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RESERVES (NATIONAL PARKS, CONSERVATION PARKS AND NATURE RESERVES) BILL 2004 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 21 September. 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [8.14 pm]:  The Opposition will support the Reserves (National 
Parks, Conservation Parks and Nature Reserves) Bill 2004.  This Bill will create nine national parks in my area 
of the south west in Forest Grove, Yelverton, Greater Beedelup, Jane, Greater Dordagup, Boyndaminup, Greater 
Preston, Greater Kingston and Boorara Gardner.  In light of the intergovernmental agreement, the Bill refers to 
the Regional Forest Agreement for the south west region of Western Australia and was therefore referred to the 
Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes.  It was also referred to that committee to 
assist informed debate in the Legislative Council.  The committee knew that the Bill would be subject to 
Standing Order No 230A and that it would be referred to the committee.  In anticipation, the committee has 
already considered the Bill.   

I put on record that although the Government stated that this issue was a central part of its election platform, the 
election was nearly four years ago.  The stopping of old-growth forest logging has caused considerable pain in 
my electorate.  The communities affected have still not recovered, and the needed assistance in those areas has 
not been forthcoming.  I am extremely surprised that an issue that was supposed to be a part of the Labor Party’s 
central platform to win government has taken so long to bring before the House.  It seems to me that this 
Government is getting rather desperate.  We are in the last few weeks of Parliament and the Government has 
only now introduced legislation that relates to a central issue on which it fought the last election.  I understand 
the complexities of these issues and why it takes a long time to bring forward this type of legislation.  However, I 
would have thought that it would have taken the Government a lot less time than this to introduce this type of 
legislation.   

I flag the fact that the lack of management plans scares me greatly.  As I previously noted, this Bill will create 
nine new national parks in Western Australia’s south west forest.  The creation of most of the proposed parks 
and reserves requires the cancellation of state forest and timber reserves created under the Conservation and 
Land Management Act 1994 and the Land Administration Act 1997.  Under section 9 of the Conservation and 
Land Management Act, cancellations of state forests require that a motion or Bill be passed by Parliament.  The 
cancellation of some A-class reserves must be tabled in Parliament.  This Bill will also cancel state forest, class 
A reserves, timber reserves and non-class A reserves.  The national parks and nature reserves to be created by the 
Bill will be vested in the Conservation Commission of Western Australia by virtue of section 7 of the CALM 
Act and will be managed by CALM.  This Bill seeks to create almost 120 000 hectares of new conservation 
reserves and, of that, over 96 000 hectares will be in national parks.  The word “new” is an anomaly.  Some of 
these parks already existed and others are being added on to.  Many of these were already planned in 1999 and 
2000.  The earlier reserve proposals include the addition of land to the existing Serpentine National Park; the 
creation of a new conservation park provisionally referred to as Blackbutt; the creation of a new conservation 
park provisionally referred to as Muja; the creation of a new conservation park provisionally called Bennelaking; 
and new conservations parks provisionally called Wandering, Dardanup, Russell, Chester, Pagett, Kordabup, 
Nollajup, Falls Brook, Greenbushes and North Dandalup.  Land will be added to the existing Lane-Poole 
Reserve and the Wellington National Park.  I point out that these were commenced by the previous Government 
and probably the one before that.  They were all started between 1984 and 1987.  Under the RFA agreement, 
provision was made for a 215 000-hectare contiguous reserve system between Walpole and Denmark, and for the 
reservation of parts of a further 17 blocks.  I do not need to elaborate on the RFA.  Most of us, whether in 
government or opposition, would have taken part in many of the meetings that were held around Western 
Australia about this issue.  I went to my fair share of those meetings.   

I have a huge concern about these 30 national parks.  This Government has a lock-up mentality - lock, lock, lock.  
The second Bill locks up more land.  The third Bill that the Government will introduce also gives me cause for 
alarm.  It gives no thought to the people who live in the areas that surround these national parks and to the 
private property that backs onto these national parks.  I have not seen any finalised management plans for these 
national parks.  I have heard plenty of talk about plans and about consultation.  However, I have not seen 
anything concrete.  People will be surrounded by national parks.  I will say it again.  The Government is 
proposing to create 30 new national parks and lock up vast tracts of land.  We support the Bill, but I am in the 
dark at present.  What will people be allowed to do in these national parks?  Recreation comes to mind.  A more 
important issue is whether farmers will feel safe being surrounded by a CALM-managed entity.  CALM is not 
renowned for looking after crown land.  It is not even required to put in firebreaks.   
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That brings me to the subject of fire control.  The minister will probably hear a lot from me about fire control.  
Even before I became the shadow spokesperson for emergency services, I was very involved with fire control in 
my area.  Last Christmas I had the misfortune of having two fires in my electorate, one in my home town of 
Bridgetown, and the other in Tenterden.  Sadly, two women lost their lives in the Tenterden fire.  The loss of life 
concerns me.  I believe it also concerns the Government.  The Auditor General has just released a performance 
examination titled “Responding to Major Bushfires”.  Now that the Government is proposing to lock up 
thousands of hectares of land in national parks, it needs to examine closely what the Auditor General said about 
CALM.  Two findings stand out.  The first is that CALM faces challenges in maintaining its current level of 
trained firefighting staff.  The Auditor General found that the age demographic of firefighting crews in 2002 was 
that 51 per cent were aged 45 years and over, and in the Swan coastal region 54 per cent were aged 50 years and 
over.  That is not to mention the volunteers who fight fires.  The Auditor General found also that CALM relies 
heavily on heavy machinery contractors to support its firefighting capability, and that, although past shortfalls in 
availability have been rectified, consistent monitoring is needed to avoid this happening again.  CALM used to 
have its own heavy machinery.  However, since the downturn in the logging industry, this machinery has gone, 
and it now relies on private contractors.  The Auditor General makes the point that this is a dangerous practice, 
because with vast tracts of land being locked up in national parks, in an emergency it will take time to get that 
machinery to where it is needed.  Another point is that even though the contractors may have the heavy 
machinery, they do not know where a fire will break out.  That creates a dangerous situation for the people who 
live in the small communities that are located between these national parks.  I fear that with the number of 
hectares that are proposed to be locked up, and with no access roads to be seen, there will be a major disaster.  I 
hope I will not be around to see that happen.  During the 2002-03 fire season CALM experienced shortfalls in 
the availability of heavy machinery, such as bulldozers.  This adversely impacted on CALM’s response to some 
fires during the season.  On four occasions CALM was unable to access heavy machinery in a timely manner.  
This is all stated in black and white in the Auditor General’s report.  One can only imagine where the heavy 
machinery will come from.  The planning needs to be in place.  It is an urgent priority.  The Auditor General said 
that 200 hectares of land was burnt out because machinery was not available.  That then escalated to 18 000 
hectares of fierce fire.  If the machinery had been available, the fire could have been contained to less than 100 
hectares.  There is a big difference between 18 000 hectares and 100 hectares.  Between these national parks are 
farmland and people.   

