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RESERVES (DAMPIER TO BUNBURY NATURAL GAS PIPELINE CORRIDOR) BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 8 April. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [12.06 pm]:  The Greens (WA) will not support this Bill for a 
number of reasons.  We had a very late briefing on this Bill, and I thank the Leader of the House for postponing 
the debate, at least until today, so that we could get across the issues.  Firstly, I want to address statements on 
some of these issues in the Labor Party’s policy document.  I will also address previous statements by the 
Minister for the Environment and Heritage that there would be no mining in national parks.  The issue about no 
mining in national parks is, one assumes, to do with the value of A-class reserves and national parks now and 
into the future.  This legislation deals with a number of national parks and A-class nature reserves, and not just 
the ones outlined in the Bill before us.  The Labor Party went to great lengths in the executive summary of its 
policy to refer to the failings of the former Government in the way in which it had dealt with urban bushland, 
clearing and wetlands being filled in.  It stated - 

The Court Government’s record is one of running down our natural assets and building up an 
environmental debt for future generations.   

The Government should consider this Bill with that in mind.   

I will go through the explanatory memorandum on the Bill with a view to raising a number of concerns.  The 
excision of land from reserves, which is part 2 of the Bill, talks about the establishment of the Dampier to 
Bunbury Pipeline Act 1997 and of the 30-metre wide corridor that ran through a number of existing nature 
reserves.  I understand that the intention of this Bill is to make some statutory change to that corridor to allow for 
its expansion to 100 metres.  The issue of whether the expanded easement should go through the various national 
parks has a number of variants.  There is a proposal for the extra 70-metre width of the easement to go around 
the Badgingarra National Park.  It will pass through the Minyulo Nature Reserve and the Cane River 
conservation park.  Our concern is that if the 70-metre easement can be moved outside the Badgingarra National 
Park, why can it not be done in the other national parks or nature reserves?  The Reserves (Dampier to Bunbury 
Natural Gas Pipeline Corridor) Bill 2002 refers to only three reserves.  The document entitled “Dames and 
Moore Group - Dampier to Bunbury Natural Gas Pipeline Corridor Expansion” notes that it goes through a 
number of other reserves that have not been included in this legislation.  Why are some national parks and some 
A and C-class reserves being dealt with by this legislation and others are not?  I refer to the Wandana Nature 
Reserve, the Burma Road Nature Reserve, the Coomallo Nature Reserve, the Hill River Nature Reserve and the 
Twyata Nature Reserve.  Those reserves are all impacted upon by the pipeline but are not dealt with by this 
legislation. 

I will now refer to the comments made in the other place about the passage of the easement.  The Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, responded to some questions asked by the member for 
Alfred Cove about what could go into the general corridor.  As far as the minister was concerned, the only thing 
that was to go into that corridor was the pipeline.  The Leader of the Opposition said his original understanding 
of the pipeline reserve was that it would carry a number of other components.  The Dames and Moore document 
states that other infrastructure was to go into that pipeline reserve within the Pilbara region.  The minister in the 
other place is telling us that nothing else will go into the reserve, yet in the Pilbara area other systems will go in.  
I can understand the rationale for having only pipelines in the corridor because of the hazards associated with 
other utilities, such as water, electricity or anything else, with the risk of contamination and/or explosion.  I 
would like that point clarified: will the pipeline, over its length, be used for gas only?  If variants exist between 
areas, why do they exist and what is the rationale for those variants?   

I now turn to the future use of the corridor.  According to this document, Dames and Moore do not think there 
will be any new pipeline construction until 2003, although “looping (duplication of sections) of the existing 
pipeline within the proposed corridor may occur prior to this.”  A number of other matters go with the advent of 
this pipeline, and they include hydrostatic dams, water bores, stockpile sites, borrow pits, construction camps 
and work sites, equipment laydown areas and compressor station expansion or duplication.  One would assume 
these would all have to be fairly close to the pipeline during its development process, and as it passes through a 
number of these nature reserves, A-class reserves and national parks, it could cause some harm.  While there is a 
general view that these corridors can be built and over time they will not have any impact because everything 
will be rehabilitated, as new pipelines are put in those areas will have to be disturbed.  

