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BUSH FOREVER SITES — PERTH METROPOLITAN REGION 

Motion 

Resumed from 22 June on the following motion moved by Hon Alison Xamon — 

That this house notes the finalisation of the Bush Forever metropolitan region scheme amendment and 
the associated “State Planning Policy 2.8, Bushland Policy for the Perth Metropolitan Region”, and 
calls on the Barnett government to go further and protect Perth’s unique urban bushland in perpetuity 
by — 

(a) guaranteeing statutory protection for those same Bush Forever sites; 

(b) legislating or introducing regulations to ensure an appropriate standard of management for 
those sites; and 

(c) appropriately funding that management. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [2.22 pm]: I will continue my remarks in support of the 
motion before the house. I first want to acknowledge that we are joined in the public gallery today by the 
committee of the Urban Bushland Council. I want to acknowledge the longstanding work done by the council 
over the years, and I particularly want to acknowledge Mary Gray, who I know is in the gallery today. I want to 
express my appreciation for the long volunteer hours that that group of people put in year after year. 

In my earlier response to this motion, I looked at the urban bush that is under threat in the South Metropolitan 
Region, in particular the Bush Forever site 244, which is the Beeliar wetlands, and the biodiversity and 
conservation values there. I also looked at Bush Forever site 395, which is Paganoni Swamp, and I detailed some 
of the biodiversity and conservation values there. I was about to go into detail about proposals to build a marina 
at Point Peron. It was in beginning those comments that we had several entertaining interjections from the other 
side of the house, and one of them was with regard to the graceful sun moth, which had been located at Point 
Peron. One of my honourable colleagues on the other side felt the best place for the graceful sun moth was in the 
grille of his car. I found that a very offensive comment, and I am hoping that, at some stage, the honourable 
member will seek an opportunity to apologise for that comment, because this is one of the endangered species at 
Point Peron and the member well knows that his proposal is threatening the existence of that species. 

I quoted from the draft environmental scoping document for the Point Peron marina project. It is noted in the 
document that the majority of this project actually falls within the Rockingham Lakes Regional Park; that is 
Bush Forever site 355. Cape Peron is considered to be a large and protected representation of the Quindalup 
vegetation complex. Among the threatened ecological communities in that area is the thrombolite community, 
which is a microbial community in Lake Richmond; I know that many members from the South Metropolitan 
Region will be aware of the thrombolite community there. This project could result in changes to the water level 
and the chemistry in Lake Richmond, and that may well impact negatively on the lake’s thrombolites. 

Also listed in the scoping document is the graceful sun moth, Synemon gratiosa; the priority listed lined skink, 
Lerista lineata, and six migratory bird species of conservation significance that have been recorded in the area. 
This land is of important conservation value. It was entrusted to the state for the benefit of all Western 
Australians and it deserves more protection than it currently has. 

I will conclude my remarks on the motion by looking in detail at Jandakot. The Jandakot bushland is an area that 
we have considered previously in this house, but this yet again demonstrates how we have proposals for 
development in areas that we thought were safe from development and that are being lost to us on a daily basis. 
My remarks at the beginning of this speech were about the Auditor General’s report, which actually documents 
the scale of the loss of habitat we have had in Western Australia. The Greens have fought long and hard to 
protect the fragile biodiversity surrounding Jandakot Airport; nevertheless, the federal government approved the 
proposed expansion of the airport holdings, which involved clearing 220 hectares of high-quality remnant 
bushland. The bush at Jandakot Airport was identified as regionally significant under the Western Australian 
Bush Forever policy, and described as one of the best remaining examples of banksia woodland on the Swan 
coastal plain by the Register of the National Estate. The site offered high-quality habitat for dozens of native 
plants and animals, including the nationally endangered Carnaby’s black cockatoo, the grand spider orchid, and 
the glossy-leaved hammer orchid. It also overlies the shallow Jandakot groundwater mound, a priority 1 water 
source protection area which is highly vulnerable to contamination. 

On 27 January 2010 I wrote to the then federal environment minister, Peter Garrett, urging him to reject the 
proposal on Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act environmental and social grounds. I 
argued that the natural habitat was at risk through the plans for expansion and should be protected because of the 
threatened species that lived there. I argued that the commercial development proposed for the area would 
impact greatly on the region and was inappropriate in scale. In fact, I subsequently visited that cleared area and I 
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can tell members that there are some thriving large industrial complexes already in place on what was previously 
Carnaby’s habitat. I also argued that the community that lived near the airport had complained about the increase 
in noise and traffic, as well as the destruction of urban bushland near their homes.  

Having received no reply to my first letter, I wrote to the federal environment minister again in February 2010. 
My second letter provided specific and compelling information on the grounds for rejecting the proposal. The 
then state Minister for Environment, Hon Donna Faragher, reported that the mapping of potential Carnaby’s 
cockatoo habitat in the region indicated that there was approximately 13 756 hectares of suitable vegetation 
within a 20-kilometre radius of Jandakot Airport. The Beeliar Regional Park provided more than 10 per cent of 
this habitat; members will be well aware that the Beeliar Regional Park is at risk from the Roe Highway stage 8 
extension. I warned the minister that the integrity of the entire Beeliar Regional Park was—it still is—under 
threat from the proposed highway extension, which at the time had a road reservation footprint of 112 hectares; I 
think it is now only 79 hectares. 

Minister Faragher also reported that there were only 14 areas of bushland containing banksia woodland of 
similar or greater size as the Jandakot Airport bushland on the Swan coastal plain.  

Of these, only five are located in the South Metropolitan Region. I requested that the minister take into 
consideration the significant loss of bushland as a result of the clearing of the metropolitan region, and the fact 
that there are only 14 areas of similar or greater size. I also mentioned the 1993 Environmental Protection 
Authority submission to the commonwealth, which was to “retain as much uncleared land as possible”. The 
minister stated that the proposed expansion was in direct conflict to System 6 recommendation M94, and the 
Western Australian EPA report bulletin 690 of July 1993 on the future expansion of Jandakot Airport. The 
System 6 study identified that vegetation on the airport land was dense and largely undisturbed, and of regional 
significance. 

The significance was underlined when this area was subsequently included in the state government’s Bush 
Forever policy, which is the subject of this motion. The System 6 recommendation M94 was that the 
commonwealth of Australia retain as much uncleared land as possible. By now, members can probably work out 
the direction of this argument, which is that we have lost that bushland in spite of all the protections and policies 
put in place over the years, whether they were called System 6, Bush Forever, or Bushplan, as it was at one 
point. That is something of significance that this house should consider, and I urge all members to support Hon 
Alison Xamon’s motion now before us. 

In my letter to the then federal minister I mentioned the threatened fauna. There were two recorded species of 
conservation significance, being the western brush wallaby and the southern brown bandicoot. They are 
respectively listed as priority 4 and 5 species by the Department of Environment and Conservation. In October 
2009, I asked the then state Minister for Environment how many wallabies and bandicoots were in that region, to 
which her reply was — 

It is not known how many Western Brush Wallabies and Southern Brown Bandicoots live in the area 
proposed to be cleared. 

I asked the minister to detail any advice that the department had received from the Minister for Environment or 
the Department of Environment and Conservation, and how they would be managed if the area was cleared. I 
raised concerns that the offset regime was not guaranteed. The former state environment minister, Hon Donna 
Faragher, also stated that — 

… matters pertaining to the long term sustainable management of conservation and environmental 
matters are governed by the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 
1994. 

Yet, no details had been released at the time regarding the type of offset regime the government would impose 
for the airport expansion. I asked the minister to describe what, if any, offset regime was being considered, 
particularly in light of the decision by the City of Canning to withdraw its support for the proposal by Jandakot 
Airport Holdings, and the fact that it would not be making the offset land it owned adjacent to the site available 
for offsetting.  

