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COMMITTEE REPORTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committee (Hon George Cash) in the Chair. 

Report of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs - Overview of Petitions and Inquiries 
August 2001-December 2001 - First Report 

Resumed from 18 April, on motion by Hon Christine Sharp - 

That the report be noted. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I want to conclude my observations on the petition praying for relief submitted 
by me on behalf of Mr Tinsley Beck, reported on pages 4, 5 and 6 of the report.  I have perhaps spoken too long 
on this, but I thought it was necessary for the committee to understand the basis of Mr Beck’s grievance.  It was 
a grievance about inconsistency in decisions by the then Ministry of Planning which caused him considerable 
financial loss.  It also caused him a great deal of emotional stress.  He got no satisfaction from the ministry. 

He took his grievance to the Ombudsman.  I refer to the Ombudsman’s report, in a letter written to Mr Garry 
Prattley of 5 November 1997 in which the Ombudsman drew this conclusion - 

Although the Ministry has stated that the second approval of the application in relation to Lot 106 
should not be seen as an admission that the first refusal was flawed, I would suggest that, viewed 
objectively, a reasonable person would find it difficult to accept this interpretation for two reasons.  
Firstly, the plan which had in part prompted the original refusal of the application subsequently formed 
the basis of the approval which was given one year later.  Secondly, the approval of the plan in 1993 
was given subject to the same conditions as those on which Lot 107 was approved.  Even if, in theory, 
the Ministry was not wrong in the first instance, it has certainly been inconsistent. 

The Ombudsman upheld Mr Beck’s complaint that the ministry had been inconsistent in its dealings with his 
applications over a period of several years.  The Ombudsman also concluded that although he was aware that it 
was not within the jurisdiction of the then Ministry of Planning, consideration should be given to Mr Tinsley 
Beck for financial compensation for his loss. 

The ministry replied that its actions in relation to the application were appropriate and reasonable.  Here we have 
an individual with a grievance against a government agency taking his grievance to the authority established to 
arbitrate on such grievances, the Ombudsman or the Parliamentary Commissioner, and having a ruling in his 
favour from the Ombudsman saying that the department had been inconsistent in its treatment of the applications 
and recommending that the ministry consider some form of recompense for Mr Beck. 

The government agency then thumbed its nose at the Ombudsman.  Can members understand why a private 
individual has such a grievance?  The very authority that has responsibility for arbitrating on such disputes 
between an individual and a government agency was ignored.  The individual therefore sought recompense 
through this Parliament.  Regrettably, the report of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs 
does not address the grievance.  I am not suggesting that the standing committee through its own motion could 
recommend some sort of financial recompense.  The only way financial recompense could be paid is as a result 
of a decision of Cabinet.  It would be an ex gratia payment from the Crown and only Cabinet or the Executive 
Council can decide to make an ex gratia payment.  I am not suggesting that the committee should have or could 
have reached that conclusion.  However, the committee should have addressed the grievance.  Rather, the report 
of the committee accepted the undertaking of the Department for Planning and Infrastructure that it had changed 
its ways.  Mr Beck is aggrieved at that decision.  

I indicated to you at the commencement of my remarks, Mr Chairman, that I would seek to have this petition 
referred again to the standing committee so that it might reconsider its report.  I am not sure whether I may do 
that now or at a later stage.  You are shaking your head in dissent; therefore, at the appropriate stage I will move 
that this petition be referred back to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. 

The CHAIRMAN:  We are in Committee and the motion before the Chair is that the report be noted.  Hon 
Derrick Tomlinson indicated some weeks ago, as he has confirmed today, that he wishes to have this petition 
referred back to the standing committee for further consideration.  The House must decide on that and that can 
be done by notice of motion or negotiation. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Thank you, Mr Chairman. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It was suggested in some earlier remarks that I was critical of committee members.  
That is contrary to the truth.  If my comments were taken that way I apologise to committee members.  My 
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remarks were addressed to the material in the submission.  Members must understand that the Arabs in the 
Middle East have made it perfectly clear that their access to live sheep is as vital as our access to oil.  They made 
it perfectly clear that if we cut off their supply of live sheep they will cut off our oil supplies.  It is a very serious 
matter and not something that should be trivialised.  I spoke about people speaking on matters that they know 
nothing about.  Perhaps that is why Hon Derrick Tomlinson thought I was having a go at the standing committee 
members.  However, that was not the case.  

