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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 5) 2007 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 6) 2007 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 28 November. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [10.31 am]:  I stand, in the absence of the person who was going to be speaking 
at this time, without any thought of what I will talk about, so I shall pluck something from the air and discuss 
Aboriginal communities, since that has been discussed before today; particularly the issue of alcohol in 
Aboriginal communities.  I must say that the situation that is occurring, particularly in the north west of Western 
Australia, is extremely disturbing to me.   

Members, it is hard enough making this up on the run, so I would like to continue without your help!   

The issue of alcohol in the north west is particularly affecting communities like Fitzroy, where there has been a 
ban on maximum-strength alcohol.  It seems that there is a lack of a comprehensive plan across that Kimberley 
region to try to resolve this very difficult issue.  The house has already had a report of the Education and Health 
Standing Committee tabled in Parliament today.  It seems to me that a committee is a necessary and ideal vehicle 
to address the issue of alcohol in remote communities; in fact, in the whole north west region of WA.   

Two different groups of people have come to me; one was a group of non-Aboriginal people in Fitzroy, and the 
second was an Aboriginal person, who is a very responsible drinker and does not drink to excess, like some 
members of Parliament may do, particularly today!  Those people are now banned from purchasing full-strength 
alcohol.  Non-Aboriginal people in the Fitzroy community also have parties, birthdays, Christmas events, 
whatever it is, and they cannot access full-strength alcohol.  As laudable as the concept of trying to stop 
Aboriginal people consuming excessive amounts of alcohol may be, that is not the mechanism that is needed.  
To obtain alcohol, large numbers of Aboriginal people from that remote community of Fitzroy go elsewhere; 
they go up to Kununurra, Derby, Broome, down to Halls Creek - they just go somewhere else.  Alternatively, 
they pay large amounts to get alcohol brought into that community.   

Fitzroy is not the only community with major alcohol problems.  Members have heard already of places like 
Oombulgurri and Kalungkurriji.  The people of Oombulgurri are spending huge amounts of money getting 
planeloads of alcohol brought into that community.  When I was the Minister for Indigenous Affairs, Woolooma 
had a local law put in place by the state government to stop alcohol consumption in the community.  The law, of 
course, only extended to the town boundary, which was 200 metres from the town edge.  The Woolooma people 
would pay thousands of dollars for a taxi to drive out from Derby full of alcohol.  They would walk outside the 
community boundary, sit there drinking warm beer as it came out of the vehicle, pay the taxi driver, who would 
head back with a pocketful of money, and then walk back into the community drunk and commit the offences 
that both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people commit when they are drunk and not in full control of their 
senses.  A solution is needed that does not just deal with just Fitzroy but encompasses the whole community.   

How can an answer be found?  It is extremely difficult.  When the Liberal Party was in government, different 
models were tried, but things were not done in a way that would get bipartisan support, or that gave all the 
different groups, such as Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal community leaders, Aboriginal women elders - who are 
critical to the input as to what should happen about alcohol consumption - the opportunity to put their hands up 
and say, “This is what we believe must be done.”   

A solution to deal with the absolutely competing issues of trying to keep alcohol away from alcoholics, and in so 
doing, particularly with the Aboriginal community, protecting Aboriginal children who are not being fed and left 
alone, who are malnourished, is not going to be easy to find.  How can the issues of alcoholic parents be dealt 
with, whilst at the same time allowing the same access to alcohol that we all expect?  This afternoon, members 
will be going to the Speaker’s office and having our “final supper” and some alcohol - I will, I do not know 
about the rest of the members!  There is no reason why I should not.  If I were intending to drive after, I would 
obviously consume small quantities of low-alcohol beer, but I have been sensible enough to get a lift here today 
and I will be getting a lift home so that I do not need to worry.  What should we do so that members of the 
community who are not alcoholics - and I can assure members that I am not - are allowed to have access to what 
is rightfully theirs in Australian society, and yet restrict access to alcohol to people who are abusing it? 

