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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AMENDMENT BILL 2002 
Third Reading 

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) 
[10.10 am]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a third time. 

In so moving, I indicate to the House that I am now able to provide the information that Hon Chrissy Sharp 
sought and I agreed to provide.  The information relates to the vegetation incentive and assistance package.  I am 
advised that this package, which was announced last year, comprises $1 million for conservation and land 
purchases; $1 million for the initial establishment and operation of a native vegetation trust fund to assist 
landholders to manage native vegetation through targeted incentives and grants; and $350 000 for the extension 
and targeting of the popular land for wildlife program, which assists landholders to plan for and manage wildlife 
habitat on their property.   

I felt that the Bill should not be read a third time until this information was made available to the House because 
this program will increase the comfort level of members when they consider the passage of the legislation, as it 
is the basis upon which the Bill will attract the support of a majority of members on the floor of the House.  The 
Department of Conservation and Land Management has been working with the vegetation subcommittee of the 
Natural Resource Management Council in developing the different streams of this package.  It is recognised that 
the package is only initial funding at this stage, hence the implementation must ensure the maximum benefit.   

I must look to Hon Chrissy Sharp.  I do not want any other party involved when I am providing this information.  
Hence, the information needs to ensure that maximum benefit - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Do you want Hansard to leave the Chamber?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I was not thinking of the member’s party.   

Papers describing a method of operation for the land purchase component - the $1 million - and the extension of 
the land for wildlife program to $350 000 have been endorsed by the NRMC.  These components were included 
as part of the State’s bid under the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality.  Unfortunately, the 
Commonwealth Government has rejected them as being specific matching contributions.  A discussion paper on 
the operation of the proposed native vegetation trust fund for $1 million has also been presented to the NRMC 
subcommittee and is currently being modified based on the outcomes of that meeting.   

Allied to this process, a workshop was recently organised by Environment Australia and the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management on regional delivery and incentive programs.  It is envisaged that the 
outcomes of this workshop will assist regional NRMC groups in any aspect of regional delivery of the NVTF 
that might be endorsed by the NRMC.  The Government is hopeful that the vegetation and assistance package 
will be significantly increased with assistance from the Commonwealth Government under its Natural Heritage 
Trust and result in a fully integrated and priority targeted assistance program.   

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [10.14 am]:  Unfortunately, the Environmental Protection 
Amendment Bill 2002 will pass through this House with the support of the Greens (WA) and the Government.  
This side of the House has had support to oppose parts of this Bill from the peak farm bodies in Western 
Australia and we have received support for our amendments from the Chamber of Minerals and Energy and the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, both of which did not support any of the Greens’ 
amendments.   

Most members on this side of the House have received many telephone calls from farmers who are extremely 
worried about the passage of this legislation, and with good reason.  I have had the opportunity to read and digest 
the farcical comments of Dr Christine Sharp on our - or rather my - attitude to the Bill.  It is important in this 
third reading that I repeat some of what the member said so that the farming community is aware of the nonsense 
that was espoused on behalf of the Greens.  Hon Christine Sharp said -  

I disagree with the way she gives account of the views of the farming community in Western Australia.  
As another member in this place who is from the country, who still actively farms and who knows and 
works with many farmers, my view is that many, if not most of the farming community, support the 
Environmental Protection Amendment Bill and the new clearing permit system.  They do not concur 
with the views that Hon Robin McSweeney is purporting to put as if she speaks for all farmers.   

Dr Christine Sharp has been rather foolish.  I did not blindly come into the Chamber with my views.  I consulted 
widely.  As I have said, the peak farming bodies, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry and the Chamber of 
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Minerals and Energy supported what we on this side of the House have done.  I speak on behalf of all the 
farmers in WA who share my values.  We are environmentally conscious, we love the land and we are fiercely 
protective of private property rights.  Farmers must be allowed to go about the business of farming without these 
ridiculous controls being placed on them.  I will read from a letter that the executive of the Rural Action 
Movement of Western Australia wrote to Farm Weekly and which was published in the have-your-say column.   

The PRESIDENT:  I trust that the member will relate her comments to whether she now supports or opposes the 
Bill.  I remind members that the third reading debate does not give individual members a right of reply to other 
members’ second reading speeches; the minister gives that reply at the end of the second reading debate.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I understand that.  I was just pointing out that it was important to put on the 
record that I was not presenting only my own views.  The Opposition consulted widely on the effects of this Bill 
and it is opposing certain sections.  This Bill will affect not only farmers but also the resource sector and 
development in this State.   

I touch very lightly on the subject of bureaucrats.  I preface my next remarks by saying that many top public 
servants are very professional and are regarded with high esteem.  However, a few are a law unto themselves.  
They can be found in the Environmental Protection Authority, the Water and Rivers Commission and the 
Department of Agriculture.   

The Opposition has asked the Government many times about its intention to licence farm dams.  We are told by 
ministers that the Government has no intention of doing that, yet the Water and Rivers Commission has shown 
us the charges.  One classic example - and there are many more - is that they can stop farmers from undertaking 
normal farm practices.   
The status of the memorandum of understanding is another example.  There is some conjecture about whether 
this document is legally valid.  Hon Kim Chance knows that perfectly well.  Many of the decisions on land 
clearing are said to have been made without regard to administrative law, including the doctrines of natural 
justice, legitimate expectation and procedural fairness, among other things.  Hon Kim Chance and I know two 
gentlemen who are very good with farmers and the farming community.  Those gentlemen help farmers when 
usual farming practices have been stopped.   
Hon Kim Chance:  For the record, you might also be aware that I have never operated within the MOU.  I refuse 
to cooperate with it.   
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  But you are a minister.   
Hon Kim Chance:  I do not regard myself as bound by the MOU, and I do not operate within my department by 
it.   
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Some bureaucrats do - that is the unfortunate element.   
Hon Kim Chance:  They may have done in the past, but not any more.   
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  That may be one result of the Bill; we will wait and see.  I do not see the situation 
improving under the Bill, but, like everyone else, I must wait and see.   
I also fear how the Bill ties in with water rights.  Watercourses and waterways are included in the Bill, and the 
bureaucrats have tied these to water rights.  This Bill further erodes private property rights in this State to the 
point that they hardly exist.  Compensation has not been dealt with in the Legislative Council; however, when 
the Bill returns to the other place, compensation will be a huge issue on our side of that Chamber.  I hope this 
will be supported by the minister’s side because equity in compensation is needed.  If private property is to be 
kept for the good of the public, compensation must be given to the owners of the land.   
Finally, I read an extract from a letter from a farmer’s wife to show how some people suffer.  It is important that 
it be placed on the record.  It shows why the Bill should not be read a third time.  She wrote - 

 I have had to live with the ordeal of my husband contemplating suicide during this time, because of 
stress, emotionally and financially.  . . .   

 A lot of correspondence to Agwest and associated bureaucracies, are ignored and do not even receive an 
answer.   

