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ENVIRONMENT PORTFOLIO, GOVERNMENT ELECTION COMMITMENTS 
Motion 

MR MASTERS (Vasse) [5.10 pm]:  I move - 

That this House notes with concern the failure of the Gallop Labor Government to fulfil its election 
commitments in the environment portfolio, in particular the Government’s complete lack of 
commitment to the State’s salinity crisis. 

It is one year and 10 days since there was a change of government in Western Australia and the Australian Labor 
Party took office.  In the lead-up to that election many issues were at the forefront of electors’ minds.  These 
issues included the mortgage brokers scandal, the belltower project and One Nation preferences.  However, the 
issue I will concentrate on this afternoon is the green issue of old-growth forests.  Understandably, 
environmental issues comprise more than those concerning forests and cover the entire spectrum of the 
environment.  One can summarise those issues in four words: soil, air, water and biodiversity.  These four words 
essentially sum up the full range of environmental issues about which any human being on this planet - and 
certainly any Government - should be concerned.   

Where are we now more than 12 months after the election of 10 February 2001?  In one respect only have we 
moved more than one centimetre beyond where we were prior to the election.  That one success - namely, the 
cessation of logging in old-growth forests - must be mentioned because I am sure the Minister for the 
Environment and Heritage will strongly emphasise the credentials of both herself and the Government on this 
issue.  Whether I, as the shadow minister, or the Liberal Party supports or opposes the cessation of logging in 
old-growth forests, the bottom line is that the ALP went to the electorate with that as -  

The SPEAKER:  I do not know whether Hansard can hear the member because approximately eight different 
conversations are taking place in the Chamber;  in fact, one is still going on.  The member for Peel must cease 
talking when I am on my feet.  Too many conversations are taking place while the member for Vasse is making 
his contribution to this debate.  If members wish to continue their conversations, please leave the Chamber so 
that both Hansard and I can hear the speaker.   

Mr MASTERS:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  I thought I had a fairly robust voice.  I will have to go to elocution 
classes and learn to project it more forcibly.   

The Government’s one success has been its commitment to cease the logging of old-growth forests.  As I say, 
whether members agree or disagree with that action, we must nonetheless commend the Government for having 
lived up to that commitment.  The sad thing is that there have been a large number of failed promises.  As a 
result, there are a number of dissatisfied expectations in the Western Australian electorate.  To emphasise and 
summarise the level of discontent in the wider community about the Government’s failure to live up to its 
election commitments, I refer the House to the January 2002 editorial of The Greener Times, an environmental 
news magazine published by the Conservation Council of Western Australia.  Undoubtedly, the Conservation 
Council of Western Australia is the peak non-government environmental conservation organisation in Western 
Australia.  It is my understanding that approximately 60 groups are affiliated members of the council.  Clearly 
these groups speak with great authority on the environment.  However, they are not happy with the Gallop 
Government.  The editorial is entitled “Shaky Start” and states -  

It is nearly 12 months since the ALP won an unexpected victory in the State Election.  It came to office 
with an ambitious policy agenda, much of which appears to have been hastily put together shortly 
before the election.   

The conservation movement welcomed the ALP’s commitments on major issues such as forests, 
salinity, legislative reform, sustainability and biodiversity.  However many were sceptical in view of the 
dismal record of previous ALP and Coalition Governments on honouring their election promises.   

The Conservation Council of Western Australia has been a bit unfair to both the previous Government and 
Governments before that.  For almost 30 years both Liberal and Labor Governments have made very difficult 
decisions about logging in forests and sustainable logging.  These decisions cost large numbers of jobs.  
Nonetheless, these difficult decisions were made to make the timber industry more sustainable.  I may not 
necessarily agree with everything that is stated in this editorial.  However, I suspect that both the Minister for the 
Environment and Heritage and the Government will disagree even more.   

The editorial continues -  

Now that the Gallop Government has been in office for almost a year we are better able to assess their 
priorities and commitment.  Two things are clear; first, environment is not a high priority for this 
Government and second, the Government is deeply divided on environmental issues.   
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There have been two star performers in the first year of the Gallop Government - they are Attorney 
General, Jim McGinty, and the Police Minister, Michelle Roberts.  They have succeeded in getting 
substantial reforms in place and seem to have the full support of the Cabinet.  This reflects the 
Government’s strong commitment to social reform.   

I have no argument with that. We on this side of the House may not be particularly happy with some of the social 
reform agenda that has been introduced, such as the gay and lesbian law reform and so on.  Nonetheless, these 
two paragraphs of the editorial are very accurate.   

The editorial continues -  

Unfortunately, environmental issues do not attract the same priority.  The Environment Minister, Dr 
Judy Edwards, has tried hard but she clearly lacks support in Cabinet for implementing the ALP’s 
environmental platform.  This is exemplified by her failure to get any of the key legislative reforms 
through Parliament last year.  The previous Government had prepared the draft legislation for 
amendments to the Environmental Protection Act, the waste management legislation and the 
contaminated sites legislation.  These important bills have been waiting to go Parliament for the last 
five years and Labor has promised to give them a high priority.   

The Government’s failure to reform the Environmental Protection Act has meant that the EPA still does 
not have the power to stop environmentally damaging activities such as land clearing.  The need for 
these powers was highlighted in the Ramsey inquiry in 1991 and successive Labor and Coalition 
Governments have promised to close the loophole but their words still have not been translated into 
actions.   

In response to these two paragraphs, it is worth noting that the previous Minister for Primary Industry, the 
member for Stirling, went a long way down the path of bringing in what was not called a clearing ban but was 
effectively a clearing ban.  I have read some of the material of recent commentators who have stated that a 
significant amount of clearing is still occurring in Western Australia.  However, for the most part it is occurring 
not in rural Western Australia but in metropolitan Perth, which has developments of all types, primarily urban.  
These developments are destroying high quality areas of bushland and wetland.  There was a clear expectation 
that the party elected to office on 10 February 2001 would act decisively and put an end to these types of 
clearing problems.  However, as the editorial states, that has not occurred.   

Mr House interjected.   

Mr MASTERS:  I have not seen the statistics but that would not surprise me.   
Mr McRae:  What is the right story - has it accelerated or declined?   
Mr MASTERS:  We will find out when the statistics are provided.  I have not seen those statistics.  I continue 
the quote from the editorial - 

The Government has restructured the EPA, DEP and Water and Rivers Commission along with most 
other government agencies.  This rearrangement may have some benefits, although they are not 
immediately apparent.  However the down side of this restructuring is that these departments have been 
thrown into turmoil, predictable conflicts of interest have arisen and competent staff have left the public 
service.  This is probably part of the reason for the EPA’s poor performance and the Minister’s failure 
to achieve any significant legislative reforms last year. 

I have to agree with that.  There is a joke about rearranging the deckchairs on the Titanic.  That applies very 
much to the rearrangement that has occurred in the new Department of Environment, Water and Catchment 
Protection.  I have spoken to a number of staff in that department and they in turn have communicated their 
feelings to me in my capacity as the shadow minister and in forums I have attended over the past 12 months.  
There is no doubt that for the first six months there was incredible uncertainty within all the restructured 
departments as to who was going to retain their job or whether people would be pushed sideways or downwards.  
For those few who were trying to get the plum jobs, there was great competition.  The responsibilities that those 
people were supposed to be performing under the various Acts of Parliament that they were responsible for were 
not carried out with the sort of diligence that would have occurred if the restructuring had not taken place.  I 
continue the quote - 

The lack of coordination in Government policy has led to substantial cuts in funding for key 
conservation initiatives such as biodiversity and salinity control.  This is just the opposite of what was 
promised.   

Sustainability was another key commitment of the Gallop Government, yet major developments such as 
those on the Burrup Peninsula are not being assessed against the latest sustainability criteria.  All 
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developments need to be considered for their environmental, social, cultural and economic impacts, 
using the latest available information. 

One of the commitments of the Australian Labor Party prior to the election was to fast track the issue of 
sustainability to ensure that all projects and day-to-day activities of government agencies would be assessed 
against sustainability criteria so that the triple bottom line - that is, social, environmental and economic benefits 
and costs - would be fully assessed and understood and decisions made on the basis of that triple bottom line.  
Twelve months down the track we have a discussion paper along with many others.  We have a few people who 
have gone off to establish an office of sustainable development or something similar.  To the best of my 
knowledge there is still no assessment of major projects, nor of day-to-day government activities against an 
accurate, definable and sustainable list of sustainability criteria.  One year later, we are still waiting for 
something definitive to come out in the area of sustainability.  Just as we have had reviews of the patient assisted 
travel scheme and a royal commission into the police and other inquiries, the year that has gone by has seen very 
little action on the ground by the Government.  That is not defensible.  It is very sad that the electorate of 
Western Australia, having been promised a wide range of environmental activity and initiatives, has not seen 
them come about.  I will quote the final paragraphs of the editorial - 

The Government’s implementation of its election-winning forest policy began well with the prompt halt 
to logging in unlogged old growth forest.  However, its hesitancy to fulfil its commitment to protect 
high conservation value forest and introduce ecologically sustainable forest management is indicative of 
an increasing tendency to cave into the demands of the logging industry lobby and the loggers’ 
bureaucratic support base.  Given the clear mandate Western Australians gave the Gallop Government 
to implement a new and visionary forest policy, it is difficult to understand its apparent unwillingness to 
do so. 

