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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [11.11 pm]:  I move - 

That the House do now adjourn. 

Defence Training Area, Lancelin-Cervantes - Adjournment Debate 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [11.12 pm]:  I may hear a few moans and groans because I am on my 
feet, but I must get this off my chest.  The Federal Government proposes to extend the Lancelin defence training 
area by an additional 36 500 hectares for 50 years.  It will more than treble the size of the existing DTA north 
and east of the present training areas between Lancelin and Cervantes.  It will be used for war games.  The 
Department of Defence has justified an additional 36 500 hectare land grab on the basis of compensating for the 
loss of training grounds due to the construction of the Lancelin-Cervantes road.  I find that justification 
unbelievable.  If the extension of that proceeds, the proposed road alignment will pass through the existing DTA 
and will essentially bisect the expanded DTA.  The DTA is currently used by the Royal Australian Navy, the Air 
Force, the regular Army and the Army Reserves for activities such as aerial bombardment, live fire, demolition 
practice, troop movements and vehicle exercises.  Three high-impact areas for bombing, four artillery firing 
points and two battle runs are proposed in the new DTA.  One of the new bombing ranges is within five 
kilometres of the Pinnacles and within seven kilometres of the Lancelin-Cervantes road.  

Bombing will occur within five kilometres of the Pinnacles, one of the seven wonders of the world.  If one of the 
smart bombs were to go astray and into the Pinnacles, it could wipe out one million years of history.  Bombing 
will also occur within seven kilometres of the proposed road from Lancelin to Cervantes.  One can only 
speculate what the tourists would think if they saw low-flying F18s bombing the area.  The potential threat from 
live fire and bombardment to sites of cultural significance and human life is totally unacceptable.  That area has 
a lot of important wetlands and uncharted land.   

Although the majority of the proposed extension would be on vacant crown land, the remainder comprises 
pastoral leases and freehold properties.  Four of the private landowners will lose their properties if the proposal 
goes ahead.  In many instances, community members have felt frustrated and angry after their dealings with the 
Department of Defence.   

I have been in contact with the Wedge family, which has lived in the area since 1905.  Members who have been 
to the area will know that Wedge Island was named after the Wedge family.  In front of my home is a road called 
Wedge Road and there is a Wedge Street in Lancelin.  The Wedge family’s property is called Woolka Woolka.  
They have been farming in this area for five generations.  Another property owner, Colin Dawe, stands to lose a 
newly constructed home because he was not informed of the plans by the Army to acquire his land.  Colin has 
built a new home in the area.  However, the Department of Defence has decided that after 15 July, it will take his 
new home off him.   

Apart from the impact on the private properties, the proposed extensions may deleteriously affect the future use 
of the Lancelin to Cervantes road; hasten the spread of dieback through the wetlands; threaten the underground 
water supply, the endangered flora and rare subterranean fauna and sites of cultural significance; curtail the 
access rights of indigenous people to seed; and restrict the public’s access to the beaches north of Lancelin.  The 
area between Lancelin and Cervantes is 40 kilometres long and 20 kilometres wide.  That is a significant area 
that the Department of Defence wishes to take. 

In a public environmental review made available on 20 May 2002, it was revealed that, in recognition of the 
area’s environmental and social values, the Department of Defence had proposed the establishment of five 
conservation areas within the proposed area of expansion.  One could be forgiven for thinking that the 
Department of Defence desires to conserve and protect the existing vegetation and fauna.  However, this is not 
the case.  The PER has revealed that the conservation areas will be used for minimal-impact activities, including 
troop movements.  A minor consolation is that the land will not be subject to digging, firing, vegetation 
clearance or off-road traffic.  These low-impact areas are to be designated environmental areas.  However, if the 
bombs go astray, those areas will cop all the shelling.  Tanks and trucks will travel through those areas.  There is 
no way that that the environment of that area will be saved.  If members inspect the so-called conservation areas, 
they will notice that they are strategically placed.  They border the firing ranges of the high-impact bombing 
areas.  They are really buffer zones.   