 Why should conservation be put on the shoulders of a few (especially when they have not overcleared) 
and especially when the argument for not clearing is that there is only a possibility that it only may 
cause salt degradation.  This is not a conclusive argument.  We are paying rates on land we cannot use.  
Shouldn’t the Government pay us for retaining our land for Conservation for W.A.?   
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 In the early 80’s we were offered a fair and reasonable price for our land at Lake Grace.  However, we 
did not have freehold title, and still had to comply with Conditional Purchase conditions.   

 The Rural Adjustment Scheme offered us a ridiculous figure, which would only equate to a deposit to 
buy in to another farming property.  There is no justice in what we have experienced. 

The Government will experience that a lot more.  This Government needs to look at the commonwealth-state 
compensation agreement in Queensland that is, or soon will be, in place.  Under this Bill, which will probably 
pass in 60 seconds or less, compensation will be needed.   
Hon Kim Chance:  I agree with you on that.  We need to look carefully at what Queensland is able to negotiate 
with the Commonwealth.   
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Queensland is more up-front.  It said it put a freeze on all land clearing.  This Bill 
in effect puts a freeze on land clearing - that is, clearing one blade of grass, one tree or one anything.  We can 
look at the legislation in Queensland and see exactly what has been done. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Queensland is currently clearing one and a half million acres a year.  We are clearing a few 
hundred.   
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  There is a difference in the situation.  My point is that Queensland has said it is 
applying a freeze; the WA Government has said it will allow some land clearing, but it will be difficult for 
anyone to get a permit.  Everyone must go somewhere to get that permit.  The Government has increased the 
bureaucracy in a horrific way.  I do not know how the minister will police everything claimed within the Bill.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It is applicable to areas under one hectare.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  For reasons I have outlined, this Bill should not be given a third reading.   

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [10.26 am]:  I rise on behalf of the Greens (WA) to support the third 
reading of this important Bill.  Members must remember that the Bill that is presumably about to pass this place, 
particularly with the amendments made, has many different aspects that will change the operation of the 
Environmental Protection Act.  It not only relates to the insertion of the clearing permit system - important as it 
is - but also makes very important streamlining arrangements for all types of procedures under the 
Environmental Protection Act.  As the Bill stands, the Department of Environmental Protection will be able to 
deal with pollution on-site, and not wait until pollution is off-site before it has statutory responsibility.  
Therefore, it will be able to take action to prevent pollution.  All in all, this is a very important package for 
environmental protection in Western Australia.  I commend the Minister for the Environment for having got on 
with the Bill.  It has been in preparation for many years, and we are delighted to help bring it to finalisation.   

Turning to the provisions pertaining to land clearing, the Greens (WA) think it is a significant moment for 
Western Australia when a system is introduced that moves beyond a system under the Soil and Land 
Conservation Act that was cobbled together and completely inadequate for the task that Act was attempting to 
achieve; it was unsuccessful.  As the years have gone by, greater difficulties have been presented in that regard.   
Hon Kim Chance:  Hear, hear!  
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  It is good to have a proper system under the Environmental Protection Act dedicated 
to the task.  What task?  When I was a girl I was taught at school that only one human activity was visible from 
space; namely, the Great Wall of China.  As I am sure was the case with many other things I was taught at 
school, that was wrong: we all know that land clearance in Western Australia has been so substantial that the 
outer edge of the wheatbelt is visible from space.  That is the magnitude of clearance that has taken place in this 
State.  Members all understand that far too much land has been cleared, and we live to pick up the environmental 
debt through salinity and the loss of biodiversity.   
Hon Tom Stephens:  These days you can see people’s backyards from space.   
Hon Ed Dermer:  The vision has improved.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I suppose it depends on the spaciousness of the area the minister is talking about.   
For a part of the world that is recognised as one of the 25 most important places on earth for biodiversity, it is a 
very important step forward for the House to move today to arrest that decline and to try to turn it around.  We 
absolutely applaud the Government for that action.   

Having said that, I regret that the Bill was not more substantially amended during the committee stage.  In 
particular, the Bill as amended retains the double standard between private landowners and government activity 
that characterised it before the Bill was amended during the committee stage.  I wonder whether the Government 
will come to terms with the fact that government instrumentalities and government-authorised activities are now 
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the single biggest cause of land clearance in Western Australia.  There will remain some significant unfinished 
business following the passage of this Bill.  The activities authorised under the Town Planning and Development 
Act not only are exempt from the clearing permit system, but also, as members know, have special protected 
privileges relating to part IV assessments of other parts of the Environmental Protection Act.  I want to put a 
finger on that.  When will we make sure that urban developers stop clearing important remnant vegetation in 
Western Australia?  The Government needs to come to terms with that and it must attend to it.  It is urgent and 
critical.   
The Government also needs to address the issue of equity for the private landowners targeted by the provisions 
of the Bill.  I thank the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development for the statement he made at 
the beginning of today’s proceedings, and acknowledge that he says this is work in progress, carried out by the 
Natural Resource Management Council.  However, although this matter was thoroughly canvassed in 2000 and 
some very concrete proposals were developed, only about a quarter of those have been attended to.  The funding 
has been seriously inadequate.  Further processes to consider the matter have been developed.  We are 
processing things away without bringing to resolution the hard decisions that the Government needs to make to 
address the equity issues confronting private landowners.  The Greens (WA) accept that the increased 
conservation and biodiversity protection work that will occur as a result of these amendments will in many cases 
be carried out by farmers on behalf of the entire State of Western Australia.  It needs to be recognised that one 
particular sector is supplying a public good.  That recognition should not be stingy; it should be adequate for the 
real purpose.  The heart of the problem is that, for many structural reasons, the patches of remnant vegetation 
that will be protected by the new provisions have very little market value.  The Government organises the 
taxation structures, such as land tax and the differential rating that is available under the Local Government Act, 
and it can do all sorts of things to help.  However, I put on the record that any changes to the rating of remnant 
vegetation should not represent a financial burden to local government shires.  They simply could not afford that.  
The State and federal Governments would need to pick up the tab for any changes to the differential ratings 
system.  The working group on native vegetation suggested all sorts of ways of helping farmers, such as 
providing money to widen road verges so that farmers can re-fence further back into their paddocks to allow for 
road widening, where necessary, and a substantial vegetation corridor along roads.  The Government can and 
should do a wealth of things that it is not doing.   

Yesterday I had the good fortune to be paired to attend the sustainability conference.  It was very interesting and 
exciting.  The minister was also in attendance, and I am sure he would concur with me that we heard the words 
“triple bottom line” at least 50 times.  Ironically, I have returned to the Chamber to deal with a Bill that 
addresses only a single bottom line; in this case, the environmental bottom line.  That is unusual, because 
environmentalists always say that it is the environmental bottom line that gets left out and that society thinks of 
only the economic bottom line.  The Government is making an effort to improve the State’s environmental 
policies and management.  It is addressing an important environmental bottom line, but it must also remember 
the other two parts of the triple bottom line.   