It is not my intention to say a great deal about the forest issue.  I have raised in this House before the fact that 
one does not protect forests just by stopping logging.  An area of bushland, forest or wetland is not protected by 
putting a line on a map and saying that it is now an area of reserve.  There are so many threatening processes that 
are capable of causing or potentially capable of causing negative impacts on our environment that we have to 
undertake very positive and, unfortunately, expensive and time-consuming actions.  The Conservation Council 
of Western Australia editorial echoes my words in this place, namely that there has been a commitment to cease 
logging in old-growth forests, but beyond that, an awareness of the need to manage those forests and other 
conservation areas has been lacking in this Government.  The final paragraph of the editorial states - 

At the end of its first year in office the Gallop Government is not travelling well.  It has substantial 
internal conflict and is well behind in the polls.  Some are predicting that it may be a one-term 
Government.  Its performance on its environmental agenda has been disappointing and it has a lot of 
work to do if intends to honour even half of its election promises before it faces the voters again. 

Through this editorial, the Conservation Council indicates that it doubts whether the Government will honour 
even half of its election promises.  Yet, in the lead-up to the February 2001 election, in three or four editions of 
The Greener Times, it produced a summary of the environmental record of the previous coalition Government.  
Guess what?  It stated that only about half of the previous Government’s election promises were fulfilled.  That 
being the case, one wonders why the Conservation Council does not look back to the previous two terms of the 
coalition Government and say that, by way of comparison, it was not that bad and that this Government is the 
one to be very nervous about because of its withdrawal of funding and failure to act in so many key areas. 

The environment can be broken up into four areas: air, soil, water and biodiversity.  The failure of this 
Government to act on the issue of air is exemplified by the fact that nothing has been done to implement the 
Perth air quality management plan.  I welcome a response from the minister as to whether there has been any 
action in that regard.  I am not aware of any.  The Government has failed to act on soil in three respects.  The 
first is the failure to sign the agreement with the federal Government that will allow $152 million to come to the 
State to fight salinity.  Salinity does not impact just upon biodiversity and water; it also impacts upon soil.  In 
turn, soil in our agricultural areas is the basis of our productivity. 

Mr Pendal:  Does the member think the coalition has a good record on salinity? 

Mr MASTERS:  At the moment, a better record than that of this Government.  I have no argument with the view 
that we could have done a lot more.  On behalf of the previous Government I plead guilty to not being perfect.  
However, in the 12 months since the last election this Government has done so little as to make us look brilliant.  
The editorial mentions waste management legislation and contaminated sites legislation.  Both Bills were 
introduced into this House by the previous Government.  Due to the change of Government the Bills could 
progress no further.  They would have had to be reintroduced.  Neither of the Bills has been seen since in this 
House. 
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Mr Kucera:  Did the member watch Four Corners the other evening? 

Mr MASTERS:  Yes. 

Mr Kucera:  Who allowed the contaminated sites to be set up in the first place? 

Mr MASTERS:  I am glad the minister asked that question.   

Mrs Edwardes:  Who licensed them? 

Mr Kucera:  I am glad the member came in on that as the questions are yet to be raised in the House. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The member for Vasse has the floor. 

Mr MASTERS:  The Minister for Health raises a very important issue and I remind the minister that a standing 
committee of this Parliament is looking at the issue of the Bellevue fire.  It released one report on 13 December, 
I think, last year, and another more broad-ranging report will be released, hopefully, in April or May.  I suggest 
to the minister that if he waits a little while, he will be able to read a very interesting report.  Beyond that, it 
would be inappropriate for me to respond directly to the bait that has been dangled in front of me. 

I refer to water.  Clearly, the lack of action by this Government on salinity will cause a reduction in water quality 
throughout Western Australia.  I say that while recognising that salinity is not a problem for only the wheatbelt.  
I have raised this issue in the south west; I cannot recall if I have raised it in this House.  Extensive sections of 
the Swan coastal plain are subject to salinity.  Although it is a different form of salinity, nonetheless, it is just as 
capable of destroying and significantly reducing natural biodiversity as is salinity in the wheatbelt.  To date, I am 
sorry that this Government has not done a great deal in that regard.  Also, when I tried to ascertain what the 
Government had done about water, it was sad to find that it basically took a federal election before the 
Government decided that it would knock on the head the idea to put an enhanced waste treatment facility at the 
Brookdale site at Forrestfield. 

Dr Edwards:  Who started that whole idea? 

Mr MASTERS:  Who wanted to expand it, though? 

Dr Edwards:  Your Government did.  It initiated that process. 

Mr MASTERS:  The Bellevue fire should have taught everyone some very important lessons.  However, this 
Government ploughed ahead and did not bother to talk to its three members of this House who are on the 
Economics and Industry Standing Committee to find out what lessons should be learnt from the Bellevue fire.  It 
was only the threat of losing a seat, which actually occurred -  

Mr Kucera:  I caution you not to mislead the House. 

Dr Edwards:  You are misleading the House.  The date of the decision was 23 December.  When was the federal 
election?  It was in November. 

Mr MASTERS:  On 10 November.  The minister is right.  I am happy to withdraw that comment.  However, I 
assure the minister that the pressure to make that decision started well before the 10 November election.  It was 
the loss of that seat to the Labor Party, which I have no doubt - 

Dr Edwards:  You are defeating your own argument.  Which argument will you use?  Is it the threat of the 
election -  

Mr MASTERS:  Okay.  I admit to being confused about the dates. 

Mr Kucera:  You were not confused; you were wrong. 

Mr MASTERS:  I said that.  I withdrew it. 

Dr Edwards:  If that were the truth, why would we have bothered when there was a new member in the seat of 
Canning on 23 December? 

Mr MASTERS:  Because the Government finally realised that it was the right decision to make.  It took the loss 
of a seat and three or four months of public campaigning before the Government understood the messages from 
Brookdale. 

The final area of biodiversity is the one in which this Government has failed most profoundly.  I have mentioned 
salinity.  I have briefly mentioned forest management, but I will not deal with it in detail.  In addition, there has 
been a general cutback of funding in the environment and conservation portfolios.  That is hard to prove, because 
in the 2001-02 Budget Overview, for example, there is a claim that “the Government has increased funding for 
the environment and heritage portfolio by 21% in 2001-02.” 
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The reality, however, is that there have been significant cuts across the board, except in the area of the South 
Perth Zoo.  It is not my intention to go through the budget in detail to highlight that matter.  However, I give the 
example of the Swan River Trust.  I do not believe that all the environmental actions that are needed to protect 
and enhance the Swan River have been taken.  Nonetheless, there was a $116 000 reduction in the allocation of 
funding to the Swan River Trust for the 2001-02 year.  That was in spite of the fact that Perth’s population and 
the pressure of development on the Swan River, its catchments and banks - all aspects of the Swan River - are 
growing.  The Government crowed about the fact that it was putting an additional $500 000 towards 
management plans and revegetation plans for the banks of the Swan River.  That is a highly commendable 
initiative, but the bottom line is that funding for the Swan River Trust and the Swan River as a whole has been 
reduced by $116 000. 

It is difficult to analyse the budget papers because of the changes in the forest and logging aspects of the 
portfolio.  A heap of money has come out of the Department of Conservation and Land Management budget and 
gone to the Forest Products Commission, and it is difficult to compare like with like.  I refer to the minister’s 
answer to a question that I placed on notice on 27 November last year, in which I asked for details of what it 
meant when Ken McNamara, who was the Acting Executive Director of the Department of Conservation and 
Land Management, was asked during the estimates committee meeting held on Tuesday, 16 October 2001, to 
explain a range of funding cuts that would impact upon the Department of Conservation and Land Management.  
The minister has given me a detailed answer, and I am grateful to her for that.  I will not take up the House’s 
time by reading every word of it.  In summary, it states that activity in the science division has been scaled down 
in the areas of marine turtles, forest fauna, flora conservation and introduced predator control research, and the 
functions of the Western Australian Herbarium. 