On 19 March 2010 my letters were still unanswered. The Rudd government approved the Jandakot Airport 
master plan, and on 26 March it granted environmental approval of future development at Jandakot Airport. I 
finally received a response to my initial letter to the federal environment minister four months later, on 
17 May—after the decision to approve the development had been made. Needless to say, none of my concerns 
had been addressed or my questions answered. Instead, the minister—Peter Garrett at the time—assured me that, 
“The stringent environmental conditions I have attached to my approval for this project will ensure all matters of 
environmental significance with the potential to be significantly impacted by this project will be properly 
protected.” 
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If the initial estimates of the Carnaby’s black cockatoos from the Great Cocky Count this year are anything to go 
by, I suggest that the then minister was horribly mistaken. We know that on 20 May 2010, I moved that the 
upper house call on the Rudd government to reconsider its 19 March approval of the Jandakot Airport master 
plan and the 26 March environmental approval of future development at Jandakot Airport. I was concerned about 
the lack of proper integration between the new development within the airport land, and the state and local 
planning authorities, and we canvassed these issues thoroughly in the motion before the chamber at that time. I 
also mentioned the unacceptable risk to the quality and quantity of groundwater, and the environmental values of 
the Jandakot mound. Finally, I mentioned the loss of yet more Bush Forever land, with the promise of offsets 
unlikely to adequately compensate for that loss. Unfortunately, that motion was not supported by other members, 
and was therefore defeated. This bushland should never have been cleared, and that example clearly illustrates 
the weakness in our current legislation. We have failed miserably to protect urban bushland.  

Species are at risk; it is not just habitats that are threatened by the inadequacy of current conservation legislation. 
The loophole in the protection of habitats means that although endangered species are protected on paper, in 
reality they are seriously under threat. A prime example of this is the Carnaby’s black cockatoo. This species is 
listed as endangered under the commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, 
and as rare or likely to become extinct under the Western Australian Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. It lives 
only in the south west of Australia, and it is threatened by habitat destruction. It is difficult to know how many 
Carnaby’s black cockatoos are left, but it is known that their population has declined by over 50 per cent in the 
past 45 years, and their range has been reduced by one-third. Initial results from the Great Cocky Count indicate 
that the number of Carnaby’s black cockatoos may have been reduced by as much as one-third in just the past 
year, and yet the government still appears to be hell-bent on destroying a further 78 hectares of their habitat for 
the proposed Roe 8 extension through the Beeliar wetlands. The future of this enigmatic species looks bleak 
unless stringent regulation is passed to prevent the further erosion of its habitat.  

Not only is preserving bushland important for conserving our threatened wildlife, but also bushlands have other 
important functions that are rarely given adequate weighting when the government is assessing proposals. These 
include improving air quality, aesthetic value, public amenity, climate modification, energy conservation, noise 
reduction, hydrological and salinity control, carbon sequestration, and nutrient cycling. Such functions are 
commonly referred to as “ecosystem services”, and they can be quantified. Professor Paul Hardisty, the global 
director of Sustainability and EcoNomics for WorleyParsons and an expert on this topic, states that the value of 
the ecosystem services provided by typical bushland is in the region of $500 to $1 000 a hectare, a year. The 
value of rare or ecologically sensitive bushlands and wetlands is much larger. It can be up to $15 000 a hectare, a 
year. Professor Hardisty calculates that the economic damage caused by the proposed Roe 8 extension from the 
loss of ecosystem services is likely to be around $62 million, and could be as much as $122 million. Sadly, such 
analysis is lacking from the public environmental review report that has been released for Beeliar wetlands and 
the Roe 8 project. 

When assessing the case for a new development, the government frequently talks about the need for a balance 
between conservation and development. In my speech I have only considered the South Metropolitan Region, 
and I have given several examples that have recently happened and are within our memory of bushland being 
lost. If we look at the overall metropolitan region, it is clear that the balance was outstripped decades ago. It is 
clearly time to draw a line in the sand and protect the few habitat fragments we have left. For that purpose, the 
motion before us should be supported by each member of this house. It is on our watch that this degradation is 
occurring, and the impacts are long term for future generations. I therefore urge members to support the motion. 
We need to adequately look after our bushland, we need to fund the management programs and we need to 
support the motion today.  

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [2.39 pm]: This motion has 
been on the go for a little while. I have had so many various bits of briefing paper on it that I actually thought I 
had spoken on it, but it appears that I have not, so I am very happy to get up and talk on this motion. I have to 
say, however, that the government will not be supporting the motion. 

Bush Forever was an initiative of the Richard Court government, and $83.5 million has been spent by the 
Western Australian Planning Commission in acquiring 1 028 hectares of land for this important conservation 
initiative. The following comment is provided on the specific matters raised in the motion. 

The first area of comment refers to guaranteeing statutory protection for Bush Forever areas. Following gazettal 
of state planning policy SPP2.8, bushland policy for the Perth metropolitan region, and Bush Forever 
metropolitan region scheme amendment 1082/33 passing through both houses of Parliament, Bush Forever has 
now greater statutory effect. WAPC and local governments must have due regard to the provisions of state 
planning policies when preparing or amending local planning schemes and when making decisions on planning 
matters. The State Administrative Tribunal is also required to take account of state planning policies when 
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determining appeals. State planning policy 2.8, bushland policy for the Perth metropolitan region, provides, 
firstly, a statutory policy and implementation framework for the protection and management of regionally 
significant bushland within the Bush Forever areas; and, secondly, policy measures for other areas of native 
vegetation outside the Bush Forever areas that support the preparation of local bushland protection strategies by 
all local governments in the Perth metropolitan region. All proposed development applications are assessed 
through the environmental and planning approvals process, and due consideration is given to the relevant 
legislation and policies for any proposed development within Bush Forever. 

Bush Forever areas do not have a particular planning categorisation such as a reserve, a zone or a special control 
area. The classification does not change the reservation or zoning of the land under the MRS or local town 
planning schemes. Bush Forever areas overlay the reservation or zoning of the land under the MRS. The 
inclusion of the Bush Forever areas in the MRS does not create an inconsistency between the MRS and local 
town planning schemes. Local authorities will not be required to amend local town planning schemes to allow 
Bush Forever areas. The Bush Forever areas on the scheme map inform the public that the development potential 
of the land is limited by the land’s characteristics—the significant bushland on the land—and weight is to be 
given to government policy and legislation in preserving significant bushland when making planning and 
environmental decisions. Future development of the land will require a compromise between development and 
conservation objectives. The Department of Planning is currently seeking advice from the State Solicitor’s 
Office prior to submitting an amendment to the scheme text, which follows the same process as an amendment to 
the scheme. It is anticipated that an amendment to the MRS text will be completed within six to nine months of 
initiation. 

The second point is legislating or introducing regulations to ensure an appropriate standard for management of 
Bush Forever areas. All landowners are responsible for the management of native vegetation on their land; 
however, there is no law or regulation requiring a landowner to actively manage their land. There are incentives, 
however, for private landowners to conserve vegetation on their properties, such as conservation management 
agreements or legally binding nature conservation covenants. Government agencies including DEC, which are 
most qualified to do so, work closely with developers, landowners and other interested parties to provide 
management advice and assist in the development of sustainable management plans for Bush Forever areas. 
Land management agreements and covenants have also been developed between the government and landowners 
to conserve bushland on privately owned land. Many high priority sites, however, involve state government 
acquisition for public land management. 

When land is purchased by WAPC from private landowners, the Department of Planning, on behalf of WAPC, 
undertakes an immediate risk assessment to identify and remove any illegally dumped rubbish. The Department 
of Planning also considers management requirements such as fencing, fire breaks, weed control and 
rehabilitation. WAPC utilises volunteers, community groups, contractors, government-employment programs 
and staff resources to manage Bush Forever areas pending transfer to end managers, including some local 
governments that wish to manage these areas as part of their local environment plans. Once acquired, the 
property is placed on the inspection program and regularly monitored. 

