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MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 
Answers to Questions 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [5.30 pm]:  This will be a brief 
member’s statement.  I want to respond to a couple of answers to questions that have been received in the past 
two days.  I was prompted by the response given by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure when he said in his answer that the information is not readily available or something similar.  He 
said that provision of this information would require considerable research, which would divert staff away from 
their normal duties, and the minister is not prepared to allocate the State’s resources to provide a response.  He 
said also that if the member had a specific inquiry, the minister would endeavour to provide a reply.  That is 
pretty close to the answer the parliamentary secretary just gave. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  That was a standard answer. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not have a problem with that response if, to provide an answer to the question, 
somebody who is employed full time would be required to spend three weeks of his or her time researching 
27 000 documents and going to the most extraordinary lengths to get the information.  When a member puts a 
question on notice, it means that the Government can have as much time as it likes to get the answer.  Yesterday 
I asked a question on notice, which was whether the Premier could provide me with details of ministerial air 
charter operations, and that was the answer I received; that is, it would take too much of the State’s resources to 
provide the answer.  The question was: can the Premier tell me which ministers have used air charter flights 
since the Government was elected in February 2001 and provide me with details of the flights?  I know a little 
about aircraft charter, and I know that every company that operates charter flights must make a record of who 
was on the aeroplane, what it weighed, when it took off and when it landed.  Every detail is available for every 
charter operation in Australia.  It is a requirement of charter operators to keep that information.   

The Government has a contract with a charter operator.  There is no doubt in my mind that the Government has 
access to the details of all the Government’s ministerial charters.  It should be right in front of the Government, 
and the Government should be able to give me the answer.  If it took a week to put it all together, that would not 
be a significant problem; yet the Premier has refused to answer that question.  Now I will have to spend $30 and 
go through the freedom of information process, which I will do anyway.  However, it is an unnecessary process.  
It brings the seeking of information through parliamentary questions into disrepute.   

I gave that answer a number of times when I was a minister - not too often on my own behalf, I might add, but 
on behalf of others - and I never felt comfortable about it, except in some cases when it was quite obvious that 
the information being sought was the type of information that a research officer might spend three years trying to 
put together.  I do not know what the situation was with the question to which I referred earlier.  I did not listen 
to the question; I listened to the answer.  Therefore, the question might have been one of those that deserved that 
sort of answer. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  There were several other parts to the answer that provided significant detail.  It was a six-
part question, and five parts were answered. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Right.  The point I am making is that that may well be the most appropriate answer to 
that question; I do not dispute that.  However, the question I asked of the Premier on notice - I did not just give 
him one day’s notice - about ministerial air charter operations was a question that should be answered, because it 
will not take an excessive allocation of the State’s resources to provide the information. 

I was provoked to raise that issue because the answer given to a question today was the same answer that was 
given to the question that I asked yesterday.  I will now have to go through the process of getting the 
information.  If the Government is trying to hide what its ministers are doing with aircraft chartering, it cannot 
hide it forever; eventually somebody will find out.  I can get the information through the FOI process.  
Therefore, why does the Government not provide the answer and tell me that Hon Tom Stephens has his own 
aircraft and flies 27 hours a day, and the Premier flies for four hours a day?   

Hon Ken Travers:  When you get the information, will you change your press release at all?  You have already 
written it, haven’t you? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The member should not judge others on the basis of his own behaviour.  I do not 
have a press release, and I do not propose to have one.  If the Press writes the story based on the answer to the 
question in Parliament, that is its business.  I am interested to know whether all the anecdotal evidence that I get 
about people being permanently in the skies over Western Australia is true. 

Hon Kim Chance:  When did I give you that answer? 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yesterday. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I gave it to you? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It was on notice, so the Leader of the House did not give it to me personally.  It was 
question on notice 637, and I cannot recall when I submitted it.  I did not care how long it took, as long as I got 
an answer.  The reason I did not ask it as a question without notice of which some notice was given was that I 
believed it would take a couple of days to put the answer together.  That is why I put the question on notice.   

In the context of seeking to make political mileage, if one wants the Press to take any notice, it is far better to ask 
questions without notice, because the Press hears the question.  When a question is handed to a minister, as 
happens with questions on notice, unless a minister rushes off to try to find somebody, the Press would not even 
notice that the question had been asked.   

