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MEMBER FOR WARREN-BLACKWOOD, APOLOGY FOR COMMENTS ON RSPCA 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [3.00 pm] - without notice:  I move - 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as would enable the following motion to be considered forthwith - 

That this house calls on the member for Warren-Blackwood to apologise unreservedly for his false and 
unsubstantiated claims in mounting a malicious attack on the RSPCA and its officers by way of a 
grievance made on 13 May 2004. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I am sure members want to get this suspension out of the way as quickly as 
possible. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition may not recall, but the member for Warren-Blackwood 
made quite a malicious attack on the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals and its officers back 
in 2004 under parliamentary privilege.  Last Wednesday - 

Mr M.J. Birney interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Last Wednesday, a court found that the particular case raised by the member for Warren-
Blackwood was one to warrant a record fine for the person that the member for Warren-Blackwood claimed was 
doing no wrong, clearly supporting the stand taken by the RSPCA and its officers.  The court went further and 
made a finding that that person should not ever in the future have the care of cattle.  A very personal and nasty 
attack on a very reputable organisation and its officers was mounted in this place under parliamentary privilege.  
Many months later, the facts have been determined by a court.  One would have thought that any member who 
takes that stance - 

Point of Order 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  We are not hearing any argument about why we need to suspend standing 
orders, why this matter needs to be dealt with right now and why it is so urgent.  All we are hearing is a load of 
diatribes about the matter that the Leader of the House wants to rake over the ground of this Parliament. 

The SPEAKER:  The motion before the house is the suspension.  We usually give some leeway.  We are not a 
minute into this suspension.  I am sure the Leader of the House will shortly return to the substance after the first 
minute or two. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The point of the suspension is to enable a motion to be moved calling on the member for 
Warren-Blackwood to apologise.  I am simply setting out very briefly why this is such a serious matter.  It goes 
not only to the privileges that we have in this place and the respect we need to show to our fellow members in 
speaking the truth and seeking to verify the facts of matters about which we speak, but also to the standing of 
this house in the wider community and the impact that what we say in this place can have on individuals and 
reputable organisations such as the RSPCA.  It is therefore appropriate that the member be given the opportunity, 
and in fact be called upon, as this motion states, to apologise to this house and to the RSPCA and its officers. 

I do not wish to go over those matters now.  I will do that following the suspension of standing orders.  However, 
I need to put to the house why the suspension is required.  It is required to make sure that the standards of this 
house are upheld, that the respect that the community holds for what we say in this place is also upheld and that 
members who have said something injurious and false about people outside are required, at the very least, to 
make a public apology in this chamber. 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [3.03 pm]:  What an absolute joke of a 
government and what an absolute joke of a Leader of the House!  There is no need for us to suspend standing 
orders today, notwithstanding the fact that, if we do, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition will put his position 
absolutely clearly to the house and will relish the opportunity of doing so, despite the fact that he has been given 
no notice whatsoever of this stunt.  However, more importantly, the duly elected government of the day is asking 
us to suspend standing orders to deal with what is essentially a stunt - a juvenile, immature stunt that is being put 
forward by a government that is incapable of governing.  Why do we not just look at the various pieces of 
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legislation which are sitting on the notice paper and which we will be denying time to deal with if we accept this 
motion before the house today?  There are a host of health bills, including the Chiropractors Bill and the 
Occupational Therapists Bill, that we could be dealing with.  There is the Human Tissue and Transplant 
Amendment Bill and also the Terrorism (Extraordinary Powers) Bill, which is the very same bill that the Labor 
Party said it had been working on urgently because it needed to be put through this house.  However, instead of 
putting it through this house as a matter of urgency, it is pulling juvenile, immature stunts like this.  What an 
indictment of a duly elected government to come into this place and move to suspend standing orders just to 
have a rubbish go at a member of the opposition.   

Do members opposite not know what they have been elected for?  They have been elected to pass and improve 
laws.  That is why they are sitting in this place.  They should not use this Parliament as a tool and as a joke.  The 
fact that they are sitting on that side, theoretically at least, means that they have some laws that they want to 
make in this state or some laws that they want to improve.  After having said that the Perry Lakes 
Redevelopment Bill would be declared an urgent bill, imagine the Leader of the House standing in this place 
today and telling us that we will not be dealing with that bill now - which I might add is order of the day 1 on the 
notice paper - because the Leader of the House, with a ridiculous, silly little smirk on his face, wants to suspend 
standing orders for a ridiculous, immature, juvenile reason.  This reflects very badly indeed on the Labor Party.  I 
am sure that all the people who have an interest in the proposed laws that are sitting on our notice paper and who 
are being denied an opportunity and precious legislation time to deal with those proposed laws would equally 
think that this Labor Party and this Leader of the House are little more than a joke in Western Australia. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Premier) [3.06 pm]:  I do not want to delay the house for very long.  
However, the speech of the Leader of the Opposition has raised two important concerns for me.  One is that the 
Leader of the Opposition does not appear to have any concern for the possibility, the probability or the certainty 
that parliamentary privilege has been abused.  Parliamentary privilege is a very important feature of our 
operations in this place, and any abuse of parliamentary privilege threatens its continued existence.  If a member 
of this house has abused the privilege that we are all accorded in this place, that is a very serious matter indeed, 
and I would expect that anyone who occupies the senior position of Leader of the Opposition would take that 
into account. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  What does the Premier think? 

The SPEAKER:  I know what I think.  The Leader of the Opposition should not be speaking when I am on my 
feet.  I call the Leader of the Opposition to order for the first time. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  The Deputy Premier is a bumbling, fumbling fool. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The SPEAKER:  I order the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw those comments, and I call him to order for 
the second time. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Once again, the Leader of the Opposition has demonstrated his substance and intellectual 
depth by reading from the notice paper as the main source of his argument on this matter.  It is good to know that 
he can read the notice paper.  However, another important issue needs to be raised, and that is the question of 
standards of behaviour.  Anyone in a leadership position has a responsibility to maintain and uphold standards of 
behaviour.  That applies to the government, but it also applies to the opposition.  The Leader of the Opposition 
has a particular responsibility, when a member of his team has not behaved properly, to uphold proper standards 
of parliamentary behaviour.  If the opposition were properly organised and properly led, it would have discussed 
this matter before the Parliament sat today, and it would have advised the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that 
he should rise at the first available opportunity and deliver his apology.  Even now the opposition could tender 
that advice to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  However, it does not appear as though it will take that 
approach.  It appears that it wants to ignore the important questions of parliamentary privilege and standards.  
Standing orders must be suspended before we can deal with those two issues.   

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.11 pm]:  I have taken the time to read the member for Warren-
Blackwood’s grievance in Hansard.  I am concerned that the government has bothered to move this motion.  The 
Hansard of 13 May 2004 reads -  

I believe the RSPCA failed to examine the origins of the cattle.  
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. . .  

I understand that the RSPCA was informed of the condition of the cattle . . .   

When referring to the cattle that had been shot, the Hansard states that four were shot on one day.  It also reads -  

I believe the RSPCA was in breach of its Act . . .  

What inflammatory statements!  A reading of the grievance will show that the member was stating his belief 
before the house.   

A government member interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes.  The member should read it!   

The SPEAKER:  It is good that the member for Avon is suggesting that members read the Hansard.  However, 
we are debating the suspension of standing orders.  The member may wish to refer to the relevant Hansard when 
and if standing orders are suspended and a debate on the substantive motion occurs.  The member for Avon has 
been a member of Parliament long enough to know what is involved in a debate to suspend standing orders.  The 
member for Avon must stick to the rules.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The rules are that I have five minutes to speak to it.   

The SPEAKER:  Sorry?  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The standing orders allow me five minutes to speak to the substance of the motion, 
and that is what I am doing.   
The SPEAKER:  I ask the member for Avon to take a seat.  We are debating the suspension of standing orders 
not -  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I am aware of that.  

The SPEAKER:  If the member for Avon refers to what may be discussed if the motion to suspend standing 
orders is passed, I will sit him down.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  This motion is a total waste of this chamber’s time.  Members of this chamber have 
the ability to speak about whatever they like.  For the government to move a motion to suspend standing orders 
on a day when it wants to move that a particular bill be declared urgent is a joke and reveals the total 
mismanagement of this house.  If the government believes that this issue has some substance, it should do 
something about it.  The motion to suspend standing orders is a ridiculous procedure.  If the government believes 
that there has been a breach of parliamentary privilege, it should move a motion against the member for Warren-
Blackwood that reflects the correct processes of this house.  The government wants to waste the time of this 
house and to make a statement.  How can the government move a motion to suspend standing orders to debate 
this issue when a little later in the day it will move that a planning bill be declared an urgent bill?  The two are in 
conflict with one another.  If the government believes that it has urgent business that cannot wait, it must use the 
procedures of this house in the way that they are meant to be used.   
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.14 pm]:  I will not talk about the substance of the motion before the house.  
Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I would be surprised if you didn’t.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will not talk about the substance of the issue because members have already mentioned 
it.  Indeed, the Leader of the House spent quite a few minutes debating the substance of this issue.  I will use my 
contribution to outline the reasons that we should not suspend standing orders.   
The Deputy Premier, who is in charge today, has alleged a serious abuse of parliamentary privilege by the 
member for Warren-Blackwood during his grievance on 13 May 2004.  He has been around long enough to 
know - as have you, Mr Speaker, I and many other members of this house - that if an organisation feels that it 
has been abused under parliamentary privilege, it has the opportunity to write to you, Mr Speaker, to ask that a 
response be included in Hansard.  As a member of the Procedure and Privileges Committee, I have not seen a 
request from the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals for such a correction; nor has it given 
any indication that it is upset that it has been abused in the way that the government has suggested under 
parliamentary privilege.  The motion to suspend standing orders is nothing more than a political stunt on behalf 
of government members, particularly the Leader of the House.  Quite frankly, there is no justification to suspend 
standing orders to debate an issue such as this.  I am a life member of the RSPCA.  At the end of the day -  

Several government members interjected.  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will not take interjections from the rabble at the back.   

If the government were serious about running this state and this Parliament, I would support a motion to suspend 
standing orders to debate serious issues, such as the crisis in the Departments of Justice and Community 
Development, including the issue of child abuse in this state.  They are the issues we should be debating, not the 
comments by the member for Warren-Blackwood in 2004.  We should not be debating the Leader of the House’s 
stupid political ploy.  Today we are seeing an absolute abuse of the parliamentary process.  The government is 
wasting Parliament’s time with this sheer political and hypocritical stunt.  That is all it is - a stunt.  Instead of the 
stupid issue that has been brought forward by the Leader of the House, we should be debating other important 
issues.  I vehemently oppose the motion to suspend standing orders to give any time to the government’s stupid 
witch-hunt - essentially this is a censure motion against the Deputy Leader of the Opposition - when it has no 
justification for it and when there are alternative ways of addressing abuses of parliamentary privilege.  It has not 
sought to do that at all.  This motion has been moved to remove the focus from what has been going on in two 
areas; namely, the crisis with the Parole Board in the Department of Justice and the crisis in the Department for 
Community Development.  Indeed, just under 200 children have been abused in care since this government came 
to power.  I say to the Attorney General and the Ministers for Justice and Community Development: we should 
be debating those issues today.  The government is letting paedophiles out of prison five years into an 11-year 
sentence and less than eight years into a 15-year sentence.  The government will not debate that issue in its time 
in this house, even though it is far more important than the rubbish it has raised today.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [3.17 pm]:  I will make a brief comment.  Having listened to what the member 
for Avon said, I have read the member for Warren-Blackwood’s grievance during which, as a representative of 
his constituents, he expressed a point of view about the condition of some cattle in his electorate.  During his 
grievance he questioned the procedures of the RSPCA.  For goodness sake, we are here to represent our 
constituents and to raise issues that we think are appropriate.  How dare this government question a member of 
Parliament for raising an issue on behalf of his constituents.  The motion moved by the Leader of the House is a 
nonsense.  

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.18 pm]:  My colleagues and I do not support 
the motion to suspend standing orders.  I also have a copy of the relevant grievance.  I suggest that all 
government members read it, because in it the member for Warren-Blackwood raised important concerns that 
needed to be raised in the house at the time.  That some cattle in his area were in bad condition is certainly not in 
dispute.  What is in dispute is how that occurred.  What was said during the debate was important because 
certain cattle were in a bad condition.  For that reason, there is absolutely no reason to suspend standing orders 
and waste the time of the house.   
MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [3.19 pm]:  The member for Hillarys made the point very 
clearly that there is more than adequate opportunity for these matters to be dealt with without suspending 
standing orders.  I refer members to standing order 114, which is very clear.  If the RSPCA wants a response to 
the member for Warren-Blackwood’s point of view to appear in Hansard, it can seek one under standing order 
114.  The question of whether the Speaker deems it to be a frivolous matter can be referred to the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee and ultimately presented to this Parliament.  If the RSPCA wishes, it can seek to have its 
voice heard in this chamber.  This suspension of standing orders is not needed for that purpose.  
In response to the Leader of the House’s reference to a breach of parliamentary privilege, again, I remind 
members that a process for dealing with breaches of privilege is firmly established within this Parliament.  We 
must ask why the government moved this motion rather than sought to have the matter dealt with in the usual 
way.  It is quite clear that it knows it would not fly.  The government knows that no breach of parliamentary 
privilege has occurred in this matter and that if it uses its numbers to have this matter sent to the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee, the committee will undoubtedly rule that a breach of privilege has not occurred.  That 
would be an embarrassment to the government.  In other words, this is not an issue about a breach of privilege by 
the member for Warren-Blackwood.  It is a direct insinuation by government members that members of 
Parliament should not be free to speak for their electorates according to their consciences and beliefs, and that 
they should not enjoy the freedom that this Parliament gives them to represent their constituencies as they see fit.  
If a breach of privilege occurs because a member pushes the boundaries too far, this Parliament can take action.  
However, that is not what this motion seeks to do.  If, according to the government, the member for Warren-
Blackwood had done something so serious that he had breached parliamentary privilege, this motion would read 
differently.  It would seek to refer the matter to the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  However, it does not 
do that.  I leave members opposite with a simple thought: what goes around comes around.  Members opposite 
are setting a precedent by abusing the use of parliamentary time in an effort to enable a personal attack on a 
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member of Parliament under the thinly veiled excuse that it has something to do with parliamentary privilege, 
when it has absolutely nothing to do with that whatsoever.  

I remind members also that there is a certain standard in this Parliament called decency.  If a member of 
Parliament is to be attacked, albeit by this convoluted, ridiculous approach, the government could at least have 
had the decency to give notice of a motion so that the member and his colleagues had time to prepare.  Having 
said that, I take my hat off to the member for Warren-Blackwood, who has made it clear to the Leader of the 
Opposition and me that he is quite prepared to respond.  We know the numbers will go the government’s way to 
enable standing orders to be suspended.  The member for Warren-Blackwood will respond.  Government 
members have asked for a debate and they will get a debate from the opposition.  When the member for Warren-
Blackwood has finished, all members on this side will engage in this debate.  If the government gags the debate, 
that will reveal exactly what this is; namely, a petty, pathetic attempt to attack an individual member of 
Parliament under the guise of parliamentary privilege.  This is an absolutely pathetic political stunt.  

