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RESERVES (NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION PARKS) BILL 2004 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [2.48 pm]:  This is the third time that I have tried to finish my speech 
on this Bill.  Before the luncheon adjournment I referred to the dieback expression in relation to the Butler block, 
which is part of this legislation, and named the species that were being impacted upon by dieback in that area.  I 
had got to the point of discussing the species Podocarpus drouyniana, Adenanthos obovata, Adenanthos 
barbigera, Dasypogon hookeri and Xylomelum occidentalis.  They are very difficult names to pronounce, but I 
am sure the flora expert within the Department of Conservation and Land Management would be able to roll 
them off his tongue fairly easily.  The report indicates that the high impact sites also displayed a high percentage 
of jarrah Eucalyptus maginata deaths - in other words, jarrah deaths.  My concern is that in 1999 some 510.5 
hectares in a block of 954.1 hectares were severely affected by Phytophthora cinnamomi.  Again, I pose the 
question: why are we putting a block of forest into a national park, an area of over 900 hectares, when more than 
half of it is affected by dieback?  This 1999 report indicates that there are significant jarrah deaths in that area.  
Why is it being put into a national park?  The Premier was questioned today about job losses in relation to the 
supply of jarrah in the Busselton area.  We know that contracts have been secured and that significant reductions 
have occurred in jarrah supply.  We are effectively putting large areas of jarrah into national parks that will die.  
Would it not be more sensible and make more commonsense to harvest those areas, make use of the resource and 
put the remainder of the block into a national park?  To me that would make sense.  I am not saying that we 
should revisit every national park that has already been gazetted.  We know that there are areas of dieback in 
some of the national parks.  What I am saying is that the minister has written to me and said that once a dieback 
plan has been undertaken it needs to be reviewed after 12 months and totally reviewed after three years.  This 
report, which was given to me only an hour before the debate started, states that half of this block is affected by 
dieback.  How much of it is affected by dieback today?  The conclusion of the report states that in the total 
interpreted area of 954.1 hectares, the area affected by the Phytophthora fungus is 510.5 hectares. 

The situation at Butler block is very simple.  The maps that have been provided have obviously been available 
since 1999, yet we received them only one hour before the debate began.  The community should have had 
access to these reports before now.  At least the minister has given them to us.  If we had not asked, obviously 
this legislation would have been pushed through with gay abandon.  The last time this block was burnt was 1992.   

I now refer to Hilliger block, one of the blocks that has been proposed under this legislation.  The result of the 
investigation, done in 1999, was - 

Dieback disease is widespread throughout the interpreted area.  A network of gullies and low lying 
wetlands has assured that all of the low lying sites of the interpreted area are infested.  However, this 
interpretation has differed from adjacent interpretations of the area (Spencer and Whitelaw Nov’97).  
Adjacent interpretations found that 74% of the area was infested by dieback.  This interpretation has 
found only 52% of the area to be infested.  A vast central area of this interpretation remains uninfested.  
The area is situated around a series of three ridges.   

In relation to disease expression the report states - 

Phytophthora cinnamomi disease expression was positive and obvious throughout the interpreted area.  
Multiple fresh indicator species deaths were very obvious on film and on the ground.  Many fresh 
overstorey deaths were present in the field that were not evident on film (film was captured in May of 
this year), these deaths were mainly present in the gullies of the interpreted area.  Armillaria infested 
sites were present throughout the interpreted area.  These sites were characterised by older 
Xanthorrhoea spp. deaths than those found in the P.c. infested sites.  These plants were also found to 
have large amounts of white mycelium present within the woody tissue. 

The report goes on to state that in an area of 1 062 hectares, 558 hectares were affected by dieback and that tree 
deaths were evident.  Again I pose the question: why are we locking up these huge areas of land that are affected 
by dieback when in another few years all we will see is a large area of dead forest?   

I have no opposition to the Government proposing new national parks.  We need to adopt a commonsense and 
practical approach.  John Meacham, a former forester in the southern forests in the 1950s and 1960s, who has 
written a book about the current Government’s policies and about his philosophies in life, rang me the other day 
and indicated that when forests get old they die, and that regenerated forests are the forests of tomorrow.  He 
advocates multiple-purpose management of all forests.  As a farmer, I am not an expert on forests.  I have been 
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living in the forest areas of the south west all my life.  I have chopped down lots of big dead karri trees that were 
ring barked in the 1930s.  In those days we cut them down, blew them up and burnt them.  The story here is that 
we are closing up into national parks and conservation areas not only significant areas of timber that will die but 
also areas of mineralisation.  The conservation park adjacent to the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River, reserve 
45952, contains a significant area of coal deposits, and that has been well known for many years.  This 
legislation states that it will be protected to 30 metres, which really cuts out any chance of open-cut mining of 
coal in that block.  The advice provided to us at the briefing was that it could be mined from outside the park, by 
deep mining methods.  I am no mining expert either, but how many mining companies would undertake a very 
expensive underground mining operation in this day and age?  There are also significant reserves of oil and gas, 
particularly gas in the Whicher Range, under these national parks.  We are told that we can access those deposits 
from outside the national parks.  That is gobbledegook; it is absolute nonsense.  We know that if the two major 
parties proposed tomorrow to mine an area, it would be dependent on a minority party, because it has control of 
the other place, before approval could be obtained to develop those resources.  It is not as though there are no 
national parks in Western Australia; nor is it a fact that all of these ecosystems are not represented.  They are 
represented.  We are talking about tens of thousands of hectares of forest that was once the lifeblood of the 
timber industry in the south west.  Much of this area is not old-growth forest.  As a matter of fact, in excess of 60 
per cent of it is not old-growth forest.  Much of it is forest that has been cut over for at least five or six 
generations.  Much of it is forest, particularly in those sunklands, that has been the lifeblood of the Nannup mill, 
which is still in existence today.  We are closing up significant areas of forest that are mineral and gas 
prospective and that are significantly affected by dieback.  I will raise those issues again at the consideration in 
detail stage of this Bill.  Many of those areas have not been burnt for many years.  I ask again how we will 
access these areas.  I will raise the issues about the national park adjacent to Jalbarragup.  Many of those people 
who are good, solid socialist supporters will not be able to go out and cut one stick of wood for firewood in those 
areas.  I raise those issues with all due sincerity. 
MR A.J. DEAN (Bunbury) [3.00 pm]:  I will make a brief contribution to this debate, mainly because I have 
extensive personal knowledge of Butler block and Hilliger block.  I have been going through those places since I 
was in my mother’s womb, so to speak, so I know them quite well.  I will deal with Butler block first of all, 
which is north of Hilliger block.  Much of this land abuts the Blackwood River.  The fascinating thing about 
Butler block is not just its size and the quality of its jarrah forest; there is something unbotanical about it.  Butler 
block was obviously named after John Francis Wiltshire-Butler, who was a firefighter who died.  One of the bits 
of trivia that goes along with Butler block is that that man’s grandson won three Australian Record Industry 
Association awards the other night with the John Butler Trio.  Therefore, there is a connection between the 
Fremantle music scene and a fire death in Nannup some 50-odd years ago.   
As I said, Butler block is north of Hilliger block.  Recently, the Premier went to Bunbury, and we met - 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Butler block is not in the Butler National Park. 
Mr A.J. DEAN:  No.  The Premier went to Bunbury six or seven months ago on one of his frequent trips - I 
always welcome him.  We went to see Mrs Hilliger and took the maps with us.  She is an old Dutch lady who 
lives just off Blair Street in Bunbury with her son.  The Premier and I sat with Mrs Hilliger for half an hour or 
so, had a cup of tea and listened to her experiences.  She came from the Netherlands as a young post-war bride to 
the abysmal conditions of the south west of Western Australia, with no electricity, no running water and very 
few heating and cooling mechanisms.  She told us of her and her husband’s love for the country and that her 
husband was one of the four firefighters killed at Barlee Brook in 1958.  Therefore, she was very appreciative of 
the significance of the naming of Hilliger block and was very pleased to see the maps.   
If members ever have a chance to drive around the area of Hilliger block, particularly off Stewart Road, they will 
be amazed at the quality of the jarrah forest there.  It is quite remarkable.  I am not quite sure which road it 
comes off, but there is an area of virgin jarrah forest there, which is unusual.  There are two or three plots of 
virgin forest left in Western Australia, and there is a plot of virgin jarrah forest in the immediate vicinity of that 
area.  I must declare an interest.  My brother-in-law owns a farm that is just off Jack Track.  In fact, Jack Track 
forms the north east part of his property.  One thing about which Les always reminds me is weed and pest 
control when people come out of national parks and state forests. 
Mr B.K. Masters:  I hope he has good fire insurance. 
Mr A.J. DEAN:  Yes.  Recently, my nephew was at Jack Track, and in the space of 10 minutes he shot a 200-
kilogram boar and a red deer.  That area is probably more inundated with feral livestock than it should be.  I 
know that that is a worry for landholders in that area.   
All up, I believe the people of the south west are pleased that we are including these forest blocks in a national 
park system.  I know that I am, because certainly in the past 45 years of my memory, this area has not changed 
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much, and I am pleased that, as far as we can see, it will not change in perpetuity, except for the ravages of fire 
and natural changes in ecosystems.  I am pleased that the minister has brought this legislation into the 
Parliament, and I am pleased that when I have retired from this place in about 12 years I will be able to go down 
to that area and enjoy the amenity of the Hilliger and Butler National Parks. 
DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.04 pm]:  I congratulate the Government on bringing this Bill before 
the House.  I am very concerned that it has been put on the Table only three weeks before the end of this session 
of Parliament and that the Bill will not go through the Parliament.  It might go through this House, but, similar to 
a Bill that was introduced a few weeks ago, it might remain on the Table of the upper House.  When one 
considers that one of the key issues on which this Government was elected was its old-growth forest policy and 
its promise to create new national parks, it is very alarming that this legislation has only just been placed on the 
Table and may not pass through the Parliament.  I know that there is still a great deal of community concern 
about not only the national parks that the Government has said it will create - I say again that the legislation has 
not gone through both Houses yet - but also other forests down south.  Many members of the community were 
very upset when the Government signed off on mining in the Ludlow tuart forest.   
Only three weeks of this parliamentary session are left.  There is still a possibility, although it is remote, that 
within those three weeks the Government might decide to call an election.  I remind government members that in 
the past the Government put a Bill through both Houses within four weeks.  If the Government is serious about 
this Bill, it should make sure that all stages are completed in this House today - that is, it is considered in detail 
and is third read - so that it can go to the Council to be dealt with in order that, hopefully, the Government’s 
promise to the community to create these new national parks will be fulfilled during this Government’s term of 
office. 
MR B.K. MASTERS (Vasse) [3.07 pm]:  It is instructive when considering the Reserves (National Parks and 
Conservation Parks) Bill 2004 to look at a bit of the history that has led to the creation of this Bill.  In the late 
1980s and early 1990s, forestry and the logging of native hardwood forests were significant political, electoral 
and scientific issues.  At that time Australia was ruled by the Hawke-Keating Government.  If my memory 
serves me correctly, in the early 1990s, in an attempt to resolve the ongoing forestry debates, the then Labor 
Government brought in the Resource Assessment Commission to try to have a group of government bureaucrats 
- federal public servants - bring a degree of serious consideration to the various issues that were creating items of 
interest in the mind of the general public.  History shows that the Resource Assessment Commission did not 
achieve the outcomes that the Government of the day was hoping for.  I am not suggesting that the Government 
of the day wanted a particular outcome in terms of protecting this forest or not protecting that forest, but there 
was no resolution of the ongoing forestry debate. 
In about 1993, the then Paul Keating Government decided that there should be the Regional Forest Agreement 
process.  It was from that decision, which is now more than 10 years old, that in the lead-up to the 2001 state 
election very high emotions were generated over the previous state coalition Government’s Regional Forest 
Agreement process.  When we consider the very high level of public interest in the forestry issue in the lead-up 
to that February 2001 election and the relatively high vote for the green parties in that election, we can 
understand, I guess, why this Government seems to be making so many of its decisions on the basis of, first and 
foremost, whether they will please the Greens (WA) and the environmental movement within Western Australia.  
There is no doubt in my mind that over the past four years the Government has made a large number of 
environmental and related decisions in the hope that those decisions will shore up the green vote at the next 
election, at the same time as it ensures that the Greens’ preferences will flow to the Australian Labor Party.   
A few weeks after the 2001 election I looked at what was then an incomplete, but near complete, summary of 
how the votes had been cast and how the preferences had been distributed in that election.  I know that the Labor 
Party and the Greens do not like my saying this, but, lo and behold, the truth is that the vast majority of seats that 
the Labor Party won at the 2001 election were won on the back of One Nation preferences.  They were not won 
on the basis of preferences from the Greens (WA).  At that time those sorts of statements by people like me were 
pooh-poohed by this Government because that was not considered to be the sort of message it wanted to send to 
the broader community.  It is interesting that, two to three weeks after the 2004 federal election, some analysts 
are looking at exactly the same distribution of preferences and primary votes as they relate to the Australian 
Greens in the recent federal election.  Guess what, Madam Acting Speaker?  The conclusion of some political 
analysts today is that at the recent federal election the Australian Greens’ votes did not count for any support for 
the Labor Party.  The reason I am giving this history is that I think the Government and in particular this minister 
have made a very inappropriate decision to try to base so many of their environmental decisions on whether it 
will be good for their green electoral support at the next election.  I have said in this place several times in the 
past that the most important thing for any minister to do when making a decision is to ask what is good for all 
Western Australians.  The Bill before us today is yet another example of a decision that was made by this 
Government for the wrong reasons.  It may have received its mandate in 2001 from the electorate.  I do not argue 
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with that.  I am certainly not suggesting that anyone revisit the old-growth forest logging debate.  As I said to the 
Liberal Party at its first party room meeting after the election, in Pemberton of all places, in May or June 2001 - 
at that time I was a member of the party - we as a political party must make it quite clear once and for all that the 
logging of old-growth forests is dead in the water and is not an issue to be revisited, because it is not an issue 
that will do the Liberal Party or any political party any benefit if it opens that as a potential future use of our 
forests.   

