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JARRAHWOOD BUSHFIRE — TERRY AND JENNY HADDON 

Grievance 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [11.16 am]: My grievance today is to the Parliamentary Secretary to 
the Minister for Environment. I thank him for taking my grievance, which is on behalf of two constituents of mine 
in the Shire of Nannup, Terry and Jenny Haddon, who were significantly impacted by the Jarrahwood bushfire on 
6 June this year. They lost significant infrastructure on their farming property, including fences, other infrastructure 
and a bridge, and, of course, because of the impact on their fences, they face the challenge of not being able to 
farm properly and, therefore, have lost farm income as a result of the impact on the farming process itself. They 
seek support from the government to replace those assets which are fairly significant in terms of the size of their 
farm, given that the fire was under the responsibility of the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and 
Attractions, which was acting on behalf of the Forest Products Commission. 
The fire started from a burn by the DBCA on behalf of the FPC in pine heap debris. Debris is the product of the pine 
plantations that the Forest Products Commission manages. The fire got out of hand. I have a map that shows the 
path of the fire and why it impacted on my constituents. I note that the government has an active Good Neighbour 
policy. The policy was put in place in 2007 by the current Minister for Local Government. It has his picture on it. 
I note that it was last updated in December 2017, so it is something that the current government embraces. The 
Good Neighbour policy states — 

Where fences are intentionally or unintentionally damaged by DEC’s actions (for example, during fire 
suppression or other fire management works), DEC will repair the fence promptly to the same standard 
that existed prior to the damage, by arrangement with the landowner. 