A vegetation height restriction also applies in these easements and the vegetation must be kept to a certain 
height.  Does this mean that the Government will introduce a process of controlling vegetation within a national 
park or an A-class reserve, which would be against the whole notion of a national park or an A-class reserve?  It 
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would mean putting in a prescriptive vegetation height for certain areas of a national park or A-class nature 
reserve.  We are concerned that if areas in national parks were disturbed, the vegetation should be returned to at 
least the status it was prior to such disturbance.  A different vegetation regime within the 100-metre exclusion 
zone would seem at odds with the whole notion of having a national park or an A-class nature reserve. 
I now refer to the old Red Book, which most members have seen before, and how we should develop our nature 
reserves and national parks into the future.  It is noted in the Dames and Moore document that many areas are 
still articulated within the Red Book for development as nature reserves through which this pipeline system 
passes.  What will happen to those national parks and/or nature reserves - A or C class - that might be developed 
in the future, and which might be covered by the many areas articulated in the Red Book?  Will these proposed 
nature reserves or national parks now be established around the pipeline rather than over the proposed gazetted 
areas as set out in the Red Book?  If this means that all the recommendations that have gone into the Red Book 
over many years are to be thrown out because the pipeline was there first, it seems a bit of a nonsense. 
The areas covered by the Red Book where these impacts occur include the system 8 area, the Pilbara; the system 
9 area, the central west coast system; the system 5 area, the northern sandheaths; and the system 6 area, the 
Darling system.  We must also remember that some of the areas under system 6, which are under Perth’s bush 
plan, will also be impacted upon.  Why is there no deviation?  The simple answer is cost: the cost of increased 
pipeline length, and the cost - both monetary and environmental - of disturbing additional areas of vegetation 
rather than construction adjacent to the previously disturbed corridor.  That works only on the assumption that 
another area of the national park will be disturbed, rather than farmland or other land adjacent to the park.  I am 
sure that my colleague Hon Dee Margetts will speak on the issue of farmland in relation to the pipeline.   
We must understand some of the environmental hazards.  The foremost must be dieback, certainly within the 
areas of Badgingarra and Minyulo reserves.  Some of the potential impacts of dieback in these nature reserves 
and A-class reserves are access track proliferation and soil compaction, which is an immense problem.  We must 
realise that in a sandy, loamy system within many of the areas, such as Badgingarra and Minyulo, such soil 
compaction can completely alter the vegetation suites that exist there.  There is also the disturbance of significant 
flora and wildlife habitat.  In Badgingarra and Minyulo, a number of species are already under extreme threat.  I 
refer to the 55 reptile species that exist in the area.  Five of the species recorded are of conservation significance, 
particularly reptiles.  The Lancelin Island skink that exists in the area is also significantly threatened.  I cannot 
find at the moment the relevant document that relates to the specific python.  However, we must also remember 
that the Minyulo brook area is of significance to Aboriginal people, both as a traditional area and through 
mythical association.  I am not yet sure, because of the limited time to do the research for this, whether the 
indigenous people in that area have any specific concerns.   

It should be noted that the Minyulo area is quite a small area of only 200 hectares.  It is of major significance, 
and is an A-class reserve for the conservation of flora and fauna.  A significant percentage of the Minyulo 
reserve will be impacted upon by any proposed work in that area.  The area has seasonal creeks in it and diverse 
habitat.  It has local significant flora, including declared rare flora, and is a known habitat for fauna and a 
flushing mechanism for the basin wetlands and flood plain and palusplain.  Therefore, any work that is carried 
out in that area will have a significant impact.  If we are able to go around the Badgingarra area, why are we not 
able to go around the Minyulo area, given its conservation significance?  Is it just because of the dollar, and is 
the Government not following up on the green platform that it took to the last state election?   

By contrast, the Cane River reserve is a fairly new reserve, and was originally part of the Cane River station.  It 
has been fairly heavily degraded by cattle.  No particular area of those 166 hectares will be impacted upon 
significantly.  However, we must remember that this pipeline excision will from time to time need to be 
revisited.  There will be a restriction on vegetation height.  Therefore, any of the river gums that previously 
existed in the area will now not be allowed to be grown because they will not meet the height restriction criteria.  
Although we acknowledge that the area has been impacted upon, we believe that the height restriction issues are 
against the - 

Hon John Fischer:  Have you ever been on Cane River station? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes, I have.  As the member knows, I come from that area.   