Management responsibility for Bush Forever lies primarily with the Conservation Commission. Under this 
arrangement, WAPC approaches the Department of Environment and Conservation with a view to accepting 
management on a progressive or consolidated basis. In addition, local governments, with their agreement, have 
been nominated as the management agency where appropriate. WAPC arranges survey and transfer of the land to 
the Crown at WAPC cost, whereupon it is revested and a crown reserve is created with the appropriate 
classification. The future control and management of conservation areas reserved through the implementation of 
Bush Forever have been established with due consideration of the purpose and intent of the reserve in liaison 
with management bodies. Areas of highest conservation value are reserved for conservation purposes under the 
Conservation and Land Management Act 1985 and the Land Administration Act 1997 in accordance with the 
site implementation recommendations. The report of the task force established in 2001 to review the machinery 
of the Western Australian government recommended that land management functions associated with regional 
parks and Bush Forever should be transferred to the Department of Conservation—now the Department of 
Environment and Conservation. As such, DEC will be the lead coordinating agency for the day-to-day 
management of Bush Forever areas. 

As part of the future MRS amendment scheme text change for 1082/33, it is proposed that written agreements 
between public authorities and WAPC will be developed for development on reserved land owned or vested in a 
public authority where the development involves the clearing of vegetation within a Bush Forever area. The 
intention is for each public authority to develop a strategic package to identify their future requirements and 
conservation outcomes. It is currently not feasible to introduce specific regulations or legislation to ensure all 
Bush Forever areas are appropriately managed.  
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The third comment is on appropriately funding that management. Currently, there are three mechanisms for 
funding the management of Bush Forever areas: firstly, WAPC funds the acquisition and interim management 
through the metropolitan region improvement fund; secondly, funding through the covenanting arrangements for 
private lands; and, thirdly, funds allocated from the consolidated account to DEC for the ongoing management of 
Bush Forever areas transferred from WAPC. Funds of $100 million were set aside in 2000—$92 million for 
purchasing lands and $8 million for interim management—for WAPC to purchase Bush Forever areas reserved 
for parks and recreation. The acquisition program will continue until the original acquisition funds are exhausted, 
and then Bush Forever areas on lands identified as parks and recreation in the metropolitan region scheme will 
be purchased through the metropolitan region improvement fund, as with all other reserved land. Therefore, 
funding is available to meet the acquisition commitments of the program and the land now reserved in the MRS 
for parks and recreation. There is no intention for the Western Australian Planning Commission to manage Bush 
Forever areas in the long term. WAPC has been acquiring and transferring land to end-managers for over 
50 years. The network of parks and conservation reserves that define the Perth metropolitan area are the legacy 
of long-term strategic land-use planning. 

The comments of Hon Sally Talbot that the Bush Forever program was originally allocated a budget of between 
$500 million and $700 million from the MRIF and that this funding has now wound up are clearly not correct on 
either point. Mechanisms for management on private land include off-reserve protection through the 
encouragement of shared stewardship of bushland, while retaining it in private ownership. Conservation 
initiatives include retaining land in private ownership with conservation management agreements or legally 
binding nature conservation covenants. Each case will be different. In some cases it may be appropriate for 
landowners to enter into a covenanting arrangement that may include government assistance and financial 
incentives to help conserve and maintain the bushland. Covenanting arrangements last in perpetuity and are 
registered on the certificate of title. In such cases, other financial incentives, such as land tax and rate relief, may 
be more appropriate options. Government is currently considering options for the long-term funding 
management of national parks, regional parks and nature reserves, which will include Bush Forever sites. The 
Department of Planning’s state strategic policy team provided advice to the general public on the implementation 
of state planning policy 2.8 and its policy measures. The department is responsible for advising and educating 
other government departments and local governments on the policy measures and their application through the 
planning system. This supports the more practical educational and community support programs provided by the 
Department of Environment and Conservation. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [2.52 pm]: I want to say a few words on the motion moved by 
Hon Alison Xamon on Bush Forever sites. It is sad to note that my memory of these issues goes back to the 
original development of this plan when it was called Bush Plan. I am sure Hon Giz Watson’s memory goes back 
to that stage. From the outset, it is worth noting that the development of Bush Plan commenced under a previous 
Liberal government. It is fair to say that over the years there has been some common ground with respect to 
recognising a need to protect Perth’s bush. There will always be questions about how much we protect, in what 
form we protect it, and the amount that should be protected. Bush Forever sought to ensure a representative 
sample of areas within the Perth metropolitan area. I think it was something in the order of 26 different primary 
vegetation complexes. An interesting thing about Western Australia is because we are such a biodiversity hot 
spot, in parts of Western Australia it is almost impossible to identify vegetation complexes because the 
vegetation changes so rapidly over such a short period. There was certainly a desire to have at least 10 per cent 
of those vegetation complexes secured in perpetuity so they would remain protected for future generations. In 
some areas, because of urban development, less than 10 per cent remained, but there was a desire where possible 
to get up to 30 per cent of each vegetation type. That actually provided for a fairly significant amount of land to 
be protected across Perth—some 51 000 hectares, as I understand it. Over 1 000 hectares of that was classified 
urban and industrial, and in excess of 4 280 hectares was rural private land. It had a significant impact on private 
land in the Perth metropolitan area.  

Work has continued over a number of governments to ensure the land is protected. I acknowledge that the 
current government continues to do that, where the opportunity provides. State planning policy 2.8, which again 
has had a long period of gestation—I think it went out for public comment in 2004—is another move towards 
providing protection. The motion moved by Hon Alison Xamon seeks to do two things. Firstly, it seeks to 
progress the guaranteeing of protection of Bush Forever sites that have not been taken into public ownership 
through the processes outlined by the minister. Secondly, for those sites that are in public ownership, it seeks to 
ensure there is a process to manage and protect the sites. There will always be some degree of difference 
between parties about the processes. Although processes are in place, negotiated settlements are often the way in 
which that is done, but there will always be differences in terms of the amount protected.  

On a personal level, in my inaugural speech in this place I talked about the need to protect the bushland at Burns 
Beach in the North Metropolitan Region. My aspiration—and the aspiration of many in the community—was to 
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have all of the bushland at Burns Beach protected. Unfortunately that was not to be the case. I note that even the 
Liberals, prior to the 2001 election, sought to protect a proportion of bushland at Burns Beach. As a result of 
some of the action that had already been taken with respect to that land and commitments given, it constrained 
the ability of the Labor Party to negotiate when it got into office. We ended up purchasing additional land that 
would otherwise have been protected by the Liberal Party. We secured that land to protect it. As part of the 
negotiated settlement, there were contractual arrangements that meant the land was not transferred to state 
ownership. There was a fair bit of degradation going on with people taking trail bikes and four-wheel drives into 
the area, as the area was not completely urbanised. In recent times the amount of detrimental activity has 
diminished. It is the sort of activity Hon Alison Xamon is trying to pick up on. We need to ensure protection and 
funding to maintain the integrity of that site.  

As a result of a negotiated settlement, there was a lot of work to ensure the protection of areas with the highest 
level of conservation. It was an eye-opener for me that one of the things recognised as needing protection was an 
area where there was a blow-out in the sand dunes. That was actually part of the uniqueness of that site. To me it 
seemed like a big lot of sand, but I learnt a lot out of that process. The developers wanted to get as much land as 
they could close to the coast, because that has the greatest value, but that also then started to create problems 
with the edging effect of where the urban area interacted with the bushland area. That was another area about 
which there was a fair degree of debate. A greater amount of the land was protected than had been proposed by 
the previous government. We then had the problem of ensuring that the land was protected, and we are still 
waiting for those processes of government. I certainly have not seen the final management plan for that land to 
ensure its protection in perpetuity. Again, as I said in my inaugural speech, I was pleased to have played a part in 
the protection of that land. 