If we put aside the issue of logging of old-growth forests and analyse the detail of this Bill to a greater degree, I 
believe we will see that, although the general thrust of the Bill is understandable and, to a certain degree, 
commendable, it misses the mark significantly.  What do I mean by that?  The first concern I have is that of the 
tens of thousands of hectares of state forest and other crown land that are to be protected in national parks and 
conservation parks, very little is old-growth forest.  I understand that the figure varies, based on the information 
contained in the Regional Forest Agreement.  I point out to the minister that at no stage was there any serious 
criticism of the science behind the RFA.  Therefore, if we accept that the science of the RFA was accurate, the 
maps of old-growth forests produced during the RFA process show that only between 10 and 30 per cent of the 
forests that are to be protected under this legislation are old-growth forests.  What does that in turn mean?  That 
means that between 70 and 90 per cent of the forests and other lands to be protected under this legislation are 
regrowth forests.  If we put aside the principle of no logging of old-growth forests, in theory that 70 to 90 per 
cent of old-growth forest that is to be protected and forever locked up under this legislation could have continued 
to be productive forest.  Now 70 to 90 per cent of these tens of thousands of hectares will be locked up against 
virtually all productive uses for the foreseeable future.   

I do not wish to talk about conspiracy theories, but there is little doubt that the green movement, the Australian 
Labor Party, this Government and this minister have used the Government’s mandate to not log old-growth 
forests to remove from productive forestry as much state forest as possible.  In many cases some of the regrowth 
forests, which will now be locked up, should be closed to logging.  There are high conservation values in some 
of them, there are significant tourism and recreation values in others, there might be water catchment values to 
be protected in other areas and so on.  However, the vast majority of the land to be locked up will be locked up 
not to protect environmental or old-growth forest values, but simply to stop as much logging as possible within 
the native hardwood forests in the south west of the State.  This is a severe reduction in the area of logging and 
in the volume of timber coming out of our forests, which has been a long-term goal of the voluntary conservation 
movement for a number of decades.  It is unfortunate that the wider community does not understand the 
implications of that, and I will refer to that later.   
The second point I want to make specifically about the Bill is to highlight the point raised earlier by the member 
for Warren-Blackwood.  Many of the new national parks and conservation parks to be created within our south 
west forest region are contiguous; they adjoin each other.  For example, the explanatory memorandum on the 
Bill indicates that the areas referred to in clauses 7 and 10, which are the Butler block and the Blackwood River 
National Park, abut each other along a significant adjoining boundary.  As the member for Warren-Blackwood 
has pointed out, we are not in effect creating 30 new national parks, nature reserves or conservation parks.  The 
number is probably closer to 20 than 30.  It is not a particularly serious crime for a member of government, but it 
is unfortunate that the ALP’s commitment while in opposition to create 30 new national parks is somewhat 
dishonest and is something of a spin.  
Mr P.D. Omodei:  In fact, the RFA is probably closer to the mark.   
Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I think the member for Warren-Blackwood is very close to the mark.  The RFA, for the 
most part, recommended the preservation of many of the areas to which we have referred.  
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Twelve new ones and additions to 24.  I think it was more honest.   
Mr B.K. MASTERS:  The Government has put its spin on it.  If the media is not interested, that will have to be 
taken on the chin.  The reality, which I will refer to in a minute, is that the consequences of that spin are only 
now starting to become apparent in Western Australia, including in my electorate.   
The next matter I raise relates to the ongoing management cost of the 30 new national parks.  I stood in this place 
previously and pointed out that although $25 million of new money has apparently been provided by the 
Government to the Department of Conservation and Land Management to “look after” these national parks, the 
reality is that a very large proportion of the money is allocated to iconic-type activities.  I refer, for example, to 
the construction of major new tourist roads through some southern forests and the construction of the sky jetty, 
but I will not go into that matter now.  A significant proportion of the $25 million will not go into the 
management of our forests.  That poses a number of short, medium and long-term consequences.  By way of 
example, I advise the minister that the Busselton Naturalists Club, of which I am a member, has conducted 
Sunday walks in the past two months through two proposed national parks.  One was in my electorate and one 
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was just outside.  I refer to the proposed Yelverton National Park and the Bramley National Park.  I would advise 
most people not to bother going to the proposed Yelverton National Park, except for a small area in the north 
east of the reserve area.  The forest has been very heavily logged.  The silviculture treatment applied after the 
logging was significantly deficient with a resulting seriously degraded jarrah-marri forest.  The number of stems 
per hectare is several times higher than the amount desirable in order to achieve the sort of forest that was in the 
area prior to European settlement.  Also, the Yelverton block estate forest has significant gravel pits scattered 
throughout its length and breadth.  The regeneration attempted to date by the Department of Conservation and 
Land Management has been very cursory.  I do not mean that in a critical way, as CALM has not had the 
finances to do anything but a cursory job in revegetating and rehabilitating those gravel pits.  That national park 
contains a number of degraded areas that need significant monetary input from the Government to manage them 
better.  The Bramley area of state forest and the national park proposed for the north west and east of Margaret 
River townsite has far higher environmental values than the Yelverton National Park, I am happy to say.  It is 
very close to, and even adjoins in places, the Margaret River townsite, and the people pressures on that national 
park will be significant.  I commend a Department of Conservation and Land Management employee named 
Clare Forward who helped the Busselton Naturalists Club greatly in organising walks and providing maps, 
historical information and so on.  Clare pointed out ongoing problems with trail bikes, BMX bikes, timber 
removal, rock removal for domestic gardens and a range of other problems and threats associated with the 
proximity of that national park to the Margaret River townsite.  I know that the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River 
has been getting the stick lately from a number of quarters.  I do not wish to be misinterpreted.  Any community 
of people living right next door to a national park will pose pressures on the national park.  I am not pointing the 
finger at the Margaret River community.  The large number of people there places pressure on the adjoining 
bushland area, which in turn requires management and a funding commitment from the Government.   

Clauses 12 to 16 of the Bill before us today indicate that the five national parks described all have extremely 
irregular boundaries.  In nature conservation, if one wishes to protect an area of land and manage it as efficiently 
as possible, in theory it should be circular or square.  The reality is that one never achieves the ideal shapes, but 
one should strive for shapes that are as easy to manage as possible.  The national park proposed within the cities 
of Armadale and Gosnells and the shire of Kalamunda has an incredibly convoluted boundary.  It is broken up 
into about 15 separate pieces of state forest that will soon be amalgamated into a national park.  Therefore, it will 
have large management costs.  One can conclude that the $25 million the Government has allocated so far, none 
of which I assume has been spent on the management of any of the proposed national parks, will not be enough 
to manage those national parks.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.]  

