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Standing Committee on Public Administration — Twenty-third Report — “Report on Recreational Hunting 
Systems” — Motion 

Resumed from 11 March on the following motion moved by Hon Liz Behjat — 
That the report be noted. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I am continuing my remarks from last Wednesday with regard to the report, as I only had 
limited time at that point to speak about this very extensive and lengthy inquiry that was undertaken by the 
Standing Committee on Public Administration. Before I go on I definitely want to put on the record the sincere 
thanks on behalf of all of the committee for our advisory officer, Dr Julia Lawrinson, who was the person who 
gave us advice in relation to all of these matters throughout that period of time, and also to our committee clerk, 
Lauren Mesiti, who also provided excellent service to the committee over a very lengthy period and more 
recently, Tracey Sharpe, who is now the committee clerk for this report. On behalf of all members of the 
committee I put my thanks on the record for them. 

I note there is a small erratum in the report, which will be dealt with formally in the house tomorrow at the 
appropriate juncture. I offer my apologies on behalf of the committee to Mary Gray from the Wildflower Society 
of Western Australia. I know Mary quite well. She was one of the people who gave evidence to the committee 
during the course of our inquiry and unfortunately in our report at page 62, paragraph 4.65, the 
Wildflower Society was inadvertently referred to as the Wilderness Society. For that I do apologise, but that will 
be dealt with formally tomorrow. There is also a slight typographical error: we referred to the “Swan coastal 
plan” in her evidence, when in fact she was saying the “Swan coastal plain”. On the record, I apologise to Mary. 
It is also very good to know that someone has actually read the report and noted that there was an error there. It 
is always a pleasing thing to know that when you have put your heart and soul into something for 15 months that 
someone has actually taken it and read it.  

That leads me to a very good juncture, because reading the report was something that Hon Lynn MacLaren had 
certainly not done. In her commentary last week she made some quite strange comments with regard to it, which 
I want to point out to her. It is not my intention to rebut any of the argument put forward by those who authored 
the minority report, because I believe that as very valuable members of that committee they sat there for the 15 
months of the inquiry and listened to all the information and the evidence that was given and they reached their 
own conclusions in a very measured and learned manner, so they are certainly entitled to their opinion in the 
minority report. However, I need to draw the attention of members to Hon Lynn MacLaren’s contribution last 
week, and I am referring to the uncorrected Hansard of Wednesday, 11 March when she stated — 

Premier Barry O’Farrell was very clear in his pre-election statements on many occasions that he would 
never allow recreational hunting on public lands, yet after his election, due to a political deal with the 
NSW Shooters and Fishers Party, he ended up allowing recreational hunting … 

Hon Lynn MacLaren was actually trying to say that that was when hunting was introduced in New South Wales. 
If I could refer members to page 6 of this wonderful report of the public administration committee, members will 
see there a very nice chronological time line showing the history of hunting on public land in New South Wales. 
Hunting in New South Wales commenced in 2002. What I think Hon Lynn MacLaren may have been referring 
to was that in 2013 the NSW Game Council was disbanded or suspended following the findings of the 
Dunn report and since that time the administration of hunting has been passed to the Department of Primary 
Industries and is now very well managed under their guidance with all of their wonderful things that they have in 
place. I just needed to put that straight on the record. This sort of rhetoric has been surrounding the report since 
we tabled it, with a media release from the RSPCA stating — 

Animal welfare disaster looms with Parliamentary Committee recommendations 

“If you do not want our public spaces to turn into a playing field for hunters, then we implore you to 
stand up and speak out … urgently 

Again, that is a demonstration of somebody who has not read the report to see how well thought out and how 
measured our recommendations were. In fact, there is only one recommendation, which is that it be trialled for 
a two-year period in two locations in Western Australia with a number of safeguards put in place in relation to 
how any trial period would be managed. 
Hon Ken Travers: I think it is wrong to suggest the RSPCA did not read the report. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: The honourable member will get his opportunity at the appropriate time. It is my time at the 
moment. 

Going through the report we need to remind people of the profile of Australian hunters. In their mind’s eye 
people see hunters as being exactly what they are not. We need to refer people to the report, which sets out the 
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profile of the average Australian hunter. They are really just ordinary, everyday people who have a pursuit 
different from what some others have in the community. Some people like to go bushwalking, some like to go 
looking at wildflowers and some like to do recreational hunting. 

