control. Sambar deer are listed under the Wildlife Act 1975 as a protected game 
species, despite the fact that they are also listed as a potentially threatening process, which is the highest possible 
threat listing under Victoria’s Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988. Targeted hunting for strategic pest control 
using professional hunters has proven to be successful only in certain areas. 

A survey conducted by the Invasive Species Council in August 2012 found that 58 per cent of deer populations 
had probably been established due to illegal translocation. Feral deer were observed in at least 30 new locations 
in NSW. What is happening here? Hunters do not want to travel 200 kilometres to take a sambar deer. They will 
catch a couple of deer, bring them closer to home, release them in the bush or in crown forested areas and let 
them breed up. Then, bob’s your uncle, they do not have to travel 200 kilometres on the weekend; they only have 
to travel 50 kilometres!  

There has been a great deal of negative media coverage over the years about recreational hunting, especially on 
state or crown land. On 13 March 2007 Stateline Western Australia reported that the Department of Environment 
and Conservation had long suspected the transportation of feral pigs to previously unaffected areas for 
recreational hunting, for the reasons I have already stated. Pregnant sows were being left and hunters would 
come back at a later stage to hunt their offspring. The department’s suspicions were confirmed by a Murdoch 
University study that used DNA profiling to determine where the feral pigs originated, resulting in unequivocal, 
court-defensible data to support the transportation and relocation of these feral animals closer to the metropolitan 
area. On 31 December 2012, The West Australian reported that hunters were pushing for access to Western 
Australia’s national parks, and that is what is happening here today. Hunters had submitted a proposal to the 
government and the then Minister for Environment, Bill Marmion, advised that he did not propose to change the 
current arrangements. The Australian on 25 January 2013 ran an article on allowing guns in national parks and 
reported that the Invasive Species Council advised that baiting of species such as foxes and rabbits was far more 
effective while, for larger species, closing portions of parks to allow short-term access for trained specialists 
supported by aerial hunting would make a difference to the population size and distribution of feral pests or 
animals. There is no statement there about recreational hunters having access. 

According to the New South Wales Office of Environment and Heritage, randomly operating amateur hunters 
may well make the problem worse, increasing carcasses in parks and providing new food sources for feral 
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animals, as I have already stated. On 10 April 2013, news.com.au reported that a poll commissioned by NSW 
state member of Parliament Alex Greenwich, questioning the support of hunting in NSW national parks showed, 
that 63.2 per cent of NSW residents were opposed to the decision while 22.8 per cent were in favour. 
Bushwalking New South Wales and the Public Service Association of NSW, which represents national parks, 
had great opposition to this practice. Interestingly enough, the acting chief executive of the Game Council in 
NSW, Greg McFarland, had been involved in the shooting of a goat at a property in Mount Hope in western 
NSW in December and faced firearms and illegal hunting charges. One has to wonder about the veracity of some 
of these people who are in control of the licensing requirements that allow these amateur recreational hunters to 
partake in their particular sport. 

On 13 May 2013, The Age reported that hunters had indiscriminately shot and illegally left over 800 ducks, 
including 150 rare species protected by Victorian law, in the opening weekend of the duck season. In Victoria a 
person can have a licence to shoot ducks, but some ducks cannot be shot. Before getting a licence, a person must 
sit a test to ensure he can identify which ducks can be taken. If it walks like a duck and quacks like a duck, it is 
not always the duck that a person is allowed to shoot. Game Victoria admitted that the final tally could be much 
higher and did not include the birds hunters took with them, and they have a daily bag limit in Victoria of 10 
birds, which raised questions about Victoria’s oversight with regard to the taking of ducks. It is interesting that 
this state has banned duck shooting. I think we banned it in about 1996. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Yes, that is correct. It was banned through overwhelming public support and from that day 
to this I have not seen one press statement in support of reopening it.  