Although there will always be arguments about the degree, the amount and how it is done, the general thrust of 
the issue has had the bipartisan support of Parliament. Although there has been bipartisan support in the past, 
there is no guarantee that there will be bipartisan support in the future. I will give one example. We had 
bipartisan support for the protection of our water mounds. A select committee in 1994 recommended the 
protection of our water mounds. In fact, a proposal that is now being considered by the Barnett government is to 
change that protection. One of the problems is that if a government gets the numbers in both houses of 
Parliament, it can remove those statutory protections. A proposal is now being considered by the government to 
remove the statutory protection over part of the Gnangara water mound and to turn it into an industrial estate. It 
is interesting because the priority 1 land also contains a number of Bush Forever sites. If we can remove the P1 
protection, can we then remove the statutory protection of the Bush Forever land at that site? 

Hon Alison Xamon: There isn’t statutory protection; that’s the issue. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. But I am saying that there is statutory protection of the P1 land. There are also Bush 
Forever sites. If those sites have been brought into government ownership and then zoned parks and recreation, 
there is a form of statutory protection. For some sites, it may not be statutory protection as Bush Forever, but 
there is, in theory, statutory protection that should protect the land as parks and recreation. Of course, the 
question then is about the management plans that attach to that parks and recreation land. 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Exactly, and that is why I say that the management plan must ensure that the qualities 
that resulted in the land being zoned parks and recreation are maintained. That is why I do not disagree that there 
should be some sort of acknowledgement of why the land was zoned parks and recreation. When we get to the 
next stage of this debate, which will be about statutory protection, there will be debate about whether it is only 
on land owned by the government or whether it is on land that is privately owned. That is why I think the issues 
around water protection are a very good analogy. There are three levels of water protection. There are those 
areas that fit under the category of P1, which are in government ownership and are expected to be absolutely 
protected in perpetuity, with no incompatible use of that land ever occurring. There is P2 land, which is land that 
has high protection but is in private ownership. There is also P3 land, which is protected land that is in private 
ownership. We could even come up with a similar statutory arrangement for Bush Forever areas that mirrors 
those protection levels. That is why I am concerned that the government is not prepared to support this motion. It 
makes me wonder a little whether it is backing away from the previous strong commitment, as it seems to be 
doing with — 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister has to understand that it is about perception. The government is not 
prepared to support the general thrust of this motion. Why would the government not protect land—a lot of land, 
as the minister pointed out—that has been brought into public ownership by the previous Labor government and 
by this government and secured as Bush Forever sites? Why would the government not support those areas now 
being afforded some sort of statutory protection because the land was brought into state ownership, or was 
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already in state ownership, and would now be protected in perpetuity because of its conservation values? Why 
would the government not do that? 

Hon Helen Morton: Satisfactory measures are already in place. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is the point, is it not? It is satisfactory to the government. 

Hon Helen Morton: And not to you. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is why we support the motion. I accept that there are a number of points along a 
continuum where different arguments can be put, and I expect to have that argument. Although the government 
might agree that this land should be protected in perpetuity because of its conservation values, which would 
allow us to maintain a representative sample of the original vegetation complexes of Western Australia, and even 
though the only statutory protection is effectively the fact that it is listed as parks and recreation land in the 
metropolitan region scheme, the land is not protected from being used for some other parks and recreation 
purpose. It is not protected as bushland. It also does not guarantee that there is funding to ensure that the inherent 
qualities of that bushland are maintained, and I talked about that issue in the Burns Beach area. I am happy to 
acknowledge that it is getting better. 

Hon Helen Morton: So something must be working. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, it is not. 

Hon Helen Morton: It’s not getting better then? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is getting better, but it is still not perfect. 

Hon Helen Morton: But it’s working. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, it is not working because, firstly, we had a period of degradation, and that land may 
not return to its original status. The original environmental values of the Burns Beach bushland may never 
return. I believe that damage is still being done to that bushland, and there is still a need to take it a couple of 
more steps. I accept that this has been about walking down a path, and we need to continue to walk down the 
path. 

Hon Helen Morton: Why didn’t you do it in eight years of government? I’m just interested in why you didn’t 
do it. 

Hon Kate Doust: You spoke and everyone else listened. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to take a pathetic interjection like that to point out just how pathetic it is. 

Hon Liz Behjat: What’s pathetic about it? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is childish. 

Hon Helen Morton: It’s childish because you can’t answer! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will answer if the minister will let me. I have already said it once, but I am happy to go 
through the process again. When we came to government, there was a proposal on the table by the former 
minister—I think it was Hon Cheryl Edwardes—to negotiate part of the Burns Beach bushland into public 
ownership. Labor believed that it could do better and it wanted more of that bushland to be brought into public 
ownership. We were successful, but it cost us. We had to put in extra money. We put in state money to purchase 
additional parts of that bushland. As a result of arrangements put in place and decisions taken by the Court 
Liberal government prior to 2001—if the minister wants to make it political, I am happy to go down that path—
the negotiations that we had were constrained and we had to put in extra money. Due to the mistrust of the 
developers during those negotiations, they were not prepared to hand over that land until the final settlement of 
the land, which was a very complex issue because of the previous circumstances. We completed the negotiations 
and entered into the agreement. There was then a period during which that land was not managed properly and 
there was significant degradation because at that stage it was not in public ownership. It was not in public 
ownership because of decisions that the previous Liberal government had taken. 

Hon Helen Morton: Wow! You had eight years and you couldn’t fix it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Unfortunately, these things take longer than one would like. But when the land was 
finally brought into public ownership, which was well into our eight years in government, we started the next 
stage of the process of public consultation. Many people would argue that the process probably was not quick 
enough. I am going from memory, so I might be wrong, but because of the complexities put in place—I can talk 
about plenty of other areas that were complex, particularly when the former Liberal government had privatised 
them—the land was not transferred into public ownership until about 2006. I am relying on my memory and am 
happy to stand corrected, but I believe that the land did not come into public ownership until then. That is when 
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we started the process, which could not be done until then, of drawing up a management plan for that land. That 
was underway when we lost office. In case Hon Helen Morton has not worked it out, that occurred over two 
years when Labor was in office, and this government has been in office for almost three years. The minister 
wants to take cheap shots about why it took so long. Why has the process taken this government another three 
years and it still has not been completed when a lot of the preparatory work had already been done? 

Hon Helen Morton: It is progressing beautifully. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Exactly. That is why the minister’s interjection was pathetic. 

Hon Helen Morton: You can’t answer why you didn’t sort it out in eight years. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I just went through it. 

Hon Helen Morton: It was not a satisfactory answer to me. It might have been to you, but it was not to me. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Which part are you questioning? 

Hon Helen Morton: I saw members on your side raising their eyebrows as they walked out the door too, 
thinking that you hadn’t acted in a quick enough manner. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Name them. We will call them back into the chamber and ask them to explain 
themselves! Who left? The only member who left was a Liberal Party member, Hon Liz Behjat, because she was 
probably too embarrassed. 

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The debate will become counterproductive if members start 
shouting at each other. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I wanted to go back to that point, although I thought that we had moved on, because I 
am happy to have that debate. The minister can argue that we took too long by taking two years to do it. I would 
love to hear the minister’s explanation for why this government has taken almost three years — 

Hon Helen Morton: Eight years. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. I just explained to the minister that the land was not in public ownership for the first 
six of those eight years. When we got elected, we had to go through the negotiations. We had to pare back the 
arrangements the former Liberal government had negotiated, which committed to giving up more of the land 
than we wanted to give up. 

Hon Helen Morton: Eight years is very slow. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The process was made more complex because of the rubbish that the former Liberal 
government left us with. 