One of the main things to point out is that people were concerned about some of the environmental aspects of 
recreational hunting and the degradation and things that they perceive it might bring about. I would like to draw 
people’s attention to the Heart Morass restoration project referred to on page 22 in the report. It is a project that 
the committee members travelled to and, quite frankly, it was probably the major turning point for me. As I said 
in my contribution last week, I had a very open mind coming into the inquiry and along the way made up my 
mind that I thought a trial period in Western Australia was certainly justified. There are pictures in the report for 
members who do not want to read all the text; the pictures speak for themselves. In 2007 the Field and Game 
Association of Victoria and the Hugh Williamson Foundation purchased a number of hectares in the 
Heart Morass area near Sale, Victoria. It was 3 147 acres of wetland that had been completely degraded. The soil 
was certainly very acidic, the water was incredibly saline, and as for the trees, it looked like jarrah dieback had 
actually gone through, if one looked at the photographs at that time. Over time, through working parties—I must 
say with no money from government; no government grants were put into this, it was all funded through private 
means—they have brought back to that area an amazing array of flora and fauna. They have planted 
approximately 50 000 indigenous trees, shrubs and grasses; they are controlling high-threat weeds such as 
blackberry, boxthorn and invasive grasses; and they have collected seeds from more than 50 wetland and riparian 
plant species to support future revegetation efforts. On the day we were there, there was evidence of a lot of 
birdlife on the water. It was certainly a pristine and beautiful area to which families could now go to recreate. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: I am pleased to be able to continue my comments from last week on the 
Standing Committee on Public Administration’s twenty-third report. I suppose it is apt to put on the record that 
volunteer hunters have just completed this year’s Red Card for the Red Fox shooting program. Every autumn, 
volunteer hunters, who are usually sponsored by a group called Stockbrands Co Pty Ltd, shoot foxes. Each year, 
they shoot between 3 000 and 5 000 foxes, and a number of other feral animals, such as cats and pigs, and other 
vermin. They work in collaboration with the universities, and they drop off some of the carcasses so the 
universities are able to dissect some of these animals to find out what sort of damage they have done to wildlife. 
It is interesting to note that a single fox can eat up to 10 kilograms of wildlife a year. So, if 5 000 foxes, each of 
which can eat up to 10 kilos of wildlife, are killed, that adds up to a lot of native animals that are saved. 

I want to refer also to a report that was put out by the Office of the Auditor General in 2013 on the effect of feral 
animals in our community. The report is titled “Managing the Impact of Plant and Animal Pests: A State-wide 
Challenge”, and it makes this particular comment, which I think is worth noting — 

Controlling pests is not a task that government agencies such as the Department of Agriculture and 
Food and the Department of Parks and Wildlife can manage on their own. The scale of the task requires 
cooperation and collaboration amongst all stakeholders. 

The issue of feral animals is obviously a very big one, and the Auditor General is suggesting that we need more 
resources to help control feral animals. 

Recreational hunting is without doubt a legitimate, powerful and perfectly natural activity. A number of 
significant benefits can be gained from recreational hunting, not the least being that it requires a high degree of 
physical fitness and mental strength. It also promotes skills ranging from bushcraft to processing one’s own 
food. 

Despite some of the comments made by people who are against recreational hunting, we are not talking about a 
free-for-all with this report. We are talking about a regulated system in which hunters will book a forest block in 
advance through an online booking program. In New South Wales, that is limited to two hunters 
per 400 hectares. Hunters will also be required to use a global positioning tracking system—which is not that 
expensive—that is downloaded onto the licence holder’s mobile phone, so that hunters will know exactly where 
they are and in what areas of that particular forest they are not allowed to hunt. The authorities will also have the 
unique advantage of being able to fluidly close areas if forest workers happen to be in the area at that time. So, 
we are not talking about a free-for-all; we are talking about a very regulated and responsible system. In 
New South Wales, there is a requirement that a person who applies for a hunting licence be a member of an 
approved hunting organisation. That organisation must provide skills courses to hunters, and hunters must 
complete an accreditation course with the NSW Game Licensing Unit in order to purchase a licence. 