On 9 May this year, The Sydney Morning Herald stated that the South Australian pest eradication program was 
shut down in May 2013 after a hunter was shot in the ankle by another hunter during a supervised cull of feral 
goats at Onkaparinga River National Park. The ABC on 23 May this year reported that a farmer in Springside in 
central–west NSW was shot at when he confronted a man hunting kangaroos on his property. The National Parks 
Association used the incident to highlight why the activity should not be allowed in some NSW reserves, and I 
am targeting New South Wales because it has been used as an example in other addresses here today. The 
Australian—that wonderful, greatly unbiased newspaper—in an article entitled “More doubts about hunting in 
NSW parks” reported the incident of a Springside farmer being shot at and having a mobile phone smashed by 
men he caught hunting kangaroos on his property. It also stated that a hunter in Victoria was facing charges for 
nearly shooting one of his colleagues, that an animal rescue volunteer claimed his life had been threatened by a 
group of archers in the Hunter Valley on crown land and that a New South Wales hunter was charged with 
illegally transporting pigs from one area of Lithgow to another, which justifies my statement about these people 
moving feral animals that they wish to hunt closer to where they live.  

Quite frankly, given the obvious public opposition to recreational hunting systems utilised in not only this state, 
but also other states where it is allowed to happen in a restricted way, I would certainly counsel whichever 
committee this matter goes to that it give it serious consideration and look at the facts, and not the emotional 
rhetoric that we have heard here today, about the taking of feral animals. There is no good environmental 
foundation to allow recreational hunters onto crown land or state-owned land.  

The reality in this state is that if a person has permission, he can go onto private land and shoot with that owner’s 
permission. From my understanding, that also applies to the pastoral areas, so we are talking about millions of 
hectares being available to people for hunting. If they can build a rapport with the landowner and the landowner 
thinks they are responsible enough to shoot on his property, they will get permission. We should not have to 
open up areas of publicly accessible state-owned land that is used for recreational activities, and put restrictions 
on those areas so a minority of people who want to enter into this, quite frankly, very dangerous occupation can 
utilise them. We have all heard the anecdotal stories of people climbing through fences or falling over and 
blowing off their left arm or leg with a shotgun, which happens regularly. If this happens in the middle of the 
never-never, then someone has to rescue these people, so that is an added expense. Regardless, I have serious 
reservations about this motion. Thank you.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [3.17 pm]: I rise to speak against this motion and indeed a 
referral to a committee. Unfortunately, the honourable member opposite has touched on many of the points that I 
was going to raise, but I need to put this in some sort of context. I am not some metropolitan latter-day greenie. I 
was an armourer in the Northern Territory in 1973–74 and I repaired firearms ranging from 55 calibre Martini-
Henrys through to .17 Centerfire Remingtons, and people must realise the power of these firearms that are 
currently accessible. Following the 1996 Port Arthur massacre, John Howard and the Howard government 
brought in significant controls, and these were reflected in this state by amendments to the Firearms Act in 2003 
that dealt with a number of the issues. Unfortunately, many of the issues that were discussed in the COAG 
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meetings were never actually implemented in this state, so we have a few problems with firearms that need to be 
fixed. Firearms are quite complex and, in some ways, beautifully engineered devices, but in the hands of people 
who do not know how to use them they are not effective and can be downright dangerous.  

I still have in my side pieces of copper from a blowback in a .303. That was because the person, who I thought 
was reasonably sensible, had been using blank ammunition, chambering it and using welding rods. He had 
damaged the barrel and I tried to clean it. When we test a firearm, we always fire it behind us. I got a blowback 
from the breach and the case came out of the breach and went into my side. This was because somebody did not 
know what they were doing. He was a legitimate person; he had the relevant firearm licences and had gone 
through all the processes. But boys will be boys and he started playing around. I have also experienced guys 
coming back to me after purchasing a 12-gauge shotgun and complaining of a broken shoulder, because they did 
not know they had to really pull the butt of the gun into their shoulder. Unfortunately, we do not have 
particularly good training for people who handle firearms. However, in the broader context, we really need 
professional shooters and doggers out there. I am equally mindful, as has been stated by many people today, 
about the scourge of feral animals out there. If I go out on the Canning Stock Route, there is a good chance I will 
come across a herd of 1 000 camels, and there is no control. We need some control out there for those elements 
such as the donkeys, the foxes and the other animals, especially cats in the mangrove systems. To allow people 
with firearm permits to go out there and shoot randomly on vacant crown land is not the way to go.  

When someone wants to get a centre-fire firearm licence in this state, they need to find themselves a pastoralist, 
or somebody with large tracts of land, who will give them a letter that states they are able to shoot on their 
property. Someone cannot get a centre-fire firearm licence, unless it is for range shooting, without a letter from a 
pastoralist. When we consider the Mining and Pastoral Region is some 2.24 million square kilometres and a 
large percentage of that is pastoral land, there is adequate space for shooters already.  