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [3.23 pm]:  I am baffled about why the government has moved to suspend 
standing orders to debate this motion in this place at this time.  Members opposite referred to a breach of 
parliamentary privilege.  We all know why parliamentary privilege exists.  It serves a specific purpose; namely, 
to give every member of this chamber an opportunity to make comments that he might not be able to make 
outside this place.  The Parliament provides protection for members to voice their concerns about issues, people, 
companies or whatever.  When a member does that, even if what he says is wrong, it does not constitute a breach 
of parliamentary privilege.  I remember the member for Peel, who is not in the chamber now, making scurrilous 
statements on many occasions about people associated with Liberal Party members that were subsequently 
proved wrong, but the member never apologised.  It is absolute nonsense for the Labor Party to claim that the 
member for Warren-Blackwood has breached parliamentary privilege.  It is obvious from the member for 
Warren-Blackwood’s statement that no abuse of parliamentary privilege occurred, but that the member was 
expressing his concern about certain issues to do with the RSPCA.  That will be illustrated later during the 
substantive debate, so I will not talk further on that now.  

I ask again why the government is seeking to suspend standing orders, when the government knows full well that 
the member for Warren-Blackwood did not breach parliamentary privilege and did absolutely nothing wrong.  
Why are we having this debate in this place today?  I cannot help but think that a member with a nasty little mind 
on the government’s side of the house knows that the member for Warren-Blackwood is under personal pressure 
and has decided to exacerbate that pressure in the house today.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (29) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.N. Hyde Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk  
Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper  

Noes (25) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas  
Dr E. Constable Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron  

Question thus passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [3.29 pm]:  I move -  

That this house calls on the member for Warren-Blackwood to apologise unreservedly for his false and 
unsubstantiated claims in mounting a malicious attack on the RSPCA and its officers by way of a 
grievance made on 13 May 2004. 
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Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  Order, members!   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am absolutely astounded that members opposite should yell and shout when they have 
not taken the trouble to inform themselves of the facts of the matter.  That is what got the member for Warren-
Blackwood into trouble in the first place.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Members may have read that, but they have not read what happened in the court.   

The member for Warren-Blackwood said things in here that were totally false and that maligned a respected 
organisation.   

Several members interjected.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Members opposite do not think that the RSPCA is a respected organisation!   

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  I am sure that the member for Avon will have an opportunity to speak.  Now is not the time 
for him to speak.  I call the member for Avon to order once again.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I take it from that outburst that a number of members opposite have no respect or 
consideration for the RSPCA and the job it does.  That is what we get when members yell about things of which 
they do not know the facts; they simply try to yell people down and abuse them.  That is what the member for 
Warren-Blackwood did to the RSPCA; he abused the RSPCA, the veterinarians and the officers.  If members do 
that in here, they must be accountable to the Parliament and should at least make an apology.  Let us deal with 
the facts and not just the emotion of members opposite.   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  I am sure that the member for Cottesloe will make a contribution at some stage; now is not the 
time.  I call the member for Cottesloe to order for the first time.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Warren-Blackwood, the now Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, set out 
to slur the name of the RSPCA and a number of its officers in a grievance to this house on 13 May 2004, which 
was made in support of someone he said was a constituent.  We now know that a magistrate in Bunbury made a 
determination on the case involving Mr Roger Marsh and between 100 and 120 cattle.  The outcome of that court 
case was the imposition of a record penalty.  Mr Marsh was found guilty of 13 counts of cruelty, fined $80 000 
and ordered to pay the RSPCA costs of $17 000.  He was also permanently prohibited from being involved with 
cattle.   

I turn to what the member for Warren-Blackwood said in the Assembly on 13 May 2004.  He asked whether the 
government would conduct an inquiry into the possible abuse of power by the RSPCA.  That comment can be 
found on page 2908 of Hansard.  Immediately, he suggested that there had been an abuse of power by the 
RSPCA.  He said a little later in his grievance - 

Even a cursory examination by the RSPCA would show that the farmer has been handling his cattle in a 
reasonable way. 

The basis for the member for Warren-Blackwood standing up for his constituent was that his constituent had 
been handling cattle in a reasonable way.  However, the determination of the Magistrates Court was that, on the 
evidence presented, this gentleman should be permanently prohibited from being involved with cattle.   

Point of Order 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The Leader of the House is reading from some documents.  I ask that they be tabled.   

The SPEAKER:  The rule is that official documents must be tabled.  There is no implication at this stage that 
they are official documents.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  For the benefit of the member, the only official document from which I am quoting is 
Hansard, and I have already given the page reference.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Further to the point of order, the Leader of the House said that it is an official 
document.  We request that it be tabled.   

The SPEAKER:  The Leader of the House said that it is a copy of Hansard.   
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am not canvassing your ruling, Mr Speaker.  The Leader of the House just 
said that the only official document from which he is quoting is Hansard.  Therefore, he must have an official 
document in his hands.  I do not care whether it is Hansard; he should table it.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Mr Speaker, will you advise the house whether a copy of Hansard is an official document?   

The SPEAKER:  No; it is part of the parliamentary record.  Anyone can get a copy of it.  What are usually 
referred to as official documents are ministerial documents from which a minister quotes.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  When members represent the interests of a constituent in Parliament, quite often they 
present their constituent’s case.  Most members, having some concern for getting it right, will make it clear that 
what they are saying is what they have been told by their constituent.  The member for Warren-Blackwood said 
in a grievance to the house that even a cursory examination by the RSPCA would have shown that the farmer 
had been handling his cattle in a reasonable way.  However, the court found that he clearly had not been 
handling his cattle in a reasonable way.  Clearly, the member got it wrong.  The difficulty is that, based on that 
false assumption, the member for Warren-Blackwood went on to impugn the reputation of the RSPCA.  The 
member for Warren-Blackwood said later in the grievance - 

The general inspector from the RSPCA was at the property.  Also in attendance were two vets who had 
been seconded by the RSPCA. 

He also said - 

I believe that the general inspector had no idea about handling cattle. 
The opinion of the member for Warren-Blackwood was that the government needed to investigate an abuse of 
power by the RSPCA based on his view that the general inspector and the vets knew nothing about the handling 
of cattle.  On that basis, a member could use Parliament to attack the very standing of the RSPCA and the people 
who work for it.  The member for Warren-Blackwood went further in his attack on the RSPCA by saying - 

I believe the RSPCA was in breach of its Act . . .  
No proof was given; it was only an assertion.   
Mr C.J. Barnett:  He expressed a view.   
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Does the member for Cottesloe think it is appropriate to express views in this place that 
are critical of important organisations in our community when the basis for those comments is wrong?  The 
member for Cottesloe thinks that is quite all right.  Does he not believe that we should have any standards?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is a Parliament.  That is what democracy is about.   
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The point is that when a member gets it very wrong, he should have the ability and the 
strength to stand and apologise.  The court made its decision nearly a week ago; the determination was made on 
Wednesday last week.  There has been ample time for a member of any substance to correct the record.  The 
member for Warren-Blackwood has done that before.  He has been man enough to apologise in the past.  
Members might have forgotten, but on 15 June 2004 the member for Warren-Blackwood spoke about Mr Gary 
Narkle, a repeat rapist, being located in Manjimup.  The member caused enormous harm to a member of his 
constituency because he got it wrong.   
Ms K. Hodson-Thomas interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  I call the member for Carine to order for the first time.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Warren-Blackwood slurred someone who was living in his constituency.  
At least on that occasion he came into the Parliament on 17 June 2004 and made an apology.  It might have been 
a half-hearted apology, but he made an apology.  In this case, in which senior officers of the RSPCA and the 
organisation itself have been slurred and have had mud thrown at them by the member for Warren-Blackwood, 
we would expect that, within a week, he would have come in here or at least issued a press release to apologise 
for getting it so wrong.  I return now to the Hansard of 13 May. 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  You’ve got this so wrong.  There could’ve been a better way of managing this, 
minister. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Tell me what is wrong, member for Carine. 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  I think you’ve got this wrong. 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Why?  Give me the facts. 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  I will get up and make my speech shortly. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The point is that all members opposite, like the member for Carine, who are following the 
member for Warren-Blackwood have no facts to put to their argument.  The facts are there.  The facts were laid 
out in the court.  That might be upsetting for the member, but that is the member’s difficulty. 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas interjected. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I was willing to let the member for Carine interject, but she did not want to answer the 
point.  The problem is that members of the Liberal Party opposite do not like to deal with facts and the substance 
of an issue; they are all about slurs and innuendo. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  I call the Leader of the National Party to order for the first time. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I seek to put the facts on the record.  Therefore, I have so far taken some of the specific 
comments made by the member for Warren-Blackwood and put them against the record, as found by a 
magistrate in the court in Bunbury.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  Show us.  Where is that?  Table it. 

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The minister keeps referring to the court and the court transcript.  I wonder whether he 
could table that court transcript. 

The SPEAKER:  I have heard the member interject about six times on that point.  The minister on his feet does 
not have to obey the directions of the member for Nedlands in relation to his speech.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Nedlands is welcome to get the transcript.  That is her red herring. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Members opposite like to get themselves in a lather because they do not have the facts. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I call to order the Leader of the National Party, and I call the member for Nedlands to 
order for the second time. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I do not seek to go back over the transcript of the court case and to second-guess the 
determination of the magistrate.  Members opposite may wish to do so.  Nevertheless, I accept that if a 
magistrate in a proper court session hears a case and makes a determination, there is a high probability that the 
magistrate got it right.  Therefore, the fact that that determination is absolute contrary to what has been said by 
the member for Warren-Blackwood warrants that member giving an apology, not only to the RSPCA but also in 
this place so that people outside this place may view the proceedings in this chamber and think that facts mean 
something.  The opposition generally does not worry about facts; members opposite like to make bald assertions 
regardless of facts.  The public generally would like to know that when members say things that are hurtful and 
harmful, they might at least try to check the facts - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Is that like your Premier?  Will he apologise for what he said about me and my life - about 
what he distributed? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Does the member suggest that we do not work to those standards? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  You couldn’t get out of the gutter if you tried. 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  You’re always down in the gutter. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  As you can see, Mr Speaker, members opposite just make assertions and throw that sort 
of mud because they do not have any facts on this matter.  The new members opposite might like to listen to 
what is happening here.  Members of the parties opposite lost the last election because this is how they behaved 
in the last four years of their government - they simply made assertions and did not worry about facts.  When the 
spotlight of an election went on them, the people deserted them.  The coalition was ahead leading into the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 20 September 2005] 

 p5610c-5643a 
Mr John Kobelke; Speaker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Max Trenorden; Mr 

Rob Johnson; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Brendon Grylls; Dr Kim Hames; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr John 
Bowler; Deputy Speaker; Mr Bob Kucera; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Peter Watson; Dr Steve 

Thomas; Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Mr David Templeman 

 [9] 

election campaign, and it could have won the election.  However, when the spotlight went on, and as coalition 
members had spent four years dealing with innuendo and bald assertions, things fell apart when the election 
campaign came around.  Liberal Party members, so far, do not deal with facts, do not analyse and do not develop 
arguments based on facts.  The member for Cottesloe had the ability to develop arguments.  If members do not 
analyse and argue in that way in here, and if they do not stand up for that process and do not believe in the truth, 
they will get into the habit, as the member for Warren-Blackwood -  

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am very happy for the Leader of the House to talk about the member for Cottesloe; I 
could debate that with him for hours and hours.  However, he is not talking to the motion before the house at all.  
In fact, I do not understand why you, Mr Speaker, are allowing him to the waste the time of the Parliament in 
this way.  He has no intention of talking about the motion.  This reflects on the house. 

The SPEAKER:  Again, the member for Cottesloe endeavours to put pressure upon the Chair.  The Leader of 
the House has not breached standing orders. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Who was the member responsible for the State Government Insurance Commission when it 
nearly went broke?  Tell us who that was. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Members opposite cannot deal with the facts.  The member for Darling Range has to deal 
with something that happened over 15 years ago; he does not want to deal with the issues relating to the RSPCA 
and the false allegations -  

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  You do not like to hear the history, either.  You ignored what the member said.  There 
are facts in there.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Cottesloe said that I should stick to the debate, which is about the 
RSPCA and false and malicious accusations made by the member for Warren-Blackwood.  The member may 
raise any matter she likes relating to the matter raised by the member for Darling Range; if she wants to deal 
with something that happened more than 15 years ago, she should move a motion to deal with it in private 
members’ time.  The member for Carine is exact evidence of what I spoke about earlier; namely, she epitomised 
the way in which members opposite do not deal with the facts in any reasoned way whatsoever.  She wants to 
yell and shout and try to shift the focus onto something else and not deal with the fact that the member for 
Warren-Blackwood got it seriously - 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  I call the member for Carine to order, and I call the Leader of the National Party to order for 
the third time! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Warren-Blackwood got it seriously wrong.  He slurred a very valuable 
and honourable institution, the RSPCA; he slurred senior officers and the role they play; and he has not been 
man enough so far to issue a public apology either directly to the RSPCA or in this house.  It is the second sitting 
day since the court made that determination last Wednesday.  Therefore, it is appropriate that the house deal with 
that matter.  I am trying to deal with it on the basis of the facts of what the member said and the outcome of the 
court determination.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  Have you got a copy of the court determination in front of you? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member is not listening or dealing with the facts.  I told the member that I am 
dealing with the decision of the court.  I am not going back to look at the evidence and how it was presented and 
try to second-guess the determination of the magistrate.  The magistrate made a decision. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  Do you have a copy? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No.  I simply have this.  The determination had three parts; first, the farmer was found 
guilty on 13 counts of cruelty; second, the farmer was fined $80 000 and ordered to pay RSPCA costs of 
$17 000; and, third, the farmer was prohibited permanently from being involved with cattle. 

Point of Order 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The document that the minister was reading from was the document I referred to before.  He 
had two documents in his hands previously.  One was Hansard, and the other was the document he was just 
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reading from again.  Mr Speaker, that looks to me to be an official document.  I ask that you look at it, Mr 
Speaker, to see whether you think it is the case and whether it should be tabled.   

The SPEAKER:  The document concerned may be the minister’s notes.  If it is an official document, it can be 
tabled.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I assure you, Mr Speaker, and the house, that it is not an official document.  I have some 
notes typed out to speak from. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I return to the notes about the member.  I quote the member stating, “I believe the 
RSPCA is in breach of its act.”  The RSPCA has certain powers and privileges under the statutes of the state.  
Therefore, to declare that an organisation such as the RSPCA is in breach of an act is a very serious charge.  The 
member gave no evidence for it.  He simply asserted -  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  That it should be investigated. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No.  The member for Warren-Blackwood said, and I quote again, “I believe the RSPCA 
is in breach of its act.”  That is a bald and clear assertion that the organisation has breached the statute under 
which it operates and under which it has responsibility. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  The federal government, it is in breach of its act.  Do you believe that? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Again, the member wants to go off at tangents.  Go off and have a Bex and a good lie 
down and we will see whether we can have some rationality in this debate.  The member for Avon clearly needs 
to have a lie down and to try to get control of things, because he is not in control at the moment.  He is simply 
not dealing with the facts.   