Hon Helen Morton: You had eight years and you couldn’t fix it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We protected it. We protected a lot more of it than the former Liberal government was 
ever going to protect. I am proud of that fact and am happy to tell the people of the North Metropolitan Region 
that that bushland is protected. A lot more of it was protected because Labor was elected in 2001 than would 
have been protected if the Liberal Party had been elected and used the land for housing. The process is now 
about ensuring the bushland’s ongoing protection. 

Hon Helen Morton: It is progressing satisfactorily. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is progressing, but I am sure that if people with far more expertise in these matters 
than the member or I examined that land, they would say that it is not of the same quality that it once was. 

Hon Helen Morton: Are you referring to DEC? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am referring to anyone who has far greater expertise than I in urban bushland matters. I 
was very lucky to go to a primary school that had a strong urban bushland renewal program. The school 
preserved the bushland next door to it. Our principal—I always thought it was a bit strange—was a co-owner of 
the Wanneroo Wildflower Nursery at the time. Our school had a nursery in which we grew native plants that we 
used to rehabilitate and vegetate the surrounding bushland. 

Hon Kate Doust: Have you worked out why he did that now? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I loved my ex-principal and I am not suggesting anything improper. Let us just say that 
in this day and age issues to do with the management of conflicts of interest would have reigned supreme in that 
area. I suspect that in those days the conflict of interest issue was not as high on the public radar as it is today. 
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The school did very well because it used to sell some of its plants to the wildflower nursery. I am sure that it was 
all done at arm’s length! He was an excellent principal and it was a great experience to go to a school that cared 
about bushland. I suspect that very few other Western Australian students would have been able to pick the 
difference between a donkey orchid and a spider orchid and a range of other flora that are now threatened. 

Hon Helen Morton: Do you believe that the Department of Environment and Conservation is suitably qualified 
and competent—better than you and me—to manage that? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is qualified and competent to manage it. 

Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Exactly. The issue is that the department does not have the funding to do it. Yellagonga 
Regional Park is a classic example. A lot could be done in that park but the department does not have the 
funding to do it. That is one of the issues that this motion touches upon. We can provide all the protection and 
expertise we like, but if the department is not given the necessary funding and resources to do its job, there will 
be a problem. After almost three years, I look forward to seeing the government complete the process for the 
ongoing protection of the Burns Beach bushland. I am looking forward to it because the government reckons we 
were bad because we took a number of years to renegotiate the agreement and to get the land into public 
ownership and start the process of protecting it. This government has started from that point but still has not 
finished it. I reckon I know who would win the argument in the community. 

Earlier I was talking about the dangers of relying on statutory protections. Although there might have been 
bipartisan support for those types of statutory protections in the past, it does not mean that governments cannot 
take them away. Hon Lynn MacLaren mentioned that Mary Gray and a number of representatives from the 
Urban Bushland Council were in the public gallery today. During the recess I took Eric Ripper, the Leader of the 
Opposition, to see the area on the Gnangara mound that is proposed to be turned into an industrial estate. I met 
Mary Gray on that occasion and we had a great conversation about that issue and another issue that I will briefly 
touch upon, which is whether the government is as committed to some of these issues as it likes to pretend to be. 
I do not want to put words into Mary Gray’s mouth, but I suspect that one of the reasons she was there was that 
she would like to know what could happen to the protection of the Bush Forever sites that sit within the area that 
the government is looking at, particularly if the government can make changes to the water protection provisions 
on Bush Forever sites in an area that people have talked about using for industrial development. 

Another issue that was discussed at that meeting was the report of the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration titled “Recreation Activities Within Public Drinking Water Source Areas”. Members may recall 
that Hon Max Trenorden tabled that report in September last year. The committee unanimously recommended 
ensuring the protection of those areas. It is also worth noting that, although the primary issue was the protection 
of those areas because of the need to protect the water source, the summary of the report refers to the need to 
understand the impact human behaviour has on the flora and fauna in the catchment areas. There is a mix of 
issues. In this case, the committee report refers to protecting the areas for public drinking water sources and 
acknowledges that there is a flow-on impact for the protection of the environmental values of those areas by 
reducing the amount of human interaction with that type of land. If we are to have a debate about how long the 
process takes, I note that the report was tabled on 23 September, and Hon Helen Morton would know that the 
government should have responded to it within four months. On 22 February—I am not sure whether the 
minister made the report to the house—it was reported to the house that the government was unable to respond 
within the four-month period. Interestingly, Hon Max Trenorden asked a question on 22 June and he was told 
that a response would be provided in the near future. It is now mid-August and I have not seen the government 
response tabled yet. If the minister wants to talk about the timeliness of responses and the timeliness of actions, 
where is the commitment? When the Standing Committee on Public Administration’s inquiry was first set up, I 
was the shadow Minister for Sport and Recreation. A number of recreational groups were very excited because 
they were led to believe by senior people in government that this inquiry would open up these areas for 
recreational purposes. They were told that this report would be the way in which that would occur; the 
committee would come down with a recommendation that stated — 

Hon Giz Watson: Let the trail bikes in! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It was not so much trail bikers; it was walkers and people using the area for other 
recreational purposes. However, people were told that the inquiry would be the vehicle by which they would be 
allowed to get into the water catchment areas; the committee would basically make a recommendation to that 
end because the Water Corporation was being too stringent and that we would all move on. Interestingly enough, 
even though that was clearly the intent of certain government members, the report as it was tabled—I must say I 
saw a member going to get a copy of the report when it was tabled and I was interested to see what the 
recommendations were and whether those expectations had been met—was unanimous. The committee was 
chaired by Hon Max Trenorden, who I thought, unless there were good, strong arguments to the contrary, would 
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have been fairly sympathetic to the argument to allow more recreational users within water catchment areas. As I 
say, the committee’s primary concern was about protecting drinking water sources, but the committee’s report 
states that the ecological values of the catchment areas are significantly enhanced by restricting the amount of 
human interaction within that area. I am more than happy to have debates with Hon Helen Morton about the time 
frame.  

As I say, I think Bush Forever has been a fairly long continuum. We can all get into an argument about it and I 
am sure that the Greens will all have a go at us and say, “Both sides of politics have taken too long from the time 
of the original bush plan.” 

Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That will always be the nature of these debates. At the end of the day, although we can 
have these debates, we should acknowledge the positives in that in general over the past 10 years there has been 
a movement in the right direction. We cannot discount that. 

Hon Helen Morton: It’s good progress. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There has been good progress. I hope Hon Helen Morton acknowledges that there was 
good progress through the eight years of Labor government, or is that too far for her? 

Hon Helen Morton: That’s a bit too far. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am prepared to be big enough to acknowledge that there has been progress on these 
matters under the minister’s party going back to the Court government. 

Hon Helen Morton: That’s when it was initiated. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I started my speech with that. 

Hon Helen Morton: I know you did; you’re very gracious. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Clearly, my graciousness is not returned across the chamber at times, Hon Helen 
Morton! Clearly it is not returned. 