I am interested in the answer to this question.  About a year ago I asked the Minister for Housing and Works 
about his own travel, and he said at the time that it was too hard to provide that information.  I had some 
sympathy for him when he gave that answer, because if the evidence I am getting is true, it would take a long 
time to put together all the details of his air charter operations.  I am told that one jet aircraft is almost worn out 
because one member uses it.  He may well be using it for very good reasons.  He is the minister for the north of 
the State, and I acknowledge that he needs to go backwards and forwards.  As I said this morning in another 
debate, the state manager of Qantas Airways Ltd made the facetious remark at a conference in Kununurra that if 
Hon Tom Stephens used Qantas instead of the government air charter, Qantas would be in very good financial 
circumstances.  The way in which the minister uses aircraft may be absolutely proper.  I have been a minister 
and I know how convenient and useful it is to be able to charter an aircraft in a State the size of Western 
Australia.  The previous Government took the political risk of getting a jet.  The current minister called it the 
slimy jet when he was in opposition, and he now regards it as his personal fiefdom. 
Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I could put that in the press release, yes. 

I want to know whether the stories that surround the use of the Government’s aircraft are true.  I also want to 
know who has been flying on those aircraft - that is the question I asked - and where they have been going to.  I 
am entitled to know that because, as a taxpayer, I am helping to pay for this.  I asked a question that I believe is a 
fair and proper question and one that can be answered.  To give me a worn-out old phrase masquerading as an 
answer is not satisfactory on this occasion.  I inform the Leader of the House that I do not expect him to do 
anything about this whinge, but I will be spending $30 to get the information through the FOI process. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Notwithstanding that, I have taken some notes and will make some inquiries. 

Department of Industry and Resources, Advice to Magistrates 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [5.39 pm]:  I rise this evening to respond briefly to a question 
that was answered by Hon Ken Travers yesterday.  I advise the honourable member that I will be seeking further 
answers to that question, which alluded to the fact that the Department of Industry and Resources, Optimum 
Resources Pty Ltd and KCGM Engineering Services do not communicate directly with a magistrate in relation to 
the merits of his decision.  I have in my possession, and the department has in its possession, a number of 
documents indicating that the department does at least provide advice to the magistrates about how they should 
conduct their court proceedings.  Over the next couple of days I will endeavour to ask the honourable member 
some questions about documents the department has relative to his answer.  This is merely a forewarning.  I have 
three documents specifically relating to this information.  The first is addressed to Mr Roberts, stipendiary 
magistrate, from the Director General of the department and is dated 11 April 2000.  The final decision of the 
court - 

Hon Christine Sharp:  Can the member identify the documents he is referring to? 

The PRESIDENT:  Yes.  I thought the member was struggling to identify the documents, but if this assists him, 
well and good. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  A further document is from an R. Burton, it looks like, to the Manager Tenure, with 
instructions on how the warden should find.  I seek leave to table these documents. 

Leave granted.  [See paper No 1029.] 

Wild Dogs, Doggers 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [5.42 pm]:  I pose this question dealing with wild dogs to the 
Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries.  We have discussed this issue before and the minister has taken 
a strong interest in what has been going on in the country.  Since the practice of employing government doggers 
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who actually work on the ground has ceased, dogs are more commonplace in areas of the goldfields, the 
Gascoyne and the Murchison, when a few years ago they were a rarity.  My constituents are continually saying 
that dogs are encroaching on their properties, even down to areas of farmland in the Yilgarn.  This issue has 
arisen since the Agriculture Protection Board abandoned the employment of doggers and opted only for aerial 
baiting.  I believe there is a place for aerial baiting and from experience I know that it can be effective; however, 
the increasing number of dogs demonstrates that the stand-alone technology of using aerial baiting is not 
controlling the number of wild dogs.  I am aware that the minister is addressing this problem, but it is of grave 
concern to the pastoral industry.  There are still quite a few old government doggers around the place and these 
people have a wealth of knowledge about the habits of wild dogs.  They took great pride in their ability to outwit 
and catch these cunning and dangerous predators.  I personally know one or two of these people and they are 
extremely competent, and history shows that they did a very good job.  Has the Government considered re-
employing these experts so they can pass on their expertise to others before they die out, because they are a 
dying race.  No doubt they would need suitable vehicles, and I suspect the Department of Agriculture, like many 
other departments, has under-utilised vehicles on its books.  This would not be a very expensive operation.  It 
would be beneficial to the landowners.  I represent an area where this is an important issue.  I do not doubt that 
vermin rates in many of the pastoral areas have been brought to the minister’s attention prior to this, and these 
rates have increased by up to 45 per cent.  The policy has been that individual station owners control their own 
wild dog problem, but the Government could help out if it employed some of these old doggers around the 
country.  