The member for Warren-Blackwood’s statement takes on even more significance in that he was previously a 
minister responsible for local government and matters relating to cruelty to animals.  It is an area in which one 
would expect him to have some understanding of matters, and to understand that what he said in this place and 
what was reported outside would carry some weight.  It was not just anyone popping up and saying that the 
RSPCA was breaking the law; it was someone who should have some understanding of the statute of which he 
was claiming the RSPCA was in breach.  That is a very serious accusation.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  They have broken the law more than once.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Where is the member’s evidence? 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I have lived on this planet for a little while, and I have been around the RSPCA when it 
has made mistakes, like everyone else on earth.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Making mistakes does not necessarily place an organisation in breach of the act.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am sure that people reading this debate in Hansard will find very interesting the out-of-
the-blue statements from members opposite that bear absolutely no relevance to the facts.  Now the member for 
Avon is making accusations about the RSPCA breaking the law.  It is absolutely incredible that members 
opposite think that, to defend themselves, they can throw whatever mud they like at anyone.  It does not matter 
about the public standing of the RSPCA, or about the thousands of volunteers who work in support of that 
organisation in the valuable work it does.  They can just be slurred.  The member for Avon is quite happy to say, 
without any evidence, that it breaks the law.  He does not even put up an argument, and when asked for evidence 
all he says is that he knows the RSPCA makes mistakes.  We all make mistakes, but if a member is man enough 
in this Parliament he will stand up and apologise for it.  That is what is at the heart of the motion before the 
house.  In trying to defend the indefensible, the opposition should not further attack the RSPCA and the many 
wonderful people who work for the organisation, as both volunteers and paid workers.  They clearly have a great 
care for animals and they enjoy the work of protecting animals.  If members opposite think this is not an issue, 
they should have a very hard look at themselves and ask how they will be pictured in their electorates for 
standing up in this house and slurring the RSPCA.  All we have had from members opposite so far is further 
slurs on this very valuable community organisation.  It continues even further.   

When I sought to respond to the grievance, I said - 

I am also advised that the RSPCA moved 40 calves to another property where a neighbouring farmer 
has assisted in feeding them through a fence with food provided by the RSPCA.  
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The member for Warren Blackwood then interjected -  

They were stolen.  

He accused the RSPCA of stealing the cattle.  This is not something happening in a school playground.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You’re being very childish.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Does the member think that the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party is no better than a 
child in a schoolyard?  That is what he is saying with his interjection.  He might be right, but I would hope that 
the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party would be slightly above the level of a primary school child in a 
schoolyard.  The Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, a member of this Parliament for some years, a former 
minister who has had direct responsibility for statutes relating to cruelty to animals, made an assertion that the 
RSPCA had been involved in stealing cattle.  It is as bald as that.  He has no facts to prove it and nothing to 
support it.  The member for Avon thinks that is all right; it is just free speech.  People can be slurred and accused 
of crimes and that is all right.  That is how the National Party operates.  

Dr E. Constable:  Where in Hansard is the statement about the cattle being stolen? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Page 2909, just below the middle of the page.  Has the member found that?  Just 
underneath is the statement that the RSPCA had confiscated the cattle, seeking to protect them and look after 
their welfare.  That is very different from stealing them.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Those calves were on a feedlot.  Have you checked your facts? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am dealing with what the member said in the Parliament.  He should not try to change 
what he said.  That is an old tactic of members opposite.  When they are caught out getting it wrong, they try to 
change history and to pretend they said something different.  This is a very serious matter.  It is not a matter, as 
the member for Avon might think, of kids in a schoolyard calling each other names.  It is a matter of the Deputy 
Leader of the Liberal Party, a former minister and a member of some standing, making accusations against a 
very reputable and treasured organisation in our community, claiming that that organisation has breached the law 
and has been involved in stealing.  He is claiming that senior officials of that organisation know nothing about 
the care of cattle, into which they are putting energy and resources.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  The board of the organisation has made mistake after mistake after mistake.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Deputy Leader of the Liberal party did not say that they had made a mistake - that is 
the point.  The member for Avon, along with other members opposite, does not want to deal with the facts.  The 
facts are that if members actually stand for something in this place, as we do on this side and as I am suggesting 
that members opposite might like to, when they get something seriously wrong they should apologise.  They 
should not try to further attack the organisation, saying that it is the problem of the RSPCA, as members opposite 
were saying in relation to child protection.  On this side, we do not blame the child.  We look to protect the child.  
However, when the RSPCA is attacked, members opposite try to blame the RSPCA.   

Mr M.J. Birney interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the Opposition.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is about time members opposite woke up to themselves and realised that that will 
simply not wash with the people of Western Australia.  Average Western Australians have a bit more brains than 
the Leader of the Opposition.  They understand that if a person is called a thief and accused of stealing things, 
the accuser cannot simply back off and say that he did not mean it.  If it is said in this place and then the person 
finds that he got it wrong, he has the chance to apologise.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  If you read the rest of the sentence you are referring to, you will see that the member for 
Warren-Blackwood went on to say that the RSPCA confiscated the cattle.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  However, he had first of all said that they were stolen.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  You did not read the rest of the sentence, you clown.  Read the sentence.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Is the member saying that the reference to the cattle having been stolen does not count?  
Is he saying that “stolen” does not count?  Did he say they were stolen? 

Mr M.J. Birney:  I will tell you what he said.  He said “the RSPCA confiscated them”.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  This is the interesting thing about the Leader of the Opposition.  There are three little 
words there: “they were stolen”.  They were clearly not stolen; that was a false assertion clearly aimed at being 
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harmful to the RSPCA.  However, we see members opposite trying to defend this.  This is a matter of how this 
Parliament functions.  It is about privilege, although the motion itself does not use the word “privilege”, and we 
are not going to that stage.  This is the beginning of a process whereby we consider whether members making 
statements show respect for this Parliament, the people they talk about and the community.  When I have got it 
wrong, I have come into the chamber and apologised for having done so.  An apology shows that respect.  
Members opposite are trying to rewrite history, and trying to say that the facts simply are not as they are.  They 
just throw further mud at whomever they can.  That does not worry me, because I know that the mud throwers 
opposite are of no substance whatsoever.  However, I worry about the RSPCA.  

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas interjected.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Would the member for Carine like to come with me to the RSPCA in Malaga and repeat 
her lines?  Would she like to go to the RSPCA and tell it that she does not want to stand up for it in this place 
and that, as far as she is concerned, attacking the RSPCA is okay?  The member is happy to come with me, but I 
think she is too good a person to do that.  I am sure that she will admit the facts outside the chamber.  The facts 
are that the member for Warren-Blackwood deserves to apologise to not only the Royal Society for the 
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals and its senior officers but also this house and the community for what I 
consider to be scurrilous behaviour.  I hope that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition thinks more carefully 
before he says things that have no foundation and are likely to be harmful and injurious to people and 
organisations in the community. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]:  I am amazed by 
this attack on me by the government.  I refer the Leader of the House to a comment he made in response to my 
grievance in which he said -  

The member did outline in his grievance justification for those serious accusations.  He explained the 
circumstances relating to the cattle.  I accept his view on that; I have no evidence to contradict it.  The 
member is probably quite right about his view of the condition of the cattle, as he indicated that some of 
them needed to be destroyed. 

My association with the RSPCA goes back some time.  One thing the Leader of the House was correct in saying 
was that I was a minister under a previous government and was responsible for the review of the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals Act.  That was the first time the act had been reviewed since 1920, and we passed the new 
Animal Welfare Act.  I was the minister responsible for the carriage of that bill, during which time I had ongoing 
discussions with the RSPCA.  I was also responsible for seeking funding for the animal refuge centre in Malaga, 
for which the state government and the Lotteries Commission provided $500 000 each.  I still have the silver 
shovel that was used to turn the first sod when the premises were being built. 

I do not believe that I can be accused of being anti-RSPCA; I have been very supportive of it.  The case in 
question involved a series of tragic events and I have no doubt that the person in question deserved to be 
prosecuted, but he was a victim of circumstances.  I will not get angry about it, but I thought it was a little bit 
rich when the lawyer who represented the RSPCA demanded an apology from me when the person being 
prosecuted failed to appear in court.  The person in question, Mr Roger Marsh, is not a constituent of mine.  He 
lives in Metricup, but in this case he was leasing a property in Karridale. 

I implore members opposite to read my grievance to the minister.  I ask the question: what would members have 
done in these circumstances?  I received a telephone call from a distraught person who told me that people were 
going to shoot the cattle on his property.  It was by coincidence that I was in Margaret River on that day and so I 
went to the property.  I am not saying that Mr Marsh was blameless, but he bought cattle sight unseen from 
Esperance.  Cattle from Esperance are known to be flighty and they usually come from very large properties.  Mr 
Marsh was leasing a 500-acre property that was sandy and had fences that were in a state of disrepair.  It was the 
turn of the season and there was no dry feed or green feed.  It was an absolute unmitigated disaster.  Mr Marsh 
had bought cattle sight unseen and 12 of them had died on the truck while being transported to the property.  Has 
the RSPCA investigated the origins of the cattle?  How did they get to be on the truck?  During my grievance I 
asked the minister and the government to investigate this matter.  That is basically the crux of my grievance.  
The minister did not refuse to investigate the matter, but obviously he chose to do nothing about it. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You gave me none of the facts you promised. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I have been told that I cast a slur on the RSPCA and have thrown mud at people.  Will the 
Leader of the House check the credentials of the general inspector who was in charge of that event? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Are you questioning his ability? 
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It was a woman.  I will ask those questions.  Regardless of that, there were two 
veterinarians and two rangers from the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River on the property and the RSPCA had 
brought a float.  By the time I got there, Mr Marsh was distraught and he asked what I could do to help him.  I 
asked the officers what they intended to do and was told that they were going to walk through the herd of cattle 
and shoot the ones they thought needed to be euthanased and then they were going to round up the calves.  
Members must bear in mind that the property had little or no fencing, apart from a yard that Mr Marsh had built 
and some other rudimentary fencing.  The incident was a disaster.  Some 12 cattle died on the truck when they 
were being transported to the property and more than 14 others died a couple of days later.  Members can 
imagine how skinny the cattle were.  I know it is a practice of farmers to buy cattle and to mouth them.  If they 
have no teeth, they are usually sold.  It is not a common practice, but it does happen to store cattle.  When the 
calves are two or three months old, they are sold as vealers and the cows are fattened and sold.  I do not know 
whether that was Mr Marsh’s intention.  

What advice did I give him?  I told him that he should get a lawyer because he would probably go to court.  I 
asked the RSPCA officers what they would do with the calves when they caught them and they told me they 
would put them in a paddock elsewhere.  I suggested that they wait until sale day and that they could use the hay 
that had been bought.  Mr Marsh had some hay and the RSPCA had also brought some.  I suggested that the hay 
be used to entice the cattle into the yard so that the cattle could be mouthed and Mr Marsh could be helped out of 
the serious situation.  I am not denying that he should have been prosecuted, but it is a little bit rich for the 
RSPCA lawyer to tell me that I should apologise because Mr Marsh was not defended in court.   

What did I do?  What would other members have done?  I tried to give Mr Marsh advice to seek legal advice.  I 
put him in touch with the legal firm Young and Young, which I know very well and with which people in 
Bunbury have had a long association.  Mr Marsh contacted Michael Devlin from that firm.  I invite members to 
ring Michael Devlin, which I did just the other day.  After Mr Marsh saw Mr Devlin, he chose another lawyer to 
represent him.  He then changed lawyers again.  Mr Marsh did not attend the court on four occasions when he 
was required to attend.  I could understand it if the lawyer from the RSPCA had demanded an apology from me 
based on the outcomes of a court hearing at which Mr Marsh had been fully represented in court. 

What do members think that cattle do when the herd is being shot at?  Do members opposite think that cattle will 
sit quietly on a 500-acre property that has minimal fencing while they are being shot? 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  They would have ended up in Nollamara. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Exactly.  In my grievance I said that the farmer’s investment in the cattle was an 
unmitigated commercial transaction disaster.  When the cattle arrived at the property, 12 were found dead on the 
truck.  Can members imagine unloading a double-decker truck with 12 dead cattle on it?  It was not a pretty 
situation for the farmer.   

The minister talked about my slurring and throwing mud at the RSPCA.  Even a cursory examination of the 
cattle by the RSPCA would have shown that the farmer had handled the cattle in a reasonable way.  The minister 
failed to mention the part of my grievance that states - 

The person who owns the cattle owns a stud in Metricup.  The other cattle are in excellent condition. 

If the officers from the RSPCA had looked at the stud cattle, they would have realised that the farmer knew 
something about cattle.  However, Mr Marsh obviously mishandled the purchase of the cattle.  Members can 
question his motives and say he was guilty.  The court obviously believed he was guilty; he has been fined a 
terrible amount.  I will not investigate what has happened to his stud or his family.  He is not one of my 
constituents.  I did for him what I would do for any other person in Western Australia if he came to me for help.  
I would seek to provide him with legal advice and make sure that natural justice was afforded to him.  That is 
what I did. 

Some of the cattle had been vivisected, which means that the animals were cut open.  One was vivisected in 
close view of the school bus and was left there for three days.  Nobody called me to appear before the court.  
Obviously Mr Marsh was not defended.  I would have said those things in the court. 

When I referred to the cattle being confiscated or stolen, I was referring to the fact that the farmer did not know 
who had taken the cattle.  He had a feedlot that was feeding the young calves, some of which had been weaned 
from their mothers over the previous six to eight months.  I would not have done what he did, nor would most 
farmers.  Why did the RSPCA confiscate those cattle?  They were being fed on a ration.  I will not go over the 
whole case. 
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I will not apologise to anybody about this.  I want the Leader of the House to conduct an inquiry into the 
RSPCA, which is the very thing I suggested in my grievance.  If the minister does not do that, I will ask the 
Ombudsman to do it.  That is what I intend to do.  I have had no contact with Roger Marsh since I put him in 
touch with the lawyer.  I advised him also to use a camera to photograph the procedures that were undertaken by 
the RSPCA.  I told him to take notes and to record dates and times of things that occurred on the property, so that 
when he went to court he would have some kind of defence.   

Obviously, this situation had been going on for quite some time.  I spoke to the next-door neighbour, and he said, 
“This guy is a disaster.  He’s not looking after those cattle.”  Obviously, something had to be done to resolve the 
issue.  Rather than go in like the cavalry, stampede the cattle and do all the things the RSPCA did, why would a 
person not work with the farmer and say, “Look, you’re in serious trouble.  Let’s try to work out a way to do 
this.  Entice the cattle into the yard.  Mouth the cattle.  Destroy those that have no teeth, and make sure that those 
that are still okay are fed properly”?  It must be borne in mind that this was at the turn of the season.  At that time 
of the year, a lot of cattle, particularly dairy cattle, are in poor condition.  These cattle were starving.  It was an 
unmitigated disaster.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  What will you go to the Ombudsman about? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  All I am saying is that the RSPCA could have handled this matter differently. 

Sections of the act deal with this sort of matter.  The act has sweeping powers.  I know.  I was the minister 
responsible for taking the legislation through the Parliament.  There are offences within the act.  There is also the 
Privacy Act.  The media were heavily involved when this case occurred.  The phone number and the identity of 
this person were released, in contravention of the Privacy Act, I believe.  I am not a judge; I am not here to 
defend the person.  All I am saying is that I believe he deserved natural justice.  He deserved to have somebody 
who would try to help him out of a terrible situation whereby his whole future could have been ruined.  It 
probably is ruined now.   

I will finish off where I started.  What would members opposite have done and what would other members on 
this side have done in that situation?  Would they have advised the person to get legal advice? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We wouldn’t have attacked the RSPCA like you did.  That’s very clear. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I came into this place seeking to have the Leader of the House investigate the matter, and 
he has obviously failed to do that.   