This Bill will have social and economic impacts.  The measures that are in place are woefully inadequate to deal 
with those impacts.  We have been waiting three years for things to be put in place.  We are going through 
another process.  Farmers have been waiting a long time for clarity at law.  They now need government to 
immediately follow up and provide clarity on the equity and structural adjustment packages that must 
accompany this Bill to provide a triple bottom line approach.  That is important to me and other members in this 
place from all parties, including my colleagues Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Murray Criddle, who is not here today; 
and Hon Robyn McSweeney.  We will all carefully watch the Government’s performance.  We understand that 
this State Government needs to look to the federal Government for help, as that level of government has the 
money that is needed to recognise the role that private landowners contribute to conservation in Western 
Australia.   

Before I became a member of Parliament my business was growing and selling trees; that is, running a tree 
nursery.  In that capacity, for many years I dealt with farmers and talked with them about using vegetation on the 
land, protecting vegetation and establishing vegetation.  I have said many times that although the agricultural 
community is not one homogenous group but represents a wide range of different values, as does any group, it 
deserves enormous credit for the way it has accepted changing values and changed its own values towards the 
environment.  It has moved on from being a sector that was required by law to clear land.  In most cases, 
government drove the land clearance that occurred to such an extent that the result can be seen from space.  This 
sector of the community has not gone into denial.  It has accepted that damage has been done and, for almost two 
decades, farmers have put very significant amounts of personal hard work and farm budgets into fencing remnant 
vegetation and replanting hundreds of thousands of hectares of new vegetation.  We applaud the farming 
community overall for embracing an environmental ethic.  We hope the provisions of the Environmental 
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Protection Act, as amended by this Bill, will assist in that process.  We call on the Government now to deliver 
the other side - the other bottom lines - to ensure that the work is adequately resourced.  With those words I 
commend this Bill to the House.  

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [10.40 am]:  I oppose the third reading of this Bill for a great number of 
reasons, of which I will enumerate a few.  The Bill proposes a huge change to private property rights, which 
have been an integral part of Australia.  Australia has guarded these rights jealously.  We have more rights than 
people in many other countries, particularly those in the communist bloc.  The Leader of the House admitted 
some time ago that for a law to be good it had to be fair.  Nothing in this legislation is fair.  It addresses only one 
side of the story, and it will not be fair unless it addresses the other side at the same time.  We have heard some 
talk about compensation, but no details.  The definition of “fair compensation” has not been discussed.  The 
whole of the legislation is unbalanced and unfair, because these things have not been simultaneously discussed 
and agreed on.   

A good law must have flexibility, and I see very little of that in this legislation.  I will give an example.  As 
farming techniques change, the idea of sound practice changes.  As far as I can see, there is no provision for a 
farmer to clear a few isolated trees in a paddock for better boom spraying and things like that and, at the same 
time, to compensate in another part of his farm by planting a greater number of trees than he wishes to remove.  

Hon Kim Chance:  It is true to say that the legislation does not make that specific provision.  However, such a 
provision can be made under the codes and regulations allowed for in the Bill.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Unfortunately, codes and regulations can be changed by the Government at will, can 
they not, rather than going through the Parliament?   

Hon Kim Chance:  The regulations are disallowable.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Yes, they are but, to be fair, when draconian legislation such as this is passed, there is a 
need to tie up the other side to make it fair.  People have varying ideas of what is fair compensation.  Some may 
speak of the commercial value of a piece of bush.  It does not have commercial value.  The minister may say that 
is fair, but it obviously is not, because we are actually talking about people’s ambitions in life and what they 
have been working for over many years.  The minister well knows of a couple of cases in which constituents 
have approached both of us.  In one case, I can assure the minister, the farmer’s wife is very concerned about 
suicide.  She cannot talk about the subject of their farm to me without bursting into tears, and she is not really an 
emotional sort of person.  It is a huge subject, and I do not believe the Government has addressed the other side 
of the story at all.  

Hon Christine Sharp talked about cleared land in the eastern wheatbelt being visible from space.  That is an 
emotive statement.  We all know only too well that the headlines of a newspaper can be read from outer space 
with a telescope.  This has been done.  It is an emotive statement, to exaggerate the whole case, and an attempt to 
make out that mass land clearing has taken place, when that is not the case.  

Hon Christine Sharp:  The clearing is on the scale at which you can see the line of clearing from space.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I suggest to the honourable member that if she flew over large parts of this State, 
including parts of the eastern wheatbelt, in a small aeroplane and, imagining that the motor had cut out, looked 
for a place to land, she would very rapidly discover the amount of tree cover generally in agricultural areas and 
certainly in the south west.   

There is a lot of misunderstanding about the implications of this Bill, but one implication that people are 
concerned about is the time lag when a farmer makes an application to clear land.  The whole process needs to 
be speeded up, when the farmer makes an application with good reason.  It has been acknowledged in this State 
that most farmers do care about their land.  They are conscious, and have become more conscious as time has 
passed, of the need for adequate ground cover.  I trust that one day, hopefully not too far in the future, when the 
present Opposition occupies the government benches, it will repeal this draconian legislation as a matter of 
priority.  

HON BILL STRETCH (South West) [10.48 am]:  This Bill should not be read a third time, primarily because 
it is bad legislation.  Like a lot of legislation, it creates too much uncertainty, when the Government promised 
that it would give certainty.  It promised improvement, but there is no improvement in the process.  It has taken 
the pendulum of good legislation too far to one extreme.  It has ignored the interests of the Western Australian 
community as a whole and concentrated too much on the noisy minority.  That is not good government.  In the 
community outside Perth, it is very hard to find much support for this Bill.  
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Hon Ken Travers:  There was not much support for the memorandum of understanding under which the previous 
Government operated, and it was seeking to do the same thing.  
Hon BILL STRETCH:  I agree, but this legislation goes far further than the memorandum of understanding.  
Whatever has been done in the past, this new legislation does not meet the needs of the entire population of 
Western Australia.  
Hon Ken Travers:  This is a more honest approach than the one your colleague was talking about.  Your 
colleague was referring to the need for an honest approach.  This legislation is far more honest than the approach 
of the previous Government.   
Hon BILL STRETCH:  It is very difficult to use the term “honesty” because honesty is meant to be absolute.  I 
do not think that absolute honesty can be found in any legislation, because as individuals we all face different 
pressures from within the community and react to them in different ways.  What the Government’s supporters 
would consider to be honest some of our supporters would consider to be dishonest.  The same could be said for 
the supporters of the Greens (WA) or any other part of the community.  Honesty is an individual thing.   