We are concerned about those issues and that they have not been mentioned in the explanatory memorandum on 
the Swan coastal plains wetlands.  Twenty-four declared rare fauna species have been proposed in the Swan 
coastal plains section of the proposed pipeline corridor.  The document that was prepared by Dames and Moore 
is a good and comprehensive document that sets out some of the problems that the pipeline would create.   

Our concerns are specifically about Minyulo and the other national parks and nature reserves about which we 
have spoken and which are not included in this legislation.  They are the ones that cause us a great deal of 
concern.  I am aware that the area around Badgingarra will be avoided, and we commend the Government on 
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that.  However, if it can do it in one location, why can it not do it elsewhere, given the high conservation values 
specifically of Minyulo? 
HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [12.27 pm]:  I will mention a few of the issues to which my colleague 
referred and to which I will add.  Before I do that, I point out, as did my colleague, that we received the report 
only this morning.  However, I was grateful to receive some maps at about nine o’clock this morning.  The rest 
of the package that was meant to arrive with the maps at nine o’clock this morning did not arrive until after we 
were in this place.  It was an unsatisfactory arrangement.  We had to make a decision about where we stood on 
the Bill.  We are still discovering issues, because the documents are substantial and substantive and contain a lot 
of information that, as has been mentioned, was not necessarily referred to in the brief briefings or in the 
explanatory memoranda.   
The report I have with me was prepared for the former Department of Resources Development by Mattiske 
Consulting Pty Ltd.  Of course, Libby Mattiske is the deputy chair of the Environmental Protection Authority.  I 
have mentioned previously that I have considerable problems with the fact that there can still be in-built conflicts 
because a person who is required to make environmental decisions is involved largely with the preparation of the 
material upon which those decisions are made.  I am aware of the enormous difficulties involved in making 
decisions when enormous commercial pressures are on departments to reduce the costs of providing 
infrastructure.  Quite frankly, it is a lot cheaper to go through nature reserves than through farmland.  We 
understand that.  However, as my colleague pointed out, there are issues regarding flora and fauna and the other 
ecological communities of nature reserves that make it extremely important for us to still make those decisions.  
Having made those decisions to avoid nature reserves if we possibly can, it is also incumbent on the Government 
to make sure that if it is acquiring or utilising private land, the owners of the property are adequately 
compensated.   
This morning I spoke to constituents who own property in the region of Minyulo.  They indicated that the 
corridor goes not only right through their property from virtually one corner to the other but also across their 
dam catchment.  At this time, water for grazing and property is absolutely vital if people are to continue their 
business.  In my view, compensation should not be simply a matter of the commercial value of the land.  It is 
extremely important that a fair value is given.  No complaint has been made about the value of the land.  
However, if community or private infrastructure - in the end it may well be private - is placed across a private 
dam, then the productive capacity of that property now and in the future may be reduced.  People cannot just 
snap their fingers and find extra water.  If people need to find extra water, will $8 000 be sufficient 
compensation?  Many of the grazing properties in that general vicinity are extremely valuable.  They have 
avoided many of the problems with the drought and have some very good sustainable grazing systems.  
However, stock need water.  If a property owner is required to spend $35 000, or even up to $100 000, to 
establish new water resources through bores, windmills or other means, then $8 000 compensation will not go 
anywhere near meeting that cost.  I agree that we should do all we can to avoid damaging our reserves and 
national parks.  It important to realise that the community values these things.  However, it is also important that 
the process include proper funding to make sure that constituents whose properties are acquired compulsorily get 
a compensation package that takes into consideration not just the commercial value of the land but also other 
things.  In this instance, the dam catchment, and, therefore the future stock-carrying capacity of the land, will be 
impacted upon.  However, there will also be an impact on the ability to farm over the pipeline.  Restrictions are 
placed on the weight of the equipment that can be taken over a pipeline that has been undergrounded.  In the case 
I am talking about, the landowner cannot find out from the proponents of the pipeline what weight of header he 
will be able to take over the pipeline, or whether a road train that has come to collect his grain can pass over 
where the pipeline will be undergrounded.  These are important issues.  While I absolutely agree that we should 
do everything we can to avoid acquiring or utilising bushland, we also need to make sure that if there are 
economic costs other than just the value of the land, the compensation package is just.  We do not have a just 
clause within a Western Australian Constitution.  Perhaps we should have such a clause when we do finally get a 
WA Constitution.  We need to make sure that we do not have a situation, as in this case, in which a person’s 
farm can be divided in two and he is not allowed to move his header from one side of the farm to the other.  
Some reasonable and fair compensation should be given that acknowledges that it is not just the actual land 
involved in the compulsory acquisition for a corridor but also what can and cannot be done as a result of that 
acquisition.  This theme has come up on many occasions in the current land inquiry.  