We need to be very careful.  I am supporting this Bill.  The Liberal Party is supporting the Bill.  The National 
Party is supporting the Bill.  However, we need to get it right.  The Auditor General said in his report that 
because the machinery is owned by contractors, it must be cleaned prior to use.  I understand that is to prevent 
the spread of dieback.  However, if there is a fierce fire surely those bulldozers should be put to use straightaway 
rather than wait until they have been cleaned, because even though there may a risk of dieback, the trees will be 
burnt down anyway.  That seems a bit odd to me.  Perhaps Hon Kim Chance can explain the reason for that.  I 
would rather the machinery was used without delay, because cleaning takes time.  The minister would know, 
having lived on a farm, that when a fire is coming the most important thing is to deal with it quickly.  

The Shire of Bridgetown-Greenbushes did an assessment after the Bridgetown fire.  The minutes of the 29 
January 2004 meeting of the shire council outline some points that the shire referred to CALM after the fire.  The 
council’s number one priority was that the forests be control burnt more regularly to lower the threat to the town 
site.  The forest fuel load was also an important issue.  If it is proposed to lock up all these hectares of land in 
national parks, the forest fuel load will increase.  The Government cannot tell me that CALM will control burn 
all this land.  It will be a powder keg waiting to explode.   

The minutes refer also to a pre-season controlled burning contract to CALM on Peninsula Road.  Apparently the 
shire told CALM that a particular part of Peninsula Road needed to be control burnt, but the query was not 
passed on.  The fuel loads in the Bridgetown fire were horrific.  CALM’s policy of prescribed burning needs to 
be reviewed to ensure that burning occurs on a more frequent basis and there are not large areas of forest that are 
not permitted to be burnt.  An example was given of an area in Kangaroo Gully that was last burnt 27 years ago.  
The fire brigade was keen to burn that land, but permission was refused by CALM.  Most people would know 
when the forests that surround their property were last burnt.  All the old-timers will say that an area has not 
been burnt for 50 years or 60 years, or that it has not been burnt for 27 years.  They all know.  

Another concern is that CALM is not obliged to put firebreaks around national parks.  The reason is that as it has 
the equipment to help put out fires, it is not deemed necessary for it to put firebreaks around national parks.  The 
federal inquiry into the eastern states fires contained many points pertinent to the Bridgetown situation.  Some 
examples are that mosaic burning is not just a panacea; river care protection in hilly country can lead to 
escalation of fire hazard; and people cannot rely on the river to be a firebreak.  The relevant agencies need to 
assess this document to see whether lessons can be learnt for our situation.   
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I have highlighted my concerns about the thousands of hectares that are proposed to be locked up in national 
parks.  These national parks will need to be managed properly.  Those management plans will need to be 
extremely detailed.  As yet we have not seen any management plans.  It is negligent of the Government to bring 
in these Bills when not one management plan has yet been seen.  My colleague Hon Bill Stretch has just 
reminded me of the lack of money in the budget for these management plans.  The Government will need to put 
a lot of money into CALM for fire hazard work.  Hon Paul Omodei in the other place brought up the subject of 
feral pigs.  Feral pigs run riot in national parks and create a lot of damage on private land.  I will put that in 
context.  CALM is not renowned - I have said that before and I will say it again - for looking after crown land.  
CALM has a neighbourhood policy but the poor old farmer is expected to pay to keep ferals that come from 
crown land off his own land.   

The Walpole wilderness area is a concern to me also.  My office is in Albany, so I am familiar with the City of 
Albany’s proposal to flag the Denmark, Styx and Bow Rivers as possible long-term water sources for Albany.  If 
this area becomes a national park - and it will - how will councils in the future access the water?  I believe that 
the legislation will have to come back to Parliament so that both Houses can allow that to happen.  National 
parks will be locked up.  I am concerned about what can be done in national parks, conservation parks and nature 
reserves.  I do not know.  I would like an answer to my concerns.  I have many concerns, which I have brought 
to the minister’s attention.   

Some of the effects of this legislation will produce positive results for my area in the south west.  I have not 
referred to the positive aspects of the legislation.  However, with vast tracks of land being locked up, all I can see 
are the negative aspects of the legislation, given that I have experienced two fires in my area.  I am extremely 
conscious of that.  I want management plans put in place for each national park, conservation park and nature 
reserve.  It is necessary to do that, and the Government must get off its backside and put them in place very soon.   

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [8.31 pm]:  The passage of this Bill this evening means a lot to me.  I 
am deeply pleased to be part of the enactment of the reserves that are contained within the Bill.  It is a very 
important step forward for the conservation of the flora and fauna of the south west.  The Bill before us is the 
first part of a four-part package.  This Bill contains 96 325 hectares of new national parks and considerable areas 
of new conservation parks and nature reserves totalling 120 323 hectares that are to be reserved.  The second 
Bill, which I understand was read into this Chamber today, provides for the reservation of a further 143 185 
hectares of land and the third Bill, which is before the other place, will reserve a total of 320 285 hectares.   

The remaining part of this four-part package, as is set out in the new forest management plans of 2004-13, has 
not yet been put into any legislation.  In a letter sent to me from the Minister for the Environment, dated 22 
October, I understand that some outstanding conservation proposals in the forest management plan have not been 
included in any of the three reserve Bills.  The minister stated in her letter that the reservation of these forests 
will be pursued in 2005.   

Tonight we have before us legislation for the creation of nine new national parks.  The Wellington National Park 
will be significantly extended, 15 new conservation parks will be created and the Lane-Poole Reserve will be 
extended.  Some amazing forests will be protected from tonight.  They include the Greater Beedelup National 
Park.  That is an extraordinarily beautiful national park.  It is exactly the type of karri forests that people have in 
mind when they think of karri forests at their most beautiful.  Special places like Giblet have enormous old trees 
and an extraordinary understorey of allocasuarinas.  At Jane block near Northcliffe the community has fought for 
years to have the beautiful old-growth forest on its boundary protected.  The Bill will extend Wellington 
National Park and the amazing jarrah forest in the region of the Collie River Valley.  Jarrah forests that do not 
exist anywhere else in the south west are amazingly abundant and have a lush understorey, and old-growth 
forests grow in the vicinity of the Wellington Dam.  It is wonderful country.  The Greater Preston National Park, 
which is between Donnybrook and Grimwade, is one of the very few remaining areas of jarrah forest that 
contains a stand of virgin jarrah, which has been protected now for many decades.  Originally, the very first 
foresters of this State informally protected that forest.  Extensive records on the growth of the trees in that block 
remain.  The Greater Kingston National Park will be created.  Kingston and its surrounding forest blocks have 
extraordinarily rich fauna.  Unlike most of the forests of the south west, it continues to have, in some abundance, 
a range of mammal species that are now threatened elsewhere.  What we are doing tonight will be remembered 
by generations to come.  They will look upon the changes that are to be implemented through this Bill as a very 
important milestone for the conservation of the flora and fauna of our State.   