The hunters whom I know take great pride in and great responsibility for animal welfare and marksmanship. 
There has been a lot of talk about how animals will be wounded and left to die. I think that has really been 
overplayed. I am particularly incensed at the allegation that recreational hunting in Western Australia will cause 
a US-style gun culture. I have never heard such nonsense in my life—a US-style gun culture! That has not been 
the experience in New South Wales, it has not been the experience in Victoria, it has not been the experience in 
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South Australia and it has not been the experience in the Northern Territory. It will not create a US-style gun 
culture. In fact, the “Victorian Hunting Guide 2015”, a copy of which I have here, is a very informative guide on 
the requirements for a person to get a licence and what a person can and cannot do. It does not promote any US-
style gun culture. So, that is absolute nonsense. 

I have looked through the transcripts of the evidence given to the committee. The Commissioner of Police, 
Dr O’Callaghan, made a comment that I think is worth mentioning. He was asked whether a recreational hunting 
system would cause problems for the police, and he said — 

I think it is fairly low risk, I do not envisage we would be very much involved on the ground. You are 
dealing with people who are licensed, registered, responsible, so I would not imagine that our 
involvement will be much at all; it will be very low. 

The chairman then made the comment — 
Except if something goes drastically wrong. 

Dr O’Callaghan replied to that by saying — 
Well, if something goes drastically wrong, then we become agents of the Coroner, so we have to do the 
inquiry anyway and we cannot get out of that. 

The chairman then said — 
Let us hope it never gets to that. 

Dr O’Callaghan replied to that by saying — 

That is one of those things; you can always say it could happen, but history has shown that it does not 
happen. 

Recreational hunting is a very low-risk activity when compared with other activities. In fact, in New South 
Wales there have been only three instances of an accidental shooting—a shooter has shot himself in the foot, or 
somewhere else. No-one has lost their life in New South Wales in recreational hunting. Compared with water 
sports and other activities, there is a very low risk from recreational hunting. 

A question was also asked about licensing, and Dr O’Callaghan said — 

I think that we would be involved only so far as the actual licensing of the firearms would be 
concerned. The management of recreational hunting on the ground would certainly be something that 
I would not see as part of our responsibility. 

The police are saying basically that their licensing of firearms will not change. When we look at it, recreational 
hunting is simply an extension of the current ability of people to hunt on private land. Therefore, the firearms 
laws do not need to be changed. People can hunt on private land, with permission, and what we are looking at is 
allowing people to hunt on public land, specifically with permission. It is simply an extension of what we have 
currently. So, there is not a great change there. 

In the minority report, there was a finding that Western Australia is not conducive to recreational hunting 
because of the vastness and remoteness of our state. That is an absolute nonsense as well. Each forest block 
would need to be assessed and declared. I do not see what the vastness and remoteness of the state has to do with 
that. I think that Western Australia, with its fairly low population and vast land mass, probably lends itself more 
to recreational hunting opportunities than is the case in other states. Therefore, that is another claim that I refute. 

Western Australia does lend itself towards a recreational hunting system, and I encourage the government to 
implement this very sensible two-year trial. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: I rise to continue my remarks on the report into a recreational hunting 
system in Western Australia. Last week I outlined a range of reasons and evidence that contributed to the 
minority report, including the fact that recreational hunting has little to no impact on pest reduction and, in fact, 
can hinder coordinated programs, it can impact on tourism and there are animal welfare concerns. I did touch on 
native title and I want to talk about that in a bit more detail. For me, as a member of the committee, native title 
was a major consideration in allowing recreational hunting on lands on which native title has been determined. 
In evidence given to the committee, as stated in the report, the Department of Parks and Wildlife noted — 

As at June 2013, there were 37 native title determinations in Western Australia covering about one 
third of the State. For much of these determination areas, the land is subject to exclusive possession 
native title … [and] the majority of the remainder of the State is covered by registered native title 
claims. 