Hon Ken Travers:  That is why I used the grey term “far more honest” rather than a black-and-white term such as 
“this is honest and yours was completely dishonest”.  I said this is far more honest.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  Okay.  I accept that.  Hon Ken Travers virtually agrees with my point of view.   
Hon Kim Chance:  A lighter shade of grey, perhaps.   
Hon BILL STRETCH:  A lighter shade of grey.  Strangely enough, I was commenting on this issue to my 
colleagues when we were having a cup of tea just before we came into the Chamber this morning.  We were 
talking about the general political scene outside the Parliament, selection committees and all the things that 
happen around the place.  To the world outside, situations are beautifully black and white.  When one comes into 
this place, as all members will attest, that situation disappears.  Members of Parliament are exposed to much 
wider points of view and much more informed opinion and input.  The edges tend to get a bit blurred.  All 
members would acknowledge that these are some of the difficulties that the parliamentary wings of political 
parties have with their support base, whatever it might be.  Out there it is so easy, and in here it is so difficult.  
This is not the Day of Judgment but the place of judgment.  We must judge legislation on its honesty, effect and 
impact on our citizens.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You can take that one step further when you are in opposition than when you are in 
government.  There is a different role as well.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  Of course. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You are giving away all our trade secrets!   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  When one talks about political honesty and what is for the good of the people and what 
will preserve the Government of the day in power for the next certain number of years, that again brings another 
shade of colour to the spectrum.   

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Green.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  I was going to say black and white.  There are so many shades.  In this case, it is a green 
Bill.  Obviously, that is the effect a minority party has on coalitions.  It is up to the major parties to have the 
strength to make sure that, at all times, they act on behalf of the majority - that is why it is a majority - and do 
not take too much notice of any bedfellow that they might care to take on for political expediency.  That is 
always dangerous and risky.  In the end, the people judge the integrity of the major parties - what they do and 
how they interact with other forces with which they combine to get their way.  That has been the story of politics 
through the ages.  I do not think we can argue with that.   

This Bill should not be read a third time because it reflects too much the views of the non-productive sector of 
the economy.  The Government will rue the day that this legislation is passed.  It is no secret that some 
government ministers have expressed concern about some of the environmental restrictions that will be placed 
by the Government’s colleagues on what those ministers consider to be the proper development of the State.  
This is bad legislation because it has lost balance, and it is in grave danger of losing the goodwill of the people.  
Legislation that does not engender and fire up the support and enthusiasm of the people who will have to work 
with it will not succeed in the long term.  I think that the Government felt that - we certainly did as a 
Government - with the timber industry.  That again is a situation in which the Government lost balance.  In many 
cases it has listened to the wrong people.  There is scientific evidence to support both positions on how a 
Government should act on this legislation.  Many red herrings are dragged into the situation.  I go back to the old 
fables in children’s stories.  One was of the goose that laid the golden egg.  We tend to forget the poor old goose.  
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If the Government is to put restrictions on the goose’s operations and gradually make the goose’s pen smaller 
and smaller until the goose does not even have room in which to squeeze out an egg, it will kill the goose and a 
lot of the source of things that the whole community relies on and enjoys.   

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  That was well put.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  Okay.  I thought I was getting into trouble! 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  You get 9.5 out of 10 for that one.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  It is an old truism, but it has certain relevance.  I think members recognise that.  I happen 
to be a child - I had better be careful how I say this - of the productive sector of the community, so to me that is a 
self-evident truth.  

Hon Norman Moore:  I think we are all that.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  We are all that.  I have been part of that sector all my life.  I understand not only the 
restrictions and structures of living in a productive environment and ensuring its survival, but also the 
responsibilities.  It is very easy to criticise and say that this sector has done too much of this and too much of 
that.  I pointed that out during the second reading debate.  Life goes on.  People make mistakes.  People repair 
their mistakes and try to restore balance to the community.  When a Government brings in legislation that makes 
people feel that there is no chance of swinging back to commonsense, they lose hope.  That is not a situation the 
Government should force on anyone.   

A lot has been said about how good this legislation is and how much better it is than the Soil and Land 
Conservation Act.  My observations of the Soil and Land Conservation Act are that it too was in danger of being 
over-restrictive.  However, it recognised the need to give the goose enough room to lay eggs.  The biggest 
impediment to the Soil and Land Conservation Act was that it was overridden by the Environmental Protection 
Act.  Some of the things that officers working under it wanted to, and did, recommend were knocked back 
because of the particularly green view of the Environmental Protection Authority.  That is certainly the charter of 
the EPA, but Governments of all persuasions have given that charter too much emphasis.   

We are all children of the environment.  We all use the environment.  We all rely on it.  More and more, the 
community accepts that.  However, it does not need draconian legislation or the green police marching around 
and putting restrictions on people, or, worse still, making threats of prosecution.  As I said earlier, it is these 
threats - the sword of Damocles, if members like - hanging over their heads that are putting undue stress on 
people who, quite frankly, are too damn busy doing good things and producing the wealth of the community - 
the wealth that keeps the community going - to be bothered with filling in forms, answering flippant charges and 
defending themselves against frivolous accusations from all sectors of the community.  Those accusations do not 
always come from the courts; they also come from people.  All members have the scourges of the Gods in their 
electorates, who think they know better than the people who are actually doing things.  They move around and 
have an impact.  That is fair.  That is normal interaction within any community.  It is their points of view coming 
together to influence something.  Hon Christine Sharp would be aware of the Kojonup Environmental and 
Ecological Preservation Society, a group of local citizens protesting against the clearing of roads.  The Greens 
(WA) got very involved with KEEPS.  Various people from that group were also involved in political parties 
other than the Greens.  However, the community gradually came to realise that some of the points of view put 
forward by KEEPS were a little bit on the dangerous side.  The group was affecting the safety of roads and, 
although it did some good things, it realised that some of the pressures it was applying were too much and 
KEEPS gradually died away.  That came about from a maturity gained from living within the community.   

The danger with this legislation is that it has given teeth to some groups that do not deserve it.  They can express 
their opinion and bring their influence to bear at a local or political level or whatever.  However, to enshrine that 
sort of imposition in legislation is very damaging in the long-term for the economy of Western Australia.  A 
good, strong, healthy environmental debate raging in the community all the time is a healthy thing; none of us 
would deny that.  However, when the views of the minority become so important to the survival of a 
Government that they can influence legislation to this extent, it is then that the Government has allowed the 
pendulum to work against the majority interest of Western Australians.  This is happening throughout Australia, 
not just in WA.  Some of the things being imposed at a federal level can be equally unreasonable.  It is a question 
of the changing mores of our time.  We must live through this and somehow maintain our balance until the 
pendulum swings back to where the community and the economy can operate as one and kick in one direction to 
work for the benefit and welfare of all Western Australians, as is our charter in this place. 

As in all legislation, there are a few good bits in this Bill.  I would prefer to scrap the Environmental Protection 
Authority altogether and start again because we have now gone too far with it.  We have set it up as the God of 
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all creation, which it is not.  It has overriding powers in too many directions and I do not know how we will ever 
redress that.  A member from the opposite side said that when the Opposition gets back into Government, it will 
not repeal the Environmental Protection Amendment legislation.  It is a sign of the times that the community has 
lost confidence in itself to manage the environment and trust the people who use it and live in it.  Therefore, it is 
looking to Government to exercise that power on its behalf.  People are now realising that the power to act on 
their behalf has gone too far.  It has gone beyond the scope of what they envisaged.  They now recognise that it 
is not acting on their behalf and, in many cases, much of the community sees the Bill as acting against its 
interests and not on its behalf.  I will not be in Parliament when that situation is redressed but I hope I will be 
able to observe the effects for a long time to come.  In time, I hope that the same productive, level-headed and 
balanced people in the community will have their say and that the Parliament will reflect that balance and give 
support to the overall objectives of people and not just that of minority groups.  As I said earlier, we can benefit 
from the views of minority groups within the community.  The tragedy of this Parliament is that the electoral 
system has been bent to such an extent that the minority groups that do not obtain majorities as parties or as 
individuals, and feed off the - 

Hon Jim Scott:  One vote, one value.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  That is a debate we will have again.   