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  It is important that I discuss briefly the unexpected consequences of the Government’s 
decision not just to ban logging of old-growth forest, but to extend the ban in such a way that very large areas of 
potentially productive forest, all of which was regrowth, is to be included in the 30 new national parks to be 
protected, and therefore denied to the timber industry.  I raised with the Premier today the issue of 12 people 
being laid off from the outdoor furniture manufacturer based in my electorate, Jensen Jarrah.  I spoke to one of 
the workers, and he and the other 11 are hopeful they will be re-employed next week.  The opportunity is 
provided this week for Max Jensen, the Government and other timber suppliers to get together to arrive at a 
mutually acceptable outcome.  I do not doubt that timber is available for Max Jensen to use in his timber mill.  
History is important here.  Max Jensen in the early 1990s saw a waste product being burnt by the sawmillers in 
places like Nannup.  These were short lengths of dressed jarrah that for various reasons had to be cut off from 
longer pieces and for which they simply had no market anywhere in Western Australia.  By short, I mean 45 
centimetres or shorter in length.  Max Jensen to his credit saw those pieces of timber and visualised outdoor 
furniture made from jarrah.  He has taken this idea and turned it into a $10 million to $14 million per annum 
industry with significant exports of high-quality and high-value-added jarrah as outdoor furniture around the 
world, particularly to America.  Max Jensen pioneered this part of the industry by using waste product and he 
has been told by timber suppliers that they are no longer producing as much of the short length otherwise waste 
product as they used to; therefore, if he wants to buy timber to continue to build outdoor furniture, he will have 
to buy it at a significantly increased cost.  I am told this can be 50 per cent more expensive.  He will have to buy 
the normal long lengths of jarrah sold to every other jarrah consumer in the State and then cut it up into the short 
lengths on which the business is based.  I am sure the minister can appreciate that Max Jensen was not 
particularly happy with that outcome.  I am sorry to say it, but that is a direct consequence of the Government’s 
decision to reduce the allowable cut as a result of the policy of no logging in old-growth forest.  If we still had 
350 000 cubic metres of jarrah being cut today, the same volume of short length jarrah rejects available three 
years ago would still be produced today.  As the cut has gone down, so in theory has the volume of waste timber 
reduced.  I do not think the Government understood that consequence when it implemented its old-growth forest 
policy.   
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I also remind the minister that the Busselton Jetty is a heritage listed structure.  It is arguably the biggest tourist 
attraction in the south west of Western Australia - by that I mean south of Perth.  It has a heritage character of 
great significance, remembering that virtually 100 per cent of it was built from jarrah.  In order to save costs, for 
the past 10, 12 or 14 years, jarrah logs have been used for the jetty’s piles, but steel and concrete decking has 
been used to reduce costs and prolong life and to continue to provide the amenity and serviceability that the jetty 
has always provided.  Now the use of timber for the jetty piles is at considerable risk, because the number of logs 
coming out of our forests has diminished significantly.  As I have said previously -  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The Hotham Valley heritage railway line needs a few jarrah sleepers.  It will have trouble as 
well.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  That is something I did not know.  I appreciate the advice of the member for Warren-
Blackwood.   

The consequence for the Busselton Jetty Management Committee is that it may be forced to use concrete or steel 
at a cost three to 10 times greater than the cost of jarrah piles, or it may have look to the eastern States to buy 
hardwood logs at a cost that is at least twice as expensive as the cost of using home-grown jarrah logs from our 
south west forests.  The minister’s policy is potentially putting at risk various aspects of the viability and heritage 
character of the Busselton Jetty.   

Western Power also uses jarrah poles in its activities.  In answer to a question I asked the Minister for Energy, he 
advised that the $1.8 billion that the Government wishes to spend over the next four years mainly to refurbish 
rural Western Australia’s electricity supplies will require 8 000 power poles every year.  If those power poles are 
not made from jarrah or some other native hardwood, guess what?  They will have to be made from steel, 
concrete or some other material that is far more expensive than jarrah poles.  The jarrah poles may be bent and 
twisted and have other defects that render them less than suitable for milling.  Therefore, there may be no better 
use for them than the use that Western Power has in mind.  If Western Power does not have access to these 
poles, at the end of the day the Western Australian taxpayers, as the ultimate owners of Western Power, will 
have to face significant additional costs.   

I will now advise the House of the final unexpected consequence of the Government’s policy.  Prior to the 2001 
election, a gentleman by the name of Murray Johnston approached me and said that old-growth forest logging 
had to be stopped because it was destroying the resource on which the fine furniture and fine arts industry was 
dependent.  After the election he came back to me and said that the Government’s policy was putting such severe 
constraints on any access to old-growth timber from our forests that his industry would be severely curtailed.   

Mr M. McGowan:  I don’t believe you.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I would hope that members recognise that I am not someone who tells lies.  If the member 
had not been so rude as to interrupt, I would have said that I think the Government has addressed that issue by 
making access to fallen timber in productive forests, and maybe even in national parks and nature reserves, more 
accessible to the fine arts and furniture trade.  That problem was unforeseen, but it shows - it is my 
understanding that the issue has been resolved - that these things can be resolved if there is a desire on the part of 
the Government to have them resolved.   

The final comment I wish to make is that there is certainly a significant degree of cynicism associated with the 
Government’s statement that it has to get this legislation through this House with some urgency.  As the member 
for Alfred Cove pointed out, the reality is that it is very unlikely that this Bill and other legislation creating the 
remaining 30 national parks will progress through the upper House.  The Government has been critical of the 
upper House.  It has said that in the order of 80 Bills are waiting to be progressed.  I understand that the 
Government has a priority list of about 40 Bills that it wants passed and that that number could grow to 45 or 50.  
I doubt that this, or a host of other legislation that should get through, will get through the upper House.   

In conclusion, I am prepared to offer my support for this legislation because, in theory and in principle, it meets 
the Government’s commitment to the people of Western Australia that was made in the lead-up to the 2001 
election.  Having said that, however, the Government must accept that it will have to address some ongoing 
problems - some new and some that were foreseen at the time - in order to be fair to all those who will be 
impacted on in a negative way by its commitment to create 30 new national parks.  I see a potential in the future 
for some of the national park boundaries to be amended in exactly same way that Hon Kim Chance sees the 
potential for national park boundaries to be amended if there is good scientific, economic, social or other 
justifications.  I do not wish for members to interpret that to mean that I support a return to old-growth forest 
logging, because I do not support that at all.  However, I advise members -  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.A. Radisich):  I remind the member for Kalgoorlie that it is out of order for him 
to walk between the Acting Speaker and the member who is on his or her feet.   
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Mr M.J. Birney:  Madam Deputy Speaker, that is why I ducked when I sat down.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  That is not acceptable.  Please do not do it again.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  Although these boundaries have been created through a process that has taken two or three 
years, and although the boundaries protect most, if not all, of the old-growth forests remaining in our south west 
forest region, nonetheless I do not see them as being absolutely sacrosanct.  As long as there are no significant 
environmental or other consequences in modifying those boundaries, the Government must appreciate that there 
may be a need to move the boundaries to meet the future justified aspirations of people in the south west and in 
Perth.   

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.38 pm]:  It gives me great pleasure to 
contribute to the debate on the Reserves (National Parks and Conservation Parks) Bill 2004.  I do so on the basis 
of the great support for what has been proposed by the Government and the Minister for the Environment.  I am 
very proud to be a member of the Government that is taking steps to preserve these areas of our great State for 
future generations.  This is the second of three Bills that will be introduced to preserve the 30 national parks.  I 
am very happy that this Government is taking these steps.  It is a shame that I did not get an opportunity to speak 
on the earlier Bill.  I would like to outline to the House what the Government is proposing before I get deeper 
into this debate.   

This Bill will create a further nine national parks in the south west forest of Western Australia.  It will also create 
two new conservation reserves.  It is the second of three Bills.  As I indicated, another Bill will put a further nine 
national parks in place in the future.  A previous Bill established about 10 national parks.  The national and 
conservation parks to be established under this Bill are in the Shires of Nannup, Augusta-Margaret River, West 
Arthur, Beverley, Kalamunda, Mundaring, Northam, York, Armadale and Gosnells.  Some conservation parks 
also will be established in the Shires of Collie and Augusta-Margaret River.  In addition, for members who were 
here during the great debates of 1999 on this issue, the names of the new national parks will resonate; namely, 
Butler, Hilliger, Milyeannup, Blackwood River, Helena, Wandoo, Canning, Mundaring and Pickering Brook.  In 
total, the Bill seeks to create about 140 000 hectares of new national parks, of which more than 104 000 hectares 
will be newly reserved for conservation.  The balance will be from cancelled conservation parks.  In addition, the 
Bill will create more than 3 000 hectares of new conservation parks.  In effect, it appears that the net gain will be 
more than 100 000 hectares of our forests to be preserved for future generations.  

As outlined by a previous speaker, it also contains some provision for the mining industry to access below 
ground in the parks for oil and gas exploration and exploitation of those resources, and some access to some of 
the coal reserves that sit under these national parks.  I understand it is not a controversial issue with 
conservationists because, as anyone who has knowledge of the oil and gas industry knows, it is easy to access 
those resources from outside the boundaries of the parks in question.  I have not heard of any disagreement with 
that approach by members of the oil and gas industry.  They appear to be at ease with it.  

As I said earlier, I am very pleased with this.  I was in this place during the 1999 debates when this issue was 
very topical in Western Australia.  At that time, I think even the Leader of the Opposition - the then Deputy 
Leader of the Liberal Party - described the preservation of these forests as the most significant issue in Western 
Australia.  Members might recall his interview with Roger Martin in, I think, the first piece Roger wrote for The 
Australian, in which he examined these issues.  In that interview the then Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party 
said it was the most important issue in Western Australia.  He also said that he would like to have had carriage of 
this issue so that it did not turn into the fiasco it turned into under the Court Government.  Members opposite 
will remember that.  I am sure that became an issue around the cabinet table among members who were 
ministers at the time, two of whom are sitting opposite me.  One minister had the arrogance to say publicly in 
1999 that if he had handled the issue, it would not have become the public issue it did.  I am sure the member for 
Warren-Blackwood remembers that very well.  He was positively apoplectic that his factional colleague had 
adopted that stance on one of his portfolio areas.  I recall his becoming so upset at the time that he even 
threatened to resign from the Liberal Party.  I am sure my recollection is correct that he constantly and regularly 
threatened to resign from the Liberal Party and contest his seat as an Independent.   