I am disappointed with cutbacks in all those areas.  It is difficult for government to always determine its 
priorities.  However, the Government was elected to govern.  With the possible exception of marine turtles - 
even though some endangered species of turtles live in Western Australian waters, and one species on land - 
forest fauna, flora conservation, predator control and the WA Herbarium are all important parts of the 
conservation portfolio, into which the minister should be putting more money, not taking it out.  That cut was 
$530 000. 

An amount of $370 000 has been removed from the biological surveys portion of the budget, and the minister 
has advised me that there will be a deferment for one year of the proposed Pilbara region biological survey.  The 
Pilbara region is undergoing significant developmental pressures.  One has only to look at what is proposed for 
the Burrup Peninsula to appreciate that we must know what are the environmental qualities and values in that 
area.  That was the reason the biological survey of the Pilbara was initially proposed.  That has been deferred for 
one year to save $370 000. 

Two wildlife officers will not be replaced.  By implication, I assume that they are based in the Swan and south 
coast regions.  I thought that those regions were subject to increased urban, tourism and other developmental 
pressures, yet two wildlife officers will not be replaced in those two areas.  That will bring about a cost saving of 
$205 000.  As a former wildlife officer, I cannot recall being paid as much money as half of $205 000, so there is 
probably more to it than that.  Nonetheless, I thought that they would be fairly key personnel and that they would 
be required for the Department of Conservation and Land Management to do its job properly.  However, they 
have been removed from high pressure areas.  The regional parks program has also been affected by reductions 
totalling $325 000.  There are almost two pages listing cutbacks in funding to the environment and heritage 
portfolios 

Mr McRae:  What document are you quoting from?  

Mr MASTERS:  It is question on notice 1283.  I am happy to table it, if necessary. 

I do not intend to go through the budget papers, because it would take too long, but budgets for the Department 
of Conservation and Land Management have been either static or reduced.  I would appreciate a response from 
the minister on the subject of sustainable forest management.  Having been elected to government on the basis of 
the cessation of logging in old-growth forest, and all the commitments that flow on from that, how much of the 
claimed increase in the budget for sustainable forest management is actually being used to pay out the timber 
mills that are closing down?   This does not protect the environment.  

Dr Edwards:  None - it is a totally different budget item.  

Mr MASTERS:  The budget papers are confusing.  

Dr Edwards:  It is a totally different portfolio.  
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Mr MASTERS:  I would be happy for the minister to address that in more detail.  I can, however, say that the 
budget allocation this year for sustainable forest management is 6.7 per cent higher than that of the previous 
year, but it is still down 57 per cent on the year before that.   

Dr Edwards:  I think you are referring to the combined CALM and forest products portfolios.  I would have to 
check that.  

Mr MASTERS:  That is the inherent difficulty I was talking about earlier - attempting to compare chalk with 
cheese.  I am also disappointed - and this will be raised at a later time in this place - that not enough seems to 
have been allocated for fire management.  There was an allocation in the budget of $3 million for wildfire 
suppression activities, but my understanding is that if there are no wildfires this summer and that $3 million is 
not expended, that money will go into general revenue.  

Dr Edwards:  It is already half spent.  

Mr MASTERS:  I appreciate the minister providing that information, but I am still concerned that the remaining 
$1.5 million will not be made available for other purposes.  

I refer again to question on notice 1283, which shows that a reduction of $234 000 has been made in funding for 
prescribed burning for habitat management.  The reply from the minister states -  

The reduction applies across the board to proposed prescribed burns having a primary purpose for 
habitat management and will be managed by delaying burns in some areas.  

I cannot understand how prescribed burns can be managed by delaying them for one year.  If a prescribed burn 
for habitat management is required in a certain year, and it is delayed for a year, an uncontrolled fire in that area 
will impact severely on conservation values.  If the reduction in funding will be managed by delaying burns in 
some areas, it means that the Government is not living up to the expectations of the professional officers in the 
Department of Conservation and Land Management, and the broader community, for funding for the 
environment portfolio.   

In my final few minutes I refer the House to various issues raised in the publication The Greener Times.  If the 
Conservation Council of Western Australia is accepted as the peak non-government environmental body in the 
State, it is very instructive to examine its statements in the pages of The Greener Times over the past 12 months 
about the way in which the Government is dealing with the environment.  In the May 2001 edition, numerous 
articles deal with concerns of the conservation movement about the direction in which the Government is 
heading.  The editorial, which is headed “Is this Sustainable Development?”, states -  

While the Planning Minister, Alannah MacTiernan, and the new Labor Government may be pleasing 
voters with decisions on such issues as Smiths Beach and Pyrton Prison, they are certainly not winning 
friends with the decision to close the suburbs of Wattleup and Hope Valley.  

The article goes on to discuss the environmental implications of that project.  On the very next page, there is an 
article headed “Alarm Raised As Old Growth Logging Continues”.   

In order to save time, the details need not be mentioned here, but I will read out some of the headings of these 
articles, so that members will understand that, in spite of the election of a Government with very green 
credentials, nothing has changed.  Page 5 of the May edition has the heading “Abrolhos Islands Threatened by 
Tourists”, and on page 7, “New Threat to the Peel Harvey Catchment”.  The conservation movement, realising 
that a federal election was coming up, decided to get stuck into the Commonwealth Government, but that is an 
occupational hazard.  In the June 2001 edition, on page 6 we find the heading, “More Road Verges Cleared”, and 
on page 15, “Bush Forever Fact or Fiction?”  The theme of that article, by Edwin O’Rourke, is that, in spite of 
Government trying to grapple with the protection of bush in the metropolitan and outer metropolitan areas, 
nothing seems to have been done.  I understand nothing has yet been done by this Government to slow down the 
rate of bushland clearing in the metropolitan area.  The editorial in the July 2001 issue is headed “Caution Urged 
on Public Service Shake-up”, and the sentiments in that article were repeated in the editorial I read early in my 
speech.  On page 3 of that edition is an article entitled “Urgent Action Needed To Stop Bush Clearing”.  Nothing 
much has happened in that regard.  On Page 9 is the heading “Labor Promises Peel Regional Park”.  I note that 
the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has said that the Peel regional plan is likely to be promulgated in 
October of this year.  Presumably the Peel regional park will be created around about that time.  

Mr Bradshaw:  Who set it up?  

Mr MASTERS:  That is a very good question, because it was set up by the previous Government.  More 
importantly, however, the election commitment made by the Australian Labor Party, prior to February of last 
year, was that the Peel regional park would be in place within six months of the election of a Labor Government.  
We hope it will be up and running.  
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Mr Trenorden:  They were talking about a federal Government.  

Mr MASTERS:  I am sorry - obviously I am confused again.  

More than 18 months after the election, in October 2002, the Peel regional park is to be established.  Page 15 of 
the July 2001 issue of The Greener Times has an article headed “Hills Environment Threatened by Dense Urban 
Development”.  I must admit to the minister that the Government has been criticised over this, but the 
Opposition would probably tend to take the Government’s side on this one.  I want to highlight, through articles 
in The Greener Times, how the environment movement is very disappointed with the lack of action.  In the 
August 2001 issue, on page 10, I find the heading “Concerns About James Point Port”.  The September 2001 
issue has an editorial entitled “Saving WA’s Forests - How Are We Going? ”  A number of things are said by the 
writer, Beth Schultz, that are not particularly complimentary of the Government, but I will save that detail for a 
debate on forest management.  

Nonetheless, on page 12 there is an article titled “Another Bellevue Disaster Looming - Will We Ever Learn?”  
That is the message I tried to give to the Minister for the Environment and Heritage earlier, but it did not seem to 
be well received.  On page 4 of The Greener Times of October 2001 is an article titled “Fairfield Woodlands 
Threatened by Development”, on page 5 is an article titled “Wetland Destruction Continues”, on page 7 is an 
article titled “‘Save Ningaloo’ Campaign Gathers Momentum”, and on page 8 is an article titled “Alcoa and 
WA’s Jarrah Forests”.   

On page 3 of The Greener Times of January 2002, which is the edition from which I read the editorial, is an 
article titled “Sustainability - is the Government Dinkum?”, and on page 4 is an article titled “Save Ningaloo 
Campaign Update”.  The Government does not come out favourably in that article.  On page 6 is an article titled 
“Outrage Over EPA Decision on Shells and Mining”, and on page 7 is an article titled “EPA Sits on the Fence 
over Underwood Avenue Bushland”.  I appreciate that the Environmental Protection Authority is an independent 
body, but the bottom line is that it makes recommendations to the Government in the hope that the Government 
will act on them. 

Mr Kucera:  I was not in the House when you were in government, but how supportive of the EPA were you 
when you were in government?  

Mr MASTERS:  I was probably as supportive as was appropriate.  