The reasons that Mr Marsh did not attend the court are beyond my control.  I never followed the case.  In fact, as 
I said, he was in a neighbouring electorate.  He leased that farm in my electorate.  He sought my advice and 
assistance, and I tried to help him.  If the Leader of the House wants to go through the whole issue, he should 
please do so.  I can tell the house that the actual words to me of one of the veterinarians were, “What do you 
know about the physiology of a cow?”  I have been a farmer all my life.  If members read the grievance, they 
will see that I said I had been a farmer all my life.  I have helped veterinarians perform caesarean births.  I have 
assisted hundreds of cows to calve.  I have castrated bulls.  I have dehorned cattle.  I worked for Wesfarmers for 
more than a year as a stockman.  I do know something about cattle.  Obviously, the veterinarians were keen to 
resolve the issue.  It was not necessary for the veterinarian to use that information.  Obviously, they saw me as 
being obstructive - I do not know.  However, this fellow deserved natural justice.  Therefore, I will not apologise 
to the RSPCA over this matter. 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [4.13 pm]:  I support the comments of the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition.  However, before I start my contribution to the debate on this ridiculous motion, I 
think we could all do ourselves a favour by first of all learning who is the genius who came up with this motion.  
Was it the Leader of the House?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Absolutely. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Is he the genius who is responsible for this motion? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am not a genius, but I believe in the proper running of the house, which the Leader of the 
Opposition knows very little about. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Did the Leader of the House check with the Deputy Premier about whether this would be a 
good idea? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I said that this is something I would like to do; that is all. 
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Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Did he think that it was a good idea as well? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I have been in this place a bit longer than the Leader of the Opposition has, and where I 
differ from him is that I believe in the functioning of this chamber according to certain standards. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Is the Leader of the House now feeling a bit stupid about moving this motion? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No, not at all.  I am feeling very vindicated that you people opposite have no idea of the 
standards of this house. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  This is one of the most pathetic stunts that the Leader of the House has ever pulled.  I will 
go on to explain a few of the reasons that this is, firstly, a stunt, and, secondly, a very ridiculous stunt.  Let us 
just consider the motion for a moment.  It states - 

That this house calls on the member for Warren-Blackwood to apologise unreservedly for his false and 
unsubstantiated claims in mounting a malicious attack on the RSPCA and its officers by way of a 
grievance made on 13 May 2004. 

When a member moves a motion like that, he or she tends to include a quote.  For the benefit of Hansard and for 
the benefit of anybody who might look back at the debate in years to come, a member tends to include a quote in 
the motion to give it a few teeth.  The only reason that our friend on the other side, the Leader of the House, did 
not include a quote in his motion was that he could not find a good one.  That is the problem.  I might add that I 
tried to find a good one that I would have included if I were sitting in the Leader of the House’s position, and 
guess what?  I could not find a good one either.  I could not find, to use the words of the Leader of the House, “a 
malicious attack on the RSPCA” in the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s grievance on 13 May 2004.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Is it not malicious to say that the RSPCA stole cattle?  Is a false accusation of stealing not 
malicious? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  He did not say that. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He did. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  He did not say that the RSPCA had stolen cattle. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He did. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  He actually said that the RSPCA had confiscated cattle.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Can’t you read?  He said they were stolen. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  My friend the Leader of the House should open his eyes.  I think his eyes are painted on.  I 
do not think he can see the words that are written on the piece of paper in front of him. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It says in black and white that they were stolen.  
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  By whom did he say they were stolen? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Because I said the RSPCA had moved them, he said they were stolen. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  He actually said, “The RSPCA confiscated them.”  For the benefit of members who have 
not read the grievance debate of 13 May 2004, let us look at what it says.  The member for Warren-Blackwood 
said - 

I believe the RSPCA failed to examine the origins of the cattle. 
I do not know whether it did or it did not, but I defend the member for Warren-Blackwood’s right to say that if 
he thought that was the case.  That was certainly not a malicious attack on the RSPCA.  He then said - 

Even a cursory examination by the RSPCA would show that the farmer has been handling his cattle in a 
reasonable way.  

Once again, I do not know whether that was or was not the case.  However, I defend the deputy leader’s right to 
say that if he was of that view.  In fact, I would defend the right of any member in this chamber to say that if he 
or she was of that view.  I certainly would not regard that as a malicious attack on the RSPCA.  The Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition then went on to say - 

Their intention was to walk among the cattle and shoot them and catch and confiscate the calves.  
Anyone who knows anything about cattle, particularly cattle from Esperance, knows that they are 
flighty.  My prediction was that if those people undertook that action, it would create pandemonium. 
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I am one of those people who does not know a lot about cattle.  However, if the member for Warren-Blackwood, 
who does know a lot about cattle, thinks that that would have created pandemonium, I would be inclined to agree 
with him, and I certainly do not think that those comments constitute a malicious attack on the RSPCA. 
In searching for the elusive quote that really should have been contained in the body of the motion, I came up 
with another comment from the member for Warren-Blackwood, when he said - 

I believe the RSPCA was in breach of its Act and the code of practice.  

I do not know whether it was or it was not.  However, I defend the member for Warren-Blackwood’s right to say 
that if he thought the RSPCA was.  That is hardly a malicious attack on the RSPCA.  It further belittles the 
Leader of the House and the stupid motion that he has put forward today. 
It is also worth repeating another line in the member for Warren-Blackwood’s speech on that date when he said - 

I have always had a very strong affinity with the RSPCA. 
Indeed, many members on this side of the house have always had a strong affinity with the RSPCA; yet the 
Leader of the House is seeking to slur the good name and the good intentions of the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition.   
Let us look at some of the words that the Leader of the House himself uttered during that grievance debate on 13 
May 2004.  In response to the member for Warren-Blackwood, the Leader of the House said -  

The member did outline in his grievance justification for those serious accusations.  He explained the 
circumstances relating to the cattle.  I accept his view on that . . .  

What on earth has changed?  Having stated on the public record that he accepted the views of the member for 
Warren-Blackwood, why has the Leader of the House suddenly changed his mind?  Do members know why he 
accepted the member for Warren-Blackwood’s view at the time?  It was because he thought that it was a credible 
view put forward by someone who knew a bit about cattle.  The Leader of the House knows absolutely zero 
about cattle.  During that debate, the member for Warren-Blackwood said -  

It is just bizarre to drive cows in poor weather conditions for three hours, sometimes in the dark.  
In response, the Leader of the House said -  

I accept that . . .  
Once again, the Leader of the House accepted the view of the member for Warren-Blackwood.  For purely party-
political reasons, the Leader of the House moved to suspend standing orders to move a motion that is a 
ridiculous and unsubstantiated stunt.  That is all it is - a stunt.  The member for Warren-Blackwood is a fierce 
advocate for his community.  That is well reflected in the fact that he represents what was previously a strong 
Labor seat.  The Warren-Blackwood electorate is now one of the strongest Liberal seats in Western Australia.  
That is no accident.  A seat does not suddenly change from being a super-strong Labor seat to a super-strong 
Liberal seat without the representation of a person who has the calibre of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  
The government is still looking for the three or four people who did not vote for the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition at the last election.  When people approach the member for Warren-Blackwood with a problem, he is 
inclined to deal with it.  We know that some members opposite run and hide when difficult issues arise and that 
they merely give lip service to their constituents.  That is not the case with the member for Warren-Blackwood.  
When a constituent knocks on his front door because he has a problem, he tries to help him out.  That is exactly 
what he tried to do when he raised his grievance on 13 May 2004.   

I return to the issue of the government of the day using precious legislation time to put on ridiculous stunts such 
as this.  It reflects poorly on the party that was elected to make and improve laws that it comes into this place and 
moves to suspend standing orders to pull a ridiculous stunt during what is meant to be precious legislation time.   

I reiterate what I said earlier: the government has not included in its motion a quote from the member for 
Warren-Blackwood.  Why?  Because it does not have a good quote with which to nail the member for Warren-
Blackwood.  If, in fact, what was said by the member for Warren-Blackwood during his 13 May 2004 grievance 
was a breach of parliamentary privilege, there are ways in which that can be dealt with.  Certainly, a motion to 
suspend standing orders to move a ridiculous motion calling on the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to 
apologise is not the way to deal with a breach of parliamentary privilege.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
has said that he will not apologise.  I wholeheartedly support him in that view.  I have not merely taken the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s word on this issue.  I read his speech in Hansard.  That speech is the speech 
of a member of Parliament who is seeking to represent his constituents in this chamber, which is what we are all 
meant to do.  For the life of me, I do not understand the brains trust on the other side of the house, who must 
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have been sitting around in a dark room on this rainy day trying to work out what stunt they could pull to make 
the opposition look bad.  The only people who look bad are the members of the government.   
Let us consider what is on the notice paper and what we are meant to be debating here and now.  It is no secret 
that the government will move to declare the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill 2005 an urgent bill.  I do not 
remember the last time the government moved to declare a bill an urgent bill.  I am sure it has done so once or 
twice in the past few years.  Obviously, the government believes there is a serious and urgent need for this house 
to deal with the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill.  I hold the contrary view.  It is 4.30 pm on a Tuesday afternoon 
and yet we have not even touched on the legislation that is listed on the notice paper.  What we are dealing with 
today is a ridiculous, juvenile and immature motion moved by a government that is racked with second-term 
arrogance.  I do not remember the government doing this in its first term in power.  From time to time, a 
government can get carried away with itself in its second term.  It can lose sight of the bigger picture and the 
reason that it is sitting on the government side of the house; namely, to make laws and to improve existing laws.  
That is the sole reason the Labor Party sits on the opposite side of the house.  It is not proper for the government 
of the day to move political motions by suspending standing orders.  Traditionally, oppositions of this state have 
sought to suspend standing orders to move political motions.  The mob opposite is in government.  The Leader 
of the House should wake up; his party is in government.  It thinks that it is still in opposition, and that is why it 
has moved this ridiculous motion.   

Having had the benefit of reading the member for Warren-Blackwood’s grievance, and in my capacity as Vice-
Patron of the RSPCA, I have not taken any offence to what he said.  I cannot comment on the actual case itself 
because I have no knowledge of it.  All I see when I read the member for Warren-Blackwood’s comments is a 
local member representing the interests of his constituency.  It is a shame that Labor Party members do not 
follow the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s example.   

MR J.J.M. BOWLER (Murchison-Eyre - Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) 
[4.27 pm]:  As the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development, the Animal Welfare Act comes 
under my jurisdiction.  It was introduced under the stewardship of the member for Warren-Blackwood.  In 
general, most people believe that it is a good act.  The Animal Welfare Act covers the Royal Society for the 
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals.  The RSPCA is not a government department, even though our government is 
the first government in this state’s history to fund it and ensure that its operations stretch further than they have 
done previously.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Are you sure about that?  I thought we funded it.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  No, the previous government did not fund it.  It promised to do so; however, as with so 
many other things, it did not get around to doing so.  As a life member, the member for Hillarys should know 
that his government never funded it on an annual basis. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Are you a paid-up member of the RSPCA?   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  No, I am not.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You should be.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I will make sure that I am.  Unlike the member for Warren-Blackwood, who will not 
apologise, I will say sorry that I am not a member and I will join the RSPCA.   

The RSPCA is not a government department; however, many people see it as coming under government 
jurisdiction.  The RSPCA relies heavily on volunteers.  A slap in the face to the RSPCA is an attack on its 
volunteers, and that may weaken its ability to attract volunteers.   

An opposition member:  That is a nonsense.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  To say that that it is a nonsense is a nonsense.  The RSPCA relies on its reputation and 
its goodwill in the community.  It has a high standing in the community.  Any attack on its integrity is an attack 
on the ability of that organisation to attract volunteers.   

I will outline the ability of the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals to conduct its operations.  
The information provided to me reads - 

The RSPCA is the pre-eminent Animal Welfare body in Western Australia which is involved in 
education, re- homing animals and investigating complaints of cruelty.  

The previous Minister for Local Government introduced the Animal Welfare Act.  It continues - 
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During the last financial year, the Society received and investigated 3,606 animal cruelty complaints.  
From these, it commenced 36 prosecutions in the courts with successful outcomes in all cases over that 
financial year.  

The Society’s shelter found homes for 1,158 animals during the last financial year with many of those 
being cats and dogs.  

The Society’s Education Unit had direct contact with over 4 000 students last financial year to raise 
awareness about animal welfare matters. 

Many of them have become members of the RSPCA.  It continues - 

The Society is ably assisted by volunteers who contributed -  
Members should listen to this.   

34,000 hours of voluntary time to animal welfare last financial year.  
The society contributed 34 000 voluntary man-hours last year.  To start attacking the integrity of an organisation 
that has been found in a court of law not to have made a mistake in this situation is to attack the ability of that 
organisation to attract volunteers.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  That is why the RSPCA has called for the former Minister for Local Government to 
apologise - just to say sorry.  It would be very easy for him to say that.  That is what the RSPCA representative is 
seeking.  I will table the prosecution’s advice from the court finding that indicates an $80 000 fine and court 
costs of $16 819.10.  Under “Other Information” it requires that the person involved be prohibited from being in 
contact with bovine animals permanently.  

[See paper 802.]  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I concede that the member for Warren-Blackwood said that the cattle arrived from 
Esperance in a very poor condition and that many of the cattle were already dead.  He then went on to say that 
the animals were in poor condition in a paddock the farmer was leasing that had no feed.  He said, “It had no 
green feed and no dry feed and it had very poor fencing”.  Even if the cattle had arrived in very good condition, 
the farmer took cattle onto a paddock that, by his own admission, contained no green food, no dry feed and no 
fences.  At the same time, he claimed that it was not his fault that the cattle were in the poor condition that 
resulted in the RSPCA taking action against him.  According to the member for Warren-Blackwood’s comments, 
even if the cattle had arrived in good condition, they would have deteriorated in a few days because, as he said, 
there was no green feed or dry feed for them to eat.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  At the turn of the season there is no green feed.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Why did the farmer order the cattle?  He should have been aware of the situation before 
doing that.  People who operate in that way will face the full brunt of the law that the member for Warren-
Blackwood introduced.  The member should now say sorry for attacking the organisation that carried out that 
law.  

An opposition member interjected. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Obviously, as I indicated when I read the court record, the court imposed an $80 000 
fine and substantial costs.  The member for Warren-Blackwood conceded that the animals arrived from 
Esperance in poor condition and that in Esperance they had been generally in large paddocks and were flighty.  I 
have not dealt with animals in the way that the member has; I do not know anywhere near as much about cattle 
as he does.  The person who bought the cattle is a farmer and he should have taken those facts into consideration 
before he purchased them and put them in a paddock that contained no green feed or dry feed and had poor 
fencing.  Regardless of the condition in which they arrived, the member for Warren-Blackwood has conceded 
that it would not have been very long before their condition was as bad as it was when they left Esperance.  

Am I correct in saying that earlier today the member for Warren-Blackwood said he would take this matter to the 
Ombudsman?   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Yes, I will refer it.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The government will follow that path.  Does the member know why he is doing that and 
how much good that will do the RSPCA?   
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  Are you suggesting the RSPCA did something wrong?   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  No.  The member is suggesting that, otherwise he would not be taking the matter to the 
Ombudsman.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  If the RSPCA is vindicated, I will accept that.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  We are hearing another attack on the integrity of the RSPCA.  Without any justification, 
the member for Warren-Blackwood is telling the house that he will take this matter to the Ombudsman because 
he wants to deflect attention away from himself.  

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  He must have some substantiation if he wants to take that kind of action.  He cannot do 
it to deflect an attack from the government in Parliament.  The RSPCA’s volunteers have undertaken 34 000 
man-hours of volunteer work in one year.  Does the member want to jeopardise that sort of work?   