At the same time what was happening on the other side of the House with the then Opposition, of which I was a 
member?  We had a dedicated shadow Minister for the Environment who put together a policy to preserve these 
forests.  The Liberal Party was in complete disarray and, as I recall, the then Deputy Premier, Hendy Cowan, a 
decent bloke, did not quite grasp the issue.   

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I am sure he does actually.  While he was in this Chamber debating the issue, Anne Burns 
wrote an article in which she stated that he put his size 12 foot in his mouth when he spoke on it because he was 
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not quite across the issue.  While all that consternation prevailed among those in the Liberal and National 
Parties, I can remember sitting opposite watching the Leader of the National Party, who sat in the now 
Treasurer’s seat, and the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, who sat in the now Leader of the House’s seat, 
having an argument across the then Premier, who was looking very sheepish at the time.  They knew it was an 
issue on which Western Australians were informed, and they could not handle it.  A member was threatening to 
resign from the party and they wanted to keep on side certain industry interests.  What happened?  The Labor 
Opposition’s outstanding shadow spokesperson for the environment put together a policy, which was passed by a 
state conference and then put out to the people.  There was a stark contrast between the Liberal-National Court 
Government’s policy and that of the then Opposition led by Geoff Gallop.  We flagged out intention to preserve 
all the old-growth forests, and the Liberal-National Party Government indicated that it would continue to knock 
them over.  That was the point of difference and we were able to take that to the people.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That’s not true.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  It is absolutely true.  I never saw a coalition policy to save old-growth forests.  I will 
address the coalition’s present stance on it shortly.  Why did the Labor Opposition develop a policy to save those 
forests?  This is the State’s 175th year.  Over the past, perhaps, 120 years that trees have been logged in the south 
west, 90 per cent of the original timber has been knocked over.  There is a small patch of quite remarkable forest 
in the south west of Western Australia, a State that is two and a half times the size of Texas - almost the size of 
India.  What has happened in that 100 or so years of logging?  More than 90 per cent of the original forest has 
been taken out.  I am part of a generation who thinks that was a mistake and that we should try to preserve what 
we have.  I agree with the New South Wales Premier that we should try, as should all generations, to leave the 
earth in as good or better condition than it was in when we found it.  One reason that many people support the 
Labor Party is their perception that it has greater concern for the environment than its opposition colleagues.  
This is one of those issues that makes that quite plain.  It has been demonstrated before with the Franklin-
Gordon, Daintree and Kakadu parks, the establishment of the Environmental Protection Authority, the approach 
to national parks in New South Wales and the efforts to stop clearing in Queensland by the Beattie Government.  
The Labor Party always tries to leave the State, the earth and our country in a better condition than it found it.  
Our opponents do not take that approach to these issues.  The Government put together this policy.  It had a 
$160 million package to ease the transition for the communities of the south west.   
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Put people out of work!   
Mr M. McGOWAN:  I understand that the member for Warren-Blackwood has concerns.  His view is different 
from mine.  His view is different from the view of 90 per cent of Western Australians.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That is not true.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Why is he sitting opposite then?  He is sitting there because his Government was kicked 
out of office.  This very issue is one of the reasons that the previous Government was kicked out of office.  The 
State Government, through this Bill, the previous Bill and the next Bill, is doing what the Prime Minister less 
than two weeks ago said he wished he could do.  He regularly said during the final two weeks of the election 
campaign that he would love to be able to save the old-growth forests and asked who would not want to save 
old-growth forests.  He said that they are tremendous, beautiful and deserve to be saved for future generations.  
That is exactly what he said.  Only one Government in Australia has taken the necessary steps to preserve that 
heritage for our children, grandchildren, great-grandchildren and beyond.  Only one Government in Australia has 
been able to do that; that is, this Government.  My colleagues and I will be proud in decades to come to say that 
we were part of a Government that did that.  A few weeks ago the Prime Minister said that he would love to be 
able to save old-growth forests.  What did he do?  He squibbed.  He will not do it.  He is 65 years of age.  He 
does not have that concern for his kids, his grandkids and so on.   

The approach of the Opposition to this Bill is very interesting.  The member for Warren-Blackwood said that we 
had rushed the legislation.  In his remarks earlier today he said that it was way too rushed.  He said that the 
Government had not thought it through, that it was a rushed job, and that it should be left and we should think 
about it further in the future.  The opposition environment spokesperson, the member for Merredin, yesterday 
said that the Government had been too slow and had let people down because this had come way too late.  The 
coalition of the unwilling has two directly contradictory approaches to this Bill.  The Government is kind of in 
the middle.  We must be right if we are in the middle!  We are in the political centre, so we must be right.  The 
real issue for Western Australians to consider is that an election will be held fairly shortly.   
Mr M.J. Birney:  When?   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I will let the member for Kalgoorlie know in due course.  We might even give the member 
a job after the election, when he is looking for one.   
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Mr M.J. Birney:  What will you give me?   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  It might be a job for one of the companies in Iraq.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Did you tell the journos that I was managing Barry Haase’s campaign?  Was it you who made 
that mistake?  Were you trying to dig yourself out of your own hole?   
Mr M. McGOWAN:  Would the member for Kalgoorlie be embarrassed if he were? 
Mr M.J. Birney:  Was it you?   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The member is obviously embarrassed.  He obviously will not support his Liberal Party 
colleague.   
Mr M.J. Birney:  You have embarrassed yourself. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The member is embarrassed about his federal Liberal colleague.   

Western Australians will have to consider the truth at the state election, which will be held fairly shortly.  The 
matter they will have to consider in a few months is that Western Australia has a Government that is committed 
to preserving the State’s old-growth forests.  The Government has put in place a scientific process for the 
logging of jarrah, as the Premier outlined today.  The Conservation Commission of Western Australia has 
undertaken an extensive and comprehensive process.  It has reached the conclusion that an ecologically 
sustainable level of jarrah cut is 131 000 cubic metres per annum.  Why has it come to that conclusion?  It has 
done so because we have overcut the jarrah forests of Western Australia for many decades.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  An amount of 680 000 cubic metres under Labor!  An amount of 850 000 tonnes of 
woodchips under Labor!   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Exactly.  We have overcut for many decades.  The consequence of that is that we must 
come up with a sustainable level so that there will be jobs in the industry in the decades to come.  That is the 
answer; we must come up with a sustainable level of cut so that in the decades to come there will be jobs for 
timber workers.  The Leader of the Opposition has said in this Parliament, and it is stated on the Liberal Party 
web site and in its press releases, that a Liberal Government would allow an annual cut of 181 000 cubic metres.  
The member for Warren-Blackwood has admitted that he is not an expert.  The experts all say that a cut of 
181 000 cubic metres is not sustainable.  What would be the consequence of a cut of that size?  It would mean 
that we would need to go into the old-growth forests.  The choice is stark.  This Government will not allow that.  
The Opposition would allow that; it would allow our old-growth forests to be cut in the future.  Members 
opposite might say that they will not, but if it walks like a duck, looks like a duck and quacks like a duck, it is a 
duck.  The Opposition said that a cut of 181 000 cubic metres should be allowed.  That would mean that a 
Liberal Government would allow our old-growth forests to be cut.  People need to be aware of that.  It is a re-run 
of 2001.  Members opposite would allow the chainsaws back into those areas and we will not.   
MS J.A. RADISICH (Swan Hills) [3.56 pm]:  I support the legislation introduced by the Minister for the 
Environment.  I commend her for her efforts.  I know that creating these national parks has been a long and 
detailed process, but I am pleased that five new national parks have been created in the Perth hills out of the 30 
national parks that will be created under this package of legislation.  I will comment on the proposed Helena and 
Mundaring National Parks, which are in my electorate and are welcomed by my community.  Some contentious 
issues are associated with a Water Corporation site within the proposed Mundaring National Park.  The 
construction of a future drinking water treatment facility is an issue that has been ongoing for some time.  The 
Water Corporation previously proposed that it would be on the top of Mundaring hill, which will fall within the 
Mundaring National Park.  I am pleased that that area comes within the national park.  That site is of historic 
significance to the local area and I believe that it also has Aboriginal heritage significance.  In fact, Mundaring is 
derived from Aboriginal words.  The Water Corporation has not unveiled to the community the other potential 
18 sites for the future drinking water treatment plant, which I am disappointed about.  I have sought that 
information for quite some time.  The minister said in her second reading speech when introducing this 
legislation that -  

Should this site be selected and subject to community consultation and environmental and ministerial 
approval, an excision from the Mundaring National Park for these facilities may be required in the 
future.  