As somebody who gets out on country and sees the need for shooting, I think we need better control by our 
government agencies. I am mindful that a number of years ago we used to have significant shooting by the ag 
department around Carnarvon and Exmouth where there was a goat population. The department would do aerial 
shooting from helicopters. We cannot leave this up to amateurs; it has to be done by professionals. Professional 
shooters are a really valuable part of our community, as are the doggers and people such as that. Unfortunately, 
we do not pay doggers nearly enough for the work that they do and to a degree they are a dying breed.  

We have made quite a few moves in this state. In 2001 a firearms policy working group was established by the 
Australasian Police Ministers, which went through a number of discussions about how to bring the states into 
some uniformity around firearms. In April 2002, the commonwealth Minister for Justice and Customs, Chris 
Ellison, wrote to all police ministers to seek their support for the development of a national firearms trafficking 
policy agreement. At the Australasian Police Ministers’ Council meeting in Darwin it was agreed to uniformly 
clamp down on firearm strategies through 17 resolutions and an action plan. We have gone quite a long way. 
That led to the Firearms Amendment Bill to be introduced in this Parliament in 2003. Although that was a major 
step forward, it is noted that even when dealing with that, some of the recommendations that came out of the 
Council of Australian Governments meeting were not implemented in this state. One of them is that there is no 
requirement for a firearms licence applicant to provide a medical certificate stating that he or she is physically or 
mentally fit to hold a licence. Under the current laws the commissioner is able to request a medical certificate if 
he or she has received information to suggest a concern with individual suitability, but there is no requirement 
for a medical certificate to be provided.  

Much has been made of New South Wales. Indeed, there was the independent consulting report “Governance 
Review of the Game Council of New South Wales”. I think the honourable member opposite touched on some of 
it, but I would like to read in part of the report that goes to the crux of the matter — 

The Game Council is a case study of power and politics illustrating why such small agencies can 
flounder unless they have clear direction, clearly described functions, and effective oversight; and why 
there should be clear rules for the establishment of such statutory bodies to demonstrate why they need 
to be independent, and why this is going to be the most efficient model for service delivery. 

Allowing the Game Council to continue on its current path is not an option. To be brutally honest this is 
probably as close as we ever want to get in Australia to what has started to look increasingly like a 
private regulatory agency, i.e. a regulatory and compliance function, under the control of a small group 
of individuals, partially cloaked from mainstream government oversight. 

Quite clearly the Game Council has been closed and now the government is looking at bringing the controls back 
under the department. There will be monitoring and evaluation of those processes.  
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Guns and hunting has always been a prominent feature in New South Wales politics over at least a decade with 
governments striking deals and horse trading with the Shooters and Fishers Party in the New South Wales upper 
house to pass contentious legislation. Some of the legislation that has been passed has led to savage cuts to 
victims and workers’ compensation, cuts to public sector wages and conditions and the privatisation of the 
state’s electricity generators and ports. It also weakened the firearm laws and increased recreational hunting on 
public lands. The watering down of the gun laws in New South Wales due to political pressure from the Shooters 
and Fishers Party has moved New South Wales away from the national firearms agreement, which we signed on 
to in 2003, and increased the number of guns and gun owners in New South Wales. Although the Game Council 
was supposed to be self-funding, it ended up receiving more than $2.75 million of public funding a year to 
promote recreational hunting on public land in New South Wales. I think Hon Jim Chown would shake in his 
shoes if this government were to start providing money for recreational shooters to shoot out on some of the 
lands, which are, in the main, close to the metropolitan area. They are not remote because we can shoot on 
remote and pastoral lands anyway. Basically, it concerns me, and I think that we should not go down this track.  

I would like to read in some comments from the widow of Gary Hill, aged 42, who died instantly after his 
nephew lined him up in the sights of a .35 calibre rifle and pulled the trigger on what he thought was a deer. 
These were two well-trained shooters shooting in Victoria. Joseph Norris from Queensland, who fired the fatal 
shot in Alpine National Park in Victoria, was a professional shooter but he told the Coroner’s Court that he was 
suffering from buck fever, a condition in which hunters are too anxious to bag an animal. It is that mentality that 
concerns those who oppose allowing shooting in national parks. The number of people holding shooters’ 
licences has increased since Mr Hill was killed. Mrs Hill, who also is a target shooter, disagrees with the idea of 
allowing shooters in national parks, even with strict controls. She believes that it will lead to more white crosses 
in national parks on trees and said — 

“There are rules of shooting that you should obey. If a professional shooter can do that [shoot 
someone], anyone can do it. 

