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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [9.57 pm]:  I move - 

That the House do now adjourn. 

Planning Appeals Amendment Bill, Debate - Adjournment Debate 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [9.57 pm]:  We just heard the most 
outrageous outburst from the Minister for Housing.  While he has been absent, we have been sitting here going 
through a very complicated piece of legislation. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  It would be a breach of standing orders to talk about a debate.  If you wanted to raise this 
issue, why didn’t you raise it during the debate? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The minister does not have the call; the Leader of the Opposition does. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  For about half the time during this debate, we have sat here waiting for the 
parliamentary secretary to respond to questions.  I understand that it is a very difficult Bill and he is doing his 
best.  Hard questions are being asked and he is taking advice.  However, the amount of time being taken to get 
that advice is probably as long as the amount of time he is taking to provide the advice.  Normally I would not 
raise this, except for the outburst of the Minister for Housing. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  You and your ministers wouldn’t give answers when asked. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Throw him out! 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Minister for Housing should lie down for a while.  The minister has a serious 
problem. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  You are a fraud and a charlatan, and you know you are. 

The PRESIDENT:  The Minister for Housing will come to order - that is the Minister for Housing and only the 
Minister for Housing. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have been called lots of things by lots of people, including that minister, so I do not 
get offended by it.  However, I suggest that on occasions like this he take a valium and lie down for a while.  He 
would feel a whole lot better tomorrow morning, and he might get back to his normal behaviour.  This behaviour 
tonight is just ridiculous.  

Again today I have endured criticism from the Premier that this House is not operating efficiently because of the 
Opposition.  Here is a classic example tonight of the total and absolute incompetence of the Government to deal 
with its own legislation.   

This Bill is an appalling mess.  When it was put back on the Notice Paper, we said it should be thrown in the 
rubbish bin and we should start again, but the Government took no notice of that.  We will go through this 
procedure in a very laborious way to get some end result.  It is not our fault that we ask serious questions; if we 
do not get answers, the questions will be asked again.  That is what this House is for.  I endured that for eight 
years when I sat on the other side of the House. 

Native Title Unit, Funding - Adjournment Debate 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I wish to raise another matter tonight.  Today I asked a question about how much 
money the State Government is spending on the Native Title Unit.  I said last week that we should get rid of 
native title.  Predictably, the Deputy Premier today had a few words to say in the Legislative Assembly, which 
had very little to do with the issue, and he tried to make some political mileage out of what I said.  As a member 
of the Liberal Party, I am entitled to have a view on things and I am entitled to express that view, unlike 
members of the Labor Party who would get thrown out the door.  Today I asked on notice how much money has 
been spent by the Native Title Unit as part of the State Government since 1993, and how much is budgeted this 
year and for the three out years?  The amount that was spent by the coalition Government from 1993-94 to 2000-
01 was $7.7 million - a lot of money.  The amount that is budgeted for this year and the out years under this 
Labor Government is $35.9 million.  This Government will spend $35 million on a Native Title Unit!  I do not 
know what that money will be used for.  Tomorrow I will ask how the Government will spend that money?  Will 
the money be spent on the administration of that unit, will it be spent on employing people to run native title on 
behalf of the State Government, or will it be used to pay off Aboriginal groups, like those on the Burrup 
Peninsula?  I want to know what the money will be used for.  If we did not have native title, that $35 million that 
the Labor Government now has, together with the $7 million we have already spent, would make a significant 
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contribution to those issues I referred to the other night - health, education, training, housing, employment and 
all the rest.   

I did a couple of quick calculations.  If this Government has $35 million to spend on native title, it could pay for 
the salaries of 10 doctors for 17 years at $200 000 each; it could pay for the salaries of 100 nurses - 

Hon Tom Stephens:  You caused it all. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hon Tom Stephens should mind his own business.  He should keep his mouth shut, 
take a Valium and go and lie down. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Minister for Housing will have an opportunity to participate in this debate, but 
not just at the moment. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We could employ 100 nurses at $70 000 a year for five years.  If the money were 
spent on capital items, the Government could build 230 houses at $150 000 each; it could buy 460 Landcruisers 
at $75 000 each; it could build two hospitals at $17 million each; it could build seven nursing posts at $5 million 
each; or it could build seven primary schools at $5 million each.  Each of those items could be built for the sort 
of money the State Government is spending on managing native title.  Those items might be of some value to 
those Aboriginal communities around Western Australia that desperately require some assistance.  This 
Government, for some reason or other, feels the need to spend $35 million over four years, when the previous 
Government spent $7 million over eight years, and it tells us that it is resolving the native title problem.  This is 
another very simple example of how the Western Australian taxpayers’ money is being used in very large 
quantities because we have this thing called native title.  The money could be better spent on many other things, 
as I have illustrated.  That does not take into account how much money it will cost to run the Native Title 
Tribunal.  I suspect that will be countless more millions of dollars.  It does not take into account the money spent 
by the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission - countless millions of dollars, I suspect - the money 
spent by the land councils or the money being spent on lawyers across the nation. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Is that just to look after the pastoralists and the mining groups? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is part of it.  They are protecting millions of dollars and their interests, which I 
believe is in the member’s interests because the taxes they pay are used to pay his salary.  Where does he think 
the wealth of the country comes from?  Does he think it grows on green trees?  The fact is that the productive 
sectors of this economy pay everybody’s salaries.  Close down the productive sector and we have nothing.  
These dollars could be far better spent on areas of greater need.  There is a desperate need for better health 
services, for better education facilities and services, for better training facilities, and for better housing and 
community infrastructure around the State.  A railway line will cost $300 million extra because we want to save 
12 minutes of people’s time, and the Government spends $35 million on a Native Title Unit, yet it ignores the 
desperate needs of vast numbers of Aboriginal and other people in communities right around the State who are 
disadvantaged. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We did not spend $35 million on a native title outfit. 