That evidence, and the evidence heard from other groups, indicates to me that native title is a significant issue in 
implementing recreational hunting. We sought submissions from stakeholders and interested parties, and two 
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land councils gave very clear evidence that they did not support the introduction of a recreational hunting system 
as it would conflict with native title rights. I will put on the record some of the submission from the 
Goldfields Land and Sea Council to outline its position. It stated — 

The proposal that recreational hunting be used as a means of controlling pest animals on public lands is 
problematic for native title parties as it will impact on their native title rights and interests, as public or 
Crown land is where native title predominantly exists. In particular the right to practice traditional law 
and custom, and the right to exclude others from land where exclusive possession native title exists, will 
be affected by the proposal. 

When a native title claim is lodged with the Federal Court and registered by the National Native Title 
Tribunal, the native title claimants are afforded certain rights. These range from the right to be 
consulted … to negotiate, depending on the act being undertaken. As a result of this, any proposal for 
recreational hunting will require some form of interaction between native title rights and … any right to 
be proposed to be provided to a recreational hunter. 

Both the majority and minority reports recognise that native title needs to be significantly addressed. Where they 
differ is in the interpretation of the scale of the issues relating to native title. I want to make it clear that the 
majority report recognises native title as a significant issue, but the authors of the minority report see it as a more 
significant issue to address. 

The Goldfields Land and Sea Council went on to say — 

As native title parties will have the right to practice traditional law and custom, including the right to 
hunt and camp, on land where native title exists there will be significant safety issues for native title 
parties if recreational hunting were to occur.  

The South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council also gave evidence and in the hearing, Justin McAllister 
outlined — 

What concerns us about this — 

That is, a recreational hunting scheme — 

is that having a proliferation of other people on the estate using firearms could have a negative effect on 
the ability of Noongar people to undertake their customary activities. 

He also said that the council does not want to see the ability of Noongar people to hunt on the conservation estate 
and other crown land affected. The council also raised an interesting point about conservation and land 
management, which was also raised by DPaW. The South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council stated — 

… under the Conservation and Land Management Act, the second highest management order of DPaW 
is to protect and conserve the value of the land to the culture and heritage of Aboriginal people. There is 
a legislative requirement that any activities that DPaW undertakes do not have a detrimental effect on 
Noongar people’s cultural values and a very strong cultural value in the south west for Noongar people 
is the ability to take a kangaroo and feed the family … That is something that is very important and that 
gives the Noongar people a lot of comfort going forward especially in the context of the native title 
negotiations. 

Two significant land councils gave evidence to say, “This is in conflict with native title. It is not appropriate on 
our land. No thank you.” When I make considerations around this issue and native title, I go back to the principle 
of self-determination. It is a very important principle embedded in the International Covenants on Human Rights 
and also in Australia that Aboriginal people have self-determination, particularly around native title and land 
rights. The information sheet on social justice and human rights for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples 
put out by the Australian Human Rights Commission states that social justice means the right to a distinct status 
and culture, the right to self-determination and the right to land. Submissions from both those land councils are 
consistent with that. I think that making the comment that it provides a potential employment opportunity in the 
same sentence that mentioned closing Aboriginal communities is completely inconsistent with the evidence we 
heard and was not appropriate at all. I would steer members towards that important principle for Aboriginal 
people to have self-determination. In the course of the hearings for this inquiry, they did not determine that it 
was in their interests to support a recreational hunting scheme. I view native title as a significant issue. 
I want to respond to a couple of things raised by the previous speaker, which I was going to raise anyway. One 
of the points was that we would not need to amend the Firearms Act or the firearms licensing process. That is not 
correct. In evidence that the committee heard, DPaW was one of the major departments that listed four pieces of 
legislation that would need to be amended for even a trial to commence. That legislation includes section 11A of 
the Firearms Act 1973, section 267(2)(h) of the Land Administration Act 1997, the Land Administration 
(Land Management) Regulations 2006 and the Conservation and Land Management Regulations 2002. 
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Four significant pieces of legislation would need to be amended even for a trial to be undertaken. It is not true to 
say that the licensing requirements would not need to be changed. 
I stand by the comments in the report about the culture of gun ownership and its acceptance in our community. 
There are not many things that I give John Howard credit for, but I give him credit for introducing the tough gun 
control laws in the 1990s. He risked his own life in introducing those laws; it was a very difficult time. They 
have been widely embraced by the community. People must be very specific about where they are going to use 
a gun and why, when they seek a gun licence, and that is absolutely appropriate. There are legitimate reasons for 
gun ownership and usage, but the licensing requirements would need to be changed to allow people to purchase 
a gun to shoot on unallocated crown land or in state forests. It is an obvious next step. I stand by the comments 
that the community largely supports our already tight gun control laws and it does not support a change to those 
laws. 
On that issue, I also refer to the ability of the police to manage the licensing system. I think people on both sides 
of this argument acknowledge that there are major failings by the police in managing firearm licences. They 
have difficulty recovering deceased estate licences and there are numerous illegal guns floating around. It was 
difficult for the committee to get direct information on the number of licences. There is frustration from gun 
owners, as well as from people who do not support gun ownership. I want to refer to the Auditor General’s 
comments in his report in 2013 on WA Police’s management of gun licensing practices, in which he observed — 