Mr Kucera:  I ask you that because I was involved with that group and the forest issues in the south west.  To the 
contrary, not a great deal of support came from you or your Government at that time. 

Mr MASTERS:  To what issues does the minister refer?  

Mr Kucera:  On all those types of issues.  You seem to be a born-again green.  

Mr MASTERS:  The Minister for Health seems to be missing the key tenet of the point I am trying to make.  
This Government claims it was elected in large measure by promising to protect the environment across the 
board.  However, very few of those promises have been met a year later.  I am making a political statement as 
much as an environmental statement.  

Mr Dean interjected. 

Mr MASTERS:  Has anything happened on the ground at Bunbury’s Back Beach yet?  A lot has been promised.  

Mr Dean:  The bulldozers are there this week.  

Mr MASTERS:  I will be interested to know what happens there.  The member for Bunbury knows that I have an 
interest in this issue and I have a lot of sympathy for the position he holds.  

Mr Kucera:  The point I make is that the opinions you now value were the same opinions that you totally 
disregarded when in government.  It seems strange that you are now in that situation.  

Mr MASTERS:  At least we were honest with the electorate.  We stated our position on a wide range of issues.  
When the Labor Party was in opposition, it made a range of promises across the environment portfolio.  How 
many of those promises have been delivered? 

In April 2001 - only three months after the Government was elected - the environmental movement sent a very 
strong message in an article on page 3 of The Greener Times titled “Government Told Not To Cut Environment 
Spending”.  The message was that the Government was elected on the basis of strong environmental promises 
and the environmental movement now wants the Government to deliver, which has not happened.  On page 7 of 
the same issue of The Greener Times is an article titled “EPA Report On CALM’s Dieback Management A 
Major Cop-Out”.  Again, I appreciate that the EPA is an independent advisory body to the minister in many 
respects.  This issue is about whether the Government listened to the EPA report and acted on its 
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recommendations or whether the Government listened to the green movement’s attack on the EPA report on 
those concerns. 

Dr Edwards:  We made up our own mind.  

Mr MASTERS:  That is what ministers are paid to do.  Finally, on page 8 of The Greener Times is an article 
titled “Proposed New Logging Areas Cause Concern”.  Earlier, I said that Governments are elected to govern.  
My conclusion is that the environment portfolio has not been governed properly by this Government.  The 
Government has implemented only one significant part of its policy; that is, the cessation of logging in old-
growth forests.  I hope I have demonstrated by my criticism, through the question on notice I asked, and my 
assessment of the budget, and also on the basis of what the Conservation Council has said, that this Government 
has not delivered on its environmental promises in a range of areas.  It still has three years in which to deliver -  

Mr McRae interjected. 

Mr MASTERS:  It is three years before the next election.  The member for Riverton should not get too cocky.  If 
the comments in that editorial in the Conservation Council’s The Greener Times are accurate and the minister is 
not getting the support she needs from her fellow ministers because they are driven by a social reform agenda or 
economic imperatives, I say more power to the minister’s arm.  I hope that other ministers listen to the Minister 
for the Environment and Heritage in her cabinet submissions.  However, the reality is that no waste management 
Bill is before this House, no changes to the Environmental Protection Act are before this House, and no 
contaminated sites legislation is before this House.  The Government is coming up short on the issues of air, soil, 
water and biodiversity.  I hope that in 12 months I can say more positive things than I have just said.  
Nonetheless, my understanding is that the Government’s track record is not very good.  

DR EDWARDS (Maylands - Minister for the Environment and Heritage) [5.56 pm]:  I will give the member for 
Vasse the courtesy of also quoting from The Greener Times of January 2002.  It contains an interesting and 
sensible article titled “Our Environmental Imperatives” by Bernie Masters, the member for Vasse.  In the way 
that these articles often do, the author of this article sets out his personal credentials to introduce himself before 
he refers to his imperatives.  The member for Vasse states that his credentials include his involvement in the 
Busselton Naturalist Club, as well as a number of other activities.  He then states that the conservation 
movement could be understandably cautious, even sceptical, about his credentials.  He goes on to say - 

I might have a difficult personality;   

I do not agree.  

Mr Masters:  As unlikely as that may sound, it is possible.  

Dr EDWARDS:  It is a self-confession.  The member further states -  

My being a committed Liberal may be contrary to the political beliefs of Conservation Council 
delegates.   

That is a bit insulting.   

The member for South Perth might have something to say about what the member for Vasse goes on to say; 
namely -  

The Phillip Pendal experience in 1993 - he should have been appointed the Minister for the 
Environment in the Court Liberal government, but factionalism reared its ugly head and he remained a 
backbencher;   

The member for Vasse then makes some sensible comments about reconnecting people to nature.  I agree that 
gaps exist that we should seek to address.  I look forward to implementing the member’s suggestion of having 
hands-on experience at the Zoo; I had in mind the crocodile enclosure.  

Mr Kucera:  What about the bunny cage?  

Dr EDWARDS:  We will not put him in there; they might breed.  I will read into Hansard a list of the 
Government’s achievements to let people know that we have delivered on a number of the promises that we 
made.  We have in train a program to deliver on all those promises.  The forest policy received universal praise 
when it was released.  That is a significant government policy and I expended a lot of time and energy in 
implementing it.  Virtually from the day we were elected, we ceased logging in 99 per cent of old-growth forests.  

Dr Woollard:  Will you address my issue of conservation forests?  

Dr EDWARDS:  Yes.  This Government made a commitment to immediately stop logging in 99 per cent of old-
growth forests and to review the remaining one per cent.  The Government subsequently announced that the 
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remaining one per cent was saved and that all old-growth forest was now protected.  It also made a commitment 
to make an early announcement about the sustainable yield.  That has been done.   

The Government made a commitment to place a moratorium on the proposed expansion of the Wellington 
National Park and on blocks near Collie and Nannup.  That moratorium was put in place, the assessment was 
completed and the results were released.  That meant that an additional 6 000 hectares of forest were nominated 
for conservation status in the proposed Wellington National Park.  In addition, the Government promised a 
stream and rivers buffer study to check the adequacy of stream and river buffers.  That study, which was 
conducted by the Water and Rivers Commission, has been completed.   

The rolling out of national parks has commenced.  The Government made a commitment to provide 30 new 
national parks.  The first to be announced was the Walpole wilderness area.  In April last year the Government 
released the indicative boundaries of the Walpole wilderness area and announced four new national parks.  The 
Government also announced a process that engaged the community.  A stakeholder reference group was set up to 
provide final input on the indicative boundaries, and a community advisory committee was established to 
provide advice on management issues.  Positions on the community advisory committee were advertised and 
good input was received from local people who had good on-the-ground, local experience.   

The former Government’s policy on native forests had no vision, no understanding and provided no forest 
wilderness.  This Government is in the throes of preparing a draft wilderness policy.  That policy is being 
discussed with stakeholders and will soon be released.  The Government has implemented not only the policy, 
but has also gone beyond it in a number of areas.  The Government announced indicative boundaries for the Mt 
Lindsay National Park, Mt Roe National Park, the unnamed national parks north and south of the Walpole 
wilderness area, the Greater Beedelup National Park, Greater Kingston National Park, Greater Preston National 
Park and Wellington National Park.  The Government has continued with the commitment, in line with its 
measures to improve the process and consultation, for these boundaries to be reviewed by community and 
stakeholder committees.  

Mr Masters:  I do not mean to belittle them, but aren’t those new national parks simply the implementation of 
your no logging in old-growth forests policy?  In other words, these national parks are consequential to your no 
logging in old-growth forest policy. 

Dr EDWARDS:  What a strange comment.  How does one get national parks if not in that way? 

Mr Masters:  As I said earlier, you do not protect the environment -  

Dr EDWARDS:  I return to the motion, which was about how the Government is not fulfilling its election 
commitments.  I have clearly listed the efforts the Government is making not only to fulfil the promises, but also 
in the way it is going about doing so, such as by engaging local people and experts.  The member has questioned 
why the Government is bothering to have these national parks.  I find that strange. 

Mr Masters:  No, you are missing my point.  

Dr EDWARDS:  I will move on.  The Government has also started the high conservation value assessment of 
other forest areas.  That commenced late last year.  The Government is moving through that process.  A report 
will be completed by the end of March or early April.  The former Government did not recognise the 
conservation value of old-growth forests, let alone other conservation forests.  This is a big achievement; it is a 
big step forward.  Similarly, the Government indicated that it would bring forward the forest management plan.  
In January, the Government released for public comment the first discussion paper on the new management plan.  
That was released early to get people’s input.  A draft forest management plan will go out to the public in July.   