One of the earlier ships involved in live shipping after the market had expanded to countries beyond Singapore 
was a small ship that held either 32 000 or 36 000 sheep.  That ship caught fire in a storm and unfortunately sank 
in the Great Australian Bight.  Consequently the do-gooders in our society wrote many letters and articles 
complaining that there were not enough lifeboats to accommodate the sheep.  The ship took between two and 
three days to load at the wharf.  Can those people suggest how the sheep would be unloaded onto the lifeboats 
during a fire in the middle of a storm?  Did they think they could pick out the more intelligent-looking sheep and 
teach them a navigation course and God knows what else?  Those responses reflect the pathetic attitude of some 
of the do-gooder organisations.  The fact that the Chinese cook on board the ship lost his life attracted no 
attention.  Surely human life should be given priority over the value of 30 000-odd sheep.  I wonder whether the 
thinking behind the attitude of the do-gooder organisations was that he was Chinese; therefore, he was of no 
great value.  If that were the case, it would be a travesty. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I hope my remarks will be taken as positive because I understand the standing 
committee is awaiting comments on the live sheep trade.  It is a very vital trade for Western Australian sheep 
producers and the people in the Middle East who require that product for various reasons, notably their religious 
beliefs.  We cannot escape the fact that demand in that part of the world will be ongoing.  I have spoken recently 
to sheep exporters who made the point that the people in the Middle East, who are the customers, demand the 
number of sheep.  Goats and cattle are also exported, to which I will refer later.  

The live sheep exporting run is to be provided with upgraded vessels.  This report indicates that the number of 
mortalities among the live sheep loaded at Fremantle has decreased recently.  In fact, I understand that the figure 
in 2000 is the lowest since 1985.  There is a marked improvement in the way the animals are handled.  The 
transport industry has gone out of its way to ensure that sheep are transported in the best possible manner.  
People have often complained that sheep’s legs can be seen hanging out of trucks, which is not only seen to be 
undesirable but also is undesirable.  In this country trucks must have a good airflow to ensure that the stock 
remains in the best of health.  Trucks in other countries are more enclosed to prevent sheep’s legs hanging out of 
them.  More enclosed trucks may not be acceptable in the Australian environment, where it gets very hot.  

The livestock trade provides some major advantages in Australia for other industries besides transport, such as 
the stock feed industry.  The processing of stock feed, pellets and the like for use on the vessels is a big industry.  
Benefits from this trade flow through to the whole industry.  My information suggests that up to 12 000 jobs 
have been lost in the meat processing industry.  However, the slaughter industry in Western Australia is under 
enormous pressure because stock in Western Australia is not available.  The export industry faces the same 
dilemma.  Sufficient stock is not being produced.  That is a reflection of the market.  Years ago stock on farms 
were being destroyed by farmers because they were not bringing in any money.  Consideration must be given to 
prices paid for processed and exported meat well into the future. 

Another issue should be considered.  I was involved in signing-off on the memorandum of understanding for the 
further development of James Point.  That would have allowed the export of sheep through the James Point 
facility rather than through Fremantle.  I know that some people believe that private operators should not be in 
this area.  However, if sheep were exported through the James Point facility, a lot of the environmental pressure 
would be taken off Fremantle.  It would also assist the road network and the heavy transport that goes into 
Fremantle.  The development of that facility should be progressed quickly.  It was going along nicely when I was 
involved in it, but it has since come to a grinding halt.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure needs to do 
something about accelerating that development and allowing it to go ahead. 

The export of goats from the pastoral area can, and does, have a beneficial effect on the environment.  If goat 
exports from the pastoral area are stopped, it will have an impact on environmental issues throughout the 
pastoral region.  It is not just a matter of saying that if we stop this industry and put all the animals to slaughter, 
all the problems will be solved.  In fact, other problems will be created.  It is a viable, good industry.  The 
requirement for livestock in the Middle East and other countries will remain for many years.  I hope that the 
committee takes on board the fact that this industry is serving Australia well in the context of export dollars and 
the environment.  It certainly should be allowed to continue.   