Anyway, I acknowledge that and I think that is positive. I think this is about continuing to move down that path 
and that what Hon Alison Xamon has suggested in her motion is about the next stages. Hopefully, we will 
eventually convince members opposite to come over and hear what we are arguing and understand the points that 
we are making and join us in the walk down that path. However—I think Hon Lynn MacLaren also pointed this 
out—I was concerned by some of the interjections by government backbenchers that suggest they want us to go 
back and stop that movement in the right direction, as I think elements of the government want to do with water 
policy, which is why I mention it. There are interesting things about being in this place for a long time. I came 
in, as Hon Giz Watson did, just after the departure of Hon Ross Lightfoot. In fact, I think Hon Ray Halligan was 
held up getting into this place; he would have come in with us if Hon Ross Lightfoot had gone to the Senate a bit 
earlier. I have to say that the views of people such as Hon Ross Lightfoot, who I suspect would have been 
completely opposed to the Bush Forever initiative and comes from that sort of camp within the Liberal Party, 
were clearly in the minority within the Parliament. I have seen an increase in the number of Liberal members 
coming into Parliament who more closely hold the views—we saw that spectacle on the weekend in which even 
the Liberal Party president was starting to express views not dissimilar to the sort of views we would have 
expected out of the mouth of Hon Ross Lightfoot 10 years ago, and that causes — 

Hon Liz Behjat: You seem to know a lot about things that you have no knowledge of! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We do, because we sit in this place and we watch and we listen. We listen to members 
of the Liberal Party talk about the best place for a sun moth — 

Hon Liz Behjat: A graceful sun moth that’d be. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sorry, we listen to members of the Liberal Party talk about the best place for a graceful 
sun moth being in the grille of their car. I think that gives a pretty good reflection of those sorts of attitudes, and 
when we hear that coming more and more from members on the other side, we get a sense that more and more 
people holding those views are getting into this place. That should be of great concern to all of us on both sides 
of the Parliament. Although we may have different views about the speed and the way in which we get to that 
point, we are all heading in the one direction, which is where I tried to suggest we were. The Greens will say to 
us, “Come on! You’ve got to go quicker” and we will tell members opposite, “Come on; hurry up!” as well, so 
there is this progression down the path. I argue that we do that because it is financially responsible to do so and 
the Greens do not have to worry about those issues, but that is another story for another day. 

Another issue that I will touch on, again, to give a final example of an area that I think is of great concern, which 
Hon Lynn MacLaren also talked about, is the Beeliar wetlands. That issue comes under my shadow transport 
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portfolio. We have some internationally renowned wetlands and bush that are very worthy of protection for their 
environmental values. Again, if members opposite want to look at the signals that are coming out, their 
government seems to be progressing or charging—it said it was going to charge, although it seems to have 
dropped to a slow canter—or going down the path of wanting to develop a roadway through those wetlands and 
bushland that will destroy that area. No matter how much the government tries to come up with fancy terms 
about the bridging systems that it will use across those wetlands, it will destroy or significantly — 

Hon Alison Xamon: Use skyhooks. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I cannot think of the term off the top of my head, but the government uses lovely little 
terminology to describe how it will take its bridges across the wetlands. Again, I cannot think of the name of it, 
but if members go to the railway and road bridges that go over East Perth—I think of those because I regularly 
ride or run under them—they will see that the area is completely black because nothing grows. Not enough water 
gets in, there is not enough light; there is complete degradation. The road network going over the wetlands, best 
as the government may try, will still have a negative impact on that bush and wetlands. Everyone argues about 
the triple bottom line, and government members might be able to put forward an argument that acknowledges the 
environmental values but that in this case it will have to forsake them because the economic values are so great. 
That is an argument and everyone will have disagreements about how to balance those things, but it is a 
legitimate argument to put forward. However, in the case of the Beeliar wetlands, there is not even an economic 
argument to put forward. The government proposes to shift traffic off five kilometres of one road onto 
five kilometres of another road. No-one talks to the people of Stock Road about the dramatic increase in traffic 
that they will have. In reality, what people will find and what the government’s own modelling shows is that it 
will not make any significant variation to the amount of traffic on the road that the government will take the 
trucks off anyway—that is, Leach Highway—for the five kilometres that they will in theory be taken off. The 
government will not achieve anything in that regard. It will destroy bushland that has ecological values and that 
should be protected as part of the Bush Forever process, and there will be no economic benefit to the state of 
Western Australia as a consequence. Is it any wonder that people become sceptical about the real level of 
commitment the Barnett government has to these issues? We have had 15 years of bipartisan support in this 
general area, but I think it is reasonable to assume that because of the changing nature of the Liberal Party, we 
are now seeing a deviation from that. Although there could be arguments about the speed, we generally agreed 
on the direction. We are now also seeing, in water protection and Bush Forever, clear signs that good people in 
the Liberal Party, such as Hon Helen Morton, are starting to lose an internal party battle as more and more baby 
Ross Lightfoots enter Parliament! 

Hon Helen Morton: I don’t think so! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The member does not think there are baby Ross Lightfoots around her everywhere?  

Hon Helen Morton: Absolutely not! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: She would be opposed to the views he held. 

Hon Helen Morton: Even if there were, I can handle it. Don’t worry! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I hope the member is right. We will continue to march ahead of Hon Helen Morton so 
that she can bring her party along behind us and hopefully, at some point in the not-too-distant future, we will 
have bipartisan support for the concepts contained in this motion, as we have had previously for the rest of the 
Bush Forever program. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [3.31 pm]: I will take a moment to reiterate which motion we are 
actually debating to come back into focus on that. On one hand, this motion notes the finalisation of the Bush 
Forever metropolitan region scheme amendment and the associated state planning policy 2.8. Obviously I 
support the motion, but I also support the acknowledgment of the significant milestone of achieving protection 
for remnant bush in the metropolitan area. I acknowledge that it was a Liberal Party initiative and that it is 
continuing along that track; I think that is great. Hon Ken Travers said that it has always had bipartisan support 
and, as far as I understand it, it has always had support across all parties. Not surprisingly, I will say that the 
Greens have not been 100 per cent happy with the rate of progress under either government. There have been 
faults in progressing this within a reasonable time frame, and in our view that has been the responsibility of both 
Liberal and Labor governments.  

We acknowledge the progress that is being made, but we want to point out in this motion that what has been 
done to date is not going to be enough to protect those bushland areas. What is needed is a guaranteed statutory 
protection for Bush Forever sites, legislation or regulations to ensure an appropriate standard of management for 
those sites and appropriate funding for that management. Those are the three points we make. Having heard the 
government’s response, I reiterate that I am disappointed that there is no indication of support from the 
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government, particularly for statutory protection; the original plan very clearly stated that we needed that 
statutory protection if we were to achieve the overall outcome. 

The Greens (WA) are arguing that there is a need to rapidly progress the amendment to the metropolitan region 
scheme text, which is where that statutory protection is spelt out. We also need to clearly identify the purposes of 
Bush Forever sites. We have had debates in this place about the limited protection that is given by a parks and 
recreation zoning under the existing legislation, and, as members are probably aware, parks and recreation can be 
anything from a football oval to an area of bush; there is nothing in that zoning to actually say that we must 
protect and enhance the biodiversity values of that particular bit of land. I think it is recognised that there is a 
need to differentiate between land that we are zoning for a recreational park, with an emphasis on active 
recreation or public use, and an area of land that is primarily being reserved for its conservation and biodiversity 
value. That is what needs to be spelt out and put beyond doubt. 

Another point that has been made is about the need for additional measures, such as linkages, greenways and 
local reserves, because Bush Forever is dealing with regionally significant bushland. We also need to put more 
effort into ensuring the security of locally significant bushland. Often the community does not necessarily get the 
more subtle arguments about bushland not meeting the criteria for being regionally significant bush, but perhaps 
being locally significant. Those areas that do not actually achieve Bush Forever status can still be part of a 
mosaic of reserves that will enhance the value of the Bush Forever sites. 

In the western suburbs, where I live, the question of greenways and linkages is a really hot topic amongst the 
friend groups of the various parkland areas. We really have to ensure that, for example, local councils change 
their policies to reflect the prioritising of native plantings in roadways and on the reserves that they control and 
to actually provide those biological linkages between the reserves. We know that we have lost such a significant 
portion of our native vegetation in the metropolitan area that even if we could right now protect those areas that 
are left and put them beyond doubt, we still would not meet the minimum requirement for best practice 
conservation. We certainly would not meet the national objective of 30 per cent of a vegetation type, and for a 
number of vegetation types, we would not even meet the 10 per cent that is specified in Bush Forever. It is 
important that every bit is protected and their biodiversity values enhanced. 