A lot of the information that has been gathered, particularly on the flora through which this pipeline will pass, 
has come from the Western Australian Herbarium.  That is interesting, because I have been asking questions in 
recent days about the funding for the regional herbariums.  The information that is collected obviously has a 
commercial value.  It is not just about giving a feelgood value to those people who voluntarily take time out of 
their weekends to go out in groups, month after month, and collect species and keep one for themselves and send 
the other to the WA Herbarium.  It is about providing information that has both a community value and a 
commercial value.  I am sure that one of the commercial offshoots of getting value for this pipeline will be 
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getting value from a regional herbarium officer.  Those people who are now collecting species will have to pay 
to have their species identified.  It is ridiculous to suggest that the community will have to pay to have those 
species identified when the information that is gathered by people in their own time and that is given to the 
herbarium is used by Governments and private industry for projects that may be worth billions of dollars.  
Therefore, the cost of employing one botanist to provide identification for regional herbariums would seem to be 
very good value.  It would seem rather foolish not to provide funding to not only support the 74 regional 
herbariums but also provide the information that is needed for the Government and industry to be able to do their 
job.  There is no way the Government can do that by itself.  There is no way that amount of hours and expertise 
can be provided by the Government.  It is damned good value, and it is about time the Government reversed its 
decision and decided to fund rather than create a situation in which the regional herbariums have to pay for their 
own identification, having spent all of those hours unpaid in collecting the species.   

I would also like some information about the problems with road trains.  I would like to make sure that farmers 
who will be inconvenienced will get reasonable compensation.  I would also like some information about the 
restrictions that will be placed on aircraft flying above the gas pipelines.  I have been advised that aircraft cannot 
be flown lower than 500 metres over a gas pipeline.  I am not a great fan of crop spraying, but some people in 
that region do engage in crop spraying.  I seek some advice from the minister about what this will mean for the 
future production decisions of people in this area who use low-flying aircraft for crop spraying.  We also want to 
know how much information is available on this matter and how landowners can get information about the 
carrying capacity of headers and other farming equipment, about B-doubles or whatever will be used to cart their 
crop away, and about aircraft restrictions.  I have also been asked by my constituents about whether they can be 
guaranteed that in the future, if there is a change in government, they will not suddenly get multiple 
infrastructure corridors put in the same place, because they are concerned that this may be the foot in the door.  If 
safety issues are involved in placing gas and electricity, and perhaps water and other utilities, together in the 
same line, then surely that is the case along all of the line.  As my colleagues have pointed out, it appears that on 
some parts of the line they will co-exist.   

Having been given these documents, having gone through the Mattiske Consulting Pty Ltd report of May 2002 
and having looked at the maps, we are none the wiser, because the maps do not indicate clearly in what part of 
Western Australia the pipeline corridors are located.  There may be a code, and with considerably more time we 
may be able to find it out.  For instance, I would like to know about the river system in figure 41.  There are 
quite a few areas, particularly in my colleague’s region, in which the pipeline corridor co-exists with river 
systems.  In this case, the corridor appears to be running along the riverbed.  It may be a seasonal river.  Are any 
issues involved with having a gas pipeline run along a riverbed, or, obviously in flood times, along a riverbed in 
which a river is running?  

I have been handed a note from other constituents in my area asking how many different deviations there have 
been.  They say that the first two pipelines have already gone through nature reserves, including Badgingarra 
National Park, and that now there is to be a deviation.  Although we appreciate that there will be no further 
disturbances, it is interesting that the land was disturbed in the first place and that there will now be a deviation.  
Does that mean that in the future a powerline could go through the nature reserves, with the gas pipeline going 
around the outside?   