This Bill represents also a cumulative achievement of a vast array of community groups, scientific experts, 
CALM officers and so on who, over many years and in varying capacities have put their efforts into the reserve 
proposals that we are enacting.  I acknowledge the role of the new Conservation Commission under the 
chairmanship of Dr John Bailey and other members, including Dr Joanna Young, who is a very old friend of 
mine.  I recognise the contribution of the Environmental Protection Authority, which, through various reports 
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over a couple of decades, has maintained a watching brief over the forest conservation proposals.  I mention too 
the Conservation Through Reserves Committee, which began a very elaborate process when the very first 
Environmental Protection Authority was established in 1972.  The first brief of that authority was to look 
throughout the State to identify areas of conservation significance that deserved reservation status.  Some of the 
original reserve proposals by the original committee and the “greenbook” that brought forth the original 
proposals that were released for public comment in 1974, are in this reserve Bill this evening.  I mention 
especially one of the members of the CTRC committee, Dr Maurice Mulcahy with whom I had the pleasure of 
working later on the Environmental Protection Authority.  I recognise also the contribution of CALM science.  It 
has done exhaustive and very painstaking work in setting up the new boundaries of the many new national parks.  
In particular, this is a massive community achievement.  I now list some of the involved community groups, the 
work of which in one way or another is being enacted tonight: the Bridgetown-Greenbushes Friends of the 
Forest; the Blackwood Environment Society; the Balingup Friends of the Forest; the Augusta-Margaret River 
Friends of the Forest; the South West Forest Defence Foundation; the Campaign to Save Native Forests; the 
Australian Conservation Foundation; the Preston Environment Group; the Friends of Jane group, the Denmark 
Conservation Society; the Busselton-Dunsborough Environment Centre; the Busselton Peace and Environment 
Group; the Collie Conservation Group; the Conservation Council of Western Australia; the Crowea Committee; 
the Darlington Adopt-a-Block group; the Denmark Environment Centre; the D’Entrecasteaux Defence Group; 
the D’Entrecasteaux Coalition; Doctors for the Preservation of Old-Growth Forests; the Dwellingup Greenbelt 
Committee; the Friends of the Earth; the Fremantle Environment Centre; the Friends of the Blackwood Valley; 
the Friends of Giblett; the Friends of Kingston; the Grassroots Activists Forest Alliance; the Greater Beedelup 
National Park Society; the Great Walk Networking group; the Leeuwin Conservation Group; the Margaret River 
Environment Centre; the Northcliffe Environment Centre; the South Coast Environment Group; the South Coast 
Friends of the Forest; the South West Environment Centre; the Lorax; the Wilderness Society; the Warren 
Environment Group; and, last, but not least, the Western Australian Forest Alliance.  What an extraordinary list 
of community groups, many of which are still functioning, and some of which have now ceased to function 
because their aspirations have been achieved by what is before us tonight in the protection of forests through the 
reserves Bill.   

I also acknowledge the role of the Government in bringing the Bill to the Parliament.  I acknowledge the Premier 
personally because I do not think it would ever have happened without the Premier’s personal support for the 
protection of old-growth forests.  I particularly mention the support and hard work, indeed, the impeccable work, 
of the Minister for the Environment, Dr Judy Edwards.  I realise that the rewards have been sweet for the 
Government because in many ways the commitment to the protection of old-growth forest - as enacted partly by 
this Bill - assisted the Labor Party to win government.  Although the rewards have been sweet, I acknowledge 
that the Government has been virtually impeccable in the delivery of that promise to the community.  This Bill in 
the four-part package - namely, this Bill, two other reserves Bills in Parliament and the outstanding measure to 
be dealt with next year - will protect all our old-growth forest in the main forest belt.  This is apart from the poor 
old tuart forest, which was never in the Regional Forest Agreement; therefore, it misses out on the entire process.  
The protection area is set out according to the 1993 forest policy statement that was drawn up under the Keating 
Government.  This process does not mean that every single old-growth tree will be protected.  There are old-
growth trees throughout regrowth forests that obviously will remain subject to logging.  However, the mapping 
of the forests has been accurate.  It has been checked and it has undergone a further consultation process by the 
Government.  To the further credit of the Minister for the Environment, she went through a consultation process 
with the community on the exact boundaries of the new reserves in the proposals before us tonight.   

Over this term of government, a series of consultation processes has occurred on the new reserve boundaries.  
When this Bill was introduced into the other place, I took it upon myself, having carriage of the Bill for the 
Greens (WA), to undertake a mini consultation process.  I sent the explanatory memorandum for the Bill 
containing the details of the reserve boundaries to some of the groups I just listed that I know maintain a lively 
interest in ensuring the protection of these forests.  I wanted to ensure that they were happy with the boundaries 
to be enacted in the Bill.  I learned from that informal consultation process that, with one exception - I will come 
to that in a moment - all consulted conservation groups felt that this reserves Bill respected the necessary 
boundaries, and that no short-changing of boundaries had occurred.  In fact, they felt very satisfied with the job 
that the minister had overseen.  I think that is a great credit to the minister.  There cannot be too many processes 
in which this Government or any Government gets such a resounding tick from the community.   

The one exception upon which I should touch is the extension to the Wellington National Park, as set out in 
clause 12 of the Bill.  I recently spoke about the particularly wonderful parts of the jarrah forest in the Collie 
River basin in a beautiful part of the south west.  A proposal originally was to extend the Wellington National 
Park far beyond the boundaries to be enacted this evening.  A national park has existed for many years around 
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the Collie River just below the Wellington dam and around the dam itself.  The forest blocks endorsed by 
government for addition to the national park are Lennard and Gervasse, and most of Davis and part of Lowden.  
The community has been pressing for some time for inclusion of the remaining forest blocks of Arcadia and 
Yabberup, and parts of Mungalup, Lowden, Palmer and Leach.  The Preston Environment Group in particular 
has pressed for the inclusion of the Arcadia block within the extension of the Wellington National Park.  The 
proposal certainly has a lot of merit because of the high-conservation quality and fauna values of the Arcadia 
block.  It also would provide a useful connection between other proposed areas of conservation.  The 
Government has chosen not to include all those community proposals in the national park.  However, the 
minister informed me in correspondence when I raised this matter with her, in particular in a letter I received 
from her on 27 September, that Arcadia block will have two indicative fauna habitat zones of about 200 hectares 
each, which will at least provide some protection for the fauna values of that area.   

I asked the Preston Environment Group as part of the informal consultation to which I was referring just now, 
whether it wished me to raise any arguments on behalf of the values of Arcadia block.  I had a surprising 
response.  It told me that it believed that the Wellington extensions were not included in this Bill.  My office then 
recontacted the group and said that we would indeed be debating the extensions to the Wellington National Park.   