I notice that the electoral reform petition that I presented to the Parliament has been dealt with in the report.  It 
mentions that the issues were dealt with in the parliamentary debate on the legislation.  It will be interesting to 
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see the final result, bearing in mind that the Clerk of the Parliament has taken the legislation to the Supreme 
Court for resolution of the section 13 matter.  I look forward to that resolution in the near future.  I am sure that 
those people who expressed their concerns via the petition are looking forward to the result.  Perhaps they will 
ask for a more definite point of view to be put forward by the committee once the matter is resolved. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I have heard a few members debate this report, mostly from a one-sided perspective.  It is 
unfortunate that Hon Paddy Embry has now left the Chamber, because his inane, unresearched remarks about the 
live sheep trade finally annoyed me enough that I felt I should speak on this issue.  He stated that all the people 
who are concerned about the live sheep trade are dumb and stupid and have no idea about anything.  I can tell 
Hon Paddy Embry that some extremely sensitive and intelligent people are concerned about the treatment of 
sheep. 

Hon John Fischer:  Warm and fuzzy. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  They are not warm and fuzzy at all; they are sharp and clear people who know precisely what 
they are talking about.  They are solicitors and people of high professional standards who care about what is 
happening to the sheep.  As Hon Paddy Embry has returned to the Chamber, I inform him that I was speaking 
about his insulting remarks about the intelligence of people who are complaining about the live sheep trade. 

Hon Paddy Embry interjected. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  This is Hon Paddy Embry who does not like to be interrupted and says he never interrupts 
anybody else! 

Hon Paddy Embry:  On the industrial law reform; that is all. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Only on that; okay.  It is interesting that some people, on the one hand, are against the 
customs and so on of Muslim people, but, on the other hand, when it comes to getting a buck, all their principles 
about cruel treatment of animals and about jobs for people in the country are thrown out the window.  They have 
no idea what principles they stand for.  In fact, we are exporting jobs.  It is nonsense to say that the Middle East 
will not accept meat that is slaughtered elsewhere, because we did it for many years. 

Hon John Fischer:  Have you ever been to some of these countries? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I do not suppose Hon John Fischer would go to them because they probably would not let 
him in because of the remarks he makes. 

Hon John Fischer:  I just so happen to have lived in South-East Asia for about seven years, and if you tried to 
find one butcher shop that is comparable with what we have in Australia, maybe you would open up your mind a 
little bit so that you -  

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  One at a time.  Hon Jim Scott has the floor and he is entitled to put his 
view to the Chamber. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The reality is that a slaughtering facility that catered for the Middle East market operated at 
Katanning for many years. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  What is it called? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The halal market.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  I just told him. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  That is what I am talking about.  That is where the majority of these sheep go.  The only day 
on which the Muslims required that the sheep be slaughtered in the Middle East was during Ramadan.  The real 
fact of the matter is that a cartel over there is making a lot of money out of this.  The farmers here are happy to 
work with that cartel because they get more money.  As Hon Murray Criddle said, there was a time when we had 
a real problem with too many stock and not enough markets.  However, the time comes when people must stand 
up for their principles.  It is cruel to transport animals long distances, not only on ships, but also when they are 
transported by truck to our ports.  It would be better if we tried to access other markets.  We should try harder to 
stop the United States putting pressure on our lamb processed exports, for instance.  We should stick up for 
Australian farmers in that market.  We should try to get a market whereby we process the meat in this country, 
which would provide jobs in country areas.  The animals should not be transported long distances.  The people 
who are putting these arguments are not stupid.  Unfortunately for Hon Paddy Embry, they are more intelligent 
than he is. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  You mentioned that Ramadan is one day.  If you knew anything about what you are talking 
about, you would realise that it is a considerably longer period.  You need to do your homework a little better, 
honourable member.  I do know a lot about the live sheep trade. 
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The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  If Hon Jim Scott speaks to the Chair, we will make some progress. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  There are many good reasons to examine alternatives to the live sheep trade.  Australia is 
becoming a producer of basic products, instead of manufacturing products in this country.  Meat is no different 
from any other product.  We should try much harder to look at new markets and put pressure on the United 
States, for instance, to accept Australian lamb, which is of a far better quality than that provided by the American 
market.  However, we are not doing that.  Although I am wandering outside the area of the petition, it is certainly 
relevant to say that unless we find alternatives to the live sheep trade, we cannot argue too strongly that the 
farmers should not get any money for their product.  They are in business.  However, to say that the people who 
present alternative arguments are warm and fuzzy idiots is untrue, insulting and ignorant.  They have offered 
many good reasons - I have outlined only a couple - that the live sheep trade should be stopped.  The most 
important thing is that it is cruel to transport animals over long distances; to pack them into ships and to send 
them overseas.  Many die and are thrown overboard.  They are put in old tubs - 