In my time, I have seen really good people with firearms and I have seen very, very professional people with 
firearms. A good colleague of mine, who has now passed away, Malcolm Douglas, was indeed a crocodile 
shooter. He was one of those people who were referred to in 1973 as promoting, in those days, the hunting of 
crocodiles in the north west and the Kimberley for recreational purposes and for tourism shooting. He eventually 
determined that that was not the best way to go and turned his whole life to the humane capture and dispatch of 
crocodiles. He did not believe that shooting crocodiles, which were a pest, was the way to go. Unfortunately, he 
is no longer with us, but I bring his message to this place that there are better ways to deal with our feral species 
than simply allowing people who do not have the right level of training and skills, who are merely recreational 
hunters, to be out there hunting. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [3.33 pm]: Normally, this is 
not a motion that the government would readily accept. It has obviously seen us have quite a few different views 
about it. I want to put on the record what the government feels about this issue and then I will talk about why we 
are prepared to look at it going to a committee. 

First of all, the position that the government holds is that Western Australia’s state forests and conservation 
reserves are managed for a range of uses, including recreation and tourism, forestry and biodiversity 
conservation. Although the state government supports cooperative programs for feral animal control with 
organised and trained recreational hunters and sporting shooter groups, and has cooperated with such groups in 
the past, it does not support increased access by recreational hunters beyond specific control programs. Allowing 
recreational hunting for sport in state forests and conservation reserves would likely disrupt other control 
programs, be a safety risk to other forest and park users and potentially increase the spread of weeds and forest 
diseases such as dieback. Unlike other states, WA has a major area of infestation of dieback and most of the 
forest areas are highly susceptible to dieback spread. 

I heard Hon Jim Chown also make these claims, but claims have come to the Department of Parks and Wildlife 
that in the past hunters have introduced animals, for example feral pigs, into state forests and some conservation 
reserves for the purpose of maintaining hunting opportunities, which rather than assisting control efforts has 
actually exacerbated the problem. The Department of Parks and Wildlife also has an animal ethics obligation to 
ensure that any destruction of pest animals on land under its management is carried out in a humane manner. 
There is no evidence that recreational hunting in state forests or conservation reserves has any significant long-
term impacts in reducing pest animal populations; however, I have not had brought to my attention or been able 
to find any evidence to the contrary. Anecdotal evidence suggests that some recreational hunters endeavour to 
maintain a supply of target animals for sporting purposes and therefore the goal is always to leave animals to 
hunt in the future. I think that is a similar comment to that made by Hon Jim Chown. 
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The Department of Parks and Wildlife has used the assistance of accredited sporting shooter groups as part of 
specific managed pest-control programs to remove animals, such as feral pigs, and these activities are undertaken 
with departmental oversight and supervision and are consistent with its animal ethics obligations. The 
Department of Environment Regulation believes that introducing a licence system for the benefit of certified 
hunters would have a considerable public cost with no significant identifiable long-term environmental gain. 

I also sought information from the Department of Agriculture and Food. I will not go into it in too much detail 
because Hon Ken Baston may do so at some time in the future. However, one point I will make is that the 
original motion was about the success of recreational hunting systems permitted in other jurisdictions. I know 
that the motion was subsequently changed so that we could look at whether there was some evidence to show 
that. The Department of Agriculture and Food has indicated that it is not informed about the success or the 
contribution made in controlling pest animals on public land. Again, there is a difference between what is being 
put forward in the motion and what one of our government agencies tells us.  

The control of pest animals on public land is the responsibility of the authority in which the land is vested or 
otherwise has management responsibility. When my husband and I had a pastoral property we had serious 
problems with feral dogs. To the east of us was crown land. To the north of us, a mining company had taken over 
a pastoral property and had taken off the windmill heads so there was no water flowing in that area. To the west 
of us, the Department of Conservation and Land Management had taken over a property and was not maintaining 
a dogging program or anything. To the south of us, the pastoralist had gone out of sheep and into cattle, so he 
also did not continue with a dogging program, which basically left our property in the middle as one of the few 
sheep properties still operating in that area. It did not seem to matter how much money, time and effort were 
expended, and we got shooters in to try to control that dog problem, we lost a significant number of sheep to the 
point that the property was unviable and they could not be controlled in that situation. I do understand the point 
of view about the necessity for additional effort to be made around the control of feral animals. 