The Government has also commenced the independent audit of log stockpiles and forest waste.  That is being 
undertaken by the Conservation Commission of Western Australia and is also nearing completion.  The Forest 
Products Commission has initiated its review of timber royalties.  That study is well under way.  The 
Government is also looking at ecologically sustainable forest management.  A review of silvicultural practices is 
occurring.  The Government has continued the work of Professor Ian Ferguson in looking at sustainable forestry.  
That all feeds into the forest management plan.  In addition, the Government made a commitment to produce a 
socioeconomic impact study.  The consultant for that study has done some preliminary work.  That study will 
take off once the draft forest management plan is made available in July.   

The Government also promised increased consultation.  A round of city and regional forest forums were held in 
winter and spring last year.  That input went into the high conservation assessment and the discussion paper of 
the forest management plan.  The Government has delivered not only on the promises in the forest document, but 
has also improved the processes and has genuinely tried to reach out to the community, so that people take part 
and have a say.  
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I turn now to the worker and industry assistance package.  The Labor Party made a commitment before the 
election to provide a package worth $57 million.  That has been upped to $123 million, because when the Labor 
Party gained government and looked at that matter carefully, it realised that more was needed.  A workers 
assistance program is under way, which includes redundancy payments that are 50 per cent higher per worker 
than the ones to which the previous Government had been working.  That $123 million package is covered by 
different portfolios and is reflected in their budgets.  Even with the machinery of government streamlining, about 
four departments are involved in the delivery of different aspects of that package.  That is why it is not in the 
Department of Conservation and Land Management’s budget.  An extra $25 million has been included in the 
CALM budget through this package.  That is made up of capital works and recurrent spending for the new 
national parks.  That is a fully funded commitment.  The Government has allocated $26.5 million for incentives 
for new projects in the south west and $5 million under the south west industry assistance scheme for head work 
charges, consultancy subsidies and local government charges subsidies.  The Government is also going through a 
transition to whole bole logging, which the Forests Products Commission is currently working on as it assesses 
the calls for proposals for jarrah.   

In line with the Government’s commitment, CALM is currently employing 14 displaced timber workers as 
seasonal firefighters and three former timber workers as national park rangers.  CALM is in the process of 
employing a further 12 people in firefighting and parks project areas.  CALM could employ more people, but the 
pool of displaced timber workers has not been as great as the demand from that department.  That is another 
commitment the Government is fulfilling.   

The Government also indicated there would be a log allocation for Pemberton.  Money is set aside for Pemberton 
when the sale of the mill goes through.  In addition, the Minister for State Development is progressing the 
establishment of the laminated veneer lumber plant.   

In the area of old-growth forest policy, the Government has implemented many of its promises and has 
timetabled and is working through the rest.  I will digress for a minute and talk about another initiative the 
Government has taken.  The Government is seeking a solution to the decline of tuarts in the south west, 
including those in the electorate of the member for Vasse, in response to community concern.  For possibly the 
first time since CALM has been involved, the Government has established a response group to look at the issue 
that includes not only scientists from different areas and government departments, but also representatives from 
the local community.  That allows a free flow of scientific evidence and community concern in the one 
committee.  This response group is charged with devising a conservation strategy to give higher level advice on 
what needs to be done in the short term to try to arrest this problem.   

Mr Masters:  That is a good initiative.  I hope the research involved is adequately funded.  The borer has not yet 
reached my electorate.  It seems to be in the Mandurah-Dawesville and Murray-Wellington areas.  It has not 
reached Vasse at this stage. 

Dr EDWARDS:  That is good news, if that is the case.   

Perhaps one of the worst legacies the Government inherited from the previous Government was in the area of 
waste.  As members know, the Bellevue fire occurred on the same day that ministers were sworn in.  That has 
left a sad legacy.  I hope the parliamentary committee can come up with some sensible ideas about why it 
happened and what needs to done to make sure that something like this does not happen again.  It is a bit ironic 
that at the time a bell tower was built alongside the Swan River, the previous Government could not find money 
to do something about Bellevue.  The warnings were not heeded.  The inquiry will provide more information 
about why that occurred and the lessons to be learned from it.   

The member for Vasse fails to recognise that the previous Government commenced the Brookdale consultative 
environmental review.  I was not told until April that the Brookdale facility was operating outside its own licence 
conditions.  At that stage it was not worth it and too late to stop the consultative environmental review, which is 
why it went ahead.  I asked for some modifications of that review because of the concerns that were raised.  We 
have a plan to cease hazardous waste activities at Brookdale.  It is not as easy as the member for Vasse thinks 
because the logical question is, where does the hazardous waste go to?  As Minister for the Environment, I 
needed to be reassured that the other sites to which we are now taking hazardous waste or to which we propose 
to take hazardous waste are safe and secure and have been audited.  It took some time for me to be comfortable 
and satisfied that the Government was making the best decision.  There was political pressure.  I did not respond 
to it, so I am not very popular.  I wanted to be sure, particularly in the light of the situations at Brookdale and 
Bellevue, that I was making the right decision, so I took my time, sought advice and thought it through. 

One of the things that the Government has done in delivering on its promises is set up the Waste Management 
Board.  About a month ago I had the pleasure of attending its first meeting.  That is consistent with our 
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commitment to look at the whole area of waste and to establish an overarching body.  It brings together a number 
of ad hoc bodies that were working in parallel under the previous Government.   

Mr Masters:  Where is the funding coming from to allow that board to operate? 

Dr EDWARDS:  It is coming from the waste management and recycling fund.   

Mr Masters:  Is it coming out of the approximately $4 million fund? 

Dr EDWARDS:  Yes, it is the same fund from which the State Recycling Advisory Committee and the Advisory 
Council on Waste Management were funded.  Some of the members of those bodies are now members of the 
new committee.  I commend the previous Government, because we have picked up elements of the WAste 2020 
strategy and rolled them in as well.  We have built on what the previous Government did, but it had a number of 
bodies working in parallel.  We have pulled them together and given them a more strategic direction.  We 
advertised and asked for people to apply to be members, and we appointed people who responded to that request 
and they are now involved in their tasks.  Again this fulfils an election commitment.   

The first thing the members of the Waste Management Board will do is review both the landfill levy and the 
waste management and recycling fund.  There is no doubt that the levy needs to be used in a more strategic way 
to ensure that we get a better outcome for waste.  This is an evolution.  The waste management and recycling 
fund has done good work, but it has tended to fund a lot of small projects and has not really worked towards an 
overall guided outcome.  We will involve the public in our strategy.  One of the things I have asked the board to 
look at is the question of resource recovery.  That needs to be thought through properly.   

We have established a sustainability unit in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  It has released a 
document, and in government we are looking at ways to get agencies to adopt sustainable policies and to 
establish sustainability indicators against which we can measure progress.  I am touched by the faith of the 
member for Vasse that we can achieve all this in a year.  If he thinks that, he has obviously never been closely 
involved in government, because things do not work that quickly, particularly if one is engaging the community 
to get the proper impact.  We have had a large number of seminars on sustainability.  I have been surprised at the 
level of interest.  We have had to turn people away at the door.   

We are also delivering on our greenhouse policies and my parliamentary secretary, the member for Cockburn, 
will make some comments about that.  The first thing we did was release a carbon rights discussion paper, which 
was associated with a number of different forums for a range of stakeholders including people from the banking 
industry, conservationists and farmers.  Legislation is now being drafted.  In addition, we are looking at a 
strategy that involves four stages: sequestration, adaptation, new industries and emissions reduction.  Again, 
work is going on in government to enable us to address that.   

Mr Barnett:  Do you support a carbon tax? 

Dr EDWARDS:  No. 

Mr Barnett:  You are going to have carbon rights.   

Dr EDWARDS:  Unfortunately, the Leader of the Opposition may well be demonstrating that he is out of touch 
with industry.  One of the demands that big companies are making of us is that they should have these rights, that 
we must introduce the legislation and that we must put it through.  There has been quite a shift in attitude.  The 
issue of greenhouse emissions is difficult for Governments to deal with because changes are occurring in the way 
people approach the question.  In some areas people are moving beyond the Kyoto Protocol.   

Mr Masters:  On the same issue of greenhouse emissions, does the Western Australian Government support the 
federal Government’s signing of the Kyoto Protocol?  Does the Government have an opinion, or do you remain 
silent on that? 

Dr EDWARDS:  It would be better if I made a proper statement from Cabinet, but it is fair to say that essentially 
we want to change tack so that we see it as an opportunity rather than a threat.  Ultimately, whatever happens 
with the Kyoto Protocol, the issue is now real and people are wanting responses.  If we do not move reasonably 
quickly, we will find we are being left behind, which is why we have the carbon rights legislation.   