Curiously, the PER designates that only the Jacksonia sector at the northern end of the defence training area is a 
declared buffer zone.  The Department of Defence’s definition of environmental conservation is different from 
that of most people because it does not talk about conserving the environment within the conservation areas; 
rather, it talks about managing it.  Conservation and management are two very different things.  Paragraph 60 of 
the General Defence Instructions, dated 24 June 1999 is a case in point.  It states - 
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Defence must pursue responsible environmental management because of the potential impact this has 
on operational capability.  Irresponsible environmental management and practices have the potential to 
adversely impact on the development and maintenance of Defence capability through the non-
availability of training areas.   

It is perfectly clear that the extent of the Department of Defence’s dedication to environmental conservation goes 
only so far as is required to meet its own needs.  In the case of the Lancelin defence training area, this means 
only as much environmental management as necessary to continue the Department of Defence’s use of the land 
for the next 50 years. 

I have grave concerns about the proposed expansion, given that there has not been a comprehensive study of the 
impact of bombardment, live firing and the movement of heavy vehicles and troops on the entire area to be 
acquired for training.  Given that a large proportion of the area proposed for expansion is composed of limestone 
cave features, it is unfathomable that, in the words of the public environmental review, no detailed targeted field 
survey for karstic features has been undertaken specifically for the defence training area extension proposal to 
date. 

I am also concerned about the social and economic impact of the proposed extension on indigenous people.  The 
Billinue community was assured that its access to conservation areas would continue.  The Billinue people have 
collected berries in that area for generations.  They have not needed any authority to go into that area.  The 
Department of Defence has said that they will be given authority, but I do not know why they should need it, 
because they have always had that access.  For the general public the proposed expansion of the Lancelin 
defence training area will mean an end to ecotourism conducted on defence land.   

This land grab of the area between Lancelin and Cervantes would be a tragedy.  It involves one of the most used 
tourist routes in the State.  The route is up the coastal highway and, let us not kid ourselves, it will traverse a war 
zone.  It is said that the area is to be used for Australian forces.  That is all rubbish.  We can bet our bottom 
dollar that the Americans have more than a possible stake in the area.  The federal Government has obviously 
done a deal with them.  The deal will be to the detriment of Western Australians and a pristine piece of real 
estate between Lancelin and Cervantes.  It is totally and utterly unacceptable that we should have to tolerate this.   

At Lancelin at night when there is bombing, houses shake.  I was there the other night when a helicopter was 
flying past.  It had troops in it and was showing night lights.  The bombing was shaking the houses.  This use of 
the land will be a tragedy and a travesty for Lancelin and Cervantes. 

Mickelberg Case, Murphy Affidavit - Adjournment Debate 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [11.24 pm]:  I want to put on record that I have given The West 
Australian an affidavit sworn by Michael Murphy that names people who could very well throw some light on 
the Mickelberg case and the Perth Mint robbery and who should certainly be interviewed about their 
involvement.  Mr Murphy is trained as a lawyer and is an experienced criminal investigator.  He has assured me 
that he will give the Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or Criminal Conduct by 
Western Australian Police Officers the same information.  I have arranged for the police to receive a copy of this 
document today.  I seek leave to table a copy of the affidavit. 

Leave granted.  [See paper No 1499.] 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  In some respects it is a little surprising that the revelations in the media about the 
corruption of ex-Sergeant Lewandowski caused such a stir.  It has been obvious since the advent of the 
electromagnetic deposition evidence that Mr Lewandowski had lied at least twice under oath, yet no action was 
taken against him or would ever have been taken against him, because the Director of Public Prosecutions knew 
that, if charged, he would blow the whistle on everyone.  It is worth reflecting that this same technology was 
responsible for freeing people who were convicted of terrorist bombing in Britain.  The difference is that when 
their confessions were shown to be false, they were out of prison in two weeks.  Under the prevailing Western 
Australian system of justice, the Director of Public Prosecutions prevaricated for 12 months when forced to 
respond by the Mickelbergs’ lawyers that action on this perjury was justified on the grounds that Mr 
Lewandowski had simply lied for the sake of clarity.   

I have it on good authority that, as far back as 1991, the Labor Government knew that the Mickelbergs had been 
framed.  Hon Joe Berinson, the then Attorney General, told the Cabinet as much, but said that they could not 
admit to this and could only let them out of jail.  Just who was intimidating the Government of the day is a 
matter of conjecture.  This is important, as it will have a bearing on the damages that the Mickelbergs are entitled 
to.   