The key part of that sentence is “should this site be selected”.  Therefore, it is currently not selected.  The other 
key words are “subject to community consultation”.  There was very poor community consultation on the part of 
the Water Corporation during the process of establishing new drinking water storage tanks in that vicinity.  
There has certainly been insufficient consultation on the development of the drinking water treatment plant.  The 
other key point is that this is subject to environmental and ministerial approval.  There is certainly a long way to 
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go should the Water Corporation choose that to be the most cost-effective site for the plant.  There is a lot of 
work to be done and members can be assured that the community of Mundaring and its surrounds will have its 
say when this issue arises again.  I hope some protection can be afforded to this site given that it will fall within 
the Mundaring National Park.   
The Helena National Park has also been a proposal of some interest to my local community.  As members would 
be aware, Alcoa has a lease over that area.  I understand that in future it expects to run a large conveyor belt 
through the national park.  That has been of concern to some people who have made submissions.  Discussions 
have been held with Alcoa and the Department of Environment to see what can be done to ensure the best 
outcome for the fauna that needs to be able to travel freely throughout that area.  Part of the role of national parks 
is to provide flora and fauna habitats, and that needs to be promoted.  The best part of the outcome was the 
democratic process that was available.  People had their chance to contribute, make submissions and participate 
in that process.  A different outcome may have been more desirable, but I am very pleased that Helena National 
Park will be developed and will form an integral part of the natural environment in Mundaring. 
DR J.M. EDWARDS (Maylands - Minister for the Environment) [4.01 pm]:  I thank all members who 
contributed to this debate this afternoon and yesterday.  I thank them for supporting this Bill, which is part of a 
package of three Bills to create 30 new national parks.  As members have said, this Bill will create five new 
national parks in the Perth hills area, four new national parks in the Blackwood area and two new conservation 
parks, Rapids and Westralia, as well as adding to the Greater Preston National Park.   
A number of common themes have been raised and I will deal with those.  The first issue that has been raised on 
a number of occasions relates to the timing.  For the sake of the record, I remind members that these parks all 
arise as a commitment from a policy.  The policy is a very detailed policy that names the new national parks; it 
goes through the areas; in some cases it allocates a number of hectares to particular areas; and it spells out the 
detail that guided the Conservation Commission when it put out a discussion paper preceding the forest 
management plan, which provided guidance for the draft forest management plan, which has then been 
reaffirmed in the final forest management plan.  One of the major reasons for what is perceived to be a delay is 
the fact that the plan had to go through a very rigorous process.  As I said, there was a discussion paper, a draft 
forest management plan and a final forest management plan.  As I have said before, there was a lot of engaging 
with the community.  We received some 5 600 submissions on the way through that process.  It takes time to go 
through all of those submissions and take them into account.  All of the national park boundaries have been put 
out for public consultation for 60 days, particularly to make sure that local people can have input.  As a result of 
those comments, we have modified and altered quite a lot of the boundaries.  Of necessity, all of that takes time.  
Equally, we have gone back and put in these Bills issues that have been outstanding, sometimes since 1987.  Our 
priority has been to put into place the national parks that we promised and then to bring forward the national 
parks proposed under the Regional Forest Agreement.  Indeed, 12 of the national parks that were included in the 
RFA are part of our 30, and that is spelt out in our policy.  On top of that, we have gone back further and picked 
up other national parks, but I signal that, in future, further reserves Bills will be presented because there is still 
outstanding work to be done from old forest management plans. 
I now make some comments about the mining issues.  Westralia and Rapids Conservation Parks are limited in 
this Bill to depths of 30 metres because of coal deposits.  This is something we have brought forward unaltered 
from the RFA.  This is not our proposal.  It was negotiated as part of the RFA and we are bringing it forward 
unchanged because that is what was negotiated at that time.  I think members have been briefed, but for those 
who have not, the limit of 30 metres is because of the depth of the coal deposits and the recognition of its 
strategic importance.  People have asked how those deposits would be accessed.  That would occur after a full 
environmental assessment, after the Conservation Commission had signed off on any application and after there 
had been community consultation. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  And after agreement by both Houses of Parliament? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  That is right.  When coal deposits are accessed, it is done on a decline and it is possible to 
do that from outside the area.  I guess that is what was proposed by the previous Government when it signed off 
on those areas as conservation parks and at that depth limit.  Similarly, there are four national parks in this batch 
that are limited to a depth of 200 metres, recognising the hydrocarbon potential, in particular gas, that exists 
beneath those national parks.  The figure of 200 metres is consistent with what the previous Government did 
with all marine parks, which are also limited to that depth.  That depth was chosen because of the hydrocarbon 
issue.  Access to these deposits would be done following a full EPA assessment, after the Conservation 
Commission had looked at the issue and after community consultation, and if all those processes succeed there is 
the opportunity for directional drilling.  I am informed that if directional drilling were to occur after all those 
steps had been undertaken the surface infrastructure may not even disturb the national park above.  That is why 
those conservation parks and national parks are being put forward based on different depths. 
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Another issue that was raised was dieback and I want to make some comments about that matter.  Some of the 
figures that have been thrown around are inaccurate.  We say that 15 per cent dieback infestation occurs in that 
south west region.  It is wrong to extrapolate that to every single national park in this State.  That problem is 
much more prevalent in the south west than in other parts of the State.  Dieback does concern us.  It is a major 
environmental issue and a major environmental threat.  If we were to say that we would never create a national 
park because there was some sort of threat, we would not have any national parks at all, because no matter where 
we look there is always some sort of threatening process, whether it be dieback, fire, weeds, feral animals or 
salinity.  Threatening processes are a fact of life and they should not necessarily stop us from doing something 
that needs to be done for greater conservation.  I throw this question back to the member for Warren-Blackwood: 
what about the 12 national parks he was proposing as part of the RFA? 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  I am saying there was no dieback in those. 
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  They were pure; there was no dieback in those.  The dieback came about when a Labor 
Government was elected! 
Mr B.J. Grylls:  Did it? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  That is what the member is saying. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  I think if you are going to create any new national parks, there should be a thorough dieback 
assessment.  If the forest is going to die, I cannot see the point of putting it into a national park. 
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Maybe this explains why so few national parks were created under the previous 
Government.  It is unprecedented for 30 new national parks to be created by one Government. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  We have set aside more national parks than you have, in area. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No way.  That is what is called misleading the House.  That does not stack up.  That is an 
unfounded assertion. 
The member for Merredin asked what were the costs to treat dieback with phosphite.  I have some information 
for him.  At the risk of sounding a bit bureaucratic, obviously the costs vary according to the terrain and the 
vegetation.  However, on average, helicopter application costs approximately $400 to $500 a hectare, and stem 
injection costs approximately $2 000 to $3 000 a hectare. 
I will now comment about moneys going into national parks, because again that issue was raised by a number of 
speakers.  Twenty-five million dollars of new money is going in over four years.  That has been happening since 
2001. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is that $25 million a year or is that divided by four? 
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I just said that it is going in over four years.  Does the member have wax in his ears?  That 
money is already being spent on the ground.  For example, in the member for Swan Hills’ electorate, some 
excellent capital works facilities have already been put in place in some of the proposed parks.  On top of that, 
there is an extra $35.7 million in this budget, and over the next four years, for visitor facilities and roading in 
parks statewide.  We are serious about creating national parks, and to do that we have even more new moneys in 
our budget and forward estimates to make sure that we have the facilities that people need to enjoy those parks. 
The member for Warren-Blackwood accused us of rushing, but other people accused us of delaying.  I believe 
we have got it right. 
Mr B.J. Grylls:  You are rushing to get it through before the end of your term. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No, that is not true.  I have just been through the facts, and I will repeat them, if the 
member wants me to.  We had a discussion paper that outlined where the parks would go; we had a full process 
with workshops in the south west in 2001; we had a draft forest management plan; we had a forest round table; 
we had a final forest management plan; and we had an Environmental Protection Authority assessment.  All of 
that concluded at the end of last year.  Since that time, all the parks have been rolled out in batches for 60 days 
consultation. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What’s the rush? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The member for Merredin has a different view.  This is a really united Opposition.  Thank 
God those members are in different parties, that is all I can say, because I hate to think what the party meetings 
would be like if they were not. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  We have party meetings.  They are most enjoyable. 

Mr M.J. Birney interjected. 
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Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Yes, probably like going to Bali, and we will not ask what the member remembers of his 
party room meetings, because it will not be very much. 

People also made assertions this afternoon that very little of what is in this batch of national parks is old-growth 
forest.  In fact, in this batch of national parks, 38 730 hectares of 144 000 hectares is old growth.  However, as a 
result of some very good work on the Regional Forest Agreement, which the member for Warren-Blackwood 
alluded to, more values than just old growth are protected in these national parks.  Indeed, in the member for 
Swan Hills’ electorate, for example, and in the parks in the northern jarrah forest area, very little old-growth 
forest is left.  However, many other ecosystems need protection.  Again, that is spelt out very well in the 
documents that accompanied the RFA.  A lot of other environmental values need protection in those areas.  To 
the extent that the Opposition picked that up in the 12 national parks that it proposed, we are putting them 
through for the Opposition, but we are adding another 18 national parks to make sure that we are properly 
protecting all the old-growth forests. 

A number of people have asked what has changed.  One significant factor has changed, and that changed on the 
day we came into government; that is, old-growth forest is no longer being logged.  As we move these Bills 
through the Parliament, old-growth forests will be protected in perpetuity. 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No, it is not.  We will make sure that they are protected. 

The member for Bunbury mentioned that he had met some people - I think it was the Hilligers, after whom the 
Hilliger National Park will be named.  I too have met some of those families.  It is very disturbing to meet them 
and to hear about the deaths of the fathers while fighting the fires back in 1958.  However, they are absolutely 
delighted at the recognition we are giving to them.  Indeed, a comment made to me by one of the families was 
that they were thrilled that a national park was being created to protect the forest, because they believed that that 
honoured the work of their father.  Therefore, I am delighted with the naming of Butler and Hilliger National 
Parks and the recognition that that gives to those people.  I am sure that all members will share that view.   

The member for Alfred Cove said that she would like to see this legislation dealt with today.  Yes, so would we, 
and we are well on track.  I thank the member for her support. 

The member for Vasse gave a commentary on politics and logging, which was very interesting.  I believe most 
of the issues he raised have been answered by the general comments I have made.  He made one comment about 
irregular boundaries and pointed to clauses 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16.  There are a number of reasons that some 
boundaries are irregular.  Under clause 16, it is because of the private land.  These national parks are obviously 
on government land, and for that reason some of the boundaries look strange because government land abuts 
private land.  With the others, because of concerns about the yield, we have ducked and weaved somewhat.  If it 
is old-growth forest and regrowth and can be logged in the future, we have made sure that the boundary is in that 
shape, making sure that the yield is sensible and that commonsense is applied to it.  There will not always be 
absolutely straight line boundaries, because that is a factor that we wanted to take into consideration.   

The member for Vasse also made some comments about Jensen Jarrah.  I understand that Max Jensen is meeting 
the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries today.  However, in my discussions with that minister, I have 
been informed that there is enough timber.  Indeed, Max Jensen said that himself on ABC radio.  I hope that 
meeting has a successful outcome, because I believe we can have a win-win situation.   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Is any being sent to Vietnam? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Not under the new contracts, as I am informed, no.  Therefore, anything being sent would 
be timber either from the old contracts and the stockpiles or from old contracts themselves.  The members for 
Rockingham and Swan Hills also contributed to the debate, and I thank them for their contributions. 

I will finish on this note: we are making sure that old-growth forests are protected.  We stopped logging them 
from day one of being elected.  We are moving through and creating the 30 national parks, with good 
consultation with the community.  Despite what the member for Warren-Blackwood has said, he has been 
touting a figure of 180 000 cubic metres.  That is not sustainable. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That was three years ago.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  It is on the Liberal Party’s web site. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  We have not released our new forest policy yet. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Right. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It does not say anything about 181 000 cubic metres. 
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Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  This is what I love.  It is on the web site; it is 181 000 cubic metres.  The Liberals will 
rush in and do it.  We all know that that is code for opening up the old-growth forest.  However, when is a policy 
not a policy?  Okay; the Clayton’s document on the web site says that.  I say this particularly to conservationists: 
beware of how they are clothed.  Old-growth forests, watch out! 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.   