The Preston Environment Group answered, after a second request for information about the values of Arcadia, 
that - 

. . . PEG considers comments from the Greens to be stated for parliamentary records on this issue as 
unproductive use of limited floor time . . .  

This was written by Scott-James Bartholomew, spokesperson of the Preston Environment Group.  With that 
exception, as far as I am aware, the community groups involved are all extremely pleased with the package 
before us.   
I would like to give the Government a pat on the back for one other reason.  Not only do we have some of the 
old-growth national parks in the reserves Bill and not only did the minister then consult about the boundaries, but 
in addition the Bill contains a range of conservation reserve proposals in clauses 14 and 15 and 19 to 31.  Those 
conservation reserves are nothing to do with the old-growth policy.  They are forest conservation reserve 
proposals, now to become conservation parks, which are part of the Conservation Through Reserves Committee 
process, which first reported to government back in 1974.  Some of those proposals were inserted into the forest 
management plans of 1982.  They were rolled over and put into forest management plans in 1987, albeit many of 
them slightly reduced in size.  They were again reiterated in 1993 in the forest management plans.  Never, over 
this whole period, has anyone enacted them.  Then in the late 1990s, years later when we got to the Regional 
Forest Agreement process, the Regional Forest Agreement intended to delete some of those original reserve 
proposals.   
I believe it is to the Government’s enormous credit that it has picked up those additional conservation reserves.  
The reserves go through a range of very varied country, many are on the very eastern edge of the forest, and they 
contain areas of wandoo.  Some of this country has been logged, and contains not the big, tall trees of the old-
growth forests, but many minor tree species or very important fauna characteristics.  That is the reason these 
areas were originally designated as reserves.  Some of them go back to 1974, which is 30 years ago.  After 30 
years, finally they are being locked up tonight.  That is absolutely fantastic.  It would have been very easy and 
tempting for the Government to short-change us on this issue and forget about the odds and sods that emerged 
from the Conservation Through Reserves Committee process, because it was now concentrating on old-growth 
areas.  In fact, the reserves set out at the end of the Bill contain a whole range of biodiversity values that 
otherwise would not be protected.  After all that time it is wonderful to see that they are to be protected, at least 
from the effects of logging, so that they are there for the future and will remain as wonderful examples of the 
attributes of our forests.  Let us face it, Western Australia has some of the most biodiverse forests in the world. 

Besides acknowledging the Government’s role, which obviously has been the foundation of the whole proposal 
before us tonight, I also acknowledge some other political players who are part of this long story that involves so 
many people.  I acknowledge the role of the National Party of Western Australia for the part it played back in 
1999 and the extensive research it conducted into forest conservation management policy.  Apart from the 
Greens, the National Party was the first party before the Labor Party to acknowledge the need for more extensive 
forest conservation.  It unblocked the debate in the political system in Western Australia.  Over the years that we 
debated the Regional Forest Agreement, when I introduced a private members’ Bill to protect high conservation 
value forest, people such as the Independents Liz Constable and Phil Pendal in the other place played a role, and 
more recently we have had the liberals for forests, member for Alfred Cove, Janet Woollard.  I am trying to get 
across that there is not only a wealth of biodiversity in the forest, but there is also a wealth of examples in our 
recent history of the incredible range of people from all walks of life who have had in common a deep love for 
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the forest and a deep sense that we are endowed with something very special in Western Australia in that we 
have world-class forests. 

It is, in part, in acknowledgment of that, that the Opposition supports the Bill.  I may be out of line, but if I may 
dare to speak on behalf of those who were on the so-called other side of the debate - that is, those people who 
supported the continued logging of many of these areas now in reserves - many of them love and are very proud 
of the forest.  Although they may have disagreed about what the management would deliver for those forests, 
they share that very deep sentiment that we have in this State for ensuring that our national heritage is there for 
the future.  

I suppose that a lot of my life story is woven through the clauses of this Bill.  I joined the forest movement back 
in 1975, when I was voted to be a media spokesperson for the original Campaign to Save Native Forests.  That 
was back in the days when large-scale woodchipping of the karri forest had just begun.  It was the initial 
opposition to the clear-felling of those magnificent forests and to the idea that we could literally obliterate every 
tree within a coupe - in those days the coupes were very large, up to 200 hectares - and then woodchip most of 
that material for paper pulp.  The indignation that many people felt about that activity gave rise to that early 
campaign.  Indeed, as far as I am aware that was the very first popular environmental movement in Australia.  
This was before the Franklin; it was really the beginning of the grassroots environment movement in Australia, 
and it began in Western Australia with the inception of woodchipping in the karri forest.   
As Hon Robyn McSweeney pointed out, with the enactment of the new reserves comes a range of 
responsibilities for government and the need for adequate management.  I agree with her that we now want the 
development of management plans for these areas to be prioritised.  As she said, the management plans need to 
be detailed and to consider, among other things, arrangements for prescribed burning.  I certainly disagree with 
the honourable member about the strategic plans for prescribed burning, because in my view many areas that are 
remote from settlement should not necessarily be burnt on a five-year rotation to meet quotas for the number of 
hectares burnt.  Prescribed burning must be done on a more scientific basis; that is, on the basis of risk 
assessment.  Those risk assessments must link back to the relationship between the national parks and the 
vicinity of human settlement.  If areas are not close to human settlement, in my view they should be left.  
Prescribed burning should really concentrate on the areas of transition between the forest and towns and farms.  
We need a commitment to management from the Government.  That will need to be considered very carefully 
next year in terms of the budget.  I acknowledge that there was an increase in the budget of the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management this year.  I believe that there was a specific allocation for the management 
of tracks through the forests to keep open tracks to ensure better access in the case of fire emergencies, which is 
the kind of situation that Hon Robyn McSweeney touched upon.  There was a specific allocation of something 
like $300 000 in this year’s budget for that task alone.  That kind of resourcing to ensure that management goes 
along with protection is the kind of thing that we want to see.   

One other significant aspect of work is yet to be done; that is, the management of forests that are not contained in 
this four-part package; by that I mean the forests that will not be reserved but will remain open to logging.  It is 
critical that this approximately 800 000 hectares of forest is managed in a way that is transparently ecologically 
sustainable.  We have not yet got there.  The regrowth forests that are available for logging are still logged in a 
way that is ecologically insensitive and involves clear-felling, extensive roading and a very large footprint.  To 
my mind, that is the challenge ahead.   

If the Government has fallen down anywhere, it is with the other side of the coin of protecting old-growth 
forests; that is, in the restructuring of the timber industry.  The timber industry has failed to become a small-scale 
sensitive industry that could remain in synergy with the ecological management of regrowth forests.  I do not 
think we have got there.  Either this Government or future Governments will face some significant management 
challenges to do that.  My view is that the solution to the challenge of ecologically sustainable forest 
management is in the real embracing of the fine woodcraft industry; that is, the very small-scale industry that 
makes extraordinarily beautiful and long-lasting things from our native timbers, but uses very small quantities of 
that timber.  Logging for commodity timber should be moved to the plantations that have been established over 
very large areas in recent decades.   