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The Leader of the Opposition defended the member for Warren-Blackwood and said he 
is a good member.  He may well be a good member.  Like any good member, he went to the paddock and 
ascertained the situation.  However, having got to the paddock and found that the farmer was in the wrong, he 
should not have defended him.  A good member would have said, “Sorry, buddy, your paddock has no feed, and 
terrible fences; you should not have brought these cattle from Esperance at this time of the year knowing it 
would create a problem; sorry, I’m backing the RSPCA.”  He should have had the guts to stand up against his 
constituent and support the RSPCA on the spot.   

Since then he has had time to find out the outcome of the court action and say five letters - S-O-R-R-Y.  John 
Howard cannot say sorry and nor, obviously, can the member.  As I said to the member for Hillarys, I am not a 
member of the RSPCA but, as minister responsible for that body, I should be and will be by the end of this week.  
Just as last week I did not have my driver’s licence, I do not have my RSPCA membership, but I will get it.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I am glad you will become a life member.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  A life member?  I thought one had to be a member for many years to be granted life 
membership.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  No; you pay for a life membership.  I’m sure a man of your wealth can manage that.  I 
support the RSPCA 100 per cent most of the time.  Are you trying to say that the RSPCA never gets things 
wrong? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  No.  I am not saying that; of course it gets things wrong.  However, a court has found 
that it did not get things wrong.  That is when the member opposite should admit that he was wrong and the 
RSPCA was right.  

The member for Warren-Blackwood said that he does not know why the farmer did not turn up in court on the 
day.  When asked about that by The West Australian, according to the 15 September edition, Mr Omodei said 
that he had been trying to help a constituent but has since lost touch with the case.  He had just let the matter 
slide.  He said that he would not comment further until he had read the court transcript.  Regardless of whether 
he reads the transcript, I hope the member has the fortitude to say that he was wrong, that the RSPCA has been 
vindicated by the court action and that he will apologise for no reason other than the RSPCA’s standing in the 
community.  If not, his attitude will jeopardise its standing.  

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Does the member for Churchlands not think the RSPCA has a good standing in the 
community?   

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  One at time.  

Dr G.G. Jacobs interjected.    

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Roe!   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member for Warren-Blackwood indicated in his grievance that the RSPCA’s 
actions spelt danger for the entire rural community.  He said - 
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I believe the RSPCA is in breach of the Act.  

He said that he did not want to attack the RSPCA but accuses it of being in breach of its act.  He continued -   

It has failed to give natural justice to the farmer and it has breached the Privacy Act.  I believe it has 
acted in contravention of the Act in a number of cases.  It is a serious matter - 

It sure is when making those allegations.  To continue -   

and, if it is a precedent, farmers in Western Australia will be in for a very hard time in the future as a 
result of actions taken by the RSPCA.  

The actions of the member for Warren-Blackwood place the entire rural industry in danger, because groups such 
as Animals Australia are waiting for us to not use the Animal Welfare Act.  When we do not prosecute according 
to the act, groups such as Animals Australia will use that act against us.  We must make sure that we do the right 
thing and that both the government and the opposition support the RSPCA rather than attack it.  Groups such as 
Animals Australia want to close down the live export of animals such as lambs.  The grievance in which the 
member for Warren-Blackwood attacked the RSPCA was an attack on that very process.  The member is 
jeopardising the very industry that he says he supports.   

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [4.40 pm]:  Does the Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development support the comments of the federal president of the RSPCA, in relation to sheep and mulesing, 
that all Australian farmers are cruel?   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  No.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The RSPCA just might get things wrong every now and then!  Does the minister 
think that the comments of the federal president of the RSPCA damaged the wool industry?  It is a fair question.  
The minister made statements less than a minute ago about the opposition damaging the agricultural industry.  
Does the minister think that the federal president of the RSPCA damaged the wool industry or the sheep meat 
industry by having a go at them?   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I support the wool industry.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister does not support the comments of the federal president of the RSPCA.  
However, he cannot have it both ways.  Every member of the house supports the RSPCA and its general 
processes.  Nobody likes to see cruelty to human beings or animals.  Any argument in support of that is pathetic.  
However, to say that an organisation such as the RSPCA does not get it wrong on occasion is nonsense.   

Mr P.B. Watson:  Is it wrong this time?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have not seen the transcript of the court case.  However, I have read the grievance.  
As far as I can make out, the member for Warren-Blackwood has been attacked for saying that the RSPCA 
should have taken some notice of where the cattle came from.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is not true.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  How do I know that? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He is being attacked not for that but for his outlandish and malicious statements.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Let us look at the outlandish and unreasonable statements that the member for 
Warren-Blackwood made.  He said - 

I believe the RSPCA failed to examine the origins of the cattle. 

What a terrible thing for him to say!  How could he say something as terrible as that?  He also said - 

I understand that the RSPCA was informed of the condition of the cattle by people interested in buying 
the property. 

The member used terms such as “I understand” and “I believe”.  He later said - 

I believe the RSPCA was in breach of its Act . . .  

The member did not use strong language in the grievance.  Two members from the government side have 
attempted to have a go at the member, but without there being any substance whatsoever for their actions.   
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It has already been said that if this really were a serious matter, it would be a matter of privilege.  It is not.  
Standing orders have been suspended by the government of the day on the same day on which it intends to move 
that the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill be considered an urgent bill and brought on for debate today.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is not urgent now.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is not urgent now.  I hope for the credibility of the Leader of the House that he 
does not move that motion this week.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  It is an almost urgent bill.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is almost urgent.  It is certainly not as urgent as this motion.  What will this 
motion do?  Will it ruin the RSPCA?  What is the point of this motion?  Why are we debating this motion?  I 
have been a member of this place for a little while and I think I know why we are debating this motion.  What I 
will say will hurt a few people.  Nevertheless, I will say it.  On examining the information that is before us today, 
it is pretty clear that this motion is not about the member for Warren-Blackwood, the RSPCA or any part of the 
grievance process.  The grievance did not contain anything that the member could not have said outside the 
house on the day on which he made that statement.  I guarantee that if we were to ask the RSPCA whether it is 
strong enough to take this sort of criticism on the nose, it would say yes, because it has to be.  As the Minister for 
Local Government and Regional Development said, the RSPCA is substantially supported by volunteers.  
Volunteers who fight fires occasionally make mistakes.  Unfortunately, occasionally people die.  However, we 
do not crucify the volunteer firefighters for the mistakes they make, and we should not criticise these people.  
That is not what we are doing today.  The RSPCA would not be complaining about the grievance.  Has the 
RSPCA complained to either the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development or the Leader of the 
House?  If it has, they should table the complaint.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Where is the formal complaint?  Where is the complaint from the RSPCA?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is a fair question: where is the complaint?   

Mr A.D. McRae:  It’s a bit like the complaint that Narkle made about the same member.  Did he make a formal 
complaint?  No, he didn’t, but it is the same form.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The member for Riverton got very close to the point.  The Leader of the House and 
others read Latham’s book on the weekend.  They looked at the member for Warren-Blackwood - everyone in 
the chamber knows he is going through a family crisis - and decided that it is a good chance to give him a kick 
while he is down.  It is standard ALP practice.  There is not a single logical reason for this debate to be occurring 
other than to operate as a personal attack on the member.   

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Albany! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Minister for Local Government and Regional Development did not have a 
single point to make in the 12 minutes for which he spoke.  The Leader of the House ranted and raved in his 
contribution about a raft of issues that are not contained in the grievance.  What is today about?  Today has been 
an opportunity for the government to have a go at the leadership of what it perceives to be a weak opposition, 
and to have a go particularly at a person who is going through a very difficult time.  That is the lowest of the 
low.  It is standard practice of the ALP.  I sat in the chamber during the Burke years and watched the Labor Party 
roll it out day after day.  I hoped that its members had got over that.  The Latham book shows how standard that 
practice is.  The government is today attacking a vulnerable member on this side of the house for no reason other 
than that it can.   

The government had the opportunity to move a motion because this is government time.  The most important 
thing that it could possibly do on 20 September was to move this motion.  It is the very first thing that we have 
done today.  Members, particularly those on the back bench, should think about that.  A raft of things need to be 
debated.  The motion about Ms Rayner is the one I want to get to; it is a very important issue.  However, the 
government of the day decided that the first issue that we should deal with on Tuesday, 20 September was a 
motion attacking the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  Why?  Because that member is down and is vulnerable, 
and the government has a chance to have a go at him. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Give him a kicking; that is their idea.   
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The government is giving him a kick.  Why would the government do that?  I have 
watched members who have been under pressure say things that they should not say in circumstances such as 
this.  Government members know that.  They might have got a line or two out of the member, which would have 
been useful to them.  That is their mode of operation.  That is what the Labor Party is about.  Members opposite 
should tell me what is the motivation for this motion.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  All you had to do was say that he made a mistake. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  He has not made a mistake. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  There have been some very famous occasions in this Parliament in which members 
used parliamentary privilege to very devastating effect.  The Easton affair was one such occasion.  None of us is 
particularly proud of those moments.  In fact, I said something some years ago that I regret.  My comment 
happened to be true, but I still regret having said it.  I wonder whether anything at all was learnt from the events 
of last weekend, member for Riverton.  A woman asked to see me today.  I spoke to her at some length, and she 
was in tears because she had read Mark Latham’s book.  She said, “Now I understand what politics is about.”  
This is what each of us lives through. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have not read the book; she read it. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  How could she have read it as it was released only yesterday? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I do not know how big the book is or how many pages it contains.  I have no 
intention of reading it.  It certainly has been a hot seller and people have read it.  This lady wanted to quote me 
passages of the book that she felt were relevant to my circumstances of a few months ago.  Personally, that is 
water off a duck’s back - it is of no interest to me.  The point is that we should remember when we have a go at 
each other in this chamber that members have spouses and children.  Members opposite may laugh. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You hypocrite! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister is the biggest hypocrite of all time!  Go and get another hamburger! 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Withdrawal of Remarks 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The word “hypocrite” is absolutely unparliamentary, and - 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  I withdraw that comment.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have not finished my point of order.  The word “hypocrite” is absolutely 
unparliamentary and the minister should give an unqualified withdrawal - 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I have. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, the minister has not; I had not finished my point of order. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I noticed that you, Madam Deputy Speaker, just directed the Minister for Sport and 
Recreation to withdraw because he used that word.  I also heard the member for Avon use the same word in that 
exchange.  I ask that the same rule be applied. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I thought I heard an even score there, member for Avon.  Does the member 
withdraw? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Is that for calling myself a hypocrite?  I thought I was allowed to call myself a 
hypocrite, Madam Deputy Speaker.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  If you referred to no-one else in that way - 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I will withdraw.  Probably I should wait until I get home before I beat myself up. 

Debate Resumed 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  One really must question the government’s motive for bringing on this motion 
today.  Think about the level of attack here.  Does anyone in this chamber really believe that the RSPCA is 
terrified about the events outlined in the grievance of 13 May 2004?  Does anyone believe that the issue referred 
to in this suspension of standing orders in any way compares with the redevelopment of Perry Lakes? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  No! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Why is the motion here?  It is a good opportunity to put on the jackboots and to sink 
them in. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  It’s giving Mark Latham new credibility.  Maybe he’s right. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes.  It is standard ALP practice.  If members have any doubts about what the 
Leader of the House thought about the process, I outline that he totally agreed with the member for Warren-
Blackwood twice during the grievance debate in question.  We have moved from a situation on the date that the 
member made the grievance and the Leader of the House agreed twice with him during the course of the 
grievance to today, when, all of a sudden, those comments are the worst and most terrible thing to have 
happened in Western Australia.  It is the most devious and devilish thing that has happened as at 3.30 pm on 20 
September.  Who are we kidding?  What is this about?  I noted that shortly after the Leader of the House started 
to speak, most backbenchers, to their credit, left the chamber and did not support him. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Do you want to know what they said over a cup of tea? 

Mr P.B. Watson:  When you stood up, all the National Party went out.  You should have heard them. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  They have the same view about me; they are entitled to whatever view they like. 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The member is entitled to his view; there is no question about it.  There is a 
difference between having a view and moving this motion during what members opposite argue is valuable 
government time, although I have wondered during the course of this year whether it really is valuable time.  The 
most important thing members opposite could do today during government time was move this suspension of 
standing orders.  Why?  What will be the outcome?  Even if the government gets the member to apologise, what 
is the purpose of spending hours of this house’s time on this debate? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Gutter politics, that’s the purpose!  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Exactly.  One cannot come to any conclusion at all about this debate other than that 
members opposite have seen an opportunity.  Government members agree with Graham Richardson’s right-wing 
New South Wales politics: “If we see a head, we kick it.  Don’t let a good opportunity drift by.”  Shame on 
government members, and particularly shame on the Leader of the House.  As a person seeking some credibility 
in this place, the Leader of the House should not have moved this motion.  I hope, if the Leader of the House has 
an ounce of credibility left, that he will not move that the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill be declared an urgent 
bill.  I got pretty angry earlier, and Mr Speaker had to talk to me a couple of times.  That was because there is no 
other credible reason for bringing on this motion than to attempt to have a go at the member when he is at his 
most vulnerable.  I did not come to the chamber in a bad mood.  People may not know that.  I am wearing a West 
Coast Eagles tie, and I am looking forward to Saturday immensely.  I went to the Eagles game last Saturday and 
enjoyed the day.  I am feeling really good about being a Western Australian.  It is a fantastic time, whether the 
Eagles win, lose or draw. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  I’m surprised at the assertion that we are kicking somebody when he’s down.  I think I know 
what you’re talking about.  We have been scrupulous in not raising that issue in the house. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Deputy Premier should give me one credible reason for the motion being here 
today.  Even if he gets an apology out of the member, why are we debating the motion? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  I refer the member to my remarks earlier in the day.  I have given a speech on the matter.  Go 
read Hansard.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  If I wanted to be unkind to the Deputy Premier, I would point out that he misled the 
house grievously today on the question of fuel prices.  If the Deputy Premier says that members must be 
absolutely correct in their arguments in this house, the Deputy Premier’s answer to a question today could not 
have been further from the truth.  The Deputy Premier cannot argue that he needs to ping the member because he 
may have said something that was right or wrong.  Things that are right and wrong are said in this chamber 
almost every day.  The question must be asked: why did the Leader of the House take this to the caucus room to 
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get the support of caucus to take government time to move a motion against a member on an issue for which he 
could find no substance within the motion?  If the Leader of the House wishes, I will read the motion.  There is 
no substance in the motion.  All it calls for is an apology, although it does not say what for.  Nowhere in the 
grievance does the member say anything for which he should apologise.  It says that something happened in a 
court case somewhere else.  That may well be, but I know nothing about any court case, the result or the 
individual involved.  All of that is totally irrelevant to this chamber.  What is relevant here is that the member 
presented a grievance 18 months ago, which is his entitlement.  There was nothing in the grievance that he could 
not have said had he walked out of the front door and spoken to the public.  He would not have been sued for 
talking about any of those matters.  Why are we debating this issue?  It cannot be about this grievance or the 
court case, because that does not make any sense.  There is no logical reason to pursue it.  Even if the member 
apologises, what does that do?  Does that solve all the problems of the RSPCA?  Nonsense!  If this matter were 
put to the thousands of members of the RSPCA, I doubt whether they would even know about it.  I would be 
extremely surprised if they knew about it.  The executive probably knows about it, but I doubt whether the 
membership of the RSPCA knows about it.  There can only be one reason we are debating this motion - the 
head-kickers in the Australian Labor Party saw an opportunity to pick on a high office holder in the opposition 
and stick the boot in.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham - Minister for Tourism) [5.01 pm]:  I will just make a few brief remarks 
on this matter, which involves a range of issues.  The first thing we need to acknowledge - I think a lot of us, 
especially over a long period, forget this - is that, as members of Parliament, we have a very privileged place in 
the community, and what we say counts for a lot, whether in this house or outside it.  Members come to the 
house to work every day, and they go to meetings with community groups and other people around the place, 
and may become blasé about the fact that they hold this privileged position in society.  We have the right, in 
effect, to say anything we like in this chamber.  We are not subject to the ordinary rules of defamation in what 
we say in this chamber.  However, there are certain rules of debate and the house has the capacity to take certain 
steps against someone who acts outside of those rules of debate.  In effect, we have the opportunity to come into 
the house and malign people and say what we like about organisations.  Therefore, it is incumbent upon us, in 
coming into this Parliament, to use that privilege with a great deal of discretion.  In using that privilege, we must 
be very careful about what we say in the Parliament.  That is the first point I wanted to make.  