There have been studies that show that indigenous people throughout the world are particularly susceptible to the 
addictive effects of alcohol.  In my opinion, the reason is genetic.  What has happened is that in European 
society, where alcohol was produced at a very early stage in the history of mankind, there was free access to 
alcohol, and it is fairly certain that a certain genetic tolerance developed, otherwise there would be many more 
people who are alcoholic throughout the whole of Europe, where lots of alcohol is consumed.  Remote 
communities have had some access to alcohol - the American Indians used to ferment wild grain to make 
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alcohol; indigenous populations throughout the world learnt how to produce alcohol.  They did not learn to 
produce it in large quantities, and largely it was used for ceremonial purposes.  They did not have that free 
access that the European community had in those early years.  I think there is a genetic problem for indigenous 
people throughout the world, given the speed at which they can get addicted to alcohol.  An addiction is an 
addiction in any society, and it can be with any substance.  Whatever people become addicted to, it is a physical 
addiction.  People can become physically addicted to Coca-Cola.  Aboriginal people have a tendency, which in 
my view is genetic, that makes them particularly susceptible to the addictive effects of alcohol.   
What can be done to address that issue?  A way has to be found to manage the community as a whole.  I put a 
suggestion in my Indigenous report but I did not do it in great detail because, frankly, it sounded perhaps a little 
silly and impractical - in fact, fairly certainly impractical.  However, I want to tell members what it is because I 
think it may stimulate thinking in a different way about alcohol.  The suggestion I made was that initially 
everybody in the community should have free access to alcohol but that as soon as somebody committed an 
alcohol-related offence, whether they be Aboriginal or non-Aboriginal, a mechanism would come into play that 
restricted their access to the purchase of alcohol.  It might need one of those little plastic Australia cards to do it.  
The impracticality would be how would all Aboriginal people have cards and not lose them.   
How would it be managed?  Suppose it were possible and that to get alcohol people would have to produce an 
Australia card and have it scanned.  It might show that everything was fine and there were no convictions related 
to excess alcohol consumption, such as street drinking, drunkenness, fighting in the street or bashing a wife or 
somebody else at home.  If a person was free of any of those offences that tend to be linked to alcohol, he could 
buy alcohol in the usual way.  However, once he abused that right of free access to alcohol, some mechanism 
could come into play.  For example, police might punch a hole in the plastic card.  Once that hole was made, the 
person could get only mid-strength or light beer.  If that person committed another offence, he would not be able 
to get any beer.  If someone whose card had not had a hole punched in it bought alcohol and supplied it to 
someone who had had a hole punched in his card, he would have a hole punched in his card.  Gradually and 
progressively a list could be created that recorded a person’s name for a certain time, because we cannot 
condemn people forever.  However, it would not be discriminatory between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 
people.   
I pause to let the member for Murdoch have his say, and to get that on the record.  He makes it hard for me.  I 
stood up with no notes, as he might remember. 

Mr D.A. Templeman:  Do you know of any system anywhere in the world that has tried to do something like 
that? 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  No, I do not.  The critical difficulty is that having a card to some extent would be 
discriminatory because of the problems that some Aboriginal people have with being able to keep a card in their 
pocket, in the same way as a wallet, and having better management of their lives.  They are largely the very 
people who get into trouble with alcohol.  The good thing about such a program is that it would be non-
discriminatory.  A white alcoholic who is drunk in the street and fighting would get his card punched too and he 
would not be able to buy full-strength alcohol or any alcohol once he had racked up a couple of offences.  The 
card could be re-issued every year or two, so that such people could start again and try to do better.  
The difficulty of such a system is that it would create a huge workload for police.  Police would have to identify 
those people and have a fair system that would allow for somebody who is having a bit of an argument in the 
street not to get his card punched.  I can see huge problems with the system.  However, I put it forward as an idea 
so that people might perhaps think differently.  Certainly, what we are doing now is not working.  It may be an 
option to think about some other mechanism for dealing with the problem. 
This is why I am suggesting a select committee rather than a standing committee.  I know the government side 
does not support select committees but prefers standing committees for such matters.  There is no question: our 
standing committee could investigate that sort of thing.  We have conducted some fairly detailed and difficult 
inquiries already.  However, I would have thought that the government would want people on a committee who 
had some understanding and expertise in the area.  For example, one member could be the member for Central 
Kimberley-Pilbara because of his involvement in that area.  Another good example would be the member for 
Murray because of his police background.  Other members might be the member for Roe or me, as doctors.  