Those linkages are particularly significant for birds. Let us remind ourselves that we have the really unique 
situation in Perth of having world-class banksia woodland systems within the city. I think everybody, across all 
political persuasions, recognises that this is something that is worth keeping functional. One of the icons that has 
arisen in this debate is the black cockatoo because it is mobile and moves between sites, and because its numbers 
are declining. Numbers are declining for a range of reasons, but particularly because of the loss of the banksia 
woodland feeding grounds, which have been cleared for urban development. We are still losing significant areas 
just because of the expansion of the metropolitan area, and we really need to think again about a sustainable city 
that does not just keep on expanding outwards and knocking out banksia woodlands. Another reason is the 
degradation and loss of Bush Forever areas. I live adjacent to a number of Bush Forever sites that are under 
threat. Members will no doubt be aware that the Underwood Avenue Bush Forever site has the problem of being 
privately owned by the University of Western Australia, which wants to clear the land and use it to turn a profit. 
But that is a Bush Forever site with significant remnant vegetation on it, and it is a roosting and feeding site for 
black cockatoos. So despite the fact that we have progressed to where we have in protecting and recognising the 
Bush Forever plan and following the pathway of getting that in place, that area is still under significant and 
imminent threat.  

The bushland in Shenton Park is currently subject to a proposal for part of it to be cleared for additional 
developments, which will shrink the area of available bushland. Even the larger areas such as Bold Park, which 
is actually a regional park, are still not completely free of threat. Bold Park is recognised as a regional park. It 
has its own legislation and it is a Bush Forever site, but it currently has the Stephenson Highway extension 
overlaying its northern part, and that has not been lifted. Interestingly enough, the member for Churchlands and I 
used to talk about that fairly regularly, and she assured me that she was very passionate that that road reserve 
should be lifted off the northern part of Bold Park, but I also note that now that she is in a position to actually 
have a greater influence in that outcome, there has been no change. That is disappointing, because it is essential 
that that happen. If we are to really be able to say that these areas are fully protected, we cannot have major road 
reservations running through a portion of them; that does not make sense.  

Note was made of the Gnangara mound, which is a really interesting one in my area in the North Metropolitan 
Region as well because it is not just under the direct threat of clearing for development; it is also under the threat 
associated with a drying climate and water extraction. The Gnangara mound and the overlaying Banksia 
woodlands are being severely impacted because we are choosing to use that area for fresh water for Perth, at the 
expense of the environment. So it is not just direct clearing that will have an impact; there will be impacts of 
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other decisions, and there is no doubt that the Banksia woodlands in the Gnangara groundwater area are being 
sacrificed—the wetlands in particular—for Perth’s drinking water.  

I want to mention another Bush Forever site, because we have had this conversation about Burns Beach and who 
did what and when, and it is worth reminding members about Whiteman Park, which is a Bush Forever site. 
Under the previous government, there was a proposal to extract a portion of that reserve and turn it into housing. 
A motion of mine, with the support of Liberal members of this place, overturned that proposal. I would argue 
that bushland issues do not neatly fall into Labor versus Liberal, and I think it is an area on which members have 
a range of views about the significance of bushland, whichever party they come from. I think it is a great issue 
that can have cross-party support, and I think the level of debate has actually improved enormously in the time I 
have been in the Parliament, which is to the credit of members who have listened to the debates—not all of them 
yet, but we are getting there! 

We need to really commit to the resourcing of the management of these Bush Forever sites. I am a member of a 
number of “friends” groups and winter is planting season. I was planting in Bold Park a few weekends ago, and 
it is sobering to know that the success rate of what we put in the ground is 10 per cent. For every 10 plants we 
put in, only one will survive, whether because it is too dry or rabbits eat it, or any of a range of things. Trying to 
even maintain the biodiversity and conservation values of the remnant bushland is hard yakka, let alone trying to 
improve them. Of course, there would be great improvement if there was an increased emphasis on funding and 
management, and shared expertise and knowledge of the management of bushland. A great job is being done out 
there—I would not, for a minute, suggest that there is not. There is an extraordinary level of expertise in the 
community, and I thank again all those community members who give countless hours to not only advocate to 
save these areas, but also go out there and get down and get dirt under the fingernails and actually do the work 
required to manage the areas. But, inevitably, these areas will be under continuing pressure and stress from weed 
invasion, fire, the edge effect, rubbish, and a drying climate in particular; some of those things are not really 
within our control, but a lot are. Unless we actually resource the management of these areas, they will degrade 
anyway. Hon Alison Xamon said that if an area in a remote region is reserved, it will perhaps look after itself, 
but within the metropolitan area, simply reserving it will not do anything to prevent its ongoing decline.  

I would like to put in a plug, too, for another issue around urban bushland management, which is cat control. I 
am very pleased that this government has chosen to follow on from where I started off in advocating and 
introducing a bill for cat management. That will have an impact on the predation in urban bushland areas, and, 
hopefully, that legislation will pass through the Parliament before too long. 

The next point I want to reiterate is that state planning policy 2.8 does not prohibit development within a Bush 
Forever area. It is really important to understand that as much as that is a strong level of planning advice, it does 
not actually provide statutory protection. It needs to be gazetted under the Environmental Protection Act that 
these areas are environmentally sensitive. That would be a way that we could actually provide the statutory 
protection that is currently not there.  

There is not a lot more I want to say about this motion, other than that, clearly, I support it. I would be interested 
to know whether, if the government is not going to support this motion, it is saying that it does not think 
statutory protection is necessary or is never going to be put in place, or is it just saying, “Yes, but not now”? I 
think that is the critical thing, because it seems to me that the whole concept of Bushplan introduced under the 
Court government was to include statutory protection. I realise that is the pointy end of the business, especially 
when some of the areas are in private ownership, but at the very least for those that are in public ownership, it 
was always my understanding that that was, kind of, the low-hanging fruit that could be brought in with full 
statutory protection that set out that this area is to be protected for these particular values. I do not think that is 
difficult to do. There might have to be other more vigorous debates about what could be done with the land in 
private ownership, but at the very least I would have thought that the public land could almost, with the stroke of 
a pen, be put under statutory protection. Until the government of the day, be it a Labor or Liberal government of 
the day — 

Hon Alison Xamon: Or a Greens government of the day. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Or a Greens government of the day. 

Hon Max Trenorden: What’s wrong with us? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Sorry—I thought the member was the government! Sorry! I was including him with the 
other mob! 

Until that is signed off, the job is not finished and the commitment is not complete. I am looking for the 
government to either give us a commitment that it is going to do it and this is its time frame in which to do it, or 
say that it has changed its mind and it is not going to do it. That is the critical question. In terms of the 
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commitment to appropriate funding and management, there are always ways to find money in the budget to fund 
things. The percentage taken from the sale of land to fund the purchase of Bush Forever areas, I have always 
argued, is a very small percentage. I think it is one per cent or 1.5 per cent; I cannot remember the figure. It is 
not a large percentage on the sale of land to put back into not just the purchase of regionally significant bush, but 
also the conservation and management of that bushland. We have to find ways to front up the money to do that. 
Considering the amount of in-kind, free labour and expertise provided from voluntary community input, there is 
already an enormous amount of financial input into those bushland areas; however, some aspects also need 
government assistance. If, for example, there is the need to build a fence or the need to purchase materials, there 
has to be proper government funding for that kind of commitment.  