The second point is about the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I am a member of the RSPCA.  That question was posed by the member for Hillarys.  I 
have been a member for some time.  Members who were in the house at the time of the 1996 election and later 
will remember that I was the shadow minister for local government and had some involvement with the Animal 
Welfare Bill.  Drafting of that bill commenced in 1986, under the instruction of the then member for Mitchell, 
David Smith.  It took a long time for the bill to pass through the Parliament.  However, it is a comprehensive 
reform of the law, replacing the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1920.  Over the four years that I was in 
opposition as shadow minister for local government, as I have told the house before, I collected a petition of 
67 000 signatures seeking the reform of that area of the law and a substantial toughening of the laws proposed by 
the Court government.   

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The member for Warren-Blackwood has made the point that he introduced the bill, and he 
did.  He spent eight years as Minister for Local Government, and he introduced a bill that did not pass through 
the Parliament.  The Gallop government was elected in 2001 and passed a much tougher and more effective 
Animal Welfare Bill.  

The RSPCA is an organisation of about 8 000 members.  It has a number of paid employees and a wide range of 
people, including farmers, are members.  It performs a very important community function.  It is widely 
acknowledged as one of the greatest non-government organisations in the world.  It has been around for about 
120 years.  As an organisation it stands up for creatures who cannot stand up for themselves.  Along with the 
Red Cross and the World Wildlife Fund, it is widely acknowledged as one of the three greatest non-government 
organisations in the world, and one of the three great charities of the world.  We give it a very special position in 
the Western Australian community.  Under the Animal Welfare Act, the RSPCA is able to investigate and 
prosecute people who infringe the act.  The organisation has a lot of passionate supporters and employees.  
People associated with the organisation often give their time freely, and many people bequeath the proceeds of 
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their estates to the organisation to enable it to pursue its ambition of protecting and defending living creatures.  
Bequests are one of the substantial ways in which the organisation makes its money.  I am proud to be a member 
of that organisation and I do not think that it deserves to be abused by a member using the privilege of this place.  

The member for Warren-Blackwood will know, because he was involved in drafting the bill during his eight 
years as a minister, that the RSPCA has those roles and that it is a very positive and strong organisation.  He 
knows that it has the role of investigating and prosecuting these cases.  I have had a look at the sub judice rule, 
and the member did not technically infringe that rule, but he knew when he made his grievance that he was using 
what he said in this Parliament in such a way as to influence an organisation that has a responsibility, conferred 
by this Parliament, to prosecute people who infringe the act.  He knew that, and, firstly, he came into this 
Parliament and used his position as Deputy Leader of the Opposition to abuse and attempt to influence the 
course of proceedings of that organisation.  That is wrong.  Secondly, he named one of the individuals involved, 
who had been seconded by the RSPCA, and had some rather poor things to say about him.  He then abused the 
organisation using his privilege.  I believe that if a member does that and comes before this Parliament with the 
full knowledge that he had of the organisation, he should apologise in Parliament. 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  That is the member’s nature.  The member for Riverton alluded to an act for which the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition was responsible and which I consider to have been one of the worst acts I have 
seen in this Parliament in the eight and a half years I have been a member.  I refer, of course to the abuse of an 
Aboriginal man who happened to have a resemblance to a vicious serial rapist.  The member for Warren-
Blackwood used his public position by virtue of being a member of this place to call for that bloke to be thrown 
out of the community in which he was living in the south west.  The man who was living in the community just 
happens to be Aboriginal.  Without any evidence, the member for Warren-Blackwood used his position, which 
attracts significant public attention - I do not think he used the Parliament - to make the most vicious racist attack 
I have seen in my eight and a half years in this Parliament. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The member for Riverton is clearly not in his seat, and I call him to order. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  That is why the Deputy Leader of the Opposition should make an apology in Parliament. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You play the race card now, don’t you? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Does the member for Cottesloe not think that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s 
comments were racist? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You have played the race card. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The member will not answer the question.  We all know what the member for Cottesloe is 
thinking.  It was a racist, awful attack.  At the time I thought it was appalling and I believe that he got off very 
lightly for it.  He should not get off as lightly with regard to this case. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [5.11 pm]:  I am glad to follow the member for Rockingham in this debate, 
particularly in the light of what he did with circus animals and the Animal Welfare Bill 2001.  Who could forget 
the day the member for Innaloo pulled a stunt outside this Parliament?  He presented a petition with 13 500 
signatures and said that he would move an amendment to the bill, which was originally introduced by the 
member for Warren-Blackwood.  The member for Rockingham stood up as well.  That is why he has gone blood 
red.  He did not do a thing about it.  The member for Rockingham is insincere in what he says. 

I come back to the motion that this house calls on the member for Warren-Blackwood to apologise unreservedly 
for his false and unsubstantiated claims in mounting a malicious attack.  I am afraid that the Labor Party has 
picked the wrong motion to debate.  If the Labor Party wants to talk about someone who should apologise 
unreservedly for making a false and unsubstantiated claim and for mounting a malicious attack, it should look to 
the Attorney General.  I refer to Mr Ross Fisher.  His name was raised in regard to the finance brokers scandal.  
The second reading of the Finance Brokers Control Amendment Bill 2003 was debated in the Legislative 
Assembly when it sat in Albany.  I will repeat now what I said during the consideration in detail stage of that 
bill: I have a lot of compassion and sympathy for the people who lost money.  However, the conduct of the 
Attorney General in the matter of Mr Ross Fisher was unprecedented in this Parliament.  The Attorney General 
launched his own campaign.  I note that the Leader of the House has left the chamber because he knows it is 
true.  I will read to members on my side what the Labor Party did to a Western Australian citizen.  I raised this 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 20 September 2005] 

 p5610c-5643a 
Mr John Kobelke; Speaker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Max Trenorden; Mr 

Rob Johnson; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Brendon Grylls; Dr Kim Hames; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr John 
Bowler; Deputy Speaker; Mr Bob Kucera; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Peter Watson; Dr Steve 

Thomas; Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Mr David Templeman 

 [26] 

matter during the debate on the Finance Brokers Control Amendment Bill.  I refer to page 4664 of the Hansard 
of 30 June 2004.  I am talking about people apologising for malicious acts.  I said then -  

Mr A.D. McRae:  Are you quoting yourself? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, I am.  I said -  

I did not participate in the second reading debate originally, because I was not in Parliament at the time 
this incident occurred.  I have a lot of compassion and sympathy for the people who lost money . . . I 
have gone back and looked at the debates reported in Hansard regarding MFA Finance Pty Ltd, the 
directors and some of the comments that were made at the time. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  I call the member for Albany to order for the first time. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I continue -  

When I looked at Hansard . . . quite a few comments were made at the time about a Mr Fisher.  I picked 
out some of them in the Hansard of 24 November 1999.  They are pretty damning. 

. . . 

In the Hansard of 24 November 1999, some of the comments made by the member for Fremantle were 
that Mr Fisher’s letter of 15 September 1998 to Mr and Mrs Marshall was “a blatant lie peddled by a 
company of which the Premier’s brother is a director” . . . In the member for Fremantle’s opinion, it 
“constitutes a conspiracy to defraud by a company of which the Premier’s brother is a director.”  He 
said that Mr Fisher was guilty of “gross deception” and that the facts “constitute a conspiracy by MFA 
and its managing director, Mr Ross Fisher . . .  

I raise this issue because Mr Ross Fisher was the subject of a vicious campaign conducted by the Labor Party in 
this state.  That campaign involved people who were subject to the defrauding that went on during the finance 
brokers scandal.  The Attorney General wrote to those people and encouraged them to lay a complaint against 
Mr Fisher. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  Why should they not? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Because the man was acquitted.  We are now talking about a case involving the Royal 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals in which the person who was taken to court was found to be 
guilty.  The government is asking us to debate a motion involving the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that is 
quite innocuous in comparison with what the member for Fremantle said.  It is a case of the government having 
double standards.  On the one hand the government is bringing on this absolute drivel.  I take on board what the 
member for Avon said.  It is all about The Latham Diaries.  That must have been at the forefront of the 
government’s mind.  I take on board what the member for Avon said about the government’s motive for moving 
this motion.  It is no good for the Leader of the House to say that the member for Warren-Blackwood should 
apologise.  The night Mr Ross Fisher was acquitted, the now Attorney General conducted an interview, and I 
saw the look on his face.  He knew that he had pursued an innocent man.  The now Attorney General generated a 
campaign against Mr Fisher to cause political damage. 

I refer to an exchange in this house between the member for Fremantle and the then Minister for Police, Mr 
Prince.  The Hansard of 14 September 200 states - 

Mr McGINTY:  I agree.  A large number of charges have been laid against the borrower, Gregory 
Kennedy, by the major fraud squad and he is now bankrupt.  Ross Fisher, the principal of MFA Finance 
. . . On the basis of the documentation I have seen, I believe he should be charged.  That might well 
eventuate. 

Mr Prince:  Your belief and that of the police officers involved might be completely different. 

Mr McGINTY:  We have been in accord so far. 

Mr Prince:  I am sure your motives are completely different. 

Mr McGINTY:  What - to catch wrongdoers? 

Mr Prince:  That is not your motive. 

. . .  
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Mr McGINTY:  I would like to answer the minister.  What more noble motive could one have - I hope 
it is the Government’s motive - than to catch wrongdoers and to punish them? 

Mr Prince:  That is the Government’s motive; it is not yours.  

. . .  

Mr Prince:  You are simply keen to get a scalp because the end justifies the means. 

The former member for Dawesville was also in the house when I made a speech about the member for 
Fremantle’s comments, including those accusing Mr Fisher of criminal conduct.  The member published those 
comments.  He would be done for that now.  He published those comments and then he encouraged people to lay 
a complaint against Mr Fisher.  What happened to Mr Fisher?  At the time, Arthur Marshall said -  

I happen to know the person she - 

the member for Nedlands - 

was talking about.  I have known him for 30 years.  He is deeply involved in finance.  I would stake my 
life on him.  He is as honest as any person one could find.  At the time he was named in this House 
under privilege, he was held in high esteem throughout the community.  However, he lost his house.  
He sold everything to continue to put his children through school.  Somehow, through the admiration of 
his friends and through his integrity in the finance industry at the bigger end of town in Western 
Australia, he has been able to hold his head up high.  Had he not been named in this House, I am 
convinced that he would have got through the affair unscathed.  However, he was defamed in this 
House.  He is a righteous person, a good man and he is respected in the community.  What happened to 
him was like getting a knife in the back.  It was degrading.  The member of this Chamber - 

That is, the Attorney General -  

who defamed him had no consideration of the dangers or degradation that that man would face. 

I have listened to members on the other side say, “When you make comments in this house, you don’t know how 
it will affect people outside.”  However, after some of the things that I have seen - this man, Mr Ross Fisher, is 
an example of that - they have the gall to come into this place and move a motion such as this.  Arthur Marshall 
said -  

The knife was plunged into him so hard that he nearly lost all his confidence.  I say “nearly” because 
had he not been a person who was so highly respected in the financial world and sporting arenas of 
Western Australia for his contribution as treasurer here and there and for organising things at no cost - 
he was a general contributor and the type of person that people respected - he would have been 
absolutely crushed.  For that very reason, this clause disturbs me. 

For the Labor Party to come into this house and move this motion, after what the current Attorney General did to 
that man, is unbelievable.  I looked at how the Attorney General responded when the reporters spoke to him that 
night.  He knew what he had done to Mr Ross Fisher.  He knew how he had used this Parliament. 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  And he never apologised. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I thank the member for Carine.  He never apologised.  That is why the Leader of the House 
has gone from his seat.  He knows. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  He’s here! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, he is somewhere else, but he knows.  Members opposite come into this house and 
talk about the member for Warren-Blackwood. 

Point of Order 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The standing orders say that a member should not impugn the reputation of any other 
member.  The speaker on her feet is suggesting that the Leader of the House, by not being in the chamber, is not 
interested in the debate, when she in fact knows that he is sitting here in the chamber. 

The SPEAKER:  It is a good comment, but it is nowhere near a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Did you ask me to withdraw, Mr Speaker? 
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The SPEAKER:  No. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  They have come into this house and talked about the member for Warren-Blackwood and 
animal cruelty. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  You’re desperate. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No, my friend is desperate because of the Mark Latham diaries.  Let us make no bones 
about it.  He is part of the conga line.  That is what he is.  We would like Mark Latham to come over to Perth, 
look at that lot opposite and give us a snapshot - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  What did Mark Latham say about the Premier? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  He was an A-grade something.  The rest are C grade.  Members opposite have come into 
this place and made up stories about the member for Warren-Blackwood regarding the RSPCA, for which I have 
a lot of time; I am a very strong animal supporter.  They are the same people who came into this house with a 
petition containing 13 500 signatures and said that they would do something about circus animals.  However, 
when it went to the vote, following the Liberal Party’s amendment in 2001, they all voted no.  I will read out the 
names of the people who voted no.  I cannot refer to them by their electorates, because only their names are 
listed in Hansard, and I do not know what their electorates are.  However, the people who voted no - that is, 
against protecting circus animals - after they had come into this place with all the fanfare that they would, were 
Mr Andrews, Mr Bowler, Mr Brown, Mr Carpenter, Mr Dean, Dr Edwards, Dr Gallop, Ms Guise, Mr Hill, Mr 
Hyde, Mr Kobelke, Mr Kucera, Mr Logan, Ms MacTiernan, Mr McGinty, Mr McGowan, Ms McHale, Mr 
Marlborough, Ms Martin, Mr Murray, Mr O’Gorman - 

Point of Order 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  In Parliament, is a member not supposed to be referred to by his or her electorate? 

The SPEAKER:  The general rule is that people are not to refer to members by anything other than their 
electorate or position in this place.  However, the member is quoting from a record of Parliament, and I consider 
it is appropriate. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  - Ms Radisich, Mr Ripper, Mrs Roberts, Mr Templeman, Mr Watson - he is the RSPCA 
member.  He said that he was the patron.  He shouted across the chamber, “I’m patron of the RSPCA.”  Here is 
his name on page 3770 of Assembly proceedings recorded in Hansard, along with the names of Mr Whitely and 
Ms Quirk.  They are the people who care about animals!  The Leader of the House has said that government 
members are attacking the member for Warren-Blackwood for his outlandish and malicious statements, and they 
are calling on him to apologise.  The member for Nollamara has a nerve to come into this place and pull this 
stunt.  I feel sorry for him.  The only reason he did it is that he is so concerned about Mark Latham.  He tried to 
pre-empt us, and he has shot himself right in the foot.  He would make Mark Latham proud. 