Several members interjected.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  We will not be having that debate in the third reading of this Bill.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  The member has so upset me I have lost my train of thought.  The stability of 
Governments in the future will ultimately rely on the effectiveness of legislation being put through by a balanced 
Parliament.  I do not believe we have the best balance at the moment.  We may have the best balance our 
electoral system allows but that begs another question, which, as Mr President said, we will not debate on this 
occasion.   
As a representative of my electorate, I cannot support the legislation and, therefore, I cannot support the third 
reading.  We have seen too much environmentalist impact on the south west and the great southern regions and it 
will get worse under this legislation.  There are real people doing real things that are very positive for the 
environment, and we all applaud that.  I do not think that swinging this legislative big stick over people’s heads 
will add anything to that effort.  People have set their own balance.  They are responding to and restoring parts of 
the environment that they believe are suffering.  Many people are contributing to the general improvement of the 
environment without any assistance from the Government, and many of them are doing it under various grants - 
mainly federal - I might add. 
It is interesting to note that Hon Christine Sharp commented on the view of the wheatbelt from space.  There is 
nothing very new about that.  We were able to see the changes even in the days of the DC4s.  My daughter and 
son-in-law can read their pasture growth from a satellite every two or three days.  The accuracy of photography 
is now so great that they can record pasture growth twice a week and that can be read off by ground truthing with 
known plots of land.  The fact that the edge of the wheatbelt can be seen from outer space is no big deal.  We 
know it is there.  The farmers who live out there know it is there.  The fact that the world can get up and talk 
about it does not make it any different.  People know that when they farm in that area, they are living on the 
fringe of the dry, central part of Australia.  Those sorts of technologies tend to add scientific credibility to what 
some people say but it is ineffective.  What really counts is what people are doing on the ground.  This Bill does 
not give sufficient recognition to what is happening in the real world.   

There is so much more one could say.  We cannot even regard this Bill as the curate’s egg because in a curate’s 
egg there is some good and some bad.  I believe that this legislation is so bad that the curate would disown it.  As 
I said, there are a few good bits in it, but predominantly it is a Bill of threat - a threat of fine, of imposition and of 
penalty.  I see very little carrot, but I see one helluva lot of stick.  I do not believe the community needs that, nor 
does the economy of Western Australia.  This sort of Bill might encourage the growth of the grass, but it will 
crush the spirit of the people living on it.  It might give a great fillip to people who want to dance around the 
mushrooms in the forest, but it will give very little encouragement to the people who put their shoulders to the 
wheel of industry and who till the soil to feed and clothe the people of Western Australia.  I express my 
disapproval of and opposition to the third reading of the Bill. 

HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [11.10 am]:  I was not going to speak on the third reading of this Bill, 
but after hearing some of the comments from the other side, I feel obliged to do so.  The passing of this Bill will 
have effects that are extremely important.  They are effects that I very much support.  The insinuation from the 
other side of the House is that this legislation has got into this place by some accident; that is, a small minority of 
green-tinged people have infected the Government, and that has caused it to completely change its course and 
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put through legislation that is draconian and unfair to the vast majority of people in the real world, as we have 
heard it described.  In fact, in the real world there are massive problems with salinity in this State.  There is a 
problem with global warming, which is badly affecting farmers and everybody else in this State. 

Hon John Fischer:  The Greens have done nothing about salinity. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  We have. 

Hon John Fischer:  You have been against deep drainage all the time. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  In the background, the usual utterances are coming from the advocates of the single solution - 
the easy-way-to-fix group.  However, as usual, they have very few solutions.  They have only complaints; they 
never have solutions.  As to the influence of the Greens (WA) on this legislation, the reality is that we have done 
a great deal more than other parties in this State in putting forward positions, including on salinity.  I want to see 
One Nation’s salinity paper accepted by the state Salinity Council - as it was previously known - as ours has 
been.  However, One Nation does not have one.  Therefore, I will disregard the chants from the side and get on 
with what I was going to say, which is that this legislation will not put a burden on the vast majority of people in 
the community.  Today, the vast majority of people are very concerned about environmental issues.  They are 
concerned about global warming, salinity, the loss of biodiversity and the possibility of their coastal homes being 
affected by sea rise etc.   

A huge range of problems are arising.  From debate on other legislation we are dealing with, it is clear that 
people are living with contamination.  Air pollution issues are affecting people all over this State.  Illnesses are 
being caused, and that is putting pressure on the hospital system.  These matters need to be addressed by 
government on behalf of the vast majority of people.  The people who will be detrimentally affected by this 
legislation are the small minority who are irresponsible, such as those who know that salinity is caused by 
overclearing in the first place and those who do not care about what happens to their neighbours because they are 
on higher land or whatever.  They are the people who will be affected adversely by this legislation, because they 
will have to take some responsibility.  In every society some people are irresponsible.  The Opposition’s support 
for those people who are not responsible against the majority of people who are responsible is a big black mark 
against its credentials.  The Opposition should be more responsible and support this type of legislation.  

It is a shame that this type of legislation is necessary.  However, quite a few groups in society believe that it is 
okay, for instance, as we have heard from the sidelines, to dig drainage channels, put them into A-class reserves, 
and pipe acidic water onto those A-class reserves and kill the vegetation. 

Hon John Fischer:  You’re against drainage channels, aren’t you?  It’s the only success we’ve had. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I gladly admit that to Hon John Fischer, who is all for pouring acidic water onto A-class 
reserves and destroying them.   

We know full well that a range of solutions to a range of different problems are needed in this State.  Those 
problems will not be solved by one engineering company.  The reality is that this legislation will make 
everyone’s life better in the end.  That includes the people who want to be rogues, the types of people who are 
protected by members opposite, and the people who are protected by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia, which is always complaining about being required to abide by environmental laws, even 
though it can see many examples of that overseas.  I know that in Western Australia there are examples of it.  
For instance, BP Australia Pty Ltd provided me with a document setting out the work it had done to reduce its 
water and energy use in this State.  BP said that rather than that being a cost, it would save it $2 million.   