Hon Barry House:  Would you rather it was put through private property?  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  It depends on the kinds of species that are involved.  There are instances in which the 
use of private property, or the border of a private property, may be a better option.  However, if the Government 
is to do that, it must make sure that it does not try to do it on the cheap.  It must ensure that it provides 
compensation, and not just for the commercial value of the land.  The Government should take into consideration 
that such a line may mean that heavy equipment cannot be moved from one side of the farm to another.  In that 
case, the compensation package should take that into consideration.   

Hon Barry House:  I am pleased to hear it.  I agree with you.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The ongoing issue of access to these areas has producers and environmentalists most 
disturbed.  Kayanaba Grazing Company asks why we should disturb two areas.  There will also be two lots of 
costs for the ongoing monitoring and maintenance of the two lines.  The grazing company wants to know how 
this will add to the cost of servicing the corridor.  We would like to know what the relative costs will be.  I am 
aware that one of the reasons it is very attractive to put these lines through nature reserves is that there is not the 
same level of compensation that applies to private properties.   

There appears to be a three-tonne axle limit for movement across the pipeline.  However, another constituent I 
spoke to today told me that he had tried to get a definitive answer about what the restrictions would be but was 
not able to find out.  The letter from Kayanaba Grazing Company says that most superspreaders weigh 20 tonnes 
when loaded.  That indicates that a pipeline going through the middle of a farm would disrupt many farm 
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activities.  A normal farm vehicle would not be able to go from one side of the farm to another even if the 
pipeline were under the ground.  Biosecurity and quality assurance are also major issues.   

Those are the main questions.  We are concerned about the lack of notice.  It is very difficult to look after our 
constituencies and portfolio areas when we receive documents in the Chamber on the day of debate.  Many 
questions should be answered.  We would love to have had the information earlier to enable us to ask those 
questions.  We do not have the balance of power in this case, and the pipeline deviation will happen because 
there is support for it among other parties.  However, we would like to make sure that the answers to our 
concerns are provided.   

HON GRAHAM GIFFARD (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [12.44 pm]:  I thank members who 
have spoken on this Bill, particularly Hon George Cash, who has indicated his support for the Bill.  The second 
reading speech of this Bill was delivered in early December last year.  There appears to be some confusion about 
what efforts were made for members to get briefings in the past couple of weeks.  The minister’s office has not 
made me aware whether members have gone through that office.  I do not accept the claim that the Government 
is at fault for not organising briefings with people.  Hon George Cash did not raise that as an issue in his 
contribution to the second reading debate.  He does not appear to have had a difficulty getting access to the 
information he required.  I regret that some members have not in their view had the opportunity to look at 
detailed documentation, but that is not necessarily the fault of the Government in this instance.  The Bill was 
introduced into this House over four months ago.  Notwithstanding that, I listened carefully to the number of 
issues raised by speakers today, particularly Hon Robin Chapple.  During the committee stage I will need to get 
him to flesh out precisely what his questions, particularly some of the earlier ones, mean.  He made some 
interesting points, although I was not too clear about what information he was seeking.  I think he has the facility 
to raise those issues in committee, which will allow me to address them. 

Hon George Cash gave a reasonable account of the history of the pipeline legislation.  The Parliament finally 
ratified the Dampier to Bunbury Pipeline Act in 1997.  That established the pipeline corridor and provided for 
existing and future pipelines to transport gas from the north west to the south west of the State.  Hon George 
Cash made the point that this widening of the corridor arises out of that legislation.  That is true as a 
consequential issue.  The original legislation did not establish a 100-metre corridor, which is now proposed.  It 
established a 30-metre corridor.  That legislation also provided for the mechanism that Hon George Cash 
detailed of the minister for lands being able to acquire additional corridor rights and being responsible for the 
ongoing administration of the corridor.  The lands minister has authority for that land and the corridor.  That 
legislation provided the mechanism for this process of widening the corridor.  Therefore, this legislation arose as 
a consequence of, but was not a direct effect of, the Act.   