I repeat my thanks to the Minister for the Environment, Dr Judy Edwards, for the work she has done in 
implementing the Government’s old-growth forest policy.  She has my greatest respect for the way in which she 
has gone about that task.  I can only imagine that it must give her, as it does me, a great deal of satisfaction for 
her to have done a job as well as she has.   

Finally, I reiterate that the Bill before us is really a tribute to not only the special qualities of our forests but also 
the people of Western Australia and their deep love for our forests, and the collective achievement of many 
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people in bringing about a movement that was unstoppable.  That movement has moved government, and the 
Government has delivered upon that tonight.   

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [9.08 pm]:  I am sorry that I cannot share the euphoria of the previous 
speaker on this Bill.  It obviously has been a spiritual journey for her.  She has adopted a very emotional attitude 
to the whole thing.  I am different.  I think that I am much more practical and logical about these things.  A lot of 
Western Australians are.  The last rites are being administered to a significant sector of the Western Australian 
social and economic infrastructure in favour of an imagined environmental outcome.  A lot of it is imagined, 
because it will not be realised in the long run, and that is a pity.  It is the Labor Party’s final payback, in the 
dying days of this Parliament, to the Greens (WA) for their support, and it is doing that by including these vast 
areas of land into national parks and locking them up.  It has been claimed by the Government that this is the 
consequence of the old-growth forest policy.  Let us not be fooled about those consequences.  The consequences 
have meant that south west communities, industries and people have been gutted by this policy.  The flip side to 
all this euphoria is, in practical terms, not a very pretty picture for a lot of people, and we should not forget that.  
Just in the past week aspects of this policy have started to unravel.  Questions were asked in this House last week 
and points put about the hardwood that has been shipped out of Western Australia to places such as Vietnam for 
further processing.  A major outdoor furniture manufacturer - Jensen Jarrah - has layed off staff because of 
uncertainty over supplies. 

Hon Kim Chance:  For three days; they were put back on the same week. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Jensen negotiated a few things.  Obviously, it had a good understanding with Sotico Pty 
Ltd.  That understanding has not translated to Gunns Ltd.  I think the minister was saying that plenty of wood 
was available from other suppliers; however, the point is that Jensen Jarrah was very successfully using excess 
wood from Sotico as part of the production process.  Wood is certainly available from other places, but it is not 
just a matter of using the additional amount. 

Anyway, that is not what I want to dwell on.  I mentioned the other day that sectors of the craft industry are 
finding it very difficult to find suitable wood.  Hon Christine Sharp said, if I heard her correctly, that that 
industry will now need to go to the plantation industry for its supply of wood.  I am sorry, but that is not practical 
because the plantation industry is not established anywhere near to that degree of maturity, and it will not be for 
a long time.  That industry requires some of the very good hardwoods that are available only from areas of old 
native forests. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  That commodity timber should go to that source, not the fine woodcraft industry. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Okay.  Let us not forget that these vast areas of land in Western Australia were set aside 
by our forebears for multi-use purposes.  They were set aside for a range of purposes, one of which was timber 
extraction.  The others included the ecological values, water catchment and a whole series of other uses.  We 
have seen a total pushing aside of the production values of those areas of land - the elimination of them possibly 
forever - which I do not believe is good forest management.  If I can make a prediction two things will happen 
eventually, although probably not in my lifetime: first, some major disastrous bushfires of the like that wiped out 
large sections of Canberra a year or so ago will occur in Western Australia; and, secondly, down the track a 
Parliament of some description will make decisions to go back into these areas for selective logging - not whole-
scale logging, but selective logging of individual trees.  I believe that is in the interests of good forest 
management, because it can be done if it is done properly and carefully alongside all the other values. 
Members have mentioned that these areas are being locked up, and that phrase was used very proudly by Hon 
Christine Sharp.  I acknowledge that the debate has been lost from that point of view, but it is not good forest 
management to lock up these areas and throw away the key and say we will put a big fence around it and call it a 
national park.  An area of land cannot be managed properly and sensibly if that is done, because eventually it 
will be lost. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  That happened in the Kalbarri National Park, as a matter of interest; there were very 
savage fires, the like of which I have never seen in my life.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It used to be a prerequisite in this place that a management plan be tabled in Parliament 
before any area was considered for inclusion in a national park.  We are now seeing large areas of land included 
into additional national parks without any sign of management plans to indicate how the State will manage this 
resource.  The State is very heavy-handed these days when dictating to private landowners how they should 
manage their land, but it is totally negligent and silent when it comes to managing its own land.  Quite frankly, 
the management of large sections of the State’s land is appalling because the State does not have the resources, it 
does not have the expertise and it does not have the will.  That will be a serious problem for the State down the 
track.  One of these areas for inclusion into the Yelverton National Park, in clause 8, borders my property just 
over the road, so I know it well.  Some people may see it as pristine, but I can assure members that that land has 
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been very thoroughly worked over for many years, because it was an area of state forest that was logged four or 
five times throughout its life.  It is still a good piece of bush with some good timber.  There will be good timber 
in the future but it will not be used; it will be wasted.  That is a great pity. 
Hon Christine Sharp:  That was proposed for reservation by your Government in the original forest agreement. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I know it was.  Unfortunately, the area will soon become a national park.  It is an area 
that harbours enormous numbers of feral animals - kangaroos, rabbits, foxes - feral and noxious weeds and a host 
of other nasties which the custodians of that land, the State, is not managing at all.  Where I live there are a lot of 
vineyards.  All of those vineyards now have six foot high kangaroo-proof fences.  That puts an increasing 
amount of pressure on the few remaining private properties that have feed and water available for the kangaroos, 
particularly those that come out of the national park.  The State does not provide any water points in the national 
park, because there are no creeks in the Yelverton forest.  Therefore, the kangaroos have to find water 
somewhere else, usually on my property, and they usually flatten a fence in the process.  They cannot get into the 
vineyards now because they are fenced off like Fort Knox.  That places enormous pressure on the few remaining 
private landowners.  The State has an obligation to manage those areas.  It may sound ridiculous, but I believe 
there will come a day when someone, perhaps jokingly, will send the State a bill for agistment for providing food 
and water for the kangaroos, because even though kangaroos are the State’s animals, the State is doing nothing 
for them.   
The saddest thing about the debate that has emerged over recent years has been the treatment of the well-
qualified and skilled forest managers.  Progressively over the years those people have been dubbed with a 
reputation that they do not deserve.  In the various metamorphoses that CALM, the Conservation Commission 
and the Forest Products Commission have undergone, the foresters have been progressively sidelined.  That is a 
great pity, because they are very highly qualified and skilled people whose business it is to harvest the timber 
within the reserves in an acceptable way and thereby extract a valuable natural resource for the State.  We all 
probably know people of that ilk.  One person who is well known to me is Don Spriggins.  I am sure he is well 
known to many people in this House.  He heads up the Institute of Foresters of Australia these days.  He is 
retired.  As a representative of that group of foresters, he feels very let down.  The feelings probably go a lot 
deeper than that.  He is probably very bitter and angry about the situation that has evolved over the past 20 years, 
in which the people in his profession have been devalued and degraded and made out to be the axe murderers of 
modern society.  That is a very unfair judgment of those people.   
I will give members an example of that.  Clause 12 refers to the Wellington National Park.  The Wellington 
National Park includes an area that was set aside for the Wellington Discovery Forest.  A couple of years ago, an 
issues paper was put out on the major issues to be considered in the preparation of the boundaries of the 
Wellington National Park.  The issues paper refers to the establishment of an advisory committee and states -  