Sometimes people need a push to look at solutions.  They get used to hanging on to the old ways, as members 
opposite obviously seem to do.  Members opposite seem to think that this is a matter of numbers.  It is not a 
matter of numbers.  It is not about the number of people who support this and that.  This is a different situation.  
This is not just about people; this is about the land in which we live and our responsibility to it.  Many people 
would like to go through life and ignore the environment and the land in which we live, and just carry on in the 
way they have done in the past.  However, when they are confronted with issues such as water shortages, 
pollution and resulting illnesses, rising temperatures and the need to change agricultural practices because of the 
lower rainfall, they realise that they must deal with those issues.  Sometimes quite strong measures are needed to 
make those irresponsible people behave responsibly.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  At some stages they call on Governments to bail them out. 
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Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is quite right.  I very much support the third reading of this Bill.  The Greens would 
probably have liked other parts of the legislation to be changed.  However, it is certainly a move in the right 
direction, and we commend the Government for moving in the right direction.  We understand, as does the 
Government, that the reality is that most people in the community want change.  All the surveys have shown 
that.  I know that Hon Bill Stretch has said that most people think that environmental legislation is going too far.  
He spoke about people in the south west.  We know that 90 per cent of the people who responded to the surveys 
on the issue of forest clearing oppose that level of logging.  It is clear that most people do not support the views 
put forward by Hon Bill Stretch; they actually support the views about to be expressed by this Parliament in the 
vote on the third reading of the Bill.  It is not just about populism and, as Hon Bill Stretch would say, most 
people supporting that view.  It is about scientific, factual information, which members opposite seem not to 
appreciate.  The reason the destruction of our forests has been reduced and the reason that legislation like this 
has come forward is that the scientific proof is available.  We are losing biodiversity at a rapid rate and we are 
being threatened with a much greater level of extinction in the future.  The latest figures on global warming are 
quite alarming.  Our children’s grandchildren will see about five per cent of the biodiversity that we see today 
unless we make radical changes.  Members opposite are not only wrong, but also totally and utterly irresponsible 
in not supporting this legislation.  They have no regard for the future.  I encourage people to understand that it is 
necessary to put in place legislation and regulation to stop the minority of irresponsible people, whom members 
opposite are supporting, and the sort of behaviour that is occurring.  As my colleague Hon Chrissy Sharp has 
said, it is also very important to support the people who work hard to do the right thing but who are continually 
depressed by others who will not do the right thing.  The best way we can support the people who are doing the 
right thing is to give them some backing through this Parliament, not take it away from them.   

Recently, I had a telephone discussion with Michael McFarlane who farms just outside Doodlakine.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Hear, hear! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  His group of people are doing some wonderful work in conservation in that area.   

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  As do most farmers.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is exactly what I am saying.  I would not say that most farmers are doing that work at 
this stage, but probably 50 per cent of them are.  Quite a few farmers are not pulling their weight, but more and 
more are doing so all the time.  There has been quite a revolution in that area.  That was recognised by the 
member for Stirling, Monty House, when he was primary industry minister in the previous Government.  He 
understood the issues and did some very good work.  Members opposite should talk to Monty House about the 
sort of stance they should take on the issues of land clearing and so on.  He has a much better idea than has been 
shown by some members in the upper House.  It seems that the upper House has taken a step backwards from the 
Court Government’s position on looking after the environment and, in the process, farmers’ interests.   

I point out to members opposite that a vast number of the supporters of our party have scientific backgrounds, 
and probably a much greater percentage in terms of the demographics than that of any other party in the 
Parliament.  The reason there is increasing support for green issues such as the protection of the environment - 
which should be not just a Greens issue; it should be an issue for everybody - is that there is science behind it.  
We are not talking nonsense, as Hon Bill Stretch said; we are talking from the basis of good science.  Good 
science says that we need legislation like this and we need to do much more if we are to make a better life for 
our children and a better future for this country and this State.  The short-term approach of members opposite 
will not help in that endeavour.   

I commend the Government for bringing forward this legislation, and give my wholehearted support to it.  I 
believe it will make a very important change to Western Australia in the future.  I look forward to similar 
changes in other areas to make a better and more prosperous life for the people of Western Australia. 

Several members interjected.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The member is trying to wrap up his comments and other members are trying to 
encourage him.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  It will protect this land and the plants and animals - the whole ecosystem - in the way they 
should be protected, and not in the neglectful way that members opposite seek to do by supporting the 
irresponsible minority.   
HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [11.26 am]:  I appreciate the opportunity to address this matter 
very briefly, because I have urgent parliamentary business to attend to about this time.  I listened with great 
interest to the debate during the committee stage, which produced the radical changes to the Bill that we are 
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considering at the third reading stage.  I congratulate Hon Robyn McSweeney for the tremendous job she has 
done to represent the legitimate interests of people in her region and throughout the State in the light of this Bill.  
I thought there might have been a glimmer of recognition and hope for the future when Hon Jim Scott said that 
he was resolutely opposed to the actions of members of the irresponsible minority who want to inflict their views 
and the devastating consequences of their views upon the people of this State.  He needs to look in a mirror, 
because I think we have had just about enough pious windbaggery from that particular quarter.  The 
irresponsible minority, which is exercising muscle and inflicting potential damage on the State, is far closer to 
home.  The member should look at his own colleagues and their motivations rather than cast slurs on people on 
this side of the House.   
Yesterday I had the opportunity to be lectured by one of his colleagues.  It seems that it is all very well for them 
to behave irresponsibly, but heaven forbid if anyone should disagree with them.  The last place on earth that 
currently has re-education camps is North Korea and the Greens (WA) appear to want to introduce them into 
Western Australia.  That is why this Bill should not be read a third time.   
HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [11.29 am]:  I also oppose the third reading of the Bill.  I listened 
intently to Hon Jim Scott and he never fails to disappoint me with the unadulterated tripe that he dishes out in 
this House!  He talked about the responsibility etc of farmers.  I have some information for the member that may 
be of interest to the Greens (WA).  Only six per cent of this State is cleared; 94 per cent is not.  Is the member 
aware of those figures?  They are facts.  A former colleague and member of this House, Mr Murray Nixon, has 
been doing a great deal of work, in conjunction with the Pastoralists and Graziers Association, in looking at how 
much land has been cleared in Western Australia.  We can talk about mining and pastoral areas, but we must 
realise that pastoral areas are not subject to clearing.  In actual fact, those areas cannot be classified as cleared.  
Climatic conditions may have denuded areas, but the land has not been cleared.  A person does not have to drive 
very far north from Perth to reach the shire of Dandaragan and see how little land is cleared in that area.  
Members should drive to the south west or get in an aeroplane and take a look.  The best way to look at any issue 
is to take a helicopter ride and have a very good look.  It provides a very good overview of what is occurring in 
this State.   
We all know that this Bill is not just about land clearing.  Some members talk about the responsibility or 
irresponsibility of certain groups.  It must be very difficult for the Greens to be the sole fount of knowledge 
about science and saving the planet.  They stand and say they have saved the Ningaloo Reef and the forests.  
Forestry management in this State was recognised around the world as the best.  The Greens ditched the 
scientific basis of forestry to launch a fear campaign that swept through some of the leafy western suburbs of 
Perth inhabited by people such as doctors and lawyers.  I remember a doctor calling a radio talkback program 
and having a go about forest management etc and the clearing of old-growth forests.  A forester also called that 
talkback program.  I wonder what would be the reaction if the forester went to Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital or 
Royal Perth Hospital while the doctor was performing an operation or procedure - possibly brain surgery or a 
triple bypass - and stood over his shoulder telling him how he should go about it.  I found it most amusing.  It is 
amazing how people’s knowledge seems to grow when they know so little about issues.  They become experts 
overnight.  They are what is colloquially known as “after five o’clock experts”.  We have many in our society. 
It was also stated that we should be re-educating people.  I wonder whether the Greens and the Government 
should set up re-education camps in which the irresponsible people who have been damaging our environment 
could be re-educated.  China worked that out very well, as did Hitler.  The only difference was that the Chinese 
got to leave the camps but the re-educated people in Nazi Germany did not leave.  They were silenced forever. 
We have talked about salinity.  Salinity has been around a lot longer than the white man has been in Australia.  
There were saline lakes and conditions in Australia many hundreds of years ago.  Nothing has changed.  The 
situation was probably exacerbated by extensive clearing.  During the 1950s and early 1960s no-one saw the 
issue developing.  During the 1920s, when clearing was occurring in Western Australia, farmers were forced to 
clear from fence to fence.  Possibly that should not have been done.  However, we can all be experts in hindsight. 
We have heard a lot about the triple bottom line.  It is the new catchphrase of the era.  I have even heard it used 
in the fishing industry.  We will be talking about the triple bottom line for the next few years.  All members refer 
to the triple bottom line.  Just in case some members have not heard it for the five hundred and fiftieth time, it 
means economic, social and environmental.  Hon Bill Stretch talked about a balance - that is what this Bill has 
not achieved.  Unfortunately, it has swung the pendulum too far.  I suppose it will eventually return and this 
legislation will be amended in the not too distant future.  I believe in a more sensible balance and arrangement to 
protect our environment in a responsible manner while not curtailing what we need to provide a healthy 
environment.  What is needed for a healthy environment?  A healthy economy.  There is a very old saying that 
people cannot have a healthy environment unless they have a healthy economy. 
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Hon Jim Scott:  It is a new saying. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It is a very old saying.   