We made a $500 000 commitment to river foreshore protection.  That is being delivered and we have already 
announced the first 10 projects for this financial year.  That money is laid out in the budget over the next three 
years.  This is a very successful program and it is attracting a lot of interest from local government.  The aim is 
to work with local government to make this money go further.  Projects in this financial year include the John 
Tonkin Park and W.W. Wayman Reserve in East Fremantle and Ashfield Reserve in Bassendean.   

The development of a state water conservation strategy is under way.  As members would be aware, we currently 
have stage 4 restrictions.  When it became clear that we needed to do something we responded by implementing 
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water restrictions early.  Everyone must be concerned about the issue of water sustainability.  I understand that 
the previous Government looked at the issue and could not make a decision, but we have introduced daytime 
sprinkler bans on the use of bores.  That is part of the message we wish to get across that water is a precious 
resource that we must use in a sustainable way, and we must all take responsibility for that.  We are investigating 
the volume of water supplies that we will need for future years.  I put on record that the previous Government 
started the Harvey-Stirling redevelopment.  We acknowledge that if that had not happened, we would have an 
even worse scenario than we have now.  Despite the gigalitres that will come on train from that development, 
demand is increasing as the population grows.  We are looking at both demand management through 
conservation measures and our supplies.   

We convened the salinity task force as promised in our election commitments.  We received 140 written 
submissions, and 200 people came to public meetings.  The object was to try to engage the community.  The 
Government is about to respond to the report of the task force.  We are putting together all the responses from 
government.  When the Government’s response is released, we will be looking at protecting outstanding public 
assets; the nature of investment; supporting and encouraging people in the use of sustainable farming practices; 
and the introduction of initiatives to keep people in their communities and to tackle this problem.  We are 
currently working on the terms of reference for a new natural resource management council as well as finalising 
the investment framework.   

Mr Masters:  Do you know when the salinity strategy will come out? 

Dr EDWARDS:  It will be fairly soon. 

I will refer to the intergovernmental agreement on water quality and salinity and, in particular, to a letter by the 
previous Premier in which he indicates that the proposed IGA does not allow Western Australia to build a fund 
and use its existing framework to the fullest in partnerships.  He indicates that this adds another level of 
bureaucracy.  He also mentions that the Commonwealth was unwilling to resolve the issue, that the 
commonwealth Cabinet had endorsed the model before negotiations with the States and Territories were under 
way and that the process was very inflexible and made a mockery of the Council of Australian Governments.  He 
concludes with the final strong statement that although he remained committed to the COAG agreement, he 
regretted that he was unable to see how the Western Australian Government could agree to the 
intergovernmental agreement in its present form.  That letter was signed by Richard Court. 

When we came into government we followed the previous Premier’s stance on this issue.  However, since then 
we have given some ground.  The member for Vasse raised his concern about the Swan River.  One of the 
difficulties we have with the IGA is that it excludes the Swan River and includes the Ord River.  We have argued 
long and hard with the Commonwealth that much federal and state money has been spent in the Ord River area, 
particularly on research.  A number of projects are currently under way.  It would be much better if the Avon and 
Swan Rivers were included as part of one system, which is the case, recognising downstream as well as upstream 
impacts.  We are making progress on that issue.  I hope that we can get some members opposite to assist us in 
putting pressure on their federal counterparts.  

The intergovernmental agreement has not been signed for want of trying on this Government’s part.  I have had 
meetings with the federal Minister for Environment and Heritage at his request and then put our concerns in 
writing to him, but I have not received a reply.  I have also sent a letter to the new minister and sent staff over to 
Canberra to meet with the new minister’s staff and we have had no reply to those letters.  

Mr Barnett:  Why? 

Dr EDWARDS:  The Leader of the Opposition must ask them.  I try to reply to letters that I receive.  Why do 
they not reply?  It is odd behaviour. 

Mr McRae:  This is why the Leader of the Opposition has been asked to assist. 
Mr Barnett:  We will offer to take it over and negotiate for you and give it back to you and then you can choose 
whether you want to sign it. 
Dr EDWARDS:  The Leader of the Opposition should read the letter he sent.  On the day the coalition called the 
state election it wrote the letter I just read out.  That is a joke.  We could sign up and spend $10 million on a 
communication strategy.  I do not think that would go down too well with the members of the National Party.  I 
do not want to see $10 million spent on glossy brochures when it could be spent on drainage projects on the 
ground.  
We have been holding back spending our new money so that we do not lose it.  The threat from the 
Commonwealth is that if we spend our money, we will lose money in the IGA.  If we spend our new money we 
will lose money.  The situation is pathetic.  An article in a January Sydney Morning Herald points out that 
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although some States have signed the IGA, the only State to which money has flowed is South Australia.  When 
did it flow?  The member for Vasse was right.   

Several members interjected. 

Dr EDWARDS:  In the federal election campaign.  What occurred not long after the federal election? 

Mr McRae:  A state election. 

Mr Trenorden:  What about Victoria? 

Dr EDWARDS:  Victoria wants a certain amount, but it cannot get it.  It is suffering the same fate as Western 
Australia. 

Mr Trenorden:  There is nothing we would like more than to sign the IGA, but we will not sign it and give 
money to regions that do not need it.  We have had much discussion about that and I think we will make 
progress.  We have also had much discussion about the money we have spent.  All credit is due to the Opposition 
for that.  We talk about the good work that has been done since 1996 and how we are building on that and 
continuing programs while new money is sitting there waiting to be spent.  We are working up those projects, 
but we would feel bad if we spent the money and found out that we had lost money that could be matched.  We 
are reaching the stage at which we must spend it and cop what the Commonwealth says.  I do not know how 
many times we must send chief executive officers and senior government officials to Canberra to negotiate.  
They come back saying that they think they have made progress, but we find that they have not.  We have also 
sent ministerial staff to Canberra.  The communication is all a bit one way.  The letters do not even get answered.  
I find the situation appalling.  Perhaps the Commonwealth is not keen to give us the money. 

Mr Trenorden:  We will talk about that soon.  We have been talking to ministers. 

Dr EDWARDS:  Good luck. 

Mr Trenorden:  They have a different story than the one you tell. 

Dr EDWARDS:  I find that interesting.  If people in Canberra have a different story perhaps they should show us 
the courtesy of answering correspondence.  That would be a pretty basic courtesy.  We have sent people from my 
ministerial office. 

Mr Trenorden:  You wrote to two, one prior to the election and one after the election. 

Dr EDWARDS:  No, I have written more than three letters.  

Mr Trenorden:  Not to my knowledge. 

Dr EDWARDS:  The Leader of the National Party is wrong.  We were asked to put our concerns in writing.  We 
did so and referred to the discussions we had and other letters.  Perhaps they have been lost in the mail, like the 
cheque!   

I refer to the water resource recovery approach in the Collie catchment.  Recently we released the salinity 
situation statement for that catchment.  We have also done much work in the Warren and Kent catchments.  That 
is part of a new eucalypt sawlog industry initiative.  In addition, the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management has continued its work managing salinity actions, particularly in its natural diversity recovery 
catchments.  It is continuing the work in the four or five catchments that were started but we have recently added 
the Drummond catchment.  Work continues.  We have given the oil mallee program an extra $320 000 because it 
was in dire need of it.  The Government was represented at the launch of Bushbank, to which it contributed 
funding.  This is a thumb-nail sketch of some of the things we have done.  I have not read out the whole list.   

The Government is very keen in its management of the conservation estate that arrangements be made with 
indigenous people and that they become involved.  We are well down the track of doing that.  I have signed one 
memorandum of understanding with a group and we have almost completed a discussion paper on how we 
should address these implementation strategies.  That is easier said than done because we must take into account 
differing views.  We have successfully put Purnululu forward for World Heritage listing.  

In reply to the member for Vasse, prescribed burning is undertaken for a number of reasons; the first is 
community protection, the second is silviculture and the third is habitat protection.  The amount of prescribed 
burning that took place in the last calendar year was approximately the same as that done two years earlier.  It 
was no greater because we were unable to burn on as many days as we would have liked.  The pattern is exactly 
the same as that of two years ago.  It is not a matter of political or green interference as suggested by the Leader 
of the National Party.   
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That is a thumbnail outline of our response to some election commitments.  We are well on track.  This response 
is a very fine example of our progress on rather a large number of them.  There is yet more good news to come, 
which will be rolled out in a responsible and sensible manner over the next three years. 

MR McNEE (Moore) [6.26 pm]:  I will make a few comments in support of my colleague the member for 
Vasse.  Being in this place over the past few days would have been comical if it were not so damned serious.  I 
have never seen such an inept, incompetent bunch trying to talk their way through budgets as though there was 
some mystery about it.  All they talk about is what I call rearranging their priorities.  However, they have failed 
dismally.  I could keep batting on until half past seven if I wanted to, but I will leave some time for some 
colleagues.  