With those comments, I support the motion. 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [3.51 pm] — in reply: I will start by thanking members for their 
contribution to this debate and the Australian Labor Party for agreeing to support the motion. I will make some 
comments about the way the debate has rolled out. I note that the debate today is actually the second half of the 
debate, a good portion of the debate having occurred at the last session when I spoke and gave my 45 minutes’ 
worth on this matter. I suppose I want to note the difference between the nature of the interjections that have 
occurred today, when people in the gallery have the opportunity to listen to what members have to say, and the 
nature of the interjections in the last week of the session when some quite thoughtless and concerning 
interjections occurred throughout the course of that debate. I expect interjections in this place as part of the way 
we engage and the like. I do not expect interjections from members who are not prepared to make those same 
comments outside this place to the various stakeholders. I remind members that if they want to work with the 
various friends’ groups and urban bushland groups and want the opportunity to have their face in the paper 
handing over big cheques, and if they do not support the protection of urban bushland, perhaps they should be a 
little more up-front about that and be prepared to say that directly to the faces of the groups concerned. I am 
concerned that a creeping element may be occurring in this place of a lack of commitment to protect our urban 
bushland. Having said that, I accept and acknowledge the points that have been made across the chamber and by 
other members that on the whole the issue of the need to protect our urban bushland has received some level of 
cross-party support. That is certainly something I want to emphasise. 

As pointed out by Hon Giz Watson, in my statements I congratulated the government for having finalised the 
Bush Forever program to the point that we are at now and I acknowledged that it was the Court government that 
introduced it. I also acknowledged that when the ALP was in government for eight years, it did not finalise Bush 
Forever but did make some important progress on it. We are therefore at a point at which a certain portion of 
Bush Forever has been finalised but, like Hon Giz Watson, I would be very concerned if this were effectively the 
end of the process. In that regard, I am particularly disappointed to have heard the response from the government 
that it will not be supporting this motion. I point out that this motion does not stipulate or suggest any time frame 
in which further progress could be made; it just acknowledges that further progress can be made and needs to be 
made. Instead, what we heard from government was a business-as-usual response. That is highly disappointing 
because, as I said, we have made some very good progress but there is still much further to go. 

On the issue of the MRS text amendment—which is still to be introduced—to identify the purpose of Bush 
Forever areas for conservation, I note the response from the minister representing the Minister for Environment 
that it is six to nine months away from initiation. I am not quite sure what that means. I will take it to mean that 
we can expect to see that text amendment introduced some time in the next six to nine months, and I look 
forward to seeing that. It is disappointing that it was not able to occur at the same time as Bush Forever was 
brought in. However, as I and other members of this place have pointed out, although that in itself is an 
important element of finalising Bush Forever, by no means will it ensure statutory protection of our Bush 
Forever sites. I went into a lot of detail to explain that state planning policy 2.8 is still wholly insufficient to 
ensure the protection of our Bush Forever sites. 

I find it really interesting that in the course of the debate there seemed to be a consensus that members intend 
these Bush Forever sites to remain in perpetuity. As was pointed out by Hon Giz Watson, that was the initial 
intent of the Court government. It therefore seems to me that if there is an intention that our Bush Forever sites 
be maintained in perpetuity, what on earth could be the problem with moving towards firm statutory protection 
to ensure that this is the case? It seems to me that if we are not moving towards that next logical step, at least 
with those Bush Forever sites that are in public ownership right now, it is only because of some suggestion that 
these sites will not be protected in perpetuity. I am therefore disappointed in the response from government. I 
thought there would be at least consensus that we would protect the sites that have now been identified as a 
result of state planning policy 2.8. As has already been said, that policy does not prevent developments, it does 
not prevent the building of inappropriate roads through these sites and it does not even prevent these sites being 
bowled over and turned into sporting ovals. The issue is that the sites have no statutory protection at the moment. 
The Bush Forever program can be described only as potential guidelines, which is in no way statutory protection. 
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We therefore could go much further and we really need to go much further, particularly if members are serious 
about acknowledging that these sites deserve to be protected and they want them protected.  

As we have seen, and has been raised in the course of this debate by my colleagues Hon Lynn MacLaren and 
Hon Giz Watson and of course also by Hon Sally Talbot and Hon Ken Travers, numerous sites in Perth right 
now are under threat. These are significant and precious Bush Forever sites but are still at risk of being 
completely destroyed and they clearly do not have statutory protection. Yet there seems to be this idea that now 
the Bush Forever program is finalised, minus the MRS text amendment, somehow we are there. We are not. We 
are not even close. I am therefore very disappointed that members seem to think they can now wipe their hands 
of the urban bushland debate and walk away. I can assure members that this is an issue that I plan on bringing up 
time and again. It will therefore not go away any time soon. 

I also want to deal with the issue of management—again an issue I have talked about at length. I note again that 
there is no statutory obligation to put in place any management plan for these Bush Forever sites. For that matter, 
not even a template on best practice has been put together by government for potentially managing these sites. I 
note that some sites are being managed well, but that has basically been the initiative of the individual managers 
of those sites. It has not been promoted in any meaningful way by any government. We really need to get better 
at doing that. When we give bodies responsibility to manage sites, whether that be councils or the Department of 
Environment and Conservation, it really is important that there be a consistent approach and preferably that we 
aim for best practice in relation to the management of those sites. I am concerned about that.  

I also note the government’s response that DEC will ultimately be the lead agency in the management of sites 
and that there is a process to transfer the control of many of these sites over from the Western Australian 
Planning Commission. This is not news; this is something that has been the plan of successive governments for 
quite some time. But I will say that it is taking a long time for that to occur—too long. At the moment we find 
that sites still under WAPC control are effectively being completely neglected. The big thing of course is that 
even if we do finally get control, whether it be over to DEC or some other management body, we need to ensure 
that these sites—particularly those sites in the inner regions of the metropolitan area as opposed to the outskirts 
that are subject to increased levels of incursion as a result of being next to urban areas—are appropriately funded 
to ensure appropriate protection.  

Again, some of this expenditure will be in the form of one-off big expenditure, such as appropriate fencing of 
these areas, with maintenance obviously needing to occur. There will always be issues in relation to appropriate 
pathways, signage, and making sure that weeding is undertaken, replanting occurs, there is appropriate assistance 
with fire management and all sorts of things like that. This is something that is important and it is something that 
is precious. My hat goes off to those many, many volunteers who give so much of their time every weekend, 
every month, or however often they can, to manage these sites and to be involved. That is really wonderful. We 
should recognise that we are already getting our money’s worth in free labour from people who put in an 
enormous amount of on-the-ground work. It really should not be too much for us to supplement the amazing 
work these people do by ensuring that they are given at least some basic resources. That is simply not occurring.  

I say again: yes, we have made a lot of progress in relation to urban bushland in the past decade from when the 
Court government recognised that it was important to protect these areas. Some really good science went into 
that early work, right through to getting to the point of near finalisation of Bush Forever. This should not be the 
end of it. This really needs to be the point at which we say, “We have achieved this; that is a great start.” We at 
least have a template, but, as I said in my earlier speech, we also have to look at what will happen with the green 
corridors that connect these sites so we can ensure appropriate levels of biodiversity and that these sites are 
better able to function and flourish. We also need to make sure that we put in the level of funds and the level of 
management to ensure that these sites are genuinely able to exist in perpetuity.  

I call on the government to make sure that it provides that funding and expertise, and of course provides the 
further statutory protection plans to incorporate proactive management for conservation of Bush Forever sites. I 
urge the government, regardless of how it votes on this motion, to be prepared to go back to the drawing board 
and look at what could be some great next steps. The first phase is over but the second phase now needs to come 
in. On that note, I would like to thank members who have spoken on this motion. I hope members decide to 
support the motion, particularly the Nationals.  

Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm) casting his vote with the 
ayes, with the following result — 
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Ayes (14) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Adele Farina Hon Linda Savage Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Jon Ford Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Giz Watson  

Noes (19) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Phil Edman Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

            

Pair 

 Hon Sally Talbot Hon Brian Ellis 

Question thus negatived.  
 