Another issue that has been raised is that of public safety; that is a real issue that we will have to consider in this 
process. The government is likely to support the referral of this matter to a committee because we would like a 
committee to have a good look at it and to take more time than was originally considered, because we do not 
think that a quick look at this issue will give us the information we are looking for. We have, however, indicated 
that we would prefer it to go to a different committee than the committee indicated in the motion. Consequently, 
I will move an amendment to the motion that the matter go to the Standing Committee on Public Administration 
rather than the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. We have heard Hon Rick Mazza say 
that there is no intention for this to be applied in national parks, but there are other conservation reserves that 
may or may not be suitable. As Hon Jim Chown has indicated, there are other public lands, for example pastoral 
leases, where a form of feral pest control is already in place through enabling shooters already on those 
properties. We would like to know what different concept is being proposed and how specific it would be. As I 
mentioned at the beginning of my speech, we do not know about the success or otherwise of similar programs 
operating in other states, although we heard Hon Jim Chown give us some very clear information. Nevertheless, 
we would like the committee to have a good look at what happens in other jurisdictions. 

There is also the issue of legislation—what forms of licensing and regulated systems already apply, what could 
or could not happen in Western Australia, and if it were to happen, what consequential amendments would have 
to be made in other legislation? That is another area that I think would be useful to look at. How is the concept 
that is being proposed different from what is already happening in terms of controlled programs in Western 
Australia? If shooters have to be licensed and regulated, what form of control would be necessary? The danger 
issue is, of course, also a big issue. 

They are just some of the areas that I believe the committee would need to look at, and on the basis of us 
wanting more information on this — 

Hon Jim Chown: If I could interject, might I add to that list something Hon Robin Chapple mentioned—the 
cost of such a proposal if it were accepted by the government. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I agree about the cost of administration. I am not in any way suggesting that the 
government is going to accept such a proposal, but we are willing for it to be looked at by this committee.  

Amendment to Motion 

Hon HELEN MORTON: With that in mind, I move to amend the motion as follows — 

(1) In paragraph (b)(i) to delete “Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs” and 
insert — 

Standing Committee on Public Administration 
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(2) In paragraph (b)(i) to delete “26 June 2014” and insert — 

4 December 2014 

(3) In paragraph (b)(ii) to delete “Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs” and 
insert — 

Standing Committee on Public Administration 

HON AMBER-JADE SANDERSON (East Metropolitan) [3.44 pm]: I rise to speak to the amendment to this 
motion. As a member of the Standing Committee on Public Administration, the first I heard of a potential 
amendment to the motion to refer the matter to our committee was just before the session started. I am not sure 
whether there have been discussions behind the Chair; I certainly have not been involved in any discussions 
behind the Chair and it certainly has not been discussed with our committee, despite there having been ample 
opportunity to do so. I acknowledge that I am a new member, but I think it is arguable that this matter fits within 
the terms of reference of the Standing Committee on Public Administration. Under schedule 1 of the standing 
orders of the Legislative Council, some of the functions of the Standing Committee on Public Administration are 
to inquire into and report on — 

(i) the structure, efficiency and effectiveness of the system of public administration; 
(ii) the extent to which the principles of procedural fairness are embodied in any practice or 

procedure applied in decision making; 
(iii) the existence, adequacy, or availability, of merit and judicial review of administrative acts or 

decisions; 