In doing this, the Committee and the Department will also determine the best way of allowing the 
continued operation of the Wellington Discovery Forest as a demonstration forest.  This may mean 
retaining a small area of State forest within the proposed national park boundary.   

The issues paper proposed that we should preserve this very useful research facility into forestry practices and 
silviculture in the State.  However, that was not good enough for the zealots.  They wanted the lot.  They would 
not even compromise by conceding that small area of what will now be the Wellington National Park for the 
continuation of this experiment.  I think it was only 10 hectares.  It was a very small amount of land.  
Unfortunately, it confirms what we are dealing with here; namely, the totally uncompromising and intolerant 
winner-take-all attitude of the elements that have driven this process.  That is a great shame.  The issues paper 
lists all the biodiversity and environmental values of the proposed Wellington National Park.  They are managing 
the natural environment; native plants and plant communities; native animals and habitats; species and 
communities of conservation significance; environmental weeds; problem animals; diseases; soil and catchment 
protection; fire; managing cultural heritage; managing visitors, such as visitor access, visitor use and 
opportunities and tourism; and involving the community through information, education and interpretation.  It 
deals with everything except any element that is attached to production.  That has been excluded.  The whole 
purpose of these reserves was to encompass a range of values that are useful to the State of Western Australia.  
However, the production aspects have been completely sidelined as not being of sufficient value to be part of the 
equation.   
The Wellington Discovery Forest was set up in 1990, long before there was any suggestion about making this 
area a national park.  The concept was to display everything about the jarrah forest, not just the environmental 
aspects such as the lovely trees and the furry animals, which now the entire argument seems to centre on.  It was 
to treat all of the values of that jarrah forest in an even-handed way.  However, the greens in CALM cherry-
picked the bits they wanted and torpedoed anything to do with production.  The first silviculture demonstration 
cutting was done in 1991.  The intention was to cut a fresh 10 hectares every 10 years, equivalent to one hectare 
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a year.  The proposal was to retain just 10 hectares.  At least we could have run the 10-year experiment.  
However, the zealots would not even allow that to happen.  The results of the Wellington Discovery Forest have 
been outstanding.  However, now the demonstration of over 10 years of growth since thinning will be totally lost 
in the national park.  The Minister for the Environment made a statement to the effect that some new 
demonstration plots will be set up somewhere else.  What is the point of setting up new demonstration plots in an 
area that is not of the same value as the original jarrah forest?  It would be a pale imitation, frankly, which no-
one in forestry management would be prepared to put his or her name to.   
If we are to get these extra national parks, a lot of people will be very proud of the fact that these vast areas of 
land will be locked away and be preserved just for their environmental values.  In time, somebody will stand 
here and say “I told you so” because there will be vast wildfires in many sections of our country areas.  It will 
not be managed properly - it is not now - because the State has neither the will nor the resources to manage it 
properly.  It will be a rather hollow victory if we look at a time frame of between 50 and 100 years, because 
these national parks will not be in a better shape than they are now.  We could lose large sections of them.   
The Opposition supports this legislation.  I support it reluctantly.  It was not necessary to go down this path in 
such a sudden, knee-jerk way.  There has been a transitional movement to different forms of forestry 
management and plantation industry growth in Western Australia.  Sure, that move was happening very slowly, 
but the intentions were there.  The Government’s knee-jerk response has, over the past couple of years, produced 
this policy and this legislation.  I question its value to overall diversity, and I question the value of the reserves to 
the south west area, which I represent.   

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [9.32 pm]:  I understand that, from time to time, a former 
member used to make the observation that although members may hear many things in this Chamber that they do 
not want to hear, or that they do not agree with, they do have to listen to them.  I have listened to a bit of that this 
evening.  I have also listened to allusions to other pieces of legislation that we have yet to see because they are 
related to the Government’s program.  We are told that other Bills can be expected.  We are not in a position to 
consider Bills that we do not know about, and nor are we meant to.  We are considering the Reserves (National 
Parks, Conservation Parks and Nature Reserves) Bill 2004.  I have been prompted to make some observations in 
the course of this debate because I am on the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes.  
This Bill was referred to our committee because it involves uniform legislation.  I have not heard much reference 
to that during the course of this debate.  I sometimes wonder why we hold inquiries and hand down reports.  I 
guess it is a bit like the adage that even though we do not like all that we hear in this place, we do have to listen 
to it.  In the same way, even though committee members may feel that they are wasting their time producing a 
report about a Bill that will be read by no-one, they still have to do it.   
Hon Christine Sharp:  I read it.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Bully for Hon Christine Sharp.   
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I read it too.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Bully for the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development.  She is just 
too clever.  Members should stop trying to cheer me up, because I do not believe that they have been as 
conscientious as they have made out.  I have seen little recognition of the simple point that this Bill was referred 
because it is a piece of uniform legislation.   
Hon Kim Chance:  It was referred because of a standing order.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I know it was referred because of a standing order.  However, what made it a piece of 
uniform legislation?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  The RFA.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes, the Regional Forest Agreement, which the Government seems to forget was 
signed in May 1999.   