… one property owner had provided property letters to over 270 applicants over the past 17 months. We 
noted that these firearms had all been purchased from the same firearms dealers. Similarly we found 
another case where over 80 property letters had been provided by the same property owner for firearms 
purchased from a single dealer. 

That is one landowner and one gun shop owner who provided letters and guns to people. The police did not 
address these issues in their evidence. If the police cannot manage the system as it is, I do not have confidence 
that they can manage a different one. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I will continue my remarks about the Heart Morass restoration project. I again urge 
members and the wider public to look at the information contained in the Standing Committee on 
Public Administration’s twenty-third report. 

On the subject of native title, the committee in its entirety agreed that native title and legislative requirements are 
paramount in any decision taken by the government if it chooses to introduce a trial period of recreational 
hunting on public land. The committee has said that right from the outset. We need to bear in mind that there can 
be some benefits with regard to native title. On page 46 of the committee’s report, members will see some 
evidence provided by Mark Gregory, a partner in a law firm, who is very well versed in native title and what 
may or may not trigger future acts under the native title legislation. Because something may trigger that, and it 
may be complex to negotiate, does not mean it should not be tried. Quite frankly, native title determinations can 
be negotiated with land councils. For instance, some time ago my colleague in this place Hon Alyssa Hayden 
travelled to Canada. She became very familiar with some of the tourism benefits afforded to native Canadians in 
relation to a range of activities that they experience. Why should native title holders in Western Australia also 
not benefit from that, if it is possible? There are some fantastic tourism opportunities that the Aboriginal groups 
do in relation to bush tucker, bush medicine and those sorts of things. If there is an opportunity for them to also 
develop tourism, that is also something that needs to be canvassed. 
The committee travelled to a place called Dargo. I have a T-shirt that says “Get down and dirty in Dargo”. 
It describes the outdoor activities available in Dargo. That town was struggling for a number of years. The town 
was dying. It then started promoting recreational hunting. From talking to some businesspeople there, I was told 
that people go there to hunt in small groups. It might be a family group, for instance; maybe dad and a couple of 
kids will go out shooting. Mum and a couple of her friends might stay in town and add to the benefit of the 
tourism dollar. In Victoria, for instance, the economic benefit is $431 million. 