I said recently that it is not only the police who have questions to answer.  This injustice was aided and abetted 
by the courts and the legal system.  It is in this context that I note the vicious babbling of the member for 
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Nedlands, Ms Sue Walker.  Her attack on Hon Bob Kucera was gratuitous, opportunistic, diversionary and 
despicable.  From all the feedback I have received, Hon Bob Kucera was one of the good cops.  At the time of 
this incident he was relatively junior and was certainly in no position to take on Don Hancock, who was one of 
the doyens of the purple circle.  In a former life, the member for Nedlands was a prosecutor for the DPP.  Her 
boss was John McKechnie.  She would have served this Parliament better if she had asked why the prosecution, 
against its own obligations, had put forward false evidence.  In the case of the fingerprint, it was evidence that 
the prosecution knew to be false.  They did not tell the jury that the print had been enhanced.  It cost Graeme 
Campbell over $100 000 for saying what is now becoming painfully apparent.  If there is any justice, Graeme 
Campbell should get his money back with interest.   

The Perth Mint swindle has attracted a lot of public attention because of the disproportionately savage sentences 
handed down by the court and the trauma that it brought to the Mickelbergs and their families, including the 
tragic and suspicious death of Brian.   

After the granulated gold was thrown over the Channel Seven fence, Dr Herbert, who was at that time head of 
the mines department technology section, sought to get a small piece.  The department had developed a new 
method of fingerprinting gold.  The process worked by analysing the isotopes of the rare elements associated 
with the gold, and is analogous to DNA testing, with the same level of accuracy.  Eventually, the Mint did give 
Dr Herbert a piece of the gold, but by the time he got back to his office the police were there to confiscate it.  
That test would have conclusively proved if the gold were from the same batch as that stolen from the Mint.  To 
my knowledge, no plausible reason has ever been advanced as to why the police took this action and, for the life 
of me, I cannot think of any good reason that this vital information was not wanted.  As it turns out, the gold was 
tested some three years later and did show continuity.  In that three-year hiatus, the gold could have been sold 
without fear of detection.   
People seem to have forgotten another great gold heist, in which a large quantity of gold was stolen from a plane 
in transit between Kalgoorlie and Perth.  That crime had the same sophisticated hallmark as the Perth Mint 
swindle, and like the Mint job was obviously helped by inside knowledge.  In a speech in this place on 19 
December I spoke about another alleged robbery of even greater proportions, in which a man and his wife were 
robbed of $30 million worth of gold.  The Director of Public Prosecutions stopped this prosecution in spite of the 
overwhelming probative force of evidence, which evidence also raised grave doubts about the integrity of 
sections of the Police Force.  Those doubts have now been confirmed by the confession of Mr Lewandowski.  I 
suspect that all these gold theft crimes are connected.  I do not think that they could have been so successfully 
commissioned without the cooperation of the gold stealing detection unit at the time or, more probably, some 
members of it.   
In my speech of 19 December, I named Mr John McLean and his corporate associates as being primarily 
responsible in regard to accusations from the Murphy Interest.  I would not have done so had I not been made 
aware of the conclusive nature of the evidence.  The evidence proves that files in the mines department have 
been falsified.  I have drawn this to the attention of both the director of the Department of Mineral and Petroleum 
Resources and the responsible minister, Hon Clive Brown.  Both of them seem to be in a state of denial.  I cannot 
understand this, as it should not be in their interests to protect crooks.  Perhaps they are constrained by the same 
dark forces that inhibited Hon Joe Berinson in 1991.   
I believe that Parliament, the Government and the goldmining industry must move with the times.  The gold 
fingerprinting technology developed in Western Australia is very accurate and sophisticated.  I am aware that 
one of the strongest advocates for its universal adoption is Detective Senior Sergeant Peter McComish, who 
currently heads the gold stealing detection unit in Kalgoorlie.   

This is an issue I intend to pursue at a future date in Parliament, as I believe the Western Australian School of 
Mines in Kalgoorlie could become a world leader in this technology.   

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 11.31 pm 

__________ 
 