In my reading, those are the existing administrative functions of government, and that is the function of the 
Standing Committee on Public Administration. This motion talks about a potential policy and the impact that 
that policy may have on the environment and the surrounding environment; therefore, I think it fits much more 
neatly into the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. To add to that, the Standing Committee 
on Public Administration already has a full workload and I do not think it has the scope to look at this matter 
properly. It has certainly not been discussed with the committee as a whole as to how we would work this into 
our full workload. Those are the comments I wish to make on this amendment. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.46 pm]: The Greens do not support the motion, or the 
proposed amendment to the motion. I have not made any comments on the substantive motion, so in speaking to 
the amendment I will also speak to the motion. I agree with Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson that perhaps the 
Standing Committee on Public Administration is not the right committee to consider this matter. Having been a 
member of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, I know that it has a mechanism to self-
refer, so should it choose to look into any matter, including this one, it could self-refer and it would not take a 
decision of this chamber for it to do so. However, as we are debating this motion in this chamber, I add my voice 
to that of Hon Robin Chapple and all the other members, with the exception of Hon Helen Morton and the mover 
of the motion, to say that this is just not welcome in Western Australia. Recreational hunting systems on public 
lands would, in fact, be a detrimental policy and given the rare amount of time committees have to examine 
things that are important to the state, I do not think we would want to divert the efforts of elected members to 
this purpose.  
We need look no further than the recent experience of New South Wales. I note that the honourable member put 
this matter on the agenda some time ago, before the results of the Gaming Council experiment in New South 
Wales were fully known to the rest of Australia and, potentially, the world. The motion perhaps had some more 
veracity earlier on, but now we have substantial evidence to show that systems of this kind do not really work 
effectively in Australia. In fact, if the committee were to look into this, it would not need until 4 December 2014 
to make its findings, because it could just look at the assessment that was done on the system that was introduced 
in New South Wales, which indicates that it has failed. 

The Greens obviously do not want to see amateur hunters on public lands. Members have mentioned this earlier 
in the debate, and I do not want to go over any of the arguments that have already been presented, but I think we 
have resoundingly rejected the feral animal control argument—that it is not effective for amateur hunters to deal 
with feral animals. I do not know whether anyone has actually gone into detail here, but feral animals have an 
extremely high birth rate and hunting feral animals does not decimate enough of the population to adequately 
control them. The few that are left really have a great time reproducing and enjoying the fact that there are fewer 
predators around to share whatever the spoils are. When there have been incidents of this kind of feral animal 
control, which is not control, feral populations have actually been seen to thrive. Professional shooters are doing 
a reasonable job in this area, but we do not invest enough money into those programs. If the committee were to 
look at this, it could look at how much we need to spend on feral animal control and what is required to 
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adequately get on top of feral animals so we can ensure that our native populations have a chance and our 
ecosystems are protected. 

There were three other things mentioned. I touched on the preservation of wildlife. Allowing amateur hunters 
onto public land endangers native wildlife. No-one knows for sure that the right species is killed. I really 
appreciated Hon Jim Chown’s contribution today. 

Hon Jim Chown: I surprised you, didn’t I? 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I know. It was a nice day for me, honourable member. 

One does not know where one shoots. Hon Jim Chown gave the distance of the trajectory of a bullet. I heard that 
is was up to six kilometres, but I think the member said three kilometres. The point is that the shooter cannot see 
where that bullet will end up; it is beyond their vision. We need to be aware that the impact and the final resting 
place of the bullet are not known when that trigger is pulled.  

More people entering land could pose problems for the flora as well as the fauna. Opening areas we are trying to 
control could potentially have a detrimental impact on the environment. There is also the issue of the potential 
harm to bushwalkers. That is the easy one, everyone thinks of that—are we going to be wearing flak jackets or 
high-visibility vests when we go bushwalking? 

Hon Jim Chown: Why should you? 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Because one will not be seen if the bullet hits. I think that that was easy and other 
members mentioned it. New South Wales tried to identify remote parks where people were not likely to be 
bushwalking. If the committee were to look at this issue, it should try to identify where in the world it would be 
possible to not randomly hit a pastoralist, an Aboriginal family or anyone out in a remote area. That is a 
reasonable concern for Western Australians.  

I oppose this motion and the amendment that the government has put forward. I am shocked that we would want 
to spend time on it considering the overwhelming concerns that have been expressed. If members want to go 
through with this and look at it in more detail, I am sure that more evidence will arise to prove that we should not 
go down this path. It is the wrong committee. If the issue is going to be investigated, it should go back to the 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, and we should stick with the original date because 
there is plenty of evidence out there and we do not want to waste members’ time looking at this over an extended 
period. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.54 pm]: I am interested in the 
reasons why—because none have been given—Hon Rick Mazza thinks that the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration is better placed to deal with this issue than the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs. The functions of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs outlined in schedule 1 of 
the standing orders state — 

2.3 The functions of the Committee are to inquire into and report on — 
(a) any public or private policy, practice, scheme, arrangement, or project whose 

implementation, within the limits of the State is affecting, or may affect, the 
environment; 

(b) any Bill referred by the Council; and 
(c) petitions. 

2.4 The Committee, where relevant and appropriate, is to assess the merit of matters or issues 
arising from an inquiry in accordance with the principles of ecologically sustainable 
development and the minimisation of harm to the environment. 