I remind members what the Government said before the election and of its promises.  I have farmed among salt 
for more than 50 years so I know a fair bit about it.  I probably understand much more about salinity than most 
members opposite.  It does not terrify me.  If we tackle it in the right way we will resolve the problem.  To date 
all we have had is one committee of inquiry on top of another.  As the minister said, we have seen glossy 
brochures and much stuffing around.  Much of what the minister described were cosmetic remedies and did not 
get to the point.  The Labor Party has discovered that this State has a problem with salinity.  The salinity must 
have been pretty obvious because Labor members do not have much of an understanding of events in the 
country.  I have an article from The West Australian headed “Gallop vows $10 million for salt”.  It contains a 
photograph of the Premier with the Labor candidate for Avon, the Minister for Environment and Heritage and 
the Minister for Agriculture.  They are pictured standing in a salt lake at Cunderdin.  Every politician who says 
he wants to do something about salt stands in the middle of a salt lake and has his photograph taken.  I could take 
them to where salt lakes have existed forever.  The salt lake sites probably please the photographer because they 
have an emotive appeal to all the people who do not understand salinity and they probably frighten the hell out 
of them.  This article says that Dr Gallop launched the policy in Cunderdin and has pledged an extra $10 million.  

What is a pledge?  Is it a promise? 

Mr Barnett:  It is a promise to tell the truth or do it. 

Mr McNEE:  It is getting dangerous.  It was a promise.  I wonder where it went.  The Premier said that the 
previous Government spent money, but that it failed to reach the communities that needed it.  Many projects in 
my electorate attracted both state and commonwealth funding.  The money did get to the ground, but the system 
could be improved.   

The Labor Party released a policy document telling the State how good a Labor Government would be.  
Members opposite do not give a continental hoot about the statements in that policy.  They just wanted to win an 
election.  They thought they would win the seat of Avon, but they did not have much hope.  They tried hard; they 
were travelling around the electorate promising the world.  The policy document states that a Labor Government 
would - 

work closely with the Commonwealth Government to ensure the magnitude of the problem facing 
Western Australia is recognised and the appropriate long-term funding commitments are put in place;  

Anyone who has ever made any deal - even those members who bought their kid a bike for Christmas - probably 
made some arrangements.  The letter signed by Premier Court was simply an acknowledgment that he accepted 
the principle of the proposal.  Of course he would not sign on the dotted line until all the flexible issues were 
resolved. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr McNEE:  I would have said he was a dunderhead if he had not written a letter like that.  Members opposite 
are saying that because Richard Court wrote that letter, they should not proceed.   

The policy document states that a Labor Government would provide an additional $1.5 million over four years 
for the permanent appointment of regional land care coordinators.  What happened to that?  It got dropped.  That 
was before this Government raided Western Power.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr McNEE:  They took $20 million in true Ned Kelly style.   

Mr Barnett:  It was one of the most dishonest things I have seen done in this State.   

Mr McNEE:  They are financial terrorists.  They have no idea.  They took out $10 million before they raided 
Western Power.  They have made all these promises.  

Let us examine why this Government has not signed up with the Commonwealth Government.  Western 
Australia is the only State that has not signed the agreement.  What is so special about Western Australia?   
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Mr Barnett:  We have more salinity here than anywhere else.   

Mr McNEE:  That is true.  The policy document states -  

There is no doubt that salinity is the greatest environmental problem facing Western Australia.  It is also 
a critical social and economic issue.  Over 70 per cent of Australia’s reported dryland salinity occurs in 
Western Australia, making it a significant national issue.   

Members opposite should understand the problem, but their spin doctors probably wrote that document.   

Mr Barnett:  This is an important issue.  There is not one minister in the Chamber.  This is the State’s major 
environmental issue.   

Mr McNEE:  That illustrates how much they really care.  They have done nothing but try to destroy my 
electorate since they came to office.  
Mr Kucera:  Where is your front bench? 
Mr Barnett:  We are all here.  At least our rural members are here.   

Mr Kucera:  Perhaps the quality of the debate is the issue.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  The member for Moore has the floor.   

Mr McNEE:  The initial Council of Australian Governments agreement to establish a national action plan was 
agreed to in principle by then Premier Richard Court in about December 2000.  Often when making a deal one 
agrees in principle until questions about certain terms and conditions are resolved.  Those making a deal must 
first demonstrate integrity and honesty and a determination to proceed.  Of course, members opposite do not 
understand that.  They support their boss-bashing mates in the unions.  That is the way they do business.   

The State Governments were expected to match the commonwealth funding dollar for dollar with new money.  I 
stress that point: it was to be N-E-W money.  Members opposite have said that the money spent by the Court 
Government and previous Governments should be taken into account.  The Prime Minister has said that that is 
not on.  The Commonwealth Government is contributing $158 million and it expects the State Governments to 
match that with new money.   
Several members interjected. 
Mr McNEE:  She is completely vacant.  It reminds me of the Labor cabinet room - vacant!  I bet they all nod off.  
Mr Barnett:  They have a queue outside trying to get in.   
Mr McNEE:  I hope they read these comments.   
This is amazing.  The mythical $10 million they had at Cunderdin could have been a good starting point.  It has 
disappeared; it did nothing.  It was simply a smart alec show.  If the State Government had only $10 million, it 
could have negotiated with the Commonwealth Government on that basis.  However, the $10 million never 
appeared.  They will have to do something soon.  
Mr Barnett:  They wrote a couple of letters.   
Mr McNEE:  That is correct.  Every other State has signed the agreement and the money is starting to flow.  
There must be a reason for this decision.  This is an important problem that can be resolved, but not by a 
Government that chooses to do nothing.  That is precisely what is happening; this Government is standing back 
and doing nothing.  Unlike the other State Governments, it is trying to convince the Commonwealth Government 
to do something.  This State might have spent more money than the other States, but the Labor Party’s policy 
document states that we have the greatest problem.  Accordingly, we should spend a great deal of money; that is 
fair.  I am sure the State Government will reach an agreement with the Commonwealth Government that 
accommodates Western Australia’s position.   
This Government stands condemned for its inaction.  It needs to cut the rhetoric and get on with the job.  It is 
doing nothing.  Until now the Government’s achievements have been electoral reform and its agenda for 
homosexuals and lesbians.  That is what people are talking about.  I get more telephone calls about that than 
about anything else.  People do not agree with it.  The Government has lost sight of where we should be and it 
has absolutely no idea what to do.  The Government is to be condemned for its inaction.  
DR WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [6.40 pm]:  This motion asks that the House note with concern the failure of 
the Gallop Labor Government to fulfil its election commitments in the environment portfolio.  The member for 
Vasse congratulated the Labor Party on its commitment and the fact that it has stopped logging areas defined as 
old-growth forest.  However, within that election policy a commitment was given to protect areas of high 
conservation value forest.  The forest management plan is out now for comment, and the final draft may be 
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available within a few months.  Over the past year, the timber workers have been going into areas that many 
conservation groups believe are high conservation value forest.  The new logging roads provide access and those 
areas with old-growth trees have been logged.  The conservation groups would like this Government to make a 
stop-work order in those areas they believe are high conservation value forests.  One of the reasons the various 
conservation groups are very disappointed with the Government is that it was elected on a platform of stopping 
the logging of old-growth forests, which is an environmental issue.  In the knowledge that the Greens (WA) have 
the balance of power in the upper House, the conservation groups expected the Government to do more with its 
environmental policies in its first year in office.  Areas such as Dalgarup in the south already have logging roads.  
Members of the community have been calling the minister’s office repeatedly about that area, which is an icon; 
yet it is ready to be logged.  Leaving this decision until March or April means that many of those high 
conservation value forests will be gone.   