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1:  Short title - 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Will the minister give members an idea of why the legislation has been broken up into three 
parts?  Why is it not just one piece of legislation?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  It is more complicated than it looks to put together a reserves Bill that creates many 
national parks, conservation parks and nature reserves - because it is not just the 30 parks that are being created.  
I have met with people from the Department of Land Information who receive information from the Department 
of Conservation and Land Management.  The member need only look at the back of the Bill to see the amount of 
work that must be done on folios and the level of detail required for each reserve.  A high level of detail is 
required to make sure that the lines on the map are reflected in the lines on the ground and that they stand up to 
proper scrutiny.   

The Bill has been divided into three parts because the staff who are working on the 30 new national parks are 
also working on the forest management plan, as well as carrying out a range of other duties.  The Government 
chose to ask for community consultation regarding the boundaries of the new national parks in batches as they 
were released.  From memory, in early 2002, we released for public comment the batches of boundaries of 
national parks to get feedback, and we have worked through those in batches.  For that reason, when the first 
group was ready, we put them in the first Bill.  The second batch became ready and, as there were some 
stragglers from the first Bill, I decided to draft a second Bill and to introduce that into Parliament.  Yesterday I 
gave the second reading speech on the third Bill.  They are all there.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Are those three Bills on the list of 40 Bills that the Government wants the Legislative 
Council to pass?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  They are definitely on the urgent list that we want passed this year.  The only rider is that 
one of the lists being circulated includes Bills that have already been sent to the Legislative Council.  However, 
from Cabinet’s point of view, the three reserves Bills are on the list.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I take on board that the officers involved in these three pieces of legislation undertook a 
massive amount of work.  Can it be assumed that when the workload of those officers is reduced because the 
Bills have been drafted and introduced into Parliament, those staff will work on the management plans?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No, that cannot be assumed.  Not exactly the same staff are involved in both matters.  
Other people are working on management plans, but they were already working on management plans.  It will be 
up to the executive director to shuffle people internally.  I must point out to the member that I am determined to 
introduce into Parliament other reserves Bills that pick up some of the work done on the forest management plan 
that is not in these reserves Bills.  Other reserves must be legislated for.  Members can see how complicated it is 
to legislate for reserves.  It is not acceptable - it is no-one’s fault - to have reserves outstanding from 1977.  That 
is not ideal.  I will introduce as much legislation as I can to do that, provided the information is current and it is 
sensible to get the land properly legislated as reserve land.  That is preferable to having to constantly refer to 
previous documents to find out the intention of previous Governments and Cabinets of the day.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  During the second reading debate, the member for Rockingham and the Minister for the 
Environment referred to the Liberal Party’s policy on the logging of old-growth forests.  The leader of the 
Liberal Party discussed at a conference the issue of logging 180 000 cubic metres of jarrah.  Had not all those 
areas of two-tier forest been placed in a national park, originally it was intended that there could be some 
clawback of some of the forest resource as a result of the Bills not being passed through Parliament.  I make it 
very clear, so that the minister’s mind is at rest, that we have no intention whatsoever to recall the old-growth 
forest debate.  We will not embark on that debate again.  Our policy will be in line with the resource that has 
been allocated now under the current contracts.  The minister and the member for Rockingham - 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member is testing my patience.  I am sure that the member will somehow relate 
this very closely to the question at hand, which is the short title.   
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I thought that the Liberal Party’s policy had nothing at all to do with this Bill.  I was trying 
your patience, Madam Deputy Speaker, by responding to and placating the minister’s concerns.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  If I could try your patience also, Madam Deputy Speaker, this matter relates to the Bill at 
hand.  The member for Rockingham said that a coalition Government would claw back the legislation that 
reserves these areas for national parks.  As the member for Warren-Blackwood outlined, there is no intention to 
do that.  As he also outlined, there is no intention to log 180 000 cubic metres of jarrah.  The issues raised by the 
minister and the member for Rockingham were untrue.  We look forward to releasing our policy for the next 
election campaign, which will be done in due course.  We will not leave it too late; in fact, an announcement will 
be made shortly.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The road to Damascus has suddenly emerged.  With respect to the member for Warren-
Blackwood - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I have fallen off my horse.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  He has certainly fallen off a horse, and I think he has sustained a head injury.  I look 
forward to seeing the member for Warren-Blackwood in the next Olympic diving team.  Actually, I do not - I 
could not bear it. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I used to have the body for it.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Well may the member for Warren-Blackwood make his comments.  However, his 
problem is that he has form.  I am more inclined to believe the member for Merredin because at least the 
National Party has been fairly consistent, but the Liberal Party has not. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2:  Commencement - 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Clause 2(2) states -  

Section 11 comes into operation on a day fixed by proclamation.   

I have read clause 11.  Why will the Act come into operation on the day on which it receives royal assent, and 
yet section 11 will operate only on a day to be fixed by proclamation?  What is the reason for that?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  That a very good question.  Clause 11 covers the addition to the Greater Preston National 
Park.  That amendment will be made under the first Bill, which will emerge from the other place in due course 
and be proclaimed.  After that Bill was introduced and before the introduction into Parliament of this Bill, 
CALM was able to acquire some land that the Government had wanted to include in the national park.  We had 
not been able to include that land in the first Bill.  This is an addition to a national park that will hopefully be 
created when legislation is passed in the other place.  For those reasons, it cannot be proclaimed until we know 
that the other legislation has been passed and proclaimed.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The minister referred earlier to the program of the upper House and said that the three 
reserves Bills had been placed on the list of 40 government Bills that it urgently wants passed this year.  The Bill 
that has already passed through the lower House is number three on the list.  Will the minister give members an 
indication of the priorities of the other Bills on the list?  That is the only Bill about which I have heard anything.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I cannot think of where it is on the list, but it is on it.  The point I was trying to make 
previously was that it will become more of a priority once it reaches the upper House next week.   

Clause put and passed.   

Clause 3:  Terms used in this Act - 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  For the benefit of placing it on the record of Hansard, will the minister give members her 
understanding of the difference between a conservation park and a national park?  It is important to do that, 
given the mining tenements in the conservation parks.  Will the minister outline how that relates to the ability of 
the mining industry to resume operations in those areas in the future? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  From a statutory point of view, they are both the same.  They have been set aside for 
conservation and recreation.  With regard to how they are viewed and valued, a national park is seen to have a 
higher status than a conservation park from the point of view of conservation.  National parks and conservation 
parks are regarded as equal in terms of mining.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Will the minister indicate the reasoning behind deeming the two conservation parks as such 
rather than as national parks?  That consideration was given to other areas that have water, oil and gas resources.   
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Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I cannot give all that reasoning because I was not a member of the Government that 
decided that those areas should be conservation parks.  Those two conservation parks have essentially been 
carried forward.  Previously the strategic importance of the coal resource - I gather that there is some potential 
for methane as well in one of the parks - caused the area to be labelled a conservation park.  Was there a second 
part to the member’s question? 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Does deeming an area a conservation park make it easier in the future for it to come before the 
Parliament for excision?  Was that a consideration for the other areas that have resources?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Given that they are A-class reserves, they still require parliamentary approval for excision.  
Nevertheless, in terms of perception and politics, something of a signal is being sent.  Four national parks have a 
200-metre depth limit, because we had an election commitment about the areas that would become national 
parks, and that commitment is being honoured.  However, we respect the potential for future gas importance, so 
the depth limit is being applied.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The minister mentioned the 200-metre depth limit in relation to gas and hydrocarbons, 
which was the figure under the previous Government. 

Dr J.M. Edwards:  For marine parks.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The Labor Government does not have a history of following everything that the previous 
conservative Government has done.  What is special about the 200-metre limit?  I understand that drilling in the 
Whicher Range is a number of kilometres deep.  What is so special about 200 metres?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The main point is that it is adequate to protect the conservation values, which is why the 
national park is being formed in the first place.  Our information is that that is a reasonable depth to protect those 
values. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is that something to do with the old titles, which were 200 metres deep?  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No.  The measures of consistencies helped them.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 4 and 5 put and passed.   