The government departments that gave evidence to the inquiry included the Department of Agriculture and 
Food, the Department of Parks and Wildlife, and Tourism WA. They said they had no real modelling on it, no 
information about what impact it might have and what manpower it might take. That is because they have not 
been directed by their appropriate ministers to find out that information. Departments provide evidence based on 
what they know at that time and what they do at that time. They are not able to talk to the committee about 
policy, and neither should they. It is for government to set policy. The government has two months to respond to 
the recommendation in the committee’s report. I am hopeful that the government will look very closely at it and 
will recommend a two-year trial. At that time ministers will say to their departments, “We have decided in 
principle that we want to conduct this two-year trial but bear in mind that the committee has also pointed us in 
the direction of the things we need to look at.” It will be the legislative requirements such as how we deal with 
native title if no determinations have been made to allow that to happen. What do we need in place in relation to 
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the GPS and the booking system that was seen in New South Wales, which the committee recommends? Who 
will carry out the risk assessment that the committee recommended takes place? That will be the appropriate 
time. Government departments would be able to give better and further particulars about how a trial of 
recreational hunting would be carried out. 
Another issue raised is that people are out there doing illegal things; that people are going off willy-nilly firing 
guns without permits. Evidence was provided to the committee about compliance officers. I think there are 
12 compliance officers working for the New South Wales Department of Primary Industries. They might issue 
infringement notices to people found hunting illegally. We were told that generally those are people who may be 
new to the area or they did not realise a permit was needed to hunt. It was found that once they were issued with 
an infringement notice, not only do they, but also their friends, front up to get their licences. There was very little 
evidence that a person who has had an infringement notice once ever gets a second infringement notice. 
Compliance officers do a great job educating, much more than compliance. Officers noted that in areas of state 
forest where there had previously been illegal activity but there is now a system of recreational hunting in place, 
the incidence of illegal hunting has dropped dramatically. Responsible, licensed recreational hunters do not want 
illegal activity occurring in areas where they go hunting. They will dob in illegal hunters and the compliance 
officers can follow through. 
The committee also found that the New South Wales booking system was very easy to manage. It is very easy to 
shut down an area of state forest or national park where hunting might be taking place. Last week we talked very 
briefly about mushroom growers in the Oberon forest in New South Wales. At the time mushroom picking is at 
its height, hunting is not allowed to take place because it is known that more people will be mushrooming rather 
than hunting. Everybody uses the land for what they want to use it for. Foraging and mushroom picking is what 
some people do; recreational hunting for animals is what other people do. In one area of the forest, trail bike 
competitions often take place. There is a particular weekend set aside for that. Again, hunting is shut down in the 
forest. If forest workers are spraying blackberry or whatever it might be, that area is cordoned off and not 
available to hunters. Through the tracking system and the GPS system, everybody is aware of that. 
In New South Wales, recreational hunters are required to wear blaze orange on the top half of their body. 
However, that is not done in Victoria. It is believed that everyone in Victoria needs to be aware of everybody 
who is around them; not just looking out for that blaze orange. That is an argument we could have at a later date. 
I would very much welcome the opportunity, if the government decides to do that, to have that conversation 
because it would mean the committee has been successful in its request that a trial period takes place. 
I urge members to look at the Standing Committee on Public Administration’s twenty-third report resulting from 
its 15-month inquiry. I thank all members of the committee for participating and for all their thought and input 
into it. I implore ministers to also look at it; to take it to cabinet to have that discussion. I believe that on its 
balance, they will find that there are some great benefits in relation to feral animal control as well as some 
tourism and economic benefits for the state. My argument is let us try it for two years, measure it as the 
committee has recommended, and see how we go from there.  

Hon DARREN WEST: I welcome the opportunity to be able to continue my remarks from last week, as 
a member of the Standing Committee on Public Administration, on our inquiry into a recreational hunting 
system. I reiterate the words of the chair that it was an interesting experience. The inquiry went for 15 months 
and it resulted in quite a long report. Our committee was also working on other reports and it took all of that time 
to get all the information together. As I said previously, there were 400 submissions—I think 440—which is 
almost a record. There are some very deeply held views about the prospect of recreational hunting on public 
lands and unallocated crown land et cetera. I do not know whether I brought this to the chamber’s attention, but 
I certainly appreciate Hon Rick Mazza bringing the original motion before the house because I think it was the 
driving force in getting this inquiry up. I respect his views on the sport of shooting and think he did a good job in 
getting this topic up before our committee for such a thorough investigative inquiry. 
As I said last week, I have no problem at all with the shooting lobby and there were certainly a lot of shooters in 
the gallery when we debated this topic last week. As I put to some of them afterwards, in my view it is not the 
90 per cent of shooters who do the right thing who are of concern here, but, as we have heard recently on 
talkback radio and discussions in the house, there will always be those who ruin it for everyone else. I certainly 
could not look past that point when we were hearing submissions, especially from people who were opposed to 
the prospect of a recreational hunting system even being trialled. Our committee looked at perhaps having 
something more permanent, but there was always a realisation that that would be difficult to achieve. I can only 
speculate why those members who voted the way they did for the minority report were in favour of the trial, but 
I certainly think there was some acceptance that going—I will not use the term “all guns blazing”, although it did 
enter my mind!—full on into a trial like this might have been a step too far. Perhaps a more softly-softly and 
circumspect approach is the way forward. I do not agree. We all heard the same evidence and I was reminded of 
a story about people all seeing the same thing from a different angle and coming up with different perspectives, 
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and that certainly was the case in this inquiry. The evidence was presented equally to us all by the same 
witnesses and we all saw the submissions, but for various reasons I guess we all came to somewhat different 
views about the best way forward. Two members of the committee, and I was one of them, thought that perhaps 
a trial was not such a terrific idea and we might have a minority report against it. 