As I said, it is one of the most important issues - 
Hon Jim Scott:  Who said it? 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It has been around for a long time - longer than I can remember.  I can remember 
the saying even in my local government days.  It was a catchphrase that swept the State like the triple bottom 
line is now sweeping the State. 
How will local government be affected?  It is interesting what this Bill does.  It puts huge pressure on local 
government trying to go about its normal everyday business.  An example is roads, which are a vital link.  
Without road infrastructure in rural and regional Western Australia, the State would be on its knees 
economically.  Roads are the lifeline of the regions.  It appears that the Bill will make local governments identify 
all flora.  Local governments will not be able to remove a piece of dead tree.  As I asked during the second 
reading debate, what happens to an old tree that falls over?  The road corridors were never designed as a 
vegetation strip.  The one-chain road reserves were put there to put roads on.  A lot of responsible farmers have 
planted trees as a shelter belt, yet they have been told by local governments to not interfere with vegetation.  
Some vegetation has got larger and larger, and to shift it from farm to farm is a very difficult task.  Gone are the 
days when the works committee of a shire or road board authority was able to examine roads that were requested 
by farmers to be cleared.  This legislation will add a huge impost of costs onto local governments.  If anyone 
does not think that is the case, he or she should speak to the shires in the next 12 to 18 months or two years.   

One of the great things of our society is that the cost or onus is often thrown back on an individual when we are 
trying to protect the environment.  There are moves afoot federally, thank goodness, to raise the issue of 
compensation.  If members speak to people in the farming industry or other industries that have been curtailed by 
highly regulated environmental laws, those people will say that if the Government wants to lock up another 200 
or 300 hectares of their property, it should pay for the fencing.  They will say that they do not want to pay rates 
and that they should be compensated for the lack of use of their farm.   

The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission, which was set up by the federal Government, was given 
$1.2 billion to buy stations for Aboriginals, and that has happened in Western Australia’s north west.  In one 
sense I suppose that has been a great environmental move, because the stations that have been bought are not 
being used and are, therefore, being completely revegetated.  The Aboriginals do not work those stations as 
working stations; they have literally become reserves.  If today’s Australian and Western Australian society 
wants a plan to protect more and more remnant vegetation, that is fine.  I do not think that anybody would argue 
against that.  However, why should the onus be placed on one person?  The State and Commonwealth 
Governments must recognise that society should pay for what it wants and that no one person should be out of 
pocket.  I am sure we would hear that type of comment if we spoke to people in the wider community.   

I witnessed a person being brought to his knees financially as a result of soil and land conservation.  We all 
know that the gentleman concerned is from the Shire of Dandaragan.  I know that letters relating to his clearing 
permit have been referred to in this House.  A couple of bureaucrats were involved in what I believe was an 
indictable offence.  I know that the Leader of the House has seen those letters.  I think Hon Murray Nixon and 
the Pastoralists and Graziers Association may have identified those letters.  The underhand deal that took place 
cost that man very dearly financially and he has lost his family home.   

Hon Kim Chance:  That is one of the reasons the law had to be changed.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am not saying that the Bill is all bad.  However, we do not understand the flow-
on effects.  I come back to the triple bottom line.  There are three key important factors and we cannot isolate 
one without recognising the other two.  The economic side of this is important.  We have a great quality of life in 
Australia, particularly in Western Australia.  Anybody who lives in Western Australia recognises that we are the 
chosen few, and one need only to look at other States and countries to know that.  Indeed, I am sure Hon Jim 
Scott has also travelled widely and would no doubt know that there is no place like Western Australia.  We are 
all very proud to live here.   
Despite what has been said, we on this side of the House are not irresponsible; in fact, we are quite the opposite.  
I oppose the legislation and its third reading because, as Hon Bill Stretch has already stated, it will take the 
whole issue one step too far without providing a sensible balance.  I will certainly let all my farming colleagues 
know that they are irresponsible and that they are the minority in this equation.  I am sure that local governments 
will be looking at differential rating, which they will be able to use.  They will be able to give a free rating to 
farmers if their land has been locked away because of remnant vegetation.  I am sure that Hon Jim Scott will 
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apply pressure on the Government and the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development - I am 
sure he is listening most intently - to ensure that the Government compensates those particular local authorities 
when the opportunity exists to rate land that has been set aside for remnant vegetation.  It is a sad day that this 
Bill is being third read and carried by one vote.  I look forward to the day in the not too distant future - I hope I 
will still be in this place - when we debate amendments to the Environmental Protection Authority Act.  Perhaps 
that will happen in 2005.  Hon Jim Scott should get his briefings ready, because I am sure that, with a bit of luck, 
we will see changes to this particular piece of legislation.   