The explanatory memorandum to which Hon Robin Chapple referred explains to members that the Department 
of Conservation and Land Management acknowledges that the existing corridor should be excised from the three 
reserves that are specified in this Bill.  The explanatory memorandum states that as the ongoing pipeline 
management of the corridor is clearly incompatible with management objectives under the Conservation and 
Land Management Act, the Department of Conservation and Land Management has agreed -  

Hon Robin Chapple:  Given that Minyulo - I take the point that the pipeline will not go through Badgingarra - 
was a significantly larger park originally, and 16 per cent of that park will be removed for this pipeline, is there 
any proposal by the Government to increase the park to its originally proposed size under the Red Book 
recommendations to compensate?  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The short answer is that I am not aware of any proposals to increase the size of that 
park.  I can seek advice on whether there is such a proposal.  That is not in the Bill as something that is proposed 
as a direct consequence of it.  I know there are plans for thousands of hectares to be put into the conservation 
reserve, but I can raise that issue with the advisers in due course.   

As I was saying, CALM has agreed to support the excision of the corridor from these conservation reserves and 
have that land set aside as a reserve for the pipeline under the management of the land access minister.  I note 
that the explanatory memorandum also indicates that CALM is to provide, on a cost-recovery basis, ongoing 
environmental monitoring of this section of the alignment and will prepare recommendations to the land access 
minister to facilitate the management of the area from an environmental and conservation perspective.  That goes 
part of the way to answering some of the general issues raised by the members who have spoken.  I note that the 
explanatory memorandum also states that the Conservation Commission of Western Australia has agreed to the 
excisions.  It concludes with the point that this will provide appropriate security of tenure for pipeline operators - 
that is an important consideration - in which to invest in future infrastructure developments.  That is not 
something that should be considered lightly; it is an important consideration.   

The Environmental Protection Authority’s advice to the minister states that the EPA strategically assessed the 
proposal to widen the existing corridor by 70 metres to enable future accommodation of potentially up to six 
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additional pipelines and system upgrades.  The EPA also notes, based on the information it has obtained, that 
there are no constraints that would preclude the use of the proposed widened corridor for the construction of 
future gas pipelines.  The advice makes the important point that any specific proposal for the development of a 
new pipeline within the expanded corridor will require a referral to the EPA under section 38 of the 
Environmental Protection Act.  That should remind members that environmental assessments for this corridor do 
not end here.  The EPA’s advice to the minister - this advice is dated after the February 2000 report - also 
indicates that the Gas Pipeline Sale Steering Committee has agreed to deviate the proposed pipeline corridor 
around a number of nature reserves in the northern sand plains and south west forests - the swan coastal plain 
region - which have high conservation value and which are likely to contain significant flora species and 
vegetation communities.  The EPA understands that there will be minimal impact on those nature reserves within 
the northern sand plains, around which it was not possible to deviate the proposed pipeline corridor route.  
Efforts have been made to avoid going into high conservation areas as much as possible and to go around them.   

Also contained in the advice to the minister is a map of Badgingarra, and members have indicated their 
understanding of that.  The excision that applies under this Bill is the excision of the current corridor for the 
pipeline.  Agreement has been reached to go around Badgingarra National Park so that the only excision in 
Badgingarra is for the current pipeline.  The 70-metre extension goes well around Badgingarra.  I note that in 
doing so, that deviation also avoids going through Coomallo Nature Reserve, even though the current pipeline 
goes through that reserve.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  As a point of clarification for one of the questions, why is there no need to do the same sort 
of excision for Coomallo that is being done for Badgingarra?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  In terms of Coomallo Nature Reserve? 

Hon Robin Chapple:  Yes.  You are doing it for Badgingarra, but maybe that is a question for later.   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I will need to check that.  Coomallo is a nature reserve and Badgingarra is a 
national park. 

Hon Robin Chapple interjected.  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I will take that up with the adviser; I do not know the answer to that. 

The first excision that will occur under the legislation removes 6.8 hectares from reserve A27219 in Minyulo 
Nature Reserve.  I am advised that the reason for the excision, as it is set out in the explanatory memorandum, is 
that it is considered impractical to deviate the corridor route around that reserve.  As it has been explained to me, 
the pipeline corridor currently has a single river crossing through the Minyulo Nature Reserve.  I am advised that 
a viable alternative to going through Minyulo Nature Reserve would involve a double river crossing.   

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
 