Mr M.J. Cowper:  When I was in the Kimberley and at Halls Creek dealing with those issues, we did come up 
with the idea of how to make it fair for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people.  The notion of a licence to be able 
to drink was put forward.  The problem was that human rights people would say that it would be impinging on 
people’s rights and too hard to implement.  The point you make about it being a further impost on police is also 
correct.  However, I support your notion that it is something that should be looked at.  Perhaps one could look at 
how it is done in other countries with Indigenous populations, such as the North American Indians. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES:  They do not manage it well.  I have just come back from America where I visited an Indian 
reservation.  Alcohol had been banned in that community, but on the outskirts of the reservation a hotel that was 
owned by non-Indigenous people was selling 3 000 cans of beer a day to that Indigenous community.  I do not 
think it is working elsewhere, which is why I suggest that such a concept might be worth looking at.  However, 
we would need to adopt a bipartisan approach, otherwise we would just attack each other, and such an approach 
would need to be supported by the local community.  The only reason I suggest it is that what we are doing now 
is not working.  Slapping a ban on a community so that it cannot have full-strength alcohol will work for some in 
that community, but it does not work for those who are responsible and quite rightly want access to alcohol.   

Mr M.J. Cowper:  The whole notion is a great one, but I do not think such a system would work unless it 
applied Australia-wide, and getting such collaboration would be difficult.  I spoke to the officer in charge of 
Fitzroy Crossing Police Station.  He said that everything was fantastic there at the moment, but the problem had 
moved to Broome. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  That is right.  The non-Aboriginal people in Fitzroy Crossing, as it is coming up to 
Christmas, might want to have a drink but are not allowed access to alcohol at Halls Creek.  I do not think that 
having no beer in Aboriginal communities is working either although it is better than free access.  Free access is 
the worst situation, but no access is the second worst.  I think the best arrangement would be to allow them some 
access to lower or mid-strength alcohol beer.  In our report I proposed the expansion of the police program in 
Aboriginal communities, which we first initiated but with not as many Aboriginal police as the current 
government has put in place as a result of the Gordon inquiry.  We support that program, but we would expand it 
to all communities of over 200 people.  I think there are 19 in total.  We would try to encourage those 
communities - obviously not force them - to allow some access to mid-strength beer.  The member for Murray 
and I know that nothing is better than having a Carlton mid-strength beer at the end of a long hot day in a remote 
community.  I think that would teach sensible consumption of alcohol.  What happens now is that, as with all 
cases of not getting anything, people want what they cannot get.   