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [11.46 am]:  I welcome the chance to express my views on this 
legislation.  Unlike many members in this House, I listen to the arguments put forward by members who sit on 
opposite benches and who represent different parties.  In that regard, I congratulate Hon William Stretch for 
what I believe was an excellent discourse on some of the problems with this legislation.  As has been said, the 
honourable member’s speech was put forward in a fair and balanced manner, and I concur with virtually all its 
content.  It certainly convinced me that my original position on this legislation should not be changed.  I will 
certainly not support this legislation.  This Bill has many serious flaws and it was drawn up by people who 
obviously have no understanding of the overall requirements or processes of both local government and the 
agricultural industry.  As was mentioned by the previous speaker, the impost on local government, as a result of 
this legislation will be great, and that is totally unfair.  Given the problems that local governments face, in 
enlarging their jurisdiction with ratings for different government departments, the legislation is totally unrealistic 
in its approach.  It will pass, obviously because the Government and the Greens (WA) have the numbers, but not 
because it contains any intrinsic merit.  I am compelled to observe the inherent mistakes in this legislation 
because I am incensed by the disingenuous humbug and downright misrepresentation that emanates from Greens 
members.  One thing that has become clear as a result of the recent legislation that was passed, and with the 
aspects of retrospectivity that are encompassed in this legislation, is that the Greens will now be able to sit in a 
tree and smoke their cannabis while they contemplate the accusations they can mount about cleared land and 
farming practices that have occurred in previous years.   

The Government refused to allow this legislation to be recommended for perusal by a committee.  Given that the 
Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance, which has total party representation in this House, is 
currently looking into land compensation, I would have thought that it would have been beneficial to the 
outcome, and to the people of this State, that the committee peruse this legislation in context with the aspects of 
land compensation being inquired into.  However, I guess that reflects this Government’s misguided attempt to 
force substandard legislation onto the community.  The many detrimental aspects of this legislation that have 
been referred to by previous speakers on this side of the House well and truly enforce the fact that most of this 
legislation lacks commonsense.  It would not have been unusual for the green members of this House to have 
pushed for the inclusion of some of the outrageous aspects of the legislation.  As has been mentioned already, the 
question must be asked whether the small minority of people they represent contribute to the economy of the 
State.  A day or two ago, I heard Alan Jones on his radio program wondering how many rabid green activists 
were members of volunteer fire brigades etc.  The legislation lacks the capacity for people at the coalface to 
understand how it will be beneficial and how it will affect the ordinary, everyday lives of the working people of 
this State.  Unfortunately, there is a degree of representation in this Parliament that totally lacks the 
commonsense, economic outlook that is required to continue the advancement of this State.  As Hon Bill Stretch 
said, the Bill provides no balance whatsoever.  It will not pass the test of whether it is beneficial to the 
community and, as I said, it will certainly not enhance the advancement of the State.  

Hon Jim Scott’s remarks about the future of the environment were full of doom and gloom.  I must admit that a 
while ago I read a book, which I have not finished yet, called The Sceptical Environmentalist.  I cannot 
remember the name of the fellow who wrote it.  From memory he is a Danish professor.  

Hon Jim Scott interjected.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I am sure Hon Jim Scott knows who he is.  Unfortunately, I have not finished reading it.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I believe it is very good.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes.  I am finding it extremely interesting.  

Hon Jim Scott:  Have you read what his colleagues say about him?   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I have read what some of his colleagues say about him.  Is he a Danish or a Belgian 
professor?   

Hon Jim Scott:  He is Danish.  He is talking outside his profession.  
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien):  Order!  This is the third reading stage of the Bill.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  How can you tell?   
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  The Bill that has emerged from the committee stage includes a very large range of 
amendments.  For that reason, the Chair has allowed a fairly broad debate that would usually be well outside the 
context of the third reading.  Some speeches had me thinking that we were revisiting the second reading stage.  
New material should have been introduced at the second reading stage.  That opportunity is not available at this 
stage, although I have allowed some latitude due to the extraordinary level of amendments moved in Committee.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I assure you that the comments about the book known 
as The Sceptical Environmentalist were in line with some of the amendments included in this legislation.  When 
the book was released, moans and groans from the environmental lobby were heard throughout the world trying 
to refute what that gentleman wrote, although he seemed to me to be offering good advice based on concrete 
evidence.  He brought many environmentalists to their feet.  I think they are still feeling shock and horror that a 
commonsense approach could come from a person who was originally a very strong environmentalist and a 
Greenpeace member.  

Hon Bill Stretch interjected. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Absolutely.  The predictions of gloom, and comments about how the environment is 
changing remind me of a conversation I had recently with the ex-Treasurer of the Northern Territory about the 
completion of the Alice Springs to Darwin railway line, for which a ceremony will be held this Saturday. 

Point of Order 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I ask that the member be called to order again on the question of relevance to the third 
reading.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  I was listening very closely to the honourable member’s remarks.  It seems that he 
is in danger of straying outside the parameters of what can be said during the third reading.  This debate is not an 
opportunity to introduce new material.  Even though the material may be relevant to the issues raised in the Bill, 
it is not necessarily relevant to the third reading debate.  I ask Hon John Fischer to limit his remarks to the third 
reading.  

Debate Resumed 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President, I will study that rule and contemplate it so that I will 
know in future not to overstep the mark.  I will take note of your comments and compare my remarks with the 
absolute rubbish that emanated from the Greens.  I will consider how I could have stayed on track rather straying 
into the pit into which I have been led.  

I have made my position on this legislation clear.  I hope that, at the end of this Government’s term, we will have 
a chance to review this legislation.  I do not think it will benefit this State.  It has been pushed through by a 
minority group that has no interest in looking after most of the people in regional areas.  I totally disagree with 
the legislation and will vote against it.  

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) 
[11.58 am]:  I thank members for their various comments on the third reading of the Bill.  By any standards, it 
has been through an extraordinarily, long and protracted parliamentary process. 

Hon Bill Stretch:  With 140 amendments, what do you expect?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  As I said, by any standards, it has involved long and protracted consideration.  Not the 
least of the reasons for that are the substantial amendments that were considered in this Chamber.  I was not 
trying to be provocative.   

The Bill has nearly completed its passage through the upper House and hopefully next week the Assembly will 
have the opportunity to complete its consideration of the Bill.  This is a week in which the issue of sustainability 
is on the agenda in this State because we are the host of the Third Conference on the Regional Government 
Network for Sustainable Development.  Present in our community are leaders of regional governments as well as 
an enormous number of people who are focused on the themes of sustainability around the globe.  It is therefore 
appropriate that this Parliament have legislation like this passing through the upper House.  It is one small 
contribution to the series of steps that the Government must take to ensure that there is an opportunity to respond 
to community expectations for the development of sustainability as part of its triple-bottom-line agenda, which 
reflects community expectations in all sections of this State. 
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Hon Bill Stretch:  The city, you mean. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Not at all.  It involves industry, the investment community and increasingly the 
business community.  Even on the opposite side of the House, the member will find that people genuinely want 
to bolt down to respond to the challenge of sustainable development that meets the expectations of the triple 
bottom line.  I commend the legislation to the House. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (13) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Jim Scott Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Dee Margetts Hon Tom Stephens  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson  
 

Noes (12) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon John Fischer Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Norman Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Ray Halligan Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson 
(Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Adele Farina Hon Barbara Scott 
 Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Barry House 
 Hon Christine Sharp Hon Frank Hough 
 Hon Graham Giffard Hon Murray Criddle 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments. 
 