Several members interjected. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I am not years out of date; I live in Fremantle.  I have been stunk out by them on many 
occasions.  I know exactly what they are.  These animals are put on old tubs.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Some of the ships are now better.  If it were not for those people who jumped up and down, 
we would still have the old tubs, high pollution levels, burning ships and lack of care for those animals.  They 
are the people who forced shipping companies to have vets on board.  Hon Paddy Embry sat comfortably at 
home thinking that it was great to get the money, but he did not worry about the principles.  Other people are 
more principled than the One Nation spokesperson on this issue.  The protesters are not stupid; they are 
incredibly caring people.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  They do not know enough about the subject.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The member is wrong about that, too.  They have done considerable research on the issue.  I 
can provide it for the member to educate himself.  He is showing his ignorance.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I have already spoken briefly about the live sheep trade.  I am surprised at the 
attitude of Hon Jim Scott, who is a former resident of the Doodlakine area.  I thought he would have a greater 
understanding of the economics of the live sheep and meat trade.  He insinuated that people have not tried to find 
other markets.  He knows that that is incorrect.  For many years state trade delegations, including government 
ministers and people involved in the industry, have travelled overseas to find other outlets for our slaughtered 
meat.  Unfortunately, they have not been successful.  It would be great if we could slaughter all our meat 
livestock here in Western Australia, but this is the real world and we cannot.  I liken this situation to that which 
faced the wheat industry.  The member will remember the old fair-average quality process.  We grabbed wheat 
samples from bins throughout the State and threw them on a concrete floor.  We would then mix the wheat, take 
a sample, weigh it and test the protein level.  We would then tell our customers that that was what they would get 
- a 62.5-pound bushel with a protein level of 10.6 per cent.  One day the customers told us that they were not 
interested in what we told them; they wanted a particular product.   

Unfortunately, 6.5 million sheep are now being exported from this State.  If we were to tell farmers that live 
sheep exports were to cease, many stock and meat producers would go broke.  That is a simple economic fact.  

Hon J.A. Scott:  They would if it were done suddenly.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The Minister for Agriculture was recently a member of a delegation that 
consulted on the live sheep trade.  I am sure that the Department of Agriculture and others have been looking for 
meat markets for many years.  Producers were almost giving away stock until about 12 months ago.  That is a 
sad fact of life.  We could bleat and say it should be stopped or wound back, but where would our product go?  
We have a very healthy competitor in New Zealand.  It produces excellent lamb because its environment is good.  
Luckily, many producers have stayed in livestock, but in recent years many have also left.  We are having great 
difficulty providing product to overseas markets, but we are also having difficulty keeping our abattoirs going.  
There is no profit in them.   

Shipping companies have been recalcitrant in the way they have handled stock.  That behaviour was untenable 
and it has changed.  The live sheep exporters are starting to pay more and have realised that they must lift their 
game.  They are also being subjected to keen scrutiny.  That is a good thing.  The most recent carrier to visit 
Fremantle is well above any world standards.  I suggested to Hon Jim Scott during the committee’s deliberations 
on this petition that members should inspect the ship when it returns.  I intend to confer with the Minister for 
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Agriculture about that.  If members wish to do that, it should be arranged.  If they were to inspect such a vessel, 
they would see the improved conditions.   