Mr M.J. Cowper:  People have only to go to the front gate of those so-called dry communities to see the 
number of empty beer cans and bottles that are left outside. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Yes.  Earlier I was talking about people getting a taxi from Woolooma.  I would like to see 
the police in the community having responsibility, so that a police patrol group of senior Aboriginal people, 
which is there to support the police and vice versa, might run something similar to a canteen, which might be 
open from 5.00 pm to 7.00 pm or 5.00 pm to 8.00 pm and which would allow access to low-strength alcohol beer 
for that community.  I think we would find that rather than having to leave the community and camp on the 
outskirts of Newman or any of those remote smaller towns, they would be able to stay in their community, have 
a beer when they want one and better learn how to manage their drinking habits without access to strong beer.  
There would always be the risk that they might have something tucked away to top up the alcohol when they got 
home, but they could have it now and be drinking it now.  At least this system would encourage people to get 
together.  Family groups could get together, plant some lawn, get a barbecue going, have the community supply 
some sausages, and have a family sausage sizzle in which people can have a mid-strength beer if they so wish.  
Rather than enforcing an alcohol ban, this would promote families getting together and consuming alcohol more 
responsibly.  The prohibition era in America proved that alcohol bans do not work.   
This is a suggestion for consideration.  In a year, when the opposition wins government, I intend to initiate a 
parliamentary select committee comprising members from both sides to try to find an agreed solution to this 
problem.   
MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [10.49 am]:  There was another arrangement with the member for Mindarie, but he is 
not with us.  He is with us?  It is a bit late. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr G. Woodhams):  You have the call, member for Moore. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I thank the Acting Speaker; I was endeavouring to do the right thing! 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  Thank you very much.  I will try to attract the Acting Speaker’s attention after this speech! 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I thank the member for Mindarie. 
In speaking on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Bill (No. 5) and the Appropriation (Consolidated 
Account) Bill (No. 6), I want to speak about three issues relevant to the electorate of Moore.  The first is road 
funding.  That issue extends into the Acting Speaker’s region, the electorate of Greenough.  I refer to the lack of 
funding for Indian Ocean Drive.  There is no-one in this house - certainly no-one on this side of the house - who 
does not want Indian Ocean Drive to proceed forthwith.  From the point of view of tourism, industry 
development, employment and road safety, this road needs to be built as soon as possible.  It is a tragedy that this 
road, which has been talked about and planned for more than 20 years, is still in an early stage of development.  
This year some $24.5 million has been allocated, and a tender for $16 million has been let, to construct the first 
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10 kilometres of that road.  The first cost estimate for that road in 2001 was approximately $32 million.  
According to the latest budget estimates figures, the projected cost has escalated to $153 million.  It is 
extraordinary that this could happen even though there is considerable support for the road from both sides of the 
house.  The government says that it supports the road.  However, for whatever reason, there is a lack of will to 
bring construction of the road to fruition.  The road is currently a cul-de-sac that ends at Lancelin.  A tendered 
figure of $16.5 million has been allocated to simply extend the cul-de-sac.  Notwithstanding the goodwill of the 
local authorities and local communities involved - I am sure the member for Geraldton is very keen for this road 
to be built because it impacts on his community - the road is to be extended to nowhere, and there is no 
additional money in this year’s budget for the road.  That is a major concern. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  There is another $2 billion surplus. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  That makes it even more unpalatable for people who live north of Perth and who regularly 
travel from Perth to Geraldton, and everywhere in between, and beyond.  The construction of the road would 
shorten the journey considerably and promote greater development opportunities.  During the first term of the 
Gallop Labor government, the Wheatbelt Development Commission presented a report to the then Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure outlining the benefits that would flow from an investment of $32 million, which was 
the then estimated cost for construction of the road.  The report went into great detail and predicted that the cost 
of the road would be recovered within 10 years of its construction.  Most of the cost recovery would come from 
land tax and stamp duty; the balance would come from energy taxes on fuel etc.  That was a lost opportunity.  
We should have pushed the “go” button and been serious, and we would have saved approximately $120 million 
from this year’s long-term cost estimate for the construction of Indian Ocean Drive.   

Members such as the Acting Speaker - the member for Geraldton - and I regularly drive up and down Brand 
Highway.  We all have stories to tell of the near-misses and the stupidity that occurs as a result of impatient and 
idiotic drivers who seemingly have no regard for their own safety or the safety of others.  I am sure the Acting 
Speaker would agree that this occurs on a regular basis; in fact, there would not be a single trip during which I do 
not see a near-miss or somebody doing something absolutely idiotic.  Sadly, an example took place a couple of 
weeks ago in which three road trains were involved in an accident.  One of the road trains was an oil tanker 
carting oil along Brand Highway from the terminus at Dongara where the offshore oil rig delivers its crude oil.  I 
hope, as I am sure all members hope, that the driver is now in much better health than he was after the accident; 
we all wish him well.  I am informed that a truck leaves the terminus at Dongara every hour.  If one truck leaves 
the terminus every hour, that in fact means that two trucks are leaving the terminus every hour over any 24-hour 
period, because one would arrive while another is leaving.  That means there are 48 road trains, each with a 
capacity of approximately 80 tonnes, going north and south along Brand Highway at any given time.  Those 
trucks are in addition to the growing number of trucks utilising Brand Highway because of the resources boom.   