Clause 6:  Native title rights and interests -  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  This clause refers to the meaning given to the words “affect” and “native title rights and 
interests”.  I am interested in the negotiations that have taken place with the South West Aboriginal Land and 
Sea Council, which has a claim over most of the lower south west area.  What discussions took place with the 
council on these proposed parks and its interest in those parks?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  There has been discussion with the South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council.  I have 
had a number of meetings with the council.  Officers from the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management and people from my ministerial office have met with the council, so there has been communication 
and consultation on the issue.  This clause provides that nothing done by or under this Bill will affect the 
council’s native title rights and interests.  We had a discussion on a previous Bill about how likely it is that the 
council will have an interest.  As the member has said, the council has a claim.  There may be an interest.  I think 
the probability is more on the low side than on the high side.  We are keen to engage indigenous people in these 
issues.  A number of indigenous people are now employed at CALM.  In fact, CALM won the Premier’s public 
sector management award for its program of employing Aboriginal people.  We are keen for them to be involved 
in management in a constructive way and we will have ongoing dialogue with them, in particular about setting 
up park advisory councils and ensuring that Aboriginal people are involved.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  In relation to the interests of the South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council, I understand 
that there are Aboriginal artefacts or sites at Broke Inlet, Black Point and Lake Jasper.  Obviously, there is a host 
of them throughout the south west area and within these proposed national parks.  I know that the council has 
shown an interest in some of those areas.  Obviously it has a native title claim.  If that native title claim is 
rejected, the council will still have an interest in those special sites.  What was the nature of the conversation 
about those interests that are known already?  How will the council get access to those sites and how will they be 
managed?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  There are some Aboriginal heritage sites and sites of significance within the areas to 
which the member has referred.  Clearly, the Government and CALM respect those sites and want them to be 
protected.  We will consult the right authorities to ensure that they are protected.  I have never had any 
discussions about compensation.  My discussions have been to find out more about Aboriginal interests, increase 
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our engagement with indigenous people and ensure that the things that they value, which we do not always know 
about, are properly protected.  I am not sure that I answered the member’s question.  Was he after something 
more specific? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  No, I just wonder what is the council’s expectation.  If its native title claim is upheld, 
obviously it will have a legal right to those sites; however, if it is rejected, what kind of right will the council 
have to those sites that have already been identified or the sites that it has identified?  I think it is an important 
question.  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I do not know that whether the council has a right or whether it was rejected.  From a 
policy point of view, we want to do what the member did but was perhaps not so vocal about; that is, engage the 
community, find out what its values are, provide greater employment opportunities and have contact with those 
communities.  A while ago I visited the member for Wagin’s electorate and was taken with a group of people to 
a conservation area.  The local indigenous people guided the tour and showed us all sorts of amazing things.  
Having grown up in the country, just like the member, I was pretty amazed at the interaction - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  A long time ago!   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I was in Bally Bally last weekend.  I bet the member has not been there.  I was amazed at 
the interaction between the long-term residents and at what everyone learnt.  It is that sort of capacity building 
and community building that we are most interested in.  I think it provides tangible benefits for everybody.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  During our briefing the executive director spoke about a rate of about 10 to 15 per cent of 
Aboriginal employees working for CALM.  Will it be possible to direct those employees into jobs that allow 
exactly what the minister witnessed in the member for Wagin’s electorate?  Only this morning I spoke to 
someone who had a visitor from China, and one of the main things that visitor wanted to experience was 
indigenous culture and so forth.  If the national parks could be tied to some of the indigenous issues, it would be 
very worthwhile.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Yes.  That is precisely what we are doing.  I hope everybody does not have my 
experience.  I went to Yanchep to open a new facility and had an Aboriginal welcome that was not scripted in 
the usual manner.  The ceremony consisted of a spear being poked at my chest and a man I had never met before 
speaking to me in Nyoongah.  A lot of Japanese tourists stood around and took photographs! 
Mr M.J. Birney:  He was a good conservative.  
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The aim is to have Aboriginals comprise 10 to 15 per cent of the people employed by the 
Department of Conservation and Land Management.  We are well on track in that regard.  Aboriginal people will 
be rangers and other such positions, but we are looking to employ graduate recruits in other areas.  Someone is 
working in the financial area.  The message is that Aboriginal people can do any kind of job in CALM and be 
employed in a range of areas.  That sort of engagement with the community and interpretation work with people 
in the parks is incredibly important. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  As that is a target for the Department of Conservation and Land Management, it would be 
great to see some work done in schools, particularly in my electorate in the wheatbelt, for the many Aboriginal 
students who often end up in unemployment rather than employment lines.  If that work could be extrapolated to 
the schools, it could promote to kids that there are opportunities in that field.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  That matter is picked up in CALM’s training.  These are all accredited training programs.  
As a Government, we are looking at improving the transition between schools and training, particularly to pick 
up people who drop out.  Unfortunately, as the member said, many Aboriginal people drop out.   
Clause put and passed.   
Clause 7:  Class A reserve No. 47667 in the Shires of Nannup and Augusta-Margaret River (Butler 
National Park) - 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  This is the Butler block.  The minister mentioned that it was named after people who died in 
the Barlee Brook fire.  Were three people not killed in that fire? 

Dr J.M. Edwards:  I’m not sure.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It was Butler.  I commend the minister; it is a very good idea to commemorate people who 
died serving the State doing what they loved - namely, managing the forest.  The old Forest Department people 
were salt of the earth; I think the equivalent organisation has changed a little nowadays.  A lot of the area in 
reserve No 47667 is Layman block, and Butler is a way further north to Great West Road.  Is there any 
indication who Layman was?  I am not saying that the park should not be called Butler - it should be.  However, 
I wonder what the story is behind the Layman block, which comprises the majority of the area in that park. 
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Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The member may be aware that we had a naming competition.  This is how naming some 
of the parks after some previous workers, particularly those who perished, came about.  This was the nearest one 
to Butler block.  
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Who was Layman?  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I do not know.  The Institute of Foresters of Australia at some stage published a book 
about famous foresters.  We can dig that out.   
Mr P.D. Omodei:  I can find out.  I have an interest.   
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Clause 7 refers to a variation from the original forest management plan that leaves out an 
area on the north western boundary.  The minister has talked about the concept of being able to go underground 
and no footprint being made in the proposed Butler National Park if in future it is decided to access the 
hydrocarbon resource there.  Was this variation to allow for the footprint in the area?  Is that the intention?  
Dr J.M. Edwards:  That is right.   

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 8:  Class A reserve No. 47668 in the Shire of Nannup (Hilliger National Park) -   
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  This area is another 16 000 hectares of the Hilliger block.  I thank the minister for providing 
the burning plan information.  Most of this block is proposed to be burnt in the next four years.  Part of 
Blackpoint block and Storry block are not on the next four-year burning plan and obviously have not been burnt 
for more than six years.  What is the proposal in that regard?  The land near Fouracres Road, Black Point Road 
and Jack Track is adjacent to private property on the southern side.  I know some of that is cane break and it will 
be burnt fairly soon.  That is a good thing.  One of my concerns about the proposed national parks is that many 
abut private property.  This is not the one I was thinking about.  There is another one later in the Bill.  There are 
no state forest buffers or any buffers between the private properties on the north east of the area and the area 
adjacent to the Vasse Highway.  My concern is that that area has not been burnt.  What is the plan for the 
burning of those areas on the eastern side?  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The entire burning program is devised on a broader scale than only the national parks.  
Private property is specifically targeted.  I do not have information in front of me to answer that directly.  I can 
get that for the member.  Ensuring private property is protected is a priority.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Hilliger and Milyeannup are contiguous in one big block.  I have no objection to large parts 
being cut into pieces and being called different names, but we should be honest about it, minister, and say it is a 
large contiguous area of state forest to be cut up into four different bits.  It will be given four different names and 
become four different national parks.  Hilliger and Milyeannup are contiguous, as are Blackwood and the other 
national park.  I see no point in trying to mislead people.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Both these parks were proposed under the Regional Forest Agreement.  Therefore, these 
are some of the 12 we are bringing forth.  In both cases, we are adding to what was proposed in the RFA.  I 
understand that they were separate in the RFA.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 9:  Class A reserve No. 47669 in the Shire of Nannup - 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The minister spoke about the industry consultation on this 200-metre depth for the national 
park.  Can the minister give some idea of the consultation and how the minister went about dealing with industry 
on this issue?  
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Something strange happened when we were in Opposition and writing our policy.  We 
contacted the relevant minister and asked for the latest maps of prospectivity.  We had the maps from the RFA.  
We obviously had prospectivity in mind when creating national parks.   
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Prospectivity for what?  
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Minerals.  The maps were sent, and we assumed that we would get what we asked for.  At 
the time we noticed that there might have been a bit more activity over the intervening period.  Once we were in 
government we clearly recognised that we had been sent a map that had not been updated.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  By the mines department?   
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Yes.  I am sure it was the mines department.  We went through a minister’s office.   
When we came to government, the Department of Industry and Resources, in particular, pointed out the values 
of these particular parks.  There have been a lot of discussions since.  The main part of that discussion has been 
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with the department, because it is an issue of prospectivity rather than leases or licences.  The Government has 
recognised that concern, and that is why the depth issue is on the four parts.   
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The minister has spoken about the ability to have the mining footprint off site and not in the 
national park area.  Will the minister describe the process that mining companies will have to go through if they 
want to access that type of resource?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  At this stage they are prospective areas rather than proposals.  If a proposal came forward, 
it would go through the normal mining and Environmental Protection Authority assessment process, and 
permission would have to be granted by the Conservation Commission.  Full public consultation would follow 
and ultimately the matter would come before Parliament for a decision.   
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The question raised by the member for Merredin is a legitimate one.  I do not want to 
frustrate the minister or sound ridiculous.  Prospectivity may exist - the RFA maps are quite comprehensive in all 
the overlays of the rich biodiversity and the mineralisation and so on - but it is difficult to change a national park 
once it has been created.  For a long time, Parliament has been governed by the major parties.  That is no longer 
the case.  When we debated the previous reserves Bill, I referred to the question raised by the City of Albany 
about its future water resource.  It asked whether the words “and water” could have been added, because those 
words were added to the legislation that dealt with other national parks.  The question is: if there is a potential 
for an excision, should there be a notation in the legislation that acknowledges that should a mineral deposit be 
found, and should it pass through the various stages, there could be a footprint?  That would alert future 
Governments and minor parties that when it formed the national parks, the Government of the day was aware of 
the mineralisation and of the potential for the park to be mined for the benefit of the country.  Leaving those 
things out closes the door a bit tighter than a Government would normally like.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  When the member for Rockingham spoke, he stated that with new technology the resource 
could be accessed from outside the area.  It is important during this process for the minister to put on the record 
whether that is the intention.  Future Governments may get the idea that we believe that if there is a resource in a 
national park, with new technology it could be accessed from outside so that there is no footprint.  That message 
is different from the understanding that if we need to excise an area of that national park to access a resource, 
that is how we should go about it.  They are poles apart.  It is important that the minister put on the record today 
her interpretation.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The Government is very clear on its policy of no mining in national parks.  With that we 
recognise that there is prospectivity and that equally, as the member for Merredin pointed out, there could be 
changes in technology.  We are informed by industry and other players that it is possible, with a 200-metre depth 
limit for directional drilling, to get what is needed without disturbing the 200 metres above, which is where we 
believe the conservation values are.  The 200-metre depth limit sends a signal to future Governments that there 
was an issue of prospectivity in 2004.  However, from the point of view of this Government, national parks are 
not to be mined.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Is the minister very clear on the fact that any future mining in national parks should be 
allowed only with technology that will not leave a footprint in a national park?  If my interpretation is right, the 
minister just said that she does not support a footprint in the national park if non-evasive technology is not 
available.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I have laid out very clearly the Government’s policy.  I am not sure of the definition of 
“footprint”.  If there is a footprint it goes through -  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  An excision.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Not necessarily.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  We do not need a big area.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  That is right.  If the area is tiny, there may be no need for an excision.  That is the advice 
given to me.  Whatever happens it will go through the full process and be subject to consultation.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The last time I was on the Rankin A shelf, drilling for hydrocarbons went about four 
kilometres laterally.  That may have changed.  It might be 10 or 15 kilometres now.  We are looking at 20 
kilometres or more.  If the deposit is in the middle of the national park, how would mining companies get access 
to it?  I want to make the point so that it is recorded in Hansard if further exploration is raised in this debate.  If 
minerals or hydrocarbons are found, it should be acknowledged that there may need to be an excision in the 
national park.   