During the committee’s deliberations I referred to stock losses.  The Department of Agriculture informed 
members that the mortality rate for sheep exported from Fremantle in 2000 was 1.23 per cent.  We lose more 
sheep in a year on our farm.  The average loss is about four per cent.  That is not the result of poor management.   

The situation has improved and scrutiny is worthwhile.  However, to suggest that we could shift 3.5 million 
slaughtered sheep into other markets is unrealistic.  If the member has the answer, he should talk to the Minister 
for Agriculture so that he can point out to the department that it has missed markets.  I am sure it has not, 
because it has been diligently searching for other markets during the downturn.  The member’s response is 
cavalier.   
Hon Kim Chance:  The fact that we have a live animal presence in a given market means we have people there 
who are able to ramp up the meat market.  The two travel hand in hand, especially in Egypt.   
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is correct.  Down the track we will see better conditions in some countries.  
The live sheep trade is a vital part of our agricultural industry.  It has been a saviour, because we could not have 
placed that amount of stock elsewhere.  People are now earning reasonable money and buying stock, although at 
a high cost, to diversify their activities.   
My colleagues would have recognised that I was vehemently opposed to request of the petition; however, I agree 
that the scrutiny has probably led to better conditions for the stock leaving Fremantle and other ports around 
Australia.  In that sense, the lobby group’s actions have been worthwhile.  At times it is very easy to take the 
next step without fully understanding the facts.  I say that because I feel very strongly that we should consider 
every avenue.  I have known for years that there have been many attempts to find other markets so that more 
stock is slaughtered in Western Australia rather than transported live.  I am sure that there is not one farmer or 
person involved in the slaughter industry who has not well and truly explored those options.   
One of the problems with petitions is being able to sort how they should be dealt with.  People have come to 
expect that a committee of the Parliament can be all things.  There is a perception that it can overturn court 
decisions.  People have too great an expectation of what a petition can achieve.  It is normal for people to 
petition the Parliament to deal with legislation.  However, if a Bill is before the House or about to be introduced 
into the House, the committee cannot deal with that petition.  That is a fact of life.  There is no point in the 
committee acting until the House has done something about it.  The limitation and passage of time is an issue, 
especially if a person who feels aggrieved waits 10 years to petition the Parliament.  It is very difficult for a 
committee of any Parliament to consider retrospective or ex gratia payments - Governments do not like ex gratia 
payments - if a case has not been mounted during that time.  In the meantime, the government agency may have 
improved its service delivery, and the original fault may no longer exist.  
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I make some comments in response to Hon Jim Scott’s remarks on the live sheep trade.  
I find it disturbing that people in this place can stand and make ignorant and uninformed comments that are 
publicised throughout this State.  Hon Jim Scott is unfairly building community antagonism towards this trade.  
He is stirring people up when he does not know the facts at all.  People who listen to Hon Jim Scott certainly will 
not be told all the facts.   
I was involved in the livestock trade to South East Asia for many years.  I ran my own company, and I also 
worked for another company called Austock Exports Pty Ltd, which is based in Queensland and the Northern 
Territory.  Although we were not involved with live sheep exports, we transported cattle, buffalo, horses and 
goats.  One of my jobs involved buying cattle, loading them onto the ships and travelling with them to Asian 
ports.  I do not know the number of cattle, horses or buffalo that we transported.  This took place in the early 
1980s, when the industry would have considered us to be a cowboy outfit because we were new.  We lost only 
one beast during all the trips I did.  It was an old buffalo that probably should not have been loaded onto the ship.   
Hon Jim Scott referred to cranky old tubs.  The standard of livestock transport has improved dramatically.  When 
I was a young man, I flew to Carnarvon in a DC3.  The standard of all forms of transport has improved.  It is 
absolutely ludicrous to say that we are sending livestock out on cranky old tubs.  Has the member taken the time 
to visit Fremantle, where a new boat was recently christened?  I have a great deal of pride in saying that it was 
named after a very close friend of our family, Rodolfo Mata, who was for many years the head of the Fares Rural 
Co Pty Ltd, the biggest livestock transport company in the world.  The ship named after Rodolfo Mata carries 
160 000 sheep, or over 20 000 head of cattle.  It is a state-of-the-art unit that will operate out of Western 
Australia.   
It is ludicrous in the extreme to say that the practice removes jobs from Western Australia.  I visited Sarawak, 
Brunei, Sabah and various parts of Indonesia many times between 1983 and 1991, and I never saw a butcher 
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shop.  I lived in Pekan, Pahang in Malaysia in the 1990s.  There was not a butcher shop in the whole town.  
When our livestock reached the Asian ports and was unloaded, it was put into feedlot areas.  Livestock was 
killed on a daily basis and put into the wet market.  When I was a guest of the Sultan of Brunei, I took some 
American friends to the Bandar Seri Begawan wet markets.  They said they would never speak to me again if I 
took them back.  The markets are a gruesome sight.  However, those people prefer their meat that way.  It is 
certainly not a result of economics.  Brunei could certainly afford to establish some abattoirs and chillers if it 
chose.  People like Hon Jim Scott should become much better informed before they make comments that inflame 
people’s ideas about how badly we are treating our livestock, because those comments lead people to the wrong 
conclusions.  It is a well-known fact within the industry that fewer losses occur in livestock transport than on the 
farm. 
Hon J.A. Scott:  That is only because there are older animals on the farm.  The sheep in the best condition are put 
onto the ships. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  A couple of years ago, the majority of animals that were transported were older.  I lived 
on a sheep station in Carnarvon in the early 1970s.  At the time, I considered us lucky if we got 20c a head for a 
five-year-old wether.  Farmers have the same rights as everyone else to make a profit.  The inception of the 
livestock export market has reduced the average age of exported wethers to younger than four years.  Young 
wethers are now the major export commodity. 