2.5 The Committee may refer a petition to another Committee where the subject matter of the 
petition is within the competence of that Committee. 

The terms of reference of the Standing Committee on Public Administration, in part, state — 
5.3 The functions of the Committee are to — 

(a) inquire into and report on — 
(i) the structure, efficiency and effectiveness of the system of public 

administration; 
(ii) the extent to which the principles of procedural fairness are embodied in any 

practice or procedure applied in decision making; 
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(iii) the existence, adequacy, or availability, of merit and judicial review of 
administrative acts or decisions; and 

(iv) any Bill or other matter relating to the foregoing functions referred by the 
Council; 

and 
(b) consult regularly with the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative 

Investigations, the Public Sector Commissioner, the Information Commissioner, the 
Inspector of Custodial Services, and any similar officer. 

5.4 The Committee is not to make inquiry with respect to — 
(a) the constitution, function or operations of the Executive Council; 
(b) the Governor’s Establishment; 
(c) the constitution and administration of Parliament; 
(d) the judiciary; 
(e) a decision made by a person acting judicially; 
(f) a decision made by a person to exercise, or not exercise, a power of arrest or 

detention; or 
(g) the merits of a particular case or grievance that is not received as a petition. 

The motion before us — 

Point of Order 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I rise to speak with some lack of certainty, so please bear with me on this. 

Hon Ken Travers: So it is frivolous and vexatious, is it? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is certainly not, but unlike the member opposite, I do not propose to be the font of all 
knowledge.  

I draw attention to standing order 37(2), which states — 

When debating a motion on notice under Standing Order 15(2), a Member may speak once —  

(a) on the motion and any amendment thereon; or  

(b) in reply. 

Standing order 15(2) deals with motions on notice, which is the business that is before the house. I understand 
that this member has already spoken on this motion. I draw attention to the distinction between standing orders 
37(1) and 37(2). Standing order 37(1) has three limbs that allow a member to speak, firstly, on the question; 
secondly, on any amendment; and, thirdly, on any reply. That is different from standing order 37(2)(a), which 
states that a member can speak “on the motion and any amendment thereon”, and it is together under one limb 
rather two separate limbs. My proposition is that a member has one opportunity to speak on motions of this sort, 
whether it is on the substantive motion or on the amendment, but there is not the opportunity to do both. The 
member has the opportunity to speak on the motion or on the amendment. If a member happens to rise when the 
amendment has already been moved, then it is not a problem as the member can speak in those circumstances; 
and, of course, a member can also speak in reply if they are the mover. I draw those matters to your attention, 
Madam Deputy President, and seek your guidance. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Madam Deputy President, if you were to take the interpretation put by Hon Nick Goiran, 
it would mean that members could introduce new material to this house that changes the intent of the motion—
that has clearly occurred—and a member would be prevented from speaking to that point. That could be very 
dangerous. If that were your interpretation, Madam Deputy President, then we would need to very quickly 
change the standing orders, because government members—for instance, the minister, who has already spoken 
on this matter—could also speak if a further amendment were put. It would create a very dangerous situation to 
deny members the opportunity to debate a matter before the Chair that is different from what they have 
previously spoken to and deny the house the benefit of the member’s knowledge, expertise and contribution to 
this debate. Members understand that it is an amendment and they would be able to speak only to those elements 
that are newly introduced to the chamber. I would not interpret what is put forward by Hon Nick Goiran like 
that, but should that be the interpretation, it has dangerous implications for the house and would be a severe 
retrograde step for the house.  
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): I recall in the review of the standing orders an amendment 
to this provision. I will seek some clarification on the nature of that before I make my ruling, so please give me a 
couple of minutes.  

Members, it is my understanding that the house, in consideration of the review of the standing orders, 
specifically considered this standing order and amended it to limit the number of times members could 
contribute to a debate. The intention of that amendment was that a member who has already spoken on the 
substantive question before the house, or the motion, would not get an opportunity to then speak on the 
amendment. That is my understanding of the decision made by this house during the review of standing orders. I 
am happy to leave the chair until the ringing of the bells to seek confirmation of my understanding of that 
decision from the President. I see a lot of members nodding, so I am more than happy to do that. I leave the chair 
until the ringing of the bells.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 6264.] 
Sitting suspended from 4.03 to 4.30 pm 
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