Hon Ray Halligan interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We reduced debt, as a matter of interest, which is more than what this Government is 
doing.  I asked this question because I wanted to know how this State Government spends its money on native 
title, what its obligations are and on what it will spend the money.  It is a large amount of money and in my view 
there are better ways to spend it.  I am looking forward to finding out how much money is spent by other 
organisations in Australia so that we can get some idea of the sum total that is spent on this particular doctrine 
that has been foisted upon the taxpayers and the public of Australia.  As I suggest, it is vastly more than 
$35 million, and the problem with all of this is that, at the end of the day, nobody will be better off; in fact, in 
many ways people will be worse off.  There has been no demonstrable improvement in the conditions of 
Aboriginal people, but there has been a significant impediment to economic development - the Burrup Peninsula 
is a classic case.  The Government tells us that there is a window of opportunity for these projects.  If the 
window closes because of this, what will be the Government’s excuse?  Will it blame the Commonwealth or the 
former Government, which is what it always does?  The opportunity is there, the Government has to sort it out, 
but if it is going to spend between $27 million and $40 million, there is something wrong with the whole system. 

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Housing and Works) [10.07 pm]:  I find two 
matters in the speech by the Leader of the Opposition to be deeply offensive.  I will refer to the second matter 
first.  The Leader of the Opposition has spent 25 years in this Parliament and in public life, largely causing the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 20 August 2002] 

 p268b-272a 
Hon Kim Chance; Hon Norman Moore; President; Mr Tom Stephens; Hon Frank Hough 

 [3] 

problems that we have inherited in the field of Aboriginal affairs, specifically land issues.  When this 
Government came to office, there was case after case in which a date had been set by the previous Government 
with the courts of this country.  When this Government was elected it inherited more litigation from the previous 
Government than had any other Government in the history of this State.  Most of the funding provided to this 
Native Title Unit will involve resolutions of the disputations and fights that our predecessors embarked upon 
over native title.  We will be working our way through that litigation to try to get beyond the disputation phase to 
an agreement phase.  Regrettably, that will take some time.  The whole history of native title is a legacy of what 
happened back in the early 1980s in this Chamber when the likes of the Leader of the Opposition advocated 
against the resolution of Aboriginal land issues.  Instead of this issue being resolved by the Parliament of 
Western Australia, the courts of this country eventually revolted and resolved it by delivering judgments.  We 
have been left with the task of bringing these cases to resolution. 

These tasks are not easy and they have not been made any easier by the fact that the Aboriginal community is 
now placed in this situation.  Court case after court case and date after date with courts around this country - 
federal courts, High Courts and Supreme Courts - are the legacy of eight years of that crowd opposite in office.  
That is why this is an expensive process.  It will continue to be an expensive process until we overcome that 
legacy, but overcome it we will.  I, for one, am determined that one of this Government’s proud legacies will be 
that the community of Western Australia will rise above the approach this Leader of the Opposition has 
championed for the entire time he has been in Parliament.  He has been intemperate and dismissive of the best 
interests of Aboriginal people.  He has always tried to find a way to play the race card.  When stripped of any 
other argument, he always introduces race issues to try to salvage his political fortunes.  Whenever the Liberal 
Party has been doing badly in the polls, the Leader of the Opposition has dragged up the race card.  He is at it 
again.   

No doubt he has been privy to the same polls the Government has seen which indicate that this Opposition has 
all the hallmarks - as Hon Hendy Cowan put it - of a two-term Opposition.  No doubt he has also seen the details 
about regional Western Australia that members on this side have seen.  Their constituents think members 
opposite are pathetic.  They are on the ropes.  What has the Leader of the Opposition done?  He has brought out 
the race card.  I am sure that termite No 1 does not have the support of his leader in the other place, who has 
never tried to play the race card like this member has during his 25 years in this Parliament.  