The lack of passing lanes has created a very dangerous and absolutely intolerable situation.  We are getting 
closer to one of the busiest holiday periods in the year, comparable to the Easter period.  We all hope and pray 
that commonsense will prevail from all motorists using Brand Highway.  An action group was formed in the 
Badgingarra-Eneabba area which did quite a bit of work in meeting with Main Roads Western Australia and in 
pressuring the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and the government into bringing forward construction of 
the nine passing lanes required on Brand Highway between Geraldton and Gingin.  However, the section of 
Brand Highway that is in most need of passing lanes is the section south of the turn-off road from Cervantes to 
Gingin.  Approximately 100 kilometres of the road does not have proper passing lanes; there are slip lanes 
instead.  Main Roads really needs to be reminded that slip roads or turn-off lanes are not passing lanes.  They 
assist for the odd opportunity, but they do not provide the same benefits as passing lanes.  I urge members 
opposite and the minister to stop mucking around with this issue and bring it forward.  I urge the Treasurer to 
allocate the money to construct Indian Ocean Drive before it ends up being a $300 million project, because that 
would be an unnecessary extra cost, and people’s safety on Brand Highway would continue to be threatened.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is a good project and it has always been a matter of priorities. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I understand, respect and appreciate the difficulties that this Treasurer, and all Treasurers, are 
faced with in meeting all the requests and requirements that are presented to them.  However, I plead with the 
Treasurer, for the safety of the people who travel on that road, to seriously look at bringing forward this project.  
When the contract was let, I asked the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure whether she would grant an 
extension to the contract to link Mimegarra Road, which is being built with some money that was allocated to 
drought-stricken farmers to build the haul road for the rest of the construction from Brand Highway, with Indian 
Ocean Drive.  There is now a silly situation whereby a beautiful highway 1 road will stop and go nowhere.  An 
extension of Mimegarra Road will go across where the road is supposed to link with Indian Ocean Drive and 
there will be a four-kilometre gap.  Some $8 million of the budget allocation was saved from the tendered 
amount.  That amount could still be used to link up those roads because that section of road is in the process of 
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being constructed.  It could be linked with a gravel connection.  The minister said that she did not want 
inexperienced people to travel on a gravel road.  Those of us who have been around for a while remember Brand 
Highway, which is similar to many other highways that were built in stages.  Many people have had to travel on 
gravel roads before they were sealed with bitumen.  That would provide value for money in the interim until this 
item could be put in the budget next year and complete Indian Ocean Drive.  It would provide a linkage.  The 
minister gave a negative response to that suggestion, which was very disappointing. 

Another poor planning decision concerns the allocation of road funding for the saleyards that are being 
constructed at Muchea, and the lack of consideration to strategic planning to connect certain roads.  Great 
Northern Highway provides access to Muchea from the north and the south, and Brand Highway connects with 
Muchea at the Muchea intersection.  Producers can adequately deliver their produce along those roads to the new 
Muchea saleyards.  The problem is that people to the east of Muchea must be diverted either north or south once 
they get to Toodyay.  Two roads will allow easterly and westerly access to the Muchea saleyards - Julimar Road, 
and Dewars Pool Road.  Neither of those roads is up to road train or heavy vehicle standard, and they are school 
bus routes to boot.  Even the smaller and lighter trucks that will cart stock from the east to the new Muchea 
saleyards will create another hazardous situation.  Recently, the Shire of Toodyay has criticised the government 
for its lack of planning and allocation of funding to provide access for the farmers and producers in the east to 
get their produce to the Muchea saleyards.  They are a couple of very critical points concerning road funding. 