Hon J.A. Scott:  The farms have breeding animals etc, and the lambs are sent for export.  There is bound to be 
older sheep on the farm.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I understand the point that Hon Jim Scott is making; however, it does not stand up.  
Nowadays, the general age of sheep is increasing because farmers are keeping their older ewes and breeding 
from them, whereas previously they would send them to a boning market. 

Hon J.A. Scott:  We also looked at the percentage of sheep that die on the farm, but there are no figures.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Time is running out.  I wanted to stress that a lot of the information that Hon Jim Scott 
gave was incorrect and certainly misleading.   

I refer to paragraph 3.158, which relates to a five-year freeze on genetic engineering.  This is a disturbing 
petition.  Western Australian farmers and farming technology must keep at the forefront of what is occurring in 
the world.  Although we should be cautious in how we deal with genetic engineering, and I am not in favour of a 
holus-bolus or open slather approach to this technology, it is essential that our Government gives every support 
possible to Australian and particularly Western Australian groups that have the technology to develop some of 
these processes, so that Western Australian farmers can remain at the forefront of their industry.  With what is 
going on in the world today and the tariffs that are being imposed against us, Australia seems to be the only 
country in the world that is taking on board the concept of the level playing field.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  You are a supporter of Monsanto’s operations.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  No, I am not.  That is a stupid thing to say.  I did not mention Monsanto.  I am talking 
about the small Western Australian companies that have the technology to do this research, but because of 
government regulations and impositions are forced to sell out to companies like Monsanto.  If Hon Dee Margetts 
had been listening, I said that this Government should provide incentives so that those small companies can 
bring those developments to fruition for the benefit of Australian farmers and, in particular, Western Australian 
farmers.  I did not say anything about Monsanto.  If the member had read One Nation’s policy, she would know 
that it is totally against multinational manipulation of Australian industries.  
Hon Dee Margetts:  What are you going to do about it?   
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  What do you mean?  I will have a helluva lot more to do about it than -  
[Member’s time expired.] 
HON RAY HALLIGAN:  It is not my wish to be controversial.  I have no intention of talking about uranium 
mining, sexual exploitation of teenage males, illicit drugs, the live sheep trade or electoral reform.  I wish to talk 
about the report in general, which I thought was the purpose of the motion.   
I commend the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs for presenting this House with this 
overview of its petitions and inquiries.  In the last Parliament I was fortunate to have been part of two 
committees: the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation, which continues in this Parliament, and the 
Standing Committee on Constitutional Affairs, which was a committee of only three members that worked 
particularly well.  Hon Nick Griffith’s colleague, Hon Ken Travers, has already spoken about the support that 
members of that committee provided in the work that it undertook.  I am a great believer that if something is 
operating reasonably well, we should not try to dismantle it to make it better.  I fully understand that others may 
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not think as I think on these issues and therefore we now have different committees for this Parliament that in the 
main are made up of seven members.  Although the Joint Committee on Delegated Legislation has eight 
members, it has only four members from each of the two Houses.  I think that having seven members on a 
committee is unwieldy.   
I note too that the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs has formed a subcommittee.  The 
report states that the purpose of that was to deal with routine administrative matters regarding petitions.  I may 
be reading that a little differently from what was intended.  It appears that petitions now have to go to the 
subcommittee and then back to the full committee, which seems to create work.  
Hon Christine Sharp:  You could see it that way, but the way it works in fact is that the full committee is 
responsible for any findings or decisions, which are made on the basis of the recommendations of the 
subcommittee on how to deal with matters. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  So the full committee has delegated the authority to the subcommittee to a great 
extent? 
Hon Christine Sharp:  It has delegated those administrative processes in order to come up with a strategy.  
However, the decision on whether that strategy is adopted is the responsibility of the full committee. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Again, Hon Christine Sharp uses the word “administrative”.  I find that interesting 
because it is not something that was ever an issue in the old Constitutional Affairs Committee.  Decisions were 
made on how the committee would look at a petition, and the committee moved on from there.  Nothing was set 
aside and designated as administrative.  