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries) [5.45 pm]:  I am aware 
that a number of retired doggers are still available physically, and some have indicated a willingness to perform 
exactly the role described by Hon John Fischer.  I have passed that information on to the Department of 
Agriculture, but my advice in respect of the employment of additional doggers has frequently been that it is 
difficult to recruit young people to train for this work.  A number of declared animal groups have ceased 
functioning simply because they have lost their doggers and have been unable to find a replacement.  Hon John 
Fischer raises a new issue, and that is that those doggers who have already retired have now indicated that they 
are prepared to re-enter the work force at some level and to also train young people.  The honourable member 
may be aware that recently the Department of Agriculture was able to negotiate a certification course for 
vertebrate pests.  For the first time, people are able to train in this area of pest control and gain formal and 
portable certification.  That absence of a certification capacity has been a limiting factor for young people 
seeking to enter this field.  It is true that the APB severely reduced the number of doggers it had on the ground 
five to seven years ago.  District 9, the Kalgoorlie district, had some 12 doggers 12 years ago; five or six years 
ago it was down to one or two doggers.  That has had an effect, but we should relate cause to effect.  Yes, we 
have seen a blow-out in the number of dogs and, yes, we have seen a reduction in the number of doggers.  It may 
be oversimplifying things to suggest that the two are directly related.  They may be, but I am not sure that that is 
the case.  Determining that question and a range of others concerning wild dogs, when everybody concedes we 
are at a 30-year high in terms of numbers and damage, was really the function of a committee that was 
established to do an audit of our dog program.  That committee was established under the direction of Michelle 
Allen from Northampton, who is also a member of the APB.  Ms Allen’s report is due soon, and a precis of that 
report was provided on or about 11 April this year.  The final report ought to be in the hands of the APB within a 
week or two.  I expect that this issue of increasing dog numbers and reducing dogger numbers will be addressed 
in that report, and we will then be able to answer that question more completely.  At this stage - and this is 
something that we began prior to getting Michelle Allen’s report - we have entered into a program of specifically 
targeting known hot spot areas in which dogs are both in large numbers and molesting livestock, and a fresh 
baiting campaign is taking place in those areas.  There has also been some interesting discussion about whether 
specific dog pads can be located in a more efficient way and whether we can effectively target those pads and 
those known areas in which dogs congregate.  That process will almost certainly lead to a demand for people 
with extensive dog experience to be able to identify not only the areas in which the dogs are but also their precise 
position; for example, which pads they are using to access water.  That has led to some interesting suggestions 
about the possibility of using high precision placement of baits, and in particular the use of helicopters in that 
role.  A number of issues are under discussion, and some of those are under way at the moment, in particular in 
the Carnarvon-upper Gascoyne area.  The department has begun testing some new strategic directions.  When we 
have seen Michelle Allen’s report and the Agriculture Protection Board has had a chance to consider it, I will be 
happy to table the report for further discussion.  I believe that will allow us to move ahead on what is without 
doubt a very serious problem. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  A 45 per cent increase is a massive increase.  What work is being done when we see what 
appears to be a reduction?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  There is no reduction.  Indeed, the pastoral zones APB effort has been significantly 
increased, because there has been a 45 per cent increase in the APB rate, which is still only a stage in what will 
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be a larger increase, and every dollar of that is matched by state money.  I will give members a budget leak.  
Members will see in the budget tomorrow an increase in the Government’s commitment of some $254 000, 
which matches that rate.  I assure the member there is no reduction.  

House adjourned at 5.53 pm 
__________ 

 