Hon Kim Chance:  But it is still uniform legislation.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It is indeed uniform legislation.  That is precisely why it was referred.  We have heard 
that some people have been in tears because this Government is so wonderful.  However, one thing must be 
acknowledged about this Bill.  The Government talks about its 30 national parks, but, as Hon Robyn 
McSweeney pointed out, that is an ambit claim because in many cases the parks do not have management plans.  
That was not the purpose of the exercise.  This issue relates to a bidding war back in the late 1990s that was held 
in the context of a political climate charged with a desire to protect old-growth forests.  That is what it was all 
about.  It had nothing to do with conservation or planning.  This Bill reflects an agreement entered into by the 
former Government - not this Government.  That agreement, which was entered into in May 1999, was a 20-year 
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agreement called the RFA.  Now, in the sixth year of that agreement and in the last days of this Parliament, this 
Government has finally got around to bringing in the first instalment of legislation that reflects its number one 
policy from the last election.  I remind the House that every one of the conservation parks and nature reserves - 
including the Lane-Poole Reserve - and the four areas carved out for national parks are all parts of the reserves 
set out in schedule 2 of our committee’s report as clause 70(B), area under the RFA.  The second reading speech, 
which was delivered by Hon Ken Travers on behalf of the Leader of the House in his absence on urgent 
parliamentary business, refers to the 12 new national parks promised under the RFA.  With all of the self 
congratulation that we are hearing tonight, I find it absolutely remarkable that in the sixth year of the RFA, 
which was entered into by the former Government, this Government, in the dying days of the thirty-sixth 
Parliament, has finally got around to the first instalment.  We are yet to see any of its extra ambit claims.  The 
Government is saying, “Gee, aren’t we terrific?”   

What has the Government done?  It has done nothing about management.  As mentioned by Hon Barry House 
and Hon Robyn McSweeney, some of the measures the Government is implementing will disrupt the reputation, 
lives and livelihoods of many very skilled and responsible people in the south west land division.  Yet all the 
conservation -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You claimed responsibility for the RFA; you are getting yourself confused.  Work it out 
in your own mind first.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am addressing the House at the moment.  I do not need the incessant prattle and 
constant bluster of the minister.  There is no exchange or alternative -  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Perhaps if Hon Simon O’Brien directed his remarks through 
the Chair, he would invite and receive fewer interjections.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It is an interesting bit of humbug.  I wonder what else we will see done in the dying 
days of this Parliament that was promised by the Government in its ambit claim to create 30 new national parks.  
This situation strikes me as being very similar to the first days of this Government when it opened roads the 
former Government had built under Hon Murray Criddle as the Minister for Transport.  This Government 
opened the extension of the Kwinana Freeway about a week after the election.  All the talk from the Government 
was about what wonderful road builders the Labor Government was.  In the dying days of this wretched 
Government, it can only produce legislation that implements some former state government agreements from 
May 1999.  The Government has hardly given recognition to where the proposals have come from and says that 
it is a terrific Government.  This is what we end up with after Hon Ken Travers threw around some bumper 
stickers in 1998 or 1999.  All that matters to the Government is a few votes.  The Government ignores the 
matters that Hon Robyn McSweeney and Hon Barry House, as responsible members of the South West Region, 
have reminded us of tonight.  I refer the Chamber also to this report and remind the Government of the basis of 
this legislation, which is the Regional Forest Agreement process.   
Of course, the Government has wanted to trample on other parts of what used to be the timber industry in a 
manner that goes far beyond the proposals in the RFA.  We are yet to see the enabling legislation for that, even 
though the Government has been implementing its policy for some four years.  It has nothing to crow about.  As 
a member of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes, I remind members that an 
inquiry was conducted into this Bill to find out what it was about.  Members who read that report and compared 
the Bill clause by clause with the schedule offered in the back of the report would have found out where all those 
reserves came from.  They were identified in the RFA.  
Hon Christine Sharp:  Not all of them.  Come on!  Give it a breakdown.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Will the member tell me which bit of land - I want to sit down and let this debate end - 
in the appendix of the report was not involved in the RFA process?  Which one?   
Hon Christine Sharp:  Appendix 2 is all to do with the RFA, as you know, but the Bill is more than appendix 2.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  He doesn’t know anything.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  Why don’t you tell members which clauses in the Bill are not part of appendix 2?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Now that I have picked her up on it, the member is trying to get out of her quite 
intemperate remark by way of interjection by changing the terms of her question.  As I have said before, each of 
the proposed conservation parks, nature reserves, Lane-Poole Reserve and three of the four areas now being 
added to national parks were in the RFA.  That is what I have said in the course of my address tonight.  Is the 
member saying that I am wrong?  I ask because it is absolutely correct.  Is the member saying I am wrong?   

Hon Christine Sharp:  I am saying that you gave the House the impression that everything in this Bill is related to 
the RFA.  That is incorrect and is misleading the House.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 26 October 2004] 

 p7226b-7237a 
Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Barry House; Hon Simon O'Brien; Deputy President; Hon 

Peter Foss 

 [11] 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It stems from the RFA.  That is the starting point.  Hon Christine Sharp says that the 
legislation has nothing to do with the RFA and yet the Leader of the House says that of course the Bill had to be 
referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes because it reflects the RFA.  
Members on that side of the House should make up their minds.  Either it has something to do with the RFA or it 
does not. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I think everybody is aware that the RFA is a factor in this.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is good.  I thank the House for the opportunity to again offer some views about 
the humbug that has made up this wretched Government over the past four years.  Hopefully we will not see too 
much more of it.   

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [9.41 pm]:  I regret that in the time left to me I will not be able to say 
very much.  I was sitting in my office listening to the debate and trying not to vomit when I heard Hon Chrissy 
Sharp’s speech.  I was greatly relieved shortly afterward to hear the speech by Hon Barry House.  Although we 
are all going tantara and cheering over this, we seem to be forgetting one little point; that is, this is an argument 
about not the environment but heritage.  Members had only to listen to Hon Chrissy Sharp’s speech to realise 
that she was talking about heritage items.  She was talking about trees in the same way that another person would 
talk about a glorious cathedral.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  To her it might be the same thing.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I have no problem with that.  I have no problem with people worshipping trees on the basis 
that they are beautiful.  I have no problem with people wanting to preserve trees because they are beautiful.  I 
have no problem with people wanting to preserve forests because it affects the amenity of where they live.  I 
have no problem with people wanting to protect forests because they like walking in them.  However, members 
should make no mistake about what is being done: we are passing this legislation because we want the amenity 
to be preserved.  We want to preserve something because we think it is beautiful.  However, we always seem to 
have to dress it up as though we were protecting the environment.  The fact is that we are not.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  What a load of rubbish!   

Hon PETER FOSS:  The Regional Forest Agreement was about the process of protecting the environment.  
Indeed, the RFA went further than that and included the preservation of some forests for heritage purposes.  
However, its principal purpose was to work out a scientific basis for the preservation of the environment.  
Another process that Hon Barry House talked about - the demonisation of foresters - is the necessary adjunct to 
wanting to keep these forests for ourselves.  Unless foresters and all the people who worked in that industry are 
demonised, we would have to acknowledge the fact that we are depriving people of a worthwhile occupation.  
Do not tell me the legislation does not do that, because one has only to see the number of people who have lost 
their jobs down south or around Australia to understand that.  Their self-respect has been taken away from them.  
In fact, a very good and sensible profession has been reduced.   