As I said last week, my perspective on this is somewhat unique as a farmer—not the only farmer on the 
committee—who has people on my land to control feral animals. I think there are enough opportunities in 
a freehold land situation for people to hunt and that is certainly a much more regulated environment. We apply 
a whole lot of rules to people on our farm. Only one group can come at any time. Too much shooting of animals 
makes them wary and so we have a group that comes every four to six months that has a run through the foxes 
and rabbits on the property to remove them. That is good for me and certainly the proliferation of numbers at 
different times and in different seasons needs to be controlled. I think that having someone come onto the 
property who knows what they are doing, has good equipment, respects all the safety conditions and does 
everything right is a suitable way for me to control those animals, and I think other farmers feel the same. Given 
that we do that, there is already plenty of opportunity for hunters to do the right thing. I think freehold 
landowners provide more than enough opportunities for people who want to come back time and again to 
continue to pursue the sport and hobby that they love. We also heard evidence from the Department of Parks and 
Wildlife that there are often opportunities for hunters to cooperate with DPaW, especially in the south west, 
where that department will organise a bit of a blitz, for want of a better word, to move in on populations of feral 
pigs, for instance. Shooters from the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia certainly have the opportunity to 
be invited to work with DPaW on a monitored and coordinated approach. That is the only way to attack 
populations of difficult-to-control animals. People turning up sporadically and shooting animals in an ad hoc and 
uncoordinated fashion does not help at all, and we heard plenty of evidence to support that. I think the approach 
that I just mentioned, in which DPaW engages with a large group of shooters and there is a coordinated 
controlling of the problem, is better. There is an opportunity for shooters who do the right thing, have good 
equipment, love their sport and who want to come back—that situation tends to regulate itself more. 

The big issue that I do not think the committee as a whole acknowledged—I am happy to say I am probably 
somewhat guilty of this myself—is native title. Native title is an enormous issue in Western Australia. From the 
evidence we heard there is no doubt that instigation or application of a recreational hunting system will trigger 
action under the Native Title Act. We heard from a couple of Indigenous groups and there was no support at all 
from those groups that this was a suitable proposition. The evidence we heard suggested that this would be in 
conflict with their traditional rights to hunt. I think that it will always make things difficult. If there is the need to 
negotiate a new Indigenous land use agreement for each place we want to hold such a hunting system on and 
before the negotiation even starts, the group being negotiated with is against what is being proposed—I was 
going to say we will always be pushing uphill, but I will not!—we always be on the back foot of a negotiation. It 
will always be difficult. I do not really believe that with that opposition from the native title group negotiating 
there would ever be a suitable outcome and that an ILUA could ever be agreed to. If it was, I do not think the 
recreational shooters would find it appealing. There are two groups who are at distinct odds with each other on 
this issue and native title would be a major impediment, I think; more than has been spoken of before. 

Last week I was somewhat dismayed at the proposal of Hon Jacqui Boydell to perhaps turn country under native 
title into some sort of game park. I thought that was quite crazy. I do not see this as an opportunity for remote 
Indigenous communities at all. There is currently the proposal that a lot of those will be closed down, and totally 
at odds with that, Hon Jacqui Boydell has sought to make some sort of hunting theme park in country. I thought 
that was quite a silly comment and certainly at odds with what we heard in the evidence put before the 
committee. That is the important point. The evidence put before the committee is what we had to go by. I know 
there were strong views on both sides of the argument, but it was certainly important. 