Clause put and passed.   
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Clause 10:  Class A reserve No. 47670 in the Shires of Nannup and Augusta-Margaret River -  
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Will the minister provide an idea of the camping area that is being included in this national 
park?  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  This reserve is currently class A and is managed by the Executive Director of the 
Department of Conservation and Land Management for the purpose of camping.  It has been excised from his 
control to come into the national park.  It will still be available for camping, I am informed.  It is an area on 
Brockman Highway.  It is a bit hard for me to point out.  It is south of the private land and it is north of the 
intersection of Blackwood Road and Brockman Highway.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Does the camping area have a name? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No, not that I am aware of.   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Is there any intention to stop people camping there?  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to clause 9, and the areas proposed to not be burnt are Beau Fortia, Teleran, Gayndah, 
Blythe and Black Point on the eastern side.  Can we have information about when they will be burnt in the next 
four years and obviously beyond the six years?  Thank you for your forbearance, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I 
think this is an excellent national park.  It follows the Blackwood River.  My concern is about where it adjoins 
private property, particularly the area around Brockman Highway and Stacey Road, the area known as 
Jalbarragup.  Jalbarragup Road runs through there.  The minister will recall the unfortunate death of two young 
children who were washed away at the Jalbarragup crossing.  There used to be a bridge across that part of the 
river known as Jalbarragup Bridge.  Stacey developed that land.  Once the land was developed, the bridge was 
closed and the only access is through, I think, Darradup Road.  However, at certain times of the year the water is 
too deep to cross the river via the egress.  My concern is that a huge area of national park abuts that Jalbarragup 
special rural zone.  I can recall very well when the Government announced these proposed new national parks - I 
think I referred to it when we debated the previous Bill - that the people in Nannup were not consulted and the 
shire president was not even invited to the meeting.  That was when the Premier sat on a log on the Blackwood 
River just off Sues Road and Denny Road.  I offered the cameraman $50 to push him in but he would not be in 
it!  My concern is for the safety of those properties, of which there are about 150.  Although it looks a fairly 
large area, it is zoned special rural.  My concern is to make sure that it is protected from fire.  If a fire came from 
the north west, as most of our fires do, those people could be trapped.  

The other issue is firewood.  One of the consequences of the Government setting aside all these national parks, 
even those close to the city, is that people will not be able to cut firewood in those areas.  Everybody in Western 
Australia knows that one of the favourite pastimes of most country families is to take a trailer and go and collect 
their one tonne of firewood.  Dad takes his young son with him, and it is part of the Australian way of life.  If the 
people in Jalbarragup cross the boundary and cut the firewood, as they have done for the past umpteen years, 
they will be prosecuted and have a criminal charge against them.  This is one of the downsides of creating 
national parks that abut private property.  It will create a huge problem in the wilderness area, although that is an 
issue we can discuss when we debate the next Bill.  I am sure that when people in the metropolitan area realise 
they will not be able to get their load of firewood because of the increase in the number of national parks, they 
will be concerned.  Has any provision been made for areas from which people can collect firewood?  Will there 
be designated areas?  Alternatively, will everybody be forced to use gas heaters without a flue?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  On the question of burning, some areas are left unburnt for a reasonably long period.  I 
think a pamphlet was circulated about Gilbert’s potoroo.  It was rediscovered in an area that had not been burnt 
for more than 40 years.  Some animals need areas to be left unburnt for a long time.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Can I feel a no-burn policy coming on?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No.  Those unburnt areas are part of the overall planning.  The Jalbarragup crossing has 
not been raised with me before.  If the member for Warren-Blackwood writes to me, that will allow me to follow 
up the matter to see whether we need to do more about it.  The executive director is not aware of anything we 
need to do.  However, clearly, we were all horrified by that tragedy.  I thought I had followed it up at the time. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The crossing has been concreted.  When the water is a little bit deep a large four-wheel drive 
vehicle can drive through, but a six-cylinder car is another matter. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The member can write to me and I will be more than happy to follow it up.  CALM has 
identified firewood collection areas in each district.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Out of national parks?   
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Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Not from national parks.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Have all those people in Jalbarragup been told that if they cut firewood in the bush, they will 
face a criminal charge? 

Dr J.M. Edwards:  There seems to be a lot of state forest around.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The minister said there seems to be a lot of state forest around there.  If she were to overlay 
all these national parks, she would find that many of them butt on to each other.  People should be aware that 
places where they can get firewood are available.  If they are in the habit of going into proposed national parks 
and doing what they did last year and every year for the previous two or three decades, they must be forewarned 
that they will be prosecuted.  The penalties are quite severe and people should know about them.  I do not care if 
it is not done before the next election.  A decision to ban people from the national park will not be very popular.  
The Government can advise people after the election, or the coalition will do it; in fact, we probably will do it.  
This legislation will lock up a lot of the areas in which people traditionally cut their firewood.  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Signs have been erected signalling to people that areas will become national parks, and an 
activity such as firewood collection is not and never has been an appropriate activity in a national park.  With the 
onset of winter, articles were released to local papers, which I am sure the member has seen, about that change in 
access arrangements.  We do not prosecute people the first time.  As the member is aware, our procedures have 
been reviewed and if people are offending, they are given warnings.  That is followed up and, hopefully, they 
heed the lesson.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  What is the fine for collecting firewood in a national park?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  It is a bit difficult to answer that because it would depend on the exact offence.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Come on!  You would be cutting firewood.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  If someone were caught cutting down a single remaining rare tree in a nasty way, which 
triggered the conservation Act, he would be in trouble.  However, if a person picked up something from the 
forest floor, perhaps because he was not in touch with the new restrictions, but was contrite about it, he would 
get a warning.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Most people who collect firewood know they are not allowed to cut down trees, whether they 
are dead or living trees.  However, for many years people have taken fallen timber that has dried on the forest 
floor.  An announcement must be made by the Government when it announces the creation of national parks that 
people will be prohibited from gathering firewood from certain areas.  The public should be warned about the 
penalties for collecting firewood illegally.  With this - I will not use the word rush - rash of Bills to gazette these 
additional national parks, people will be unable to get their firewood from a large area of forest across Western 
Australia.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  As I said previously, that has been covered in the signage, in the extensive media releases 
at the start of winter and in the information we provide people. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 11:  Class A reserve 47661 in the Shire of West Arthur - 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  This clause deals with land that was subject to grazing rights that have now been purchased 
by the Department of Conservation and Land Management.  I ask the minister to provide me with an idea of how 
this was achieved.  I assume that it was a pastoral lease-type process.  I am interested to know how this process 
worked.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  It was a forest lease that was due to expire in 2015.  The person was willing to sell to 
CALM, so it was sold at valuation.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I seek the indulgence of the Speaker.  I am doing quite a bit of work with the people from the 
station country in Ningaloo.  I wonder whether this is a process that they could perhaps consider in the future in 
terms of what is happening there.  I have not heard of this happening before.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  It is a bit different, in that this was a forest lease under which grazing was occurring, so it 
was done through the Conservation and Land Management Act, whereas what is going on at Ningaloo and 
places north with the 2015 time line is being administered under the Land Administration Act, so a different 
minister is involved.  In terms of dealing with people and wanting to get constructive outcomes in that area, I 
hope that we can get the sorts of constructive outcomes that have been achieved in this case and in the 
Gascoyne-Murchison strategy.   
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Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Perhaps the minister could write me a letter indicating how that worked under the CALM 
Act.  It would be very beneficial for me to be able to share that information with some of the pastoral 
leaseholders in the north of the State.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I am happy to write the member for Merredin a letter outside this process.  However, this 
process is not entirely relevant to what the member is seeking to do, so he will not find it to be as helpful as he 
hopes.   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Could you just direct me to the place that I need to go, so that I can understand the process? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Yes.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 12 and 13 put and passed. 

Clause 14:  Class A reserve No. 47884 in the City of Armadale - 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Clause 14 deals with an area for the Canning Reservoir watershed.  Will the minister explain 
the extra efforts that are taken in these areas with regard to our water resource, which is obviously a topical 
subject at the moment?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  This is an area that needs special attention.  Water is very precious.  Attention is paid to 
that as part of the management plan.  This is part of a public drinking water source area.  It overlaps a gazetted 
water catchment.  One of CALM’S statutory functions is to promote the conservation of both the quality and 
quantity of water.  That is picked up in the management functions.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Given our previous discussion, once a national park is gazetted the minister believes that 
mining within that area is not suitable.  We talked about the fact that the footprint would have to be outside the 
area.  Will the minister explain how that works with a water resource?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Access to water from national parks and other parts of the conservation estate can be 
managed through the CALM Act.  Bores and easements are easily managed.  Dams and bigger infrastructure are 
a different matter.  The member will have seen a variety of mechanisms to deal with that in these Bills.  For 
example, in the Denmark area there appears to be a quite real proposal for a dam.  That has been treated with an 
entirely different type of reserve to make it easier for that dam to be built.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 15 put and passed. 

Clause 16:  Class A reserve No. 47881 in the Cities of Armadale and Gosnells and Shire of Kalamunda - 
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I move -  

Page 12, after line 23 - To insert - 

(2) Nothing in this section operates to cancel or otherwise affect the easement shown on 
Deposited Plan 26582 that - 

(a) was registered under the Transfer of Land Act 1893 on 11 May 1989 as 
easement E098676; and 

(b) benefits - 

(i) Lot 702 as shown on Diagram 83203, being the land described in 
Certificate of Title volume 1971 folio 410; and 

(ii) Lot 703 as shown on Diagram 83203, being the land described in 
Certificate of Title volume 1971 folio 411. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause 17:  Class A reserve No. 45961 in the Shire of Collie - 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The Westralia Conservation Park deals with a known coal deposit.  The depth is reduced to 
30 metres in this case, obviously to deal with the level of that resource.  Will the minister provide some 
indication of how this resource would be accessed?   
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  At the risk of having everyone think that this is a case of deja vu, I will reiterate that this 
was a proposal under the Regional Forest Agreement under the previous Government.  As I said, access would 
be from outside this area and would keep below a depth of 30 metres.   
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Mr B.J. Grylls:  Access would be from outside the area, so it would be a tunnel into the area.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Yes.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 18 put and passed. 
Schedules 1 and 2 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Third Reading 

DR J.M. EDWARDS (Maylands - Minister for the Environment) [5.16 pm]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a third time. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin) [5.17 pm]:  I will not take up too much of the time of the House.  Throughout 
this debate the member for Warren-Blackwood and I have contended that the reserves Bills have been brought 
into the Parliament at the last minute to make sure that the election commitments of the Labor Government are 
met.  The real test for the minister will be to make sure that these Bills are given priority in the upper House.  We 
will then see the Government’s commitment to these Bills.  We assume that the minister will ensure that they are 
passed through the upper House before the next election.  The minister will be judged on that point.   

Question put and passed. 
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