That is an existing policy of the current state government. It would appear that government has some sort of legal 
immunity, due to section 132 of the Conservation and Land Management Act. However, in my view it has a strong 
moral obligation to support the Haddons, particularly given that the initiation of that fire was from DBCA’s activity 
on behalf of the Forest Products Commission, not in what I would call a prescribed burn, but in its activities in 
terms of managing the pine heap debris that it was responsible for managing on behalf of the Forest Products 
Commission. There has been a bit of commentary about section 132 of the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management Act 1984. I am told that it was amended in 2016. That change gave some sort of immunity to the 
government from liability. I am told that had farmers known of any change that would have affected what the 
government might have picked up, given that its actions impacted upon my constituents, they might have taken 
out fencing insurance. I am not sure about those changes. It would be good if the parliamentary secretary could 
clarify that. I understand that the government was probably never formally liable for those actions but certainly 
had a moral obligation, as it should, through the good neighbour policy. 
All correspondence that I have seen from RiskCover—obviously, that is where the minister refers matters—both 
in its first response and in a review that the Haddons asked to be done, highlights that RiskCover is not prepared 
to consider making an offer of compensation to the Haddons. Its response was quite blunt, which is quite 
concerning. I note in some of this correspondence that the burn was described as a prescribed burn. That does not 
quite fit for me. Prescribed burning is a very strategic approach to burning; it is used to reduce fuel loads on 
a broader landscape level, yet this burning was clearly action that DBCA took in response to requests from the 
Forest Products Commission to deal with pine residue. The notion of it being consistent with DBCA’s core 
activities does not ring true to me. If it was doing it on behalf of the Forest Products Commission, answers to 
questions on notice I received yesterday show that the Forest Products Commission does not operate under the 
same provisions of the CALM act—that is, section 132—and therefore picks up responsibility for those activities, 
typically through insurance that it asks for from the contractors who work on their behalf. 
The other concern I have is that local discussion from the broader Nannup community, and I guess the Balingup 
community, which has been impacted by other fires, is that if the position that has been taken by RiskCover is 
active and true and there is no follow-up on the replacement of assets that have been impacted by the government’s 
activities, the local volunteer bushfire brigades will put a higher level of focus on those assets that might be 
impacted by those fires; that is, they will start protecting fences rather than responding to bushfires in the 
appropriate way. I would be really concerned if there was a cultural shift in the volunteer groups to focus on things 
like that that impact on local farmers rather than respond in concert with all the firefighting that we have within 
our government agencies to manage those broader fires. It would be terrible if that was the outcome. The 
government’s response to the Haddons in this case would be significant in demonstrating to the broader community 
that it cares. The impact is pretty hard on these farmers. They are not big farmers; they have not had good seasons 
in the past couple of years, particularly with lambing. The government has made efforts to support the replacement 
of these assets, which are to the tune of $50 000 to $60 000; I might have some of that wrong but that is the scope 
we are looking at. It would be good to see the government respond to that. 
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In summary, the prescribed burns have had a significant impact on the land. I have some pictures that show the 
impact of the fires. It is not only the fencing posts that are damaged, but also the galvanising comes off the wires, 
for example, so the asset literally has to be replaced. It would appear that under section 132 of the CALM act, the 
government is not liable. However, there is an active good neighbour policy, which has a reference to fencing. 
That policy says that it will be replaced. As a product of this grievance, I am seeking government support through 
the parliamentary secretary to try to get support for my constituents who have been severely impacted by this fire. 
MR R.R. WHITBY (Baldivis — Parliamentary Secretary) [11.23 am]: As Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister for Environment, I will respond to the member for Warren–Blackwood’s grievance. I thank the member 
for providing me with some notice of this grievance on this important matter. 
On 6 June 2019, severe weather conditions resulted in the escape of pine debris burns at a Jarrahwood plantation 
in the state’s south west. The Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions commenced the pine 
debris heap burns on 9 May 2019 on behalf of the Forest Products Commission as part of its annual autumn burn 
program, following widespread rain that occurred over the south west land division. The last ignitions for the 
Jarrahwood pine debris heap burn took place between 21 and 24 May 2019. Pine heap burning is a critical part of 
reducing the bushfire risk within DBCA-managed state forest, in conjunction with plantation management 
undertaken by the Forest Products Commission. 
Residue from pine harvest operations creates a significant fuel load across the plantation landscape and poses 
a significant threat to surrounding communities should it be left untreated through the south west bushfire threat 
period. Unfortunately, this escape caused damage to two neighbouring properties, including Mr and Mrs Haddon’s, 
neither of which were comprehensively privately insured for damage caused by fire. I acknowledge the impact of 
the fire on Mr and Mrs Haddon’s property, and the unfortunate fact that their assets were not fully insured. In this 
regard, their losses are regrettable. 
The McGowan government recognises the importance of DBCA’s good neighbour policy in building and 
maintaining good relations with neighbours across the state. DBCA’s good neighbour policy is only applicable 
following the consideration and application of any statutory obligations. Following legislative changes that came 
into effect in May 2016, the state’s protection from liability in relation to preventing, managing or controlling fire 
on land, to which the Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 applies, increased. This protection from 
liability applies to prescribed burning and bushfire suppression activities. Introduction of this immunity was 
primarily intended to protect the CALM executive body and the state from direct or vicarious liability for the acts 
or omissions of staff. It was approved in the context of the contentious issue of smoke impacts from prescribed 
burning on wine grapes. These legislative changes brought the act into line with similar Western Australian laws 
relating to state liability, such as the protection afforded to the Department of Fire and Emergency Services and 
local government under section 37(3) of the Fire and Emergency Services Act 1998. Importantly, they also update 
the current personal liability protection with personal protection for civil liability for anything done by persons in 
good faith during the performance of their functions under the CALM act. 
The government insurance division, formerly RiskCover, of the Insurance Commission of Western Australia is 
only obliged to indemnify the state with respect to insurance and litigation risks. The increased statutory protection 
brought in by the former Liberal–National government—a government that the member was a part of—has limited 
the risk of findings against DBCA. In these circumstances, I am advised that DBCA’s good neighbour policy 
applies only as a guide. The government insurance division has formally denied the one claim that has been lodged 
associated with the Jarrahwood bushfire, which was that of Mr and Mrs Haddon. 
I understand that DBCA is continuing to liaise with the two affected landholders about the option of undertaking 
repairs of the affected fence lines to a standard similar to what was in place prior to the fire impact, consistent with 
its good neighbour approach. 
As the member should well appreciate, bushfire mitigation is a complex task involving a range of government 
agencies, non-government bodies and private landholders. Prescribed burning is the primary means of reducing the 
level of combustible fuel and therefore the risk of bushfire faced by our community and is supported by peer-reviewed 
research. Fuel management across the landscape is a shared responsibility with local government, the agricultural 
sector and private property owners and is not without risk. 
DBCA’s prescribed burning operations are only conducted after a careful and thorough planning and approvals 
process is completed. This process has been refined and greatly improved over many years and now meets 
international standards for risk management, with prescribed burns being undertaken only when the conditions 
identified during the planning process are met and when it is safe to do so. The McGowan government’s commitment 
to bushfire risk mitigation is demonstrated through funding commitments through the mitigation activity fund in 
conjunction with the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage and the Department of Fire and Emergency 
Services. This program addresses bushfire risk on unallocated crown land and unmanaged reserves throughout the 
state. In addition, the McGowan government has funded DBCA’s enhanced prescribed burning program to 
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provide greater flexibility in addressing bushfire risk across state forest and conservation reserve lands across the 
south west of the state. Under protocols developed in conjunction with the Office of Bushfire Risk Management 
since its formation in 2012, DBCA’s fire management services branch reviews all prescribed burn escapes and 
provides the reviews to OBRM for its consideration and the development of process improvements as it sees fit.  
With the ever-present risk of bushfires across the state, it is important that people living in or near bushland areas 
understand the risks and dangers that bushfires cause. For landholders living in bushfire-prone areas, it is vital that 
every year they check that their insurance provides an adequate level of coverage for their home and property in 
the event that they are impacted by bushfire.  
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