I may have to continue my comments at another time because I will run out of time today. The other very 
important point is that every single government agency that gave evidence to the committee was opposed to this 
proposal, and they were numerous. No government agency at all was in favour of the proposal. Once again, this 
proposal puts up quite a conundrum. The government needs to work strongly with its agencies; they are a very 
important part of government and if there is a lack of willingness from every single government agency to be 
involved in such a program, it leaves the government in a very difficult position. Does the government ride 
roughshod over its agencies and say to them, “You weren’t elected, we were; here is what you will do”, or will 
there be a more conciliatory approach to try to convince government agencies that they will need to cooperate? 
Their budgets are constrained; there are efficiency dividends at every turn. I will have to continue my remarks at 
a later time. 

Hon NIGEL HALLETT: My comments on this subject will be relatively brief. I would like to commend the 
members of the Standing Committee on Public Administration who travelled to the eastern states. The attitude of 
a couple of the members before they went, which changed when they came back, was quite compelling. 
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Unfortunately, I did not go because I was in Jakarta at the time. The chair of the committee was either way on 
the subject of recreational hunting systems and came back very enthusiastic about giving it a trial. 

It is very easy to keep putting up roadblocks. Western Australia is pretty good at putting up roadblocks to stop 
things from happening. If other states and other countries are able to make this happen, why can we not do this in 
Western Australia? We are talking about a two-year trial. The committee recommended that the trial be carried 
out in two separate areas—one in the mining and pastoral area and one in the south west land division. As 
a member of the South West Region, I know that we have an issue with feral pigs in particular. We know about 
the destruction caused by feral animals in some of the mining and pastoral areas. We are not just talking about 
random shooting; it is well organised and regulated. Recreational hunting in Victoria is worth somewhere in 
excess of $400 million. If it is worth 25 per cent of that, surely that is good for the Western Australian economy. 

We talk about native title. We can put anything up and say that we cannot make it happen but why do we not 
work out a way of making it happen? Let us make it an outcome-based issue instead of putting up a roadblock. 
I cannot see why we cannot get a two-year trial in Western Australia. Let us see whether it works and have an 
open mind about it. I would certainly take up the committee’s recommendation of introducing a trial. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: I want to summarise a few things about my view of the introduction of 
a recreational hunting system. I acknowledge that it is run in other states. The members who travelled interstate 
returned with the view that it was absolutely achievable. I do not disagree with the view that it is achievable. My 
question is: at what cost? I am sure we could implement a GPS system, we could have an online booking system 
and we could have tracking and all of those things. We could change the four pieces of legislation and we could 
negotiate the numerous Indigenous land use agreements required to do that. We could employ all the people who 
are needed to monitor the system. The questions I ask are: where is the money coming from and is there 
a genuine cost benefit to the state? The committee did not receive sufficient information to demonstrate that 
there was a cost benefit. In fact, it was demonstrated in Victoria and New South Wales that it is very heavily 
subsidised. They do not have a cost recovery model because it would make it prohibitive for people to engage in 
recreational shooting. That says that the respective governments are subsidising the system. 

When we are in such an apparent budget crisis—the state government is cutting seniors’ concessions, taking 
money out of schools, privatising hospitals, not subsidising TAFE to the same extent that it was and essentially 
making the lives of Western Australians harder—is it really a sensible use of taxpayers’ money to introduce an 
expensive GPS system and online tracking to allow what I consider to be a small group of people to exercise 
what they see as their right to shoot animals in state forests or unallocated crown land, when they already have 
the capacity to do that on private land and through a coordinated system of the Department of Parks and 
Wildlife? It is not as though those people have no opportunity to do it. 

I am certainly not of the view that it is impossible and that none of the legislative or native title issues are 
insurmountable. The question I ask is: at what cost? I do not think the benefit or the community support is there 
to introduce such an expensive system. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: I would like to wrap up with a few comments on some of the suggestions that have been 
made. Not every square inch of the state is subject to native title. There are many forest blocks on which native 
title has been extinguished or partially extinguished. It is not impossible to allow recreational hunting in an area 
where native title does not exist. I think the roadblock of native title could easily be overcome simply by 
selecting and declaring a forest block that is not subject to native title or which has been partially extinguished or 
where negotiations could take place. 

Committee interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 
[Continued on page 1598.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm  
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