I want to talk also about the fairly recent decision by the Minister for Fisheries regarding the restrictions and 
bans that have been applied to commercial fishing.  Over a number of years a committee considered the impacts 
and efforts of fishing in the west coast fishing bioregion, which stretches from Augusta to Exmouth.  That 
committee made a series of recommendations to the Minister for Fisheries.  One of its most critical - if not the 
most critical - recommendations, after an extended deliberation and consultation period with industry and 
participants, was that fishermen who wanted to participate in an allocation of resources of the fish stocks for 
licensing purposes had to have delivered 1 000 kilos of fish stocks in the three years both prior, and subsequent, 
to 1997.  That recommendation went to the minister, and without any further consultation, inquiry or discussion 
with industry or the committee, the government decided that the allocated criteria to allow fishermen to apply for 
units to be issued would be doubled from 1 000 kilograms to 2 000 kilograms.  In effect, that removed the ability 
of more than half the fishermen to be eligible to apply for units.  That is a serious consequence for those 
fishermen, some of whom have been active in the bioregion for all their lives.  At the stroke of a pen, the 
doubling of the allocation virtually wiped out half the fishermen from being able to continue to fish.  Numerous 
fishermen who have contacted me are aggrieved about the decision.  The decision virtually says that those 
fishermen are redundant, unemployed, on the scrap heap and are finished; they cannot keep fishing because they 
do not meet the criteria.  The committee set the allocation at 1 000 kilos but that allocation was immediately 
doubled by the minister and his decision made a massive amount of fishermen ineligible to apply for units.  
Young fishermen have told me that they outlaid up to $500 000 to buy licences and set themselves up with boats 
and gear on the understanding that they would comply with the requirements.  They have now found that the 
minister has said, “Sorry, I am going to double the amount that is required for you to be eligible.”  That is 
disgraceful.  The minister has said that the fishermen will be compensated.  However, that compensation will not 
give due account to the future lost earnings of those people over their lifetimes.  That decision is disgraceful and 
grossly unfair and should be revisited by the minister.  Nobody either inside or outside the industry disagrees that 
there is a requirement to reduce the catch.  However, this is a flawed approach.  We are told that the 
compensation is adequate and that there has been adequate consultation and consideration of the matter, yet the 
minister has made an arbitrary decision to rule out a massive percentage of fishermen from being eligible. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Since that decision was made, it was noted that a group of fishermen from the Fremantle 
region came to Parliament House only a couple of weeks ago to voice their disapproval and concerns at the 
Minister for Fisheries’ decision about the metropolitan fishing zone.  This metropolitan fishing zone has been 
designated south from Lancelin, right through the true metropolitan area, to extend almost to my good friend the 
member for Bunbury’s electorate.  

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Just north of Binningup.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  Yes.  In fact, the minister has claimed that the zone extends only to Mandurah, but it is closer 
to Bunbury.  That reflects, once again, a bit more spin.  

In effect, the minister’s decision has wiped out all commercial fishing within that zone.  There was no 
consultation; there was no discussion at all with the commercial fishermen who fish within that zone.  The 
minister has once again wiped people’s careers off the map.  

Mr G.M. Castrilli interjected.  
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Mr G. SNOOK:  Yes.  Therein lies a huge inequity and gross unfairness for people who have outlaid hard-
earned or borrowed money and set themselves up with a mortgage.  Without consultation, their lives have been 
turned into turmoil.  

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  There was no prior warning.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  As the member for Bunbury said, they had no prior warning.  That is absolutely disgraceful.  
In addition to that unfair treatment, the minister continues to say that, because of the threat to the biostock, we 
must take these tough decisions.  It is estimated that about 50 per cent of the total catch - the estimates of the 
total demersal fish catch within the metropolitan zone are not accurate - is said to be taken by commercial 
fishermen.  That 50 per cent can be accepted as accurate because commercial fishermen fill in their log books in 
accordance with the regulations and as part of the relicensing process.  However, the true take by recreational 
fishermen from that sector is not accurate; it is an estimate.  It will be a very sad reflection on the department, the 
minister and the Labor government if they do not have the courage to seriously reduce the recreational sector 
activity.  If they do not do so and, over the next few decades, the biomass is continually degraded until 
eventually the number of iconic fish species such as dhufish, snapper and baldchin collapse, it will bring 
enormous shame on this government.  In effect, that could actually occur.  It will take a great deal of political 
courage for a government to take the tough step to say that we need to reduce recreational fishing activity.  If we 
are serious in this place, we should look at fisheries management in an overall, integrated fashion.  In fact, 
between the last Court government and during the Gallop and now the Carpenter governments, there has been 
agreeance that an integrated fisheries management policy would be adhered to.  That means that fisheries would 
be considered as a whole, rather than as separate sections.  That is the only fair way to deal with it.  If we do not 
do that and allow political opportunism to dictate the way we manage fishery species, we will be in strife.  There 
are examples around the world of the collapse of fisheries as a result of not taking that opportunity.  That would 
be a tragedy. 