A good thing that can be said about a forester, which is more than can be said about a farmer, is that when the 
forester has finished his job, there is still a forest.  It is more than can be said about a doctor, a lawyer, an 
industry or a politician.  Our job involves totally clearing an environment and removing it.  We seem to have no 
worries about doing that when it is for our own purposes.  We have no worries about the fact that to the extent to 
which there has been some interference with the environment in this State, it has been principally to do with 
people who are not foresters.  If it were not for the 1912 Forests Act, there would not be a forest to preserve; it 
would have gone.  It would have gone into towns and farms.  My father-in-law owned one of the few forests in 
the wheatbelt.  For 30 years he was a forester at Dryandra.  For 30 years he fought off farmers who wanted to 
take over the forests because it was good agricultural land.  The 1912 Forests Act was passed because the 
foresters were having problems - 

Hon Christine Sharp:  1919.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I thank the member.  The foresters found that every time they cut down some trees, the 
farmers wanted to grow crops on the land.  If some preservation of the forest had not taken place, it would have 
all gone.  We have demonised the people who carefully nurtured the forests for years, and who engaged in one of 
the few occupations in which at the end of their work the resource is still there. 

Hon Bill Stretch:  It’s a truly sustainable industry.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is.  What I find hypocritical about this debate is that, as Hon Chrissy Sharp admits, 
forestry is one of the most naturally sustainable industries in the world.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  When it is managed. 
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Hon PETER FOSS:  Indeed.  When a public survey is conducted of people’s attitude to sustainability and they 
are asked whether forestry or mining is the more sustainable industry, do members know which had the most 
frequent “more sustainable” tick?  

Hon Kim Chance:  Mining.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Mining. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It’s the concept of the sustainable production of steel that really gets me in.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is a nonsense.  It shows how absolutely biased the entire debate has become.  I would 
love to see people grow native forest in this State.  The amount of native forest has increased significantly in the 
past 100 years in the United States.  If people in Western Australia were to regrow native forest, they would need 
to have rocks in their heads.  Why?  The zealots would come along and see it as a beautiful bit of forest, and they 
would want it.  That is happening in America now.  I visited the forests of the United States.  Most US national 
forest is on land that was taken over by the United States Government in the 1930s.  Why?  This land was part of 
a dust bowl in the 1930s.  The farms were totally unsustainable as they had been operating unsustainably and had 
been blown to the four corners of the earth.  They were no longer viable as farms.  They were taken over by the 
national Government and were subjected to depression employment programs to revegetate the land.  Some of 
the most beautiful forests in the United States are on that land.  They are all regrowth.  This is an obvious 
example of good and sustainable forestry.  I spoke to a forester in Georgia who had been a forester in the area for 
10 years, but had not cut one tree during that time.  He had spent the entire 10 years in court.  It is sad that the 
people behind these regrowth programs are greenies.  People are putting their wishes ahead of those who work in 
those forests; that is, they want to take away from them their capacity to use the forests for their livelihood.   

If anyone ought to know, the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries  should know that there are huge 
quantities of forest in this State where nobody goes.  Nobody has seen them.  This is partly because there are no 
roads to those areas because we never logged them.  When I was Minister for the Environment, I tried to set up 
roads into some of these areas so people could see them.  What was the first thing that happened when this 
Government took office and said no cutting of old-growth trees?  People had to start cutting near towns again 
where regrowth could be found.  Some people were pretty upset about that.  Some of the nicest looking trees are 
regrowth.  Stand on the main street of Pemberton and look across to the horizon and check which are the most 
beautiful trees.  Ask an ordinary person to point them out.  The beautiful trees are regrowth from trees already 
cut.  

Forestry and a sensibly healthy forest are perfectly compatible.  I confess that the difficulties are in the area of 
jarrah, not karri.  Karri grows like wheat.  What is all the emotion about in this debate?  Has it been about jarrah?  
Is there a reason for this?  Yes; it is called self-interest.  The reality is that jarrah means something to these 
greenie people who want to lock it up: these greenie people like jarrah on their floors and in their furniture.  
Jarrah to them is a thing of beauty to be treasured and put in the home.  The jarrah tree does not look as grand 
and magnificent as the karri; that is, it is not as fat and attractive as a karri.  Why do people love big, fat trees?  
What about the undergrowth?  Did we hear any talk about the undergrowth?  Did we hear any talk about the little 
things around the place?  No.  Most people do not know they are there.  People know very little about their 
environment.  Most people think that the wildflower season is when everlastings are spread from one end of the 
horizon to the other.  However, the WA wildflower season really extends for 12 months of the year.  It is 
considerably more than only when the everlastings are out.  My wife and I are very keen at looking at Western 
Australian wildflowers.  When people say there are not many wildflowers this year, it means there are not many 
everlastings.  If it is not big, they cannot see it.  Most people do not inform themselves about what is in their 
environment.  They concentrate on the big things that they can see and the things put in front of them to 
understand.  Why do the Greens always use the karri in their criticisms of the timber industry?  They refer to big 
karris going thump.  I have no problem with big karris going thump.  It is a sensible way for us to live in our 
environment to use the trees around us.  Karris are not at any possible risk, but the argument that sold the idea 
that we should give up cutting old-growth forest was that they are at risk.  If a farmer were forced by law to keep 
his old stock in old ewes, wethers and rams, what sort of stock would he end up with?  He would end up with a 
lot of dead animals.   

I find it ridiculous in this debate that it has not been seen that cutting the forest and leaving it with the same 
cross-section of old and new growth is a fairly sensible way to proceed.  When we cut only jarrah and not red 
gums, we upset the forest.  We end up with red gum forests all over the place.  Our forests have a succession of 
species.  America has a much better idea of how to use species as that country has more multiple tree species 
forests than we have in Australia.  They know which trees are bio-resistant, which like light and so forth.  The 
foresters carefully manipulate the trees people want.  If people want oak, they try to grow oak.  If people want 
something else, they move to that species.  People like oak in their houses on their floors and elsewhere.  Oak is 
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a nice wood.  The main reason so many oaks are around in the United States is the chestnut blight: the American 
chestnut had a blight, and many of them died.  The chestnut used to be the dominant trees in many American 
forests and took up most of the canopy covering the oaks waiting to grow below.  When all the chestnuts died, 
the oaks suddenly sprang up and there are now many oak forests.  The reality of the matter is that the forest we 
all like now because of all the oaks there happened as a result of the ecological disaster of chestnut blight. 

Hon Kim Chance:  How many years ago did that happen? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It was about 80 years ago.  The trees sitting underneath those chestnuts were often 100 
years old, but had not grown.  They had grown to about a person’s height and just sat there, waiting for the 
opportunity to grow.  Then off they went like anything once the light came. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  Was it hickory? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, not hickory; chestnut.  The hickory is still there and has not died out.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  The chestnut is European surely. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  This is the American chestnut.  I may be wrong about that, but it was certainly not hickory, 
because hickory is still around.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Was it beech? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, I am pretty sure I am right but I can look at my notes if need be.  I know the tree I am 
referring to. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

House adjourned at 10.00 pm 
__________ 

 