As the minister said, the Government has pledged half a million dollars to protect the river foreshore.  I have 
several difficulties with river foreshore protection within the seat of Alfred Cove.  Point Walter is part of the 
Bush Forever strategy plan for protection; yet the local council is thinking of destroying some of that area.  It is a 
conservation area, and the council is considering erecting a high-impact mobile telephone tower.  I have written 
to the minister for support on this issue.   
Officers from the Department of Conservation and Land Management have been negotiating with the City of 
Melville over a stretch of land in Attadale, a road reserve which adjoins the marine park and which should 
become a class A nature reserve.  Together they were considering designating this land for recreation, which 
would make it probably the only marine park in Australia with free access for dogs and pets.  I have asked the 
minister for support for the environmental groups in that area, which want the marine park protected for the 
thousands of migratory birds that visit the area each year.   
Many people in the community say that the river foreshore areas that have not been developed should be 
considered as sacred and should be protected.  I refer again to the lowlands at Heathcote.  I believe the Minister 
for Housing has been considering some East Perth, high-density development in an area known as the Kings 
Park south of the river.  It needs to be protected.  Thousands of people visit that area in the evenings and at 
weekends.  They need the extra land at the bottom.  If only the area at the top of Heathcote is protected, people 
will have nowhere to lay out their rugs for a picnic and to let their children play.  
Mr Barnett:  Are you going to get social housing in your area, too?   
Dr WOOLLARD:  I am not sure what type of housing the minister is planning.  I am surprised that the Minister 
for Indigenous Affairs is not supporting the people in the community who are lobbying the Government for the 
area.  It has been suggested that the lower Heathcote lands be registered as an Aboriginal heritage site.  The 
lowlands site was used by the Aborigines for fishing and shelter.  We believe that two springs are still present on 
the lowlands.  Every two years the Aboriginal community would go to Kings Park, and the men who reached the 
age of initiation in the intervening year would go to the lower Heathcote lands.  It has very special spiritual and 
cultural significance for the indigenous community.  I keep hoping that the Minister for Indigenous Affairs will 
speak up on behalf of the indigenous population.   
I thank the Minister for the Environment and Heritage for the Government’s commitment to help preserve the 
foreshore and to stop the erosion that is occurring between the Canning and Mt Henry Bridges.  However, there 
are other problems in the area.  There is noise pollution and foreshore erosion from people riding jet skis.  People 
who try to stop those riding jet skis are being intimidated.  Again, this is an environmental issue for which the 
community wants government support.   
Wireless Hill Park, like Kings Park, is a class A reserve.  However, it is classified as public open space and 
recreation.  Because it is classified as public open space and recreation, several tourist buses go to the area in the 
summer months and the people on those tourist buses walk through the park, do not remain on the paths and 
damage the flora and fauna.  I will approach the minister on this issue, because the community would like the 
classification of Wireless Hill Park changed from public open space and recreation to recreation and 
conservation.   
With reference to the motion, the community would like the Government to address many environmental issues.  
I appreciate all the issues that the minister has mentioned today; however, because people believe that the 
Government was elected on an environmental platform to save the old-growth forests, they expected more.  They 
expected more emphasis on environmental issues.  They certainly did not expect the emphasis on the social 
issues that we have seen in the past 12 months.  
MS RADISICH (Swan Hills) [6.49 pm]:  I will address the motion before the House today because the 
environment is an extremely high priority for our Government.  I certainly support the comments made 
throughout this debate by the Minister for the Environment and Heritage.  I do not think our Government has 
failed in any way to fulfil its election promises.  The Government’s task over the past year has been, and will be 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 20 February 2002] 

 p7746a-7761a 
Mr Bernie Masters; Speaker; Dr Judy Edwards; Mr Bill McNee; Dr Janet Woollard; Ms Jaye Radisich 

 [17] 

during the rest of its term, to overcome the damage caused by the previous Government to the environment and 
the structures that monitor environmental impacts and effects.  The inaction of the previous Government in the 
area of the environment was extremely disappointing.  This Government has been working to rectify that, and 
will continue to do so during the remainder of its term. 
A number of irrational environmental decisions have been made in the past.  Some of them pertain to my 
electorate.  I will outline them during my speech.  I am extremely pleased that this Government stopped logging 
in old-growth forests and has introduced initiatives, including the forest management plan.  Before the draft plan 
was released, community members were given significant opportunities to provide input on issues relating to the 
management of the forests in the future.  There is an additional opportunity for community members and 
environmental groups to provide input now that the draft discussion paper has been released.  The Government 
will legislate to give effect to that plan in due course.  The Government is introducing a number of other 
initiatives regarding sustainable development, salinity and the like.  I applaud those measures put forward by the 
Minister for the Environment and the Government. 
I turn to some of the effects of decisions made by the previous Government that relate to my electorate 
particularly.  I refer to a stream in Gidgegannup called Cookes Brook.  I am extremely disappointed with the 
actions taken by the previous Government regarding Cookes Brook, and I will outline my understanding of those 
actions.  I have been working with the minister to rectify the previous Government’s actions, and it has been 
extremely difficult for us to do so because of the situation created by the previous minister.  I have here a 
document signed by the previous Minister for Planning on 14 February 2001.  That date is particularly pertinent 
for two reasons.  The first is that the signatory of this document was not only no longer the Minister for Planning 
but also not a member of Parliament at that stage.  Therefore, I find it disappointing that that previous member 
had the authority to sign this document, because his actions have now impacted on a number of land-holders in 
my electorate, and the impact on the environment in and around the Cookes Brook area has been detrimental. 

Essentially, what happened was that a fifth dam was built on this brook.  It was allowed by ministerial appeal, 
and, as I said, the document was signed on 14 February 2001, when this person was no longer officially a 
member of Parliament.  The City of Swan had reviewed the application for another dam to be built on the brook, 
and had twice deferred making a decision, because it was particularly concerned about the impact on remnant 
vegetation, the watercourse and downstream water flow, and it was awaiting further advice from the Department 
of Environmental Protection.  The letter from then Minister Kierath said that if this dam were built, it would not 
detract in any way from rural activity on the land.  It has certainly detracted from rural activity on the land and 
recreational activity, impacted on the biodiversity of the area, and contributed to increased salinity levels along 
Cookes Brook. 
One of my constituents, Mr Rod Chambers, has outlined to me in some detail the exact impact that this 
additional dam has had on his property, which is at the end of the brook.  He was seeking to grow 1 000 olive 
trees for his and his family’s use.  However, because of what I suggest was an irresponsible action by the 
previous Minister for Planning, the salinity in the brook has increased rapidly as a result of the construction of 
the fifth dam on the brook, and is causing problems to not only Mr Chambers but also a number of other 
residents and land-holders who seek to enjoy the brook and its watercourse for recreational purposes, as well as 
other entrepreneurial activities, including marron farming. 
With respect to the member for Vasse, I do not think that the environment was a particularly high priority for 
some of the previous Government’s ministers.  It is certainly a priority for our Government. I am involved in the 
Australian Labor Party partly because of its strong commitment to the environment and the environmental 
movement.  During the 1970s, the Labor Party was a strong proponent of the environment, and in fact led the 
environmental charge in the public policy debate in this country. 
Another issue I raise today relates to the illegal land clearing that has occurred at The Lakes, which is partially in 
my electorate and partially in the electorate of the member for Avon.  Members may recall that in 1986 the 
Labor Government introduced the Soil and Land Conservation Act, which placed some limitations and controls 
on land clearing in Western Australia.  Throughout the term of the previous Government, I understand that those 
controls were not strengthened in any way.  Therefore, there are now a number of examples of illegal land 
clearing that has occurred in the south west - in Badgingarra, I think, and in my electorate at The Lakes.  This 
Government is now taking a leading role in this matter, and it will legislate in due course to impose much 
stricter, tougher penalties for people who perpetrate acts of illegal land clearing, so that there are proper 
deterrents to would-be perpetrators of these sorts of crimes against the environment. 
They are the two major issues that I wanted to mention today.  It concerns me greatly that some of the policies of 
the previous Western Australian Government have impacted negatively upon areas in my electorate.  I am 
pleased that the Minister for the Environment is taking up that matter within her portfolio areas to make sure that 
some of those occurrences do not happen again in the future, and that we will have a much more secure way of 
approaching environmental and conservation issues within not only the rural and remote parts of the State but 
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also outlying metropolitan and even inner-metropolitan areas, which also have watercourses and different flora 
and fauna issues that are of high environmental significance and should be treated as being equally important as 
those in outlying areas.  I refer particularly to the issue of salinity.  However, I accept that probably the greatest 
effect of salinity is in the wheatbelt.  Groups such as the Wooroloo Brook Land Conservation District Committee 
work tirelessly weekend after weekend planting trees in an effort to redress issues of salinity in the metropolitan 
area, and just past its boundaries, on private properties as well as in public spaces.  In fact, the Wooroloo Brook 
group works closely with Alcoa World Alumina Australia in this region.  That partnership should be applauded, 
because I do not think either group could undertake the work that they do to revegetate salinity-stricken areas 
without having the other group as a support mechanism to undertake the work. 

I was recently at a breakfast at which a representative of a group from South Tammin spoke about what it was 
doing.  That was interesting, because many of the mechanisms that the South Tammin group has implemented in 
its area could be applied in the metropolitan region, where similar salinity problems are being experienced in 
local catchment areas, such as the Wooroloo Brook.  I do not support the motion that has been moved by the 
Opposition, but I certainly support the Minister for the Environment. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________  
 