The minister’s decision has smashed people’s livelihoods and destroyed their incomes and their futures.  It has 
caused commercial fishermen to redirect their effort because they have been told that they are banned in the 
metropolitan area and that, “If you are one of the few that is left after the west coast bioregion redistribution; you 
can go and fish somewhere else.”  However, everyone should realise there is not a big quid in catching dhufish, 
snapper and baldchin, despite the horrendous price we pay in the markets or the fish shops for them.  The 
situation is similar to that for most primary producers.  At this moment there is no correlation between what 
people pay in the butcher shop and what the farmer is paid at the farm gate.  Likewise, there is no correlation 
between what the fishermen is paid at the jetty and what people pay at the fish markets.  There is no 
consideration in terms of a fair go for the producer.  As I said, there is not a big quid to be made from wetline 
fishing.  Commercial fishermen provide Western Australians who do not want to go fishing with the essential 
protein elements found in fish.  Only 20 per cent of people in Western Australia fish recreationally.  The other 
80 per cent buy their product at the fish shop.  Even prior to these new regulations and bans that have been put in 
place, any one of us would have found it pretty tough to buy locally caught fish.  As did I the other day, 
members can see in the shops fish from the Philippines, Vietnam, China, India and Indonesia, and the list goes 
on.  As consumers, we are unsure of where those fish are caught, when, and where and what sort of fisheries 
management has applied and whether they are healthy.  

Mr G.M. Castrilli interjected.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Some of us who have been to Asia may have seen the prawn farms there, and I will tell 
members that, having done so, we would not want to eat prawns after that.  An atrocious situation has arisen 
because a decision has been made that, in most cases, has destroyed fishermen’s livelihoods and their traditions.  
Fremantle is based on that tradition of fishing.  It will be interesting to see what happens down the track.  It was 
interesting to note that Mr Tagliaferri joined the fishermen at Parliament House to express his serious concern 
about the direction the state government is taking on fisheries management.  

There is one other issue I will address in the short time I have left that affects my electorate and the economic 
capacity for farmers in my electorate to continue to stay in the game.  Members will be aware of the recent 
announcement by New South Wales and Victoria of their lifting the moratorium for growing genetically 
modified canola.  We are all aware that the moratorium in Western Australia still applies.  The Victorian and 
New South Wales governments have taken a courageous and logical step in allowing genetically modified canola 
to be grown in their states.  It has been proved around the world and in field trials in Australia that this crop is 
environmentally safe and safe for human consumption and brings benefits to the environment as a result of the 
reduced use of chemicals and pesticides.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  Who has conducted those trials?   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Trials have been conducted in South Australia and, I believe, in Victoria.  
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Mr A.D. McRae:  By whom?  It is a great global con, let me tell you.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  Okay. 

Mr P. Papalia:  You do some research.  Don’t take it at face value.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member for Peel should not tell me about doing research.  He is questioning the authority 
of the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator and Food Standards of Australia and New Zealand.  Members 
opposite are questioning eminent scientists such as Sir Gustav Nossal, who is viewed in many circles as one of 
the pre-eminent world scientists who headed the Victorian review committee appointed by the Victorian 
Premier.  Members opposite are saying that they do not trust their Labor colleagues, the Premier and the 
government of New South Wales or the Premier of Victoria, who have more courage, more logic and more 
commonsense -  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  I did not know that canola was such an issue.  I think we have had enough interjection.  I am 
sure that if members to my right want to make a contribution, they will be able do to do so. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  People inside and outside this house are perpetuating the myth that canola oil is not healthy.  
The members who are criticising me need to do some research. 

Mr P. Papalia:  You can’t read the research; they don’t publish it.  They hide the results. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  People cannot distinguish the origin of either conventional canola oil or genetically modified 
canola oil.  No scientist in the world can tell the difference, because all the protein and DNA are left behind in 
the crushing process.  DNA is traceable in GM and conventional canola seed.  The fact remains that we must 
keep our farmers economically in front.  We have to look at the benefits.  All the other issues with genetically 
modified products need to go through the process.  I am talking entirely about one issue, and that is genetically 
modified canola.  Seventy per cent of all canola produced in the world is GM canola.  It goes to Japan.  It is 
processed alongside the small amount of non-GM canola.  There is no difference. 

Debate interrupted. 

[Continued on next page.] 
 