Hon Christine Sharp:  I will be happy to discuss that further after the member has finished his remarks.  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It sounds interesting.   

I note that paragraph 1.12 on page 2 of the report under the heading “Petitions” states - 

The Committee considers every petition tabled in the Legislative Council, however as part of its policy 
the Committee may resolve not to inquire further into a petition in circumstances where the petition: 

. concerns a subject matter that is within the terms of reference of another standing committee; 
or 

That is exactly what the previous Constitutional Affairs Committee did.  The next point is - 

. raises matters which have received, or require, full debate by the Legislative Council. 

I agree with that.  It is what the previous Constitutional Affairs Committee did.  There is however one dot point 
that is missing, and which I believe was important under the old Constitutional Affairs Committee; that is, we 
considered whether government policy was involved.  I understand these two dot points and I agree with them in 
the case of legislation that is before the House.  However, what if a person petitions the Parliament that he does 
not want a hospital to be built - which requires no legislation - that will block his view of the river?  It is 
government policy that the hospital be built and not necessarily something that this Parliament can do anything 
about.  

Hon Ken Travers:  I thought I would come in quickly in case you wanted to say smart things about me.  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I definitely will, and I have already.   

I am not sure whether the current committee has considered that point, but it is not included in the report.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Is it something like working with the planning environment and not setting up a separate 
tribunal? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Certainly, as far as government policy is concerned.  I am sure that Hon Ken Travers 
will agree that was something that our committee considered.  

Hon Ken Travers:  You would not want to recreate the processes of the Environmental Protection Authority or 
the Western Australian Planning Commission. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No; we considered those organisations to be the expert bodies and we relied greatly on 
the information they provided.  We might have looked further afield if we felt that was warranted and 
appropriate; on other occasions, if I recall correctly, we relied totally on their advice.  However, as Hon Ken 
Travers says, we also had to ensure that the correct process had been followed.  In that way we were able to deal 
with quite a number of petitions throughout the year in a cooperative manner.  We were not always able to 
provide people with the answers they desired.  As Hon Bruce Donaldson stated, many people petition 
committees not only to express a grievance but also in the hope that the committee will return to Parliament and 
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convince the House of a certain decision in their favour.  Of course, that is not always the case.  I am a great 
believer in the committee system, but it must continue to be strengthened.  I am not against change; however, if 
the committee system is working well - the committee members say that this is the case - I can see no reason 
why it should be changed.  It is up to committee members to indicate whether the committee system should be 
reviewed.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