I will also have a go at the member for Murchison-Eyre.  We know that he is now a member of the RSPCA.  
Where was the member for Murchison-Eyre in the vote on this subject?  There he is.  The second name listed is 
that of Mr Bowler.  He voted against it.  I take on board what the member for Avon said.  Members opposite 
have been motivated by two things: firstly, the Mark Latham diaries and, secondly, the personal and tragic 
situation that the member for Warren-Blackwood finds himself in.  It is despicable.   

What the Attorney General did to Mr Ross Fisher is despicable.  I will leave the house with this: at page 1310 of 
Hansard, in September - 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Albany should not try now.  He has been caught red-handed.  When he 
had the opportunity to stand up for circus animals, he did not.  Does he remember the elephant on the Causeway 
that was going around in a circle, swaying backwards and forwards?  He had the opportunity then to put up his 
hand for the people in his electorate and help circus animals.  He did nothing.  The present Attorney General said 
-  

The minister should remember because he was here.  The Minister for Fair Trading said, “I dare you to 
take those complaints to the police.”   

According to Hansard, Mr McGinty went on to say -  
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The major fraud squad was dragging the chain until these matters were raised forcibly in Parliament. 

That is, raised by the present Attorney General.  The Labor Party should not come into this place, raise a few 
relatively inoffensive comments of the member for Warren-Blackwood and then say that the member for 
Warren-Blackwood was wrong and should apologise because the person involved has been found guilty.  It was 
quite the reverse when the Attorney General, when in opposition, came into this Parliament and abused a man 
who was found innocent.  The Attorney General has not apologised to Mr Ross Fisher.   

Obviously, I will not support this motion.  As the former member for Dawesville said, the Attorney General was 
the member who took advantage of parliamentary privilege, and he should be reprimanded for trying to destroy 
someone’s life. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [5.27 pm]:  I will make only a few comments on this motion.  This is quickly 
developing into another shameful day in the history of the Western Australian Parliament.  I will say why.  The 
first point I make is that when the Leader of the House moved this motion and when other members opposite 
spoke, they talked about privilege.  Clearly, no question of privilege arises from the grievance made by the 
member for Warren-Blackwood.  As I believe the member for Avon said, the member for Warren-Blackwood 
said nothing in this Parliament that he could not say outside this Parliament.  There is no question of privilege.  
The Leader of the House has been around long enough and understands this Parliament well enough to know that 
there is no matter of privilege. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I don’t agree with that. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  There is not.  The second point I make is that if this was so offensive to the RSPCA, why 
has it not made a formal complaint?  Why has it not written to me, as a former vice-patron and a person who has 
donated to the RSPCA?  Why has it not written to every member of this house to complain?  It has not.  This 
type of motion does the RSPCA no good at all.  I hope it does not damage the standing of the RSPCA.  It does 
nothing for the standing of the RSPCA, a worthy and respected organisation, to be drawn into a grubby debate in 
this Parliament.  As a vice-patron until earlier this year, I am interested in hearing from the RSPCA on this issue.   

The member for Warren-Blackwood made his case.  He represented his constituent in this Parliament.  He is a 
big fellow.  I have known the member for Warren-Blackwood for many years.  He is not afraid to express his 
view.  He can give it and he can take it.  However, that is not what this debate is about, is it?  As the members for 
Avon and Nedlands and others have said, the Labor Party thought that the member for Warren-Blackwood might 
be a bit vulnerable this week.  If I were in the member for Warren-Blackwood’s shoes, I would be emotionally 
vulnerable if an accident happened on my farm, one that could have resulted in far greater tragedy.  The member 
for Warren-Blackwood was charged with an offence after an accident occurred on his farm and he has appeared 
before court.  That must be a difficult situation for him to deal with and the government has decided to take 
advantage of that.  I know the member for Warren-Blackwood for the good man and loving father and husband 
that he is.  The member for Warren-Blackwood is a person of standing in his community; yet, the Labor Party is 
trying to drag him and his family down.  That is what this motion is about.  The government has form, because 
this is a cowardly motion.  With all due respect to the women in this chamber, this is not the sort of motion an 
Australian bloke would move.  Everyone in this chamber knows what I mean.   

I hope we hear from the RSPCA.  I do not believe that it was offended by the member for Warren-Blackwood’s 
comments.  It is a bigger, better and more worthy organisation than that.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Can I tell you something, member for Cottesloe?  The President of the RSPCA is a good and 
close personal friend of mine and he has never ever raised this subject with me.  This is a grubby act by the mob 
opposite.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I will tell the house something about the Labor Party, because it has form.  I have a pretty 
simple approach to public life.  If a person enters public life as a full-time professional politician, everything he 
or she says and does in this house and in his or her electorate is fair game publicly.  When people enter 
Parliament, they put themselves in a public position.  Sometimes being a public figure can be difficult and 
hurtful.  However, a public figure’s wife, husband and children are not public figures - they are off limits.  The 
Labor Party never respects that.  When a member of Parliament is attacked - members on both sides of politics 
are attacked - one never knows what is happening in that member’s personal life or in the personal life of that 
member’s wife, husband or children.  Do I need to remind members of recent Australian political history?   

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  Order, member!  I call the member for Albany to order for the second time.   
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Members should consider recent Australian political history.  The former New South 
Wales opposition leader attempted suicide, as did Tasmanian Labor Senator Sherry.  The former federal Labor 
member for Isaacs committed suicide.  Recent happenings have revealed that Mark Latham obviously went 
through hell when he left politics.  We never know what is happening with an individual’s health, marriage or 
children.   

I want to know who dreamt up this stunt.  I refer members to another piece of history.  A tragedy occurred in this 
state over a decade ago when a young mother called Penny Easton suicided and left a couple of little boys 
without a mother.  The Penny Easton issue went before the Labor cabinet.  The members for Victoria Park, 
Belmont and Fremantle were a part of a cabinet that hatched a grubby little plot that led to the death of a woman.  
That is what Labor was about.  Did the current Labor cabinet discuss this little stunt?  Did its members sit around 
the cabinet table and decide how it would attack the member for Warren-Blackwood?  Did it repeat the Penny 
Easton crime?  I rest my case.   

I put it to the house that although this matter is nowhere near the scale of the Penny Easton tragedy - I know the 
character and strength of the member for Warren-Blackwood and his family - the Labor Party has tried it again.  
The Labor cabinet made the decision to raise this issue in this house, which it has done.  The Premier is not in 
the chamber, but he is absolutely up to his armpits in this sort of stunt.  I wish the Premier were here to answer 
my questions on behalf of the Labor cabinet.   

Most members of Parliament are attacked at some stage of their career.  As I said at the beginning of my 
comments, members opposite can attack me, but they should not attack my marriage, son or family.  There have 
been times in this house - I refer to when I was the Leader of the Opposition - when some of my colleagues 
suggested that we launch personal attacks on members of the government.  I prevented them from doing so, 
because I draw the line at that type of action.  In particular, I stopped Hon Peter Foss from launching a personal 
attack on another member of Parliament because I did not believe that that should be the standard of this 
Parliament.  I do not believe in bringing family members into politics.  However, I will have a go at any member 
opposite for what he or she does in his or her public life, and I will cop it from them in return.  However, I will 
never use a member’s family members, children, marriage or health in a debate.   

This issue is at the feet of the Labor Party.  It has done nothing to learn from the Penny Easton tragedy or the 
John Brogdons, Greg Wiltons and Mark Lathams of this world.  It has learnt nothing - nothing at all.  This is a 
cowardly motion and act.  I wish the Premier were in the chamber, because I want to know whether this issue 
was discussed in cabinet.  I am willing to bet my last dollar that it was.  Moving a motion to suspend standing 
orders to discuss a motion involving the member for Warren-Blackwood was a cabinet decision.  This motion is 
a grubby little tactic.  Mr Speaker, as a decent fellow and a member of the Labor Party, you should feel ashamed.  
Equally, government backbenchers, who would have been told about this stunt this morning, should also feel 
ashamed.  We can all play hard politics.  We are all adults who have chosen this business voluntarily.  However, 
members should not play on emotions and attack people when they are vulnerable because of circumstances 
aside from and outside of their public life.  I am ashamed of what has happened in this Parliament today.  

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [5.38 pm]:  It will be difficult to follow the impassioned speeches that have been 
made by members so far.  I will talk a little about science, rather than emotion.  I am sure that not many 
members have had more experience than I have had in animal welfare.  I would be a bit embarrassed if I had to 
trot out my credentials.   

Mr M. McGowan:  Tell us.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Does the member for Rockingham want to hear about my 15 years’ of veterinary activity? 

We used RSPCA wombats outside our clinic when we held fundraisers.  That is expected in my occupation.  The 
question I put to members of the government -  

Ms S.E. Walker interjected.   

Point of Order 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  The Leader of the House has left the chamber to go to the toilet.  He asked me to stand in 
his place.  This is a nonsense. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  You’ll be going too, but you won’t be going to the toilet.   
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The SPEAKER:  The Leader of the Opposition will be going too if he keeps interrupting me.  The member for 
Nedlands had no right to make those comments.  It is not her right to say who is going in and out of this 
chamber.  Her comments were inappropriate, but I will not take the matter any further.  

Debate Resumed 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Agriculture and Forestry may be able to 
outline the frailty of the RSPCA.  Let us consider how the RSPCA has been put together.  It is a voluntary group 
that controls itself and that has its own constitution.  Does the member for Riverton - I am not picking on him 
specifically; however, the mover of the motion is not in the chamber - agree with the policies of the RSPCA?  Is 
it so frail that the member cannot disagree with it policies?  Indeed, the Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development said that we are putting the RSPCA at risk.  Is that the opinion of the parliamentary 
secretary? 

Mr A.D. McRae:  I think that whenever a member in this place uses an institution of Parliament -  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member should answer the question, which is whether the RSPCA has been put at risk.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  If you ask a question, you should allow the member to respond.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member for Riverton raised the issue of live sheep.  As the Parliamentary Secretary to 
the Minister for Agriculture and Forestry, the Midwest and Wheatbelt, does the member support the RSPCA’s 
position on live sheep?  Is it his position that by disagreeing with the RSPCA we put that institution at risk?   

Mr A.D. McRae:  I think that if someone attacks an institution in this society, they should have the courage - 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Is it at risk?  I have done as much work as anyone in this place for animal welfare and I 
have acted as a professional witness in court cases.  That is not the issue.  Without question, my credentials 
would stand up against anyone’s.  The Minister for Tourism suggested that many people are members of the 
RSPCA, and that is true - including farmers.   

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  They should be.  If primary industry groups are not represented on the RSPCA, they have a 
problem.  If they are not members, they are making a mistake.  Do members know what other groups are 
members of the RSPCA?  Animal rights groups are members.  RSPCA membership covers the whole gamut of 
society.  Although the government provides some funding to the RSPCA, it does not control its policies.  Is that 
not the case, minister?  His government’s policy on agriculture is in direct conflict with that of the RSPCA, of 
which the government is the great saviour and protector.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  No; it isn’t.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I am told that it is.  Apparently its role is to protect the RSPCA.  If it does not do that, the 
RSPCA might fall over! 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Does the only RSPCA life member in the chamber agree with all the RSPCA’s policy?   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The only life member in the chamber has not said that he thinks the RSPCA is right all the 
time.  

We should take this debate away from the emotive issue of the Labor government’s attack on the member for 
Warren-Blackwood.  If we return to the substantive issue, I am sure other members will have much to say about 
the tactics of a motion such as this and whether they are grubby.  

Can members question in this Parliament a decision of the RSPCA?  I agree that we should not attack the 
RSPCA, but we should not put it on a pedestal and say that it is infallible; it makes mistakes.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  We all make mistakes.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  We do, and that is why it is extremely important that people such as the member for 
Warren-Blackwood, who says he has experience with livestock, be able to question the activities of the RSPCA 
and its policies.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  He should have said that he got it wrong, the RSPCA was right and that he is sorry.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The minister said several times that the member for Warren-Blackwood sought an inquiry 
into how the RSPCA’s policies affect agriculture.  I agree with that.  As a veterinarian with 15 years’ experience, 
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I think there should be an inquiry into RSPCA policies and whether the government of the day, which 
contributes to its funding, and all the relevant industries are being served adequately and appropriately by the 
RSPCA’s policies.  That would be an excellent inquiry because many issues are involved.  

It would probably draw on some of my more intimate knowledge of the work of the RSPCA.  Members might 
argue that the RSPCA is not policy driven, and that perhaps I am making a mountain out of a molehill by 
suggesting that some of its policies are not based on reality and are putting some of our industries at risk.  Does 
the member for Riverton think it is a reasonable statement concerning the live sheep trade?   

Mr A.D. McRae:  In the case of mulesing, for example?   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The RSPCA’s policy on mulesing is not as severe as it is on other matters; it has said that it 
is not against mulesing.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  That’s right - after a few backflips. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It came to that conclusion.  I will give the RSPCA some credit for its approach to mulesing.  
The minister is not in his seat, so I will not address him.  

The SPEAKER:  As a matter of interest, members can refer to other members when they are not in their seats, 
but the member referred to cannot respond when he is not in his seat.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is even better; I might enjoy that.  Is the RSPCA a paragon of virtue which, therefore, 
cannot be blamed for anything?  Of course it is not.  Does it make mistakes?  Of course it does.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You’re missing the point.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I am not missing the point.  The point is that the member for Warren-Blackwood called for 
an inquiry and I support that call.  I am not dealing with any crises, so members opposite can attack me all they 
like.  An inquiry into the RSPCA is a very good idea.  I will give members some good reasons for that.  Only 
recently, someone in my electorate, for example, received a warning letter from the RSPCA.   

We have discussed the superintendent of the inspectorate of the RSPCA.  It has 30-odd staff.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Was the court wrong?   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No.  We are talking about the ability of the RSPCA to get things wrong, and suggesting 
that its activities should be given some oversight.  The call for some oversight is very important.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  That is not what the debate is about.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It has been acknowledged by members opposite that the RSPCA makes mistakes.  

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No we are not; we are talking about holding an inquiry because, on occasions, the political 
arm of the RSPCA has reversed recommendations by local inspectors who have done the work on the ground.  
Does the Minister for Tourism know how many inspectors there are?  There are about five or six.   

Mr M.J. Cowper:  None in the south west.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  There is one in the south west now.  The inspectorate was removed from the south west 
and based in Perth, much to the chagrin of producers and animal welfare advocates across the south west.  
However, an inspector has been returned to the south west now.  However, five or six out of probably 15 per 
cent of the staff of the RSPCA are involved in the inspectorate work of assessing and making recommendations 
about cruelty charges.  When a recommendation is made by one of six inspectors who are relatively well 
qualified, why would the political arm of the RSPCA reverse that recommendation?  It has done that on 
numerous occasions.  It has reversed the recommendations of inspectors on the ground who visit places, see the 
animals and talk to people when mediation is sometimes the best solution.  I am happy to bring someone in and 
sit them in the Speaker’s gallery - with the Speaker’s permission - or in the public gallery, as an example of a 
person who was told by an inspector that his recommendation was that no action be taken.  The RSPCA has 
changed its nature since I first became involved 20 years ago, and there is now a political push to change the 
RSPCA’s agenda.  