One gets the opportunity to study the features of a small number of individuals during a lifetime.  I have studied 
the features of my wife and children, and I have got to know them well.  In the past 20 years in this place, the 
only person whose face I have looked at more constantly than those of my wife and children has been the Leader 
of the Opposition.  I have seen everything that is obnoxious sitting opposite me for 20 years.  That has been 
articulated - 

Point of Order 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This speech is outrageous.  I have already indicated that I do not mind being 
criticised, but this is beyond a joke.  The minister should take a packet of Valium, not just one - it obviously did 
not work.  A personal attack of this nature is totally unnecessary in the context of this debate.  

The PRESIDENT:  The Leader of the Opposition has made his point.  There is no point of order, although the 
Minister for Housing should be careful with respect to his pejorative terms.   

Debate Resumed 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  It is a strange thing indeed to find that members of the party that is the custodian of that 
great legacy of championing the cause of property have come to this Parliament and identified one group of 
property holders - Aboriginal people - of all of the property holders in the State and argued for the 
extinguishment of their property rights.  They champion the cause of property rights of every other property 
holder in this State.  What if the Greens (WA) suddenly got a rush of blood to the head and argued for the 
extinguishment of pastoralists’ property rights? 

Hon Norman Moore:  They already have.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Was the Leader of the Opposition offended? 

Hon Norman Moore:  Were you?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Apparently he was not offended by the extinguishment of the property rights of 
Aboriginal people.  He has argued that case, but apparently opposes the extinguishment of property rights of, for 
instance, pastoralists.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Of course I am arguing that case. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The leader is no longer arguing the case in support - 
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Hon Norman Moore:  I am arguing the case for the same land rights to apply to every Australian.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The High Court has found -  

Hon Norman Moore:  I don’t care what the High Court said. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS: - that we cannot extinguish the property rights of Aboriginal people - that is, native title 
rights - without compensation, just as we cannot extinguish the property rights of pastoralists.  That would be 
discriminatory, unfair and unconstitutional.  Surely members opposite, the champions of property rights, should 
rise up as one and oppose the extremist views being articulated by the Leader of the Opposition that somehow 
the property rights of one group of people - the Aboriginal people - should be extinguished.   

I have heard some claptrap from the Leader of the Opposition over the 20 years I have sat here listening to him.  
However, his claim that this Parliament is causing a problem because there has been a slight delay in providing a 
well-advised answer to the Chamber -  

Several members interjected. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  When we were in opposition, I sat in this place and watched members opposite ignore 
question after question when they occupied the Treasury bench.  This parliamentary secretary has had the 
decency and generosity to try to provide the best advice and answer available, and the Leader of the Opposition 
complains.  Minister Foss sat on this bench displaying his arrogance and twiddling his thumbs and fingers, 
ignoring questions about Bills.  He ignored us!  He refused to answer.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Nonsense!  What a load of cobblers!   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  He was endlessly aided and abetted in that strategy by his colleagues.   

Hon Peter Foss:  You are lying. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I am not lying.  That is unparliamentary and the member knows it.   

Hon Peter Foss:  You know I took too long.  I have never been accused of not saying enough!   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The member knows that that is unparliamentary and that he should be thrown out if he 
does not withdraw it.  These days he thinks he can get away with anything, including treating the Chair with 
contempt and uttering unparliamentary expressions.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Calm down.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I will not.  Members opposite are hypocrites.  The manner in which they have treated 
the parliamentary secretary is unacceptable.  The way Hon Derrick Tomlinson spoke to the Chairman during the 
committee stage was also unacceptable.  I would never have got away with it when I was Leader of the 
Opposition; I was never allowed to get away with such disrespectful treatment of the Chair.  In fact, members 
opposite used their numbers to throw me out.  It seems that they apply different standards in opposition.  They 
have been treated with more respect, kindness and generosity than they deserve or ever gave.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Before I give the call do Hon Frank Hough, I note that the suggestion has been made 
that we could set up a chair at the other end of the Chamber so that Hon George Cash could keep order from that 
side and the responsibility could be divided.  However, prior to the House’s making such a provision, I ask 
members to respect the member who has been given the call by this Chair.  

Death of Christie Watkins - Adjournment Debate 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [10.18 pm]:  It is with sadness that I rise tonight to inform the members 
representing the Agricultural Region of the passing of young Christie Watkins.  She was 16 years old and lost 
her battle with cancer last night.  Members representing the Agricultural Region know her because we all helped 
her.  She fought the battle with a great deal of zest, but it finally beat her.  I think she contracted pneumonia.  I 
extend the heart-felt condolences of all members to her family - her father Allen and grandmother Barbara - and 
the people of Cervantes.   

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 10.20 pm 

__________ 
 