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I have waited for about nine minutes for the member for Capel to address the motion 
before the house.  I urge him to now consider that.  I think nine minutes is long enough to discuss other issues 
concerning the RSPCA and all sorts of things, but I ask that he now address the issue.  
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Thank you for your guidance, Mr Speaker.  The motion before the house -  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It refers to the grievance.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It does refer to the grievance and calls on the member to apologise unreservedly to the 
RSPCA.  The grievance, however, calls for an inquiry, and I support that unreservedly.  An inquiry into how the 
RSPCA interacts with agricultural industries is important.  Fifteen years of veterinary experience tells me that it 
is an important part of animal welfare.  What justification do government members have for condemning in this 
house the member for Warren-Blackwood?  I question the experience that most members in this place have of 
animal welfare, although I recognise that some members on this side of the house have animal welfare and 
animal production experience.  How many members on the government side of the house have animal 
production experience?  I question their credentials in attacking the member for Warren-Blackwood.   

A member interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I think my job in this issue is to debunk the science.  I think we have managed to do that.  
The science behind it supports the idea that some sort of inquiry into the policies of the RSPCA, as called for by 
the member for Warren-Blackwood in his grievance, is absolutely essential for the long-term future of 
agriculture in this state.  I wait to see whether any member of the government will compare the policies and the 
impact they have on agriculture, and whether they think the RSPCA should be supported without question.  In 
the end, that is what has been sought.   

MS K. HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [5.50 pm]:  It has been evident that I have been fairly incensed today, as 
my normally well-behaved demeanour has been replaced by very unruly behaviour.  I stand here in defence of a 
colleague whom I respect and admire.  I am incensed that the Leader of the House suggested that opposition 
members did not take the time to become aware of what the member for Warren-Blackwood said in his 
grievance, as every member on our side of the house made every attempt to get a copy of the grievance.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Ignorance.   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Yes, ignorance on the government’s part.  I will talk about what the member for 
Warren-Blackwood said in his grievance.  I will pick up one sentence, which contains a very important word.  
The English language is very interesting, as we all know.  The member for Warren-Blackwood said - 

I seek from the minister a commitment to take steps to conduct an inquiry into a possible - 

I repeat; possible - 

abuse of power by the RSPCA.  

It was a possible abuse.  He was invited to the farmer’s property after receiving a call while he was in a 
colleague’s office, so he went and had a look.  He had every right to then seek a commitment from the minister, 
as we all do when we raise grievances about issues in our electorate.  He went to the property in good faith, he 
saw what he saw, and then he came to this place and relayed his concerns to a minister in a grievance.  That was 
the appropriate action.  The Leader of the House responded to the member’s grievance by saying - 

I am advised that 14 animals were destroyed.  I am also advised that tissue samples were taken post-
mortem from the destroyed stock to establish the cause of the emaciated state of the animals.  That 
could be quite important if legal action is taken . . .   

The Leader of the House said all those things.  He also said - 

. . . it may lead to prosecutions by the RSPCA.  

The Leader of the House listened to the member’s grievance.  I think the member for Warren-Blackwood 
believed that the government would hold an inquiry.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He promised me information and he never gave it to me.  Read the whole thing.   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  We are talking about the credibility of a member.  This has been the worst case 
of mud-slinging that I have seen in this chamber for a long time.  It is extremely disappointing.  This political 
stunt will come back to bite the government.  The motion has been moved because members opposite think that 
the member for Warren-Blackwood is vulnerable.  He is not vulnerable; he is a strong man who is well 
supported by his family and his electorate.  We would be hard-pressed to find somebody in his electorate who 
does not hold this man in great esteem.   
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Mr M.J. Birney:  How do you reckon we’d go in the electorate of the member for Nollamara?   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  We would be hard-pressed to find somebody who would say about the member 
for Nollamara the kinds of things that people would say about the member for Warren-Blackwood.  The member 
for Warren-Blackwood knows about stock and animals.  I know that.  He invited a number of colleagues, 
including me, to his property.  The most delightful experience for me was to watch this man with his heifers.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Steers, not heifers!   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Okay, they were steers.  It was actually the Leader of the Opposition who could 
not work out the difference between a heifer and a steer!  This is a very serious issue, so I should not make light 
of it.   

I suggest that the member for Warren-Blackwood did what we would all do.  We come into this place with good 
intentions when we raise grievances about important matters in our electorates.  The member for Warren-
Blackwood did that.  He had concerns, which he raised with the Leader of the House.  This matter could have 
been managed better, but it is clear that the Leader of the House has no intention of managing it better.  He wants 
to kick the man when he is down.  It is boots and all today.  It is something that I do not admire in the Leader of 
the House.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is a matter of truth.  I am disappointed that you will not face up to the truth of the matter.  
The truth has been established by a court.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Absolute rubbish.   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  That is absolute rubbish.  I thought better of the Leader of the House.  I have 
seen the Leader of the House talk with passion and compassion about some interesting issues in the community.  
However, he has come in here today with a political stunt to make some kind of mark on the member for 
Warren-Blackwood.  I am telling the Leader of the House that we will line up and vote against this motion.  
There is no doubt that the Leader of the House has the numbers on the floor, but he will be the loser.   

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [5.56 pm]:  I can see absolutely no reason to 
use the time of the Parliament to debate this motion.  As the Leader of the House will have realised, the debate 
on this motion will extend after the dinner break.  None of the contributions to the debate from members on the 
government side has made any points against the member for Warren-Blackwood.   

I rang the RSPCA at about a quarter past four to see how shocked and outraged it was by the comments of the 
member for Warren-Blackwood.  The Leader of the House will be happy to hear that the RSPCA had 35 people 
manning the phones to take calls from concerned people.  The person who answered the phone obviously did not 
know anything about this matter.  I asked to be put through to someone in public relations, because the outrage 
was obviously palpable after hearing from the Leader of the House, but no-one was there; the person responsible 
for public relations had gone home for the day.  I was then given the number of someone who might be able to 
talk to me about this matter.  I made it clear to the person who gave me the number that I was the Leader of the 
National Party and that I was about to make a contribution to a debate in the Parliament about the RSPCA that 
the RSPCA would obviously be concerned about.  However, I was unable to make contact with the person 
whose number I was given.  I do not know whether the Leader of the House has contacted the RSPCA to let it 
know that he would raise this matter in Parliament.  Through this debate, the Leader of the House has brought 
more focus on the RSPCA than it wanted.  As the member for Capel pointed out in his contribution to the debate, 
the RSPCA has been under a great deal of public pressure about some of its policies.  Its stand against the live 
export trade in Western Australia goes against government policy.  It is certainly against the policy of the 
National Party, and I am sure it is also against the policy of the Liberal Party.  The RSPCA has certainly been 
under public pressure lately.  I am not sure that it would like this matter to be debated in the Parliament today.   

As has been pointed out by many members, we went straight to the grievance by the member for Warren-
Blackwood to find out what appalling things he had said about the RSPCA, as claimed by the Leader of the 
House.  I do not want to go through what other members have said, but there was nothing in the grievance that 
was appalling.  The member for Warren-Blackwood did what any member of this house would do when a 
constituent raises a concern.  In his grievance he said - 

I seek from the minister a commitment to take steps to conduct an inquiry . . .  

He also said - 

I believe the RSPCA failed to examine the origins of the cattle.  
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Later he said - 

This is a very serious matter.  The vet suggested to me that the farmers from my area were not real 
farmers.  

It seems that some very real claims were not investigated by the court case for which a determination was 
handed down last week and which is the reason for this debate today.  If vets in the community are saying that 
farmers in the Karridale area are not real farmers, it is no wonder that they are causing concern and bringing 
public pressure to bear on their role.   

I was interested to hear the points made by the Leader of the House when this motion was put forward.  
Obviously, there is no point to be made.  The motion is a crass waste of the Parliament’s time.  It is an attempt to 
attack the member for Warren-Blackwood.  There is absolutely no foundation to it at all.  We have learnt from 
the debate tonight that the member for Warren-Blackwood has a strong background in agriculture and animal 
husbandry, and that he has raised some real concerns.  My family has bought cattle from the Esperance area for 
the past 10 to 15 years for our farm in Corrigin. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I was speaking before the dinner suspension about the temperament of cows from 
Esperance.  An amazing thing about Parliament is that whenever an issue is raised, a member believes he or she 
can add personal experience to that debate.  As a farmer from Corrigin in a previous life, I regularly bought 
cattle from Esperance.  I certainly agree with the comments of the member for Warren-Blackwood that, for some 
reason or other, cattle for Esperance are regularly quite flighty - we used to call them mad on our farm.  On 
several occasions, we would keep the Esperance cattle in yards with fencing of two-inch reinforced cable.  The 
cattle were kept there for a week and fed on hay in an effort to calm them down before letting them into the 
paddock. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  They’re like the people. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Is that the people from Esperance?  After a week, we would open the gates on the yards 
with some trepidation and the cattle would walk out calmly until the last one got out - and off they would go!  
Three farms and eight fences later, we would catch up with them.  The rest of the week would be spent repairing 
neighbours’ fences.  We thought the neighbours would have been angry about these incidents, but I am sure that 
on the Grylls farm we did more fixing of neighbours’ fences than we did of our own fences. 

The member for Warren-Blackwood had a point in his concern about RSPCA officers walking through the herd 
of cattle and shooting them.  The situation as it unfolded would have been a concern for the RSPCA, as it was 
obviously a concern for the member for Warren-Blackwood.  We need to examine exactly what the member for 
Warren-Blackwood has been charged with. 

Before the dinner suspension, I spoke about my efforts throughout the afternoon to contact the RSPCA without 
success.  As my speech was broken by the dinner break, I tried again to make contact.  I was lucky enough to 
speak to people from the RSPCA during the suspension.  I asked whether the RSPCA was aware of the debate in 
Parliament.  It was aware.  These people did not expect the matter to be raised in Parliament, but they were 
aware of it, and, indeed, they were still calling for an apology from the member for Warren-Blackwood.  When I 
asked why they sought that apology, they said that the court case had been held, and that they had been 
vindicated by the court.   

The point of my contribution to the debate is that many of the issues the member for Warren-Blackwood 
addressed in his grievance were not addressed by the court.  The court addressed the issue of the farmer and his 
role in the purchase of the animals, having the animals on his property and the state of the animals.  The points 
raised by the member for Warren-Blackwood included the events surrounding the arrival of the cattle on the 
farm.  We bought cattle sight unseen on our farm in Corrigin.  I would hate to think that when cattle were bought 
in that way, once the cattle turned up on the property, the new owners were liable for what the previous owner of 
the cattle had done.  Some concerns were raised because many of the cattle had died on the truck on the way to 
the farm in question.  All farmers know that if they try to transport cattle in such conditions, they can find 
themselves in serious trouble.  We have brought a lot down to Midland.  If sick or injured animals were brought 
to Midland, the authorities would come down on that producer heavily.  We have not heard about the role of the 
previous owner of those cattle.  I do not know whether the court examined that aspect. 

The other matter I am sure the court did not examine was the demeanour and actions of the people who attended 
that farm on the day in question.  This was the crux of the member for Warren-Blackwood’s comments.  Any 
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such situation would be tense.  The farmer in question had phoned the member for Warren-Blackwood, as his 
local member, to attend the property.  He asked the member to intervene in the situation.  Emotions were 
obviously running high.  The member for Warren-Blackwood has claimed that the RSPCA veterinarian 
suggested that the farmers from that area were not real farmers.  If these comments were made by RSPCA 
people sent to the property, an already tense situation would have been inflamed.  I am sure that the court did not 
investigate that aspect.  That is why the member for Warren-Blackwood called for an investigation by the 
responsible minister into the actions of the RSPCA on that property on that day. 

Many events surrounding the matters investigated by the court need to be looked at.  As I said before, the 
RSPCA is under a lot of pressure in agriculture at the moment.  The Great Southern Farmer carried a story in its 
20 September edition regarding the live export industry.  It read -  

 . . . RSPCA life member Kevin Matthews says he has a lot of time for animal welfare but feels in its 
campaign against live exports the RSPCA is voicing an opinion without knowing what it is talking 
about. 

Therefore, there is much concern in the community about the RSPCA and its policy positions on animal welfare. 

Mr M.P. Murray:  It is some interest sectors in the community, not “the community”.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  That is right.  All members know that anyone can become a member of the RSPCA.  The 
concern of the farm lobby group is that some of the more radical animal liberation groups are becoming involved 
and using their membership to have a say in the RSPCA’s policy direction.  A campaign has been launched for 
people involved in agriculture to join the RSPCA to try to balance the policy position, and that is probably a 
good call. 

Ultimately, this motion has no basis in fact.  From what I have read of the grievance made by the member for 
Warren-Blackwood, and through my conversation with people from the RSPCA - we did not go through the fine 
details of the court case, which have not been made available to us today in this debate - I certainly do not 
believe that the member Warren-Blackwood has anything for which to apologise.   

As the RSPCA issue is before the house, I call on the relevant minister to investigate the RSPCA and the way it 
is interacting with the agriculture sector in Western Australia.  Aside from the issue before the house today, there 
are some real problems with the RSPCA.  As the farming community has lost faith in the RSPCA - I am sure the 
farming community used to have that faith, but it has been lost - it will make it very difficult for the RSPCA to 
perform the functions it is supposed to perform.  My message to the RSPCA is that rather than try to score a 
point against the member for Warren-Blackwood, who I believe raised the matter in Parliament in good faith, it 
needs to investigate how it got into the circumstance of the agriculture sector losing faith with it.  How will it get 
that faith back?  If it continues to go down this path of railing against live exports, which are an important part of 
our state’s economy, and if it picks out members of Parliament who raise concerns about the RSPCA and 
launches the sorts of actions that I was speaking about in my contacts with the RSPCA on the telephone tonight, 
it will get further away from its core functions.  I believe that the RSPCA receives funding from the government, 
and it is important that it puts that funding to good effect.   

I will not take up my allocated time, because I know that many other members want to speak on this issue.  I will 
finish by saying that it is very disappointing that this motion has come before the house today.  It seems that the 
government has taken the opportunity to launch an attack on the member for Warren-Blackwood because it has 
the numbers.  From the facts outlined by the member for Warren-Blackwood, and from my understanding of 
agriculture and the cattle industry, there are some concerns with the actions of the RSPCA.  I do not think for 
one moment that anyone wants to say that there were not problems that needed to be addressed; there certainly 
were.  Perhaps that is the issue we should be debating in the Parliament today, rather than attacking the member 
for Warren-Blackwood.   

As has been outlined, there are many important bills before the Parliament.  It is very difficult for members to 
have enough time to debate those bills.  I understand that there are only five parliamentary sitting weeks left in 
which to deal with those issues on the agenda.  It is a gross misuse of the Parliament’s time for the government 
to waste half a parliamentary day - so far - on this motion, and many more members are yet to speak.  The way 
in which the Leader of the House has framed the motion has made a mockery of his role as Leader of the House.  
I look forward to hearing other members of the government make their contributions to the debate.  They have 
said that they support the motion and that they believe that the member for Warren-Blackwood should make an 
apology, but they have not yet made a contribution to the debate.  If they supported this motion in the party room 
or in the cabinet, they should stand and make their claims.  If they do not do that, this debate will be remembered 
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as a personal attack on the member for Warren-Blackwood.  It is disappointing for the new members of the 
National Party to see a day such as this in the Parliament.  The members for Stirling and Greenough are shaking 
their heads that such a debate could take place.  If such a motion is what we can expect from the Gallop Labor 
government in the four years of its second term, this Parliament’s standing in the community will be demeaned.  
I certainly do not want to take part in that sort of Parliament.   

Adjournment of Debate 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [7.12 pm]:  I move -  

That the debate be adjourned.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper  
 

Noes (21) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Dr S.C. Thomas (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr G. Snook  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg  
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden  

            

Pairs 

 Dr G.I. Gallop Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Dr G.G. Jacobs 

Question thus passed. 

Debate thus adjourned. 
 


