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

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Local 
Government and Regional Development) in charge of the Bill. 

Clause 1:  Short title - 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I will dwell a little on the history that is reflected in the short title and how we 
have reached this stage, and I will put on record the views of the great majority of people in my electorate.  Hon 
Christine Sharp has said in this place that she has had many phone calls about the need and urgency to get these 
parks Bills through this House, or words to that effect.  I have not had one phone call asking me to support the 
Government in that respect.  That is because this Government has crippled the timber industry in my electorate.  
Members may recall that after the election even the Premier took his time to go down to Manjimup to face those 
people.  However, I have had many phone calls from and conversations with people in my electorate who have 
said how concerned they are, firstly, about the amount of land being locked up and the lack of management plans 
that are in place, especially as far as fire control is concerned.  Fire control is extremely important in the south 
west.  The Greens (WA) seem to have forgotten about human beings when it comes to these Bills.  However, I 
note that Hon Christine Sharp has stood in this place and agreed with me about having management plans in 
place, which I was very pleased to hear.  I believe the Labor Party has abrogated its responsibility in a lot of 
areas.  However, one in particular is closing access tracks.  I will come back to that as we go through the Bill.   

The Department of Conservation and Land Management’s track record of managing existing parks and reserves 
has sometimes been dismal.  The Government has not allocated additional finance for CALM to look after the 
extra thousands of hectares it is locking up.  I know that the Government has allocated $24 million.  However, 
CALM looks after some 23 million hectares, or perhaps more.  Nevertheless, I have seen that figure of 
23 million hectares quoted. 

The people of the south west whom I represent are very diverse.  Therefore, I deal with a range of people about a 
range of issues.  I am not a single-interest politician, and I have never had one particular agenda, unlike the 
Greens, who are one eyed and think everything begins and ends in the forest.  I represent all sectors of the 
community.   

I will now quote from an article that appeared in the National Geographic of July 2000.  It is about the 
Australian eco debate getting personal and states - 

“It’s like you’re really a part of something,” said Stewart Paton.  He was sitting by a campfire in 
southern Western Australia with several young men and women, including one who said his name was 
Schroom Inappropriate Moondog Pooh Bear.   

That is the mentality of some of these protesters - 

They ranged in age from 16 to over 30 and were there to stop logging.  They wore shabby clothes and 
smoked hand-rolled cigarettes, . . .   

He went on to say - 

You travel around and draw on the energy wherever you are, . . .  It becomes an addiction.  This is like 
a religion.  I can go over east and the same thing will be happening.  There will be a fire, and people 
sitting around talking about these things. 

That tells me a few things.  One is that these people do not fit into the normal pattern of society.  They do not 
have jobs.  They consider that their job is to sit in the forest to protect some sort of ideology.  They probably 
belong to something for the first time in their lives.  Many of them do not conform.  This is something that I have 
observed first-hand.  I lived through the forest debate.  While the men and women of my electorate were working 
in the forest to try to earn a decent living by doing legitimate work, these so-called ferals, who did not work, 
made their lives miserable.  In fact, the presence of these greenies, the stunts that they used to pull, such as 
chaining themselves to things, and the unhygienic behaviour that they displayed, which is well documented, 
made my community extremely angry.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  Members, I do not want to restrict the comments in the short title debate, but I 
indicate that the short title debate does no more than give members the opportunity to range over the clauses of 
the Bill, foreshadow amendments and indicate, consistent with the policy of the Bill, how its form or content 
might be improved.  It is not a vehicle for continuing debate on policy.  In so much as some of the comments 
being made are relevant to particular clauses within the Bill, that is when they should be addressed.  However, I 
cannot allow the general policy debate to run on the short title, especially when I detect that Hon Robyn 
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McSweeney may have a fair amount that she wants to say.  I am suggesting that it is more appropriate that those 
matters be dealt with during debate on the particular clauses to which those comments relate.  I ask the member 
to complete the comments that she is now making.  Any further comments must relate to clauses in the Bill.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Mr Chairman, the short title relates to all the clauses of the Bill.  However, I 
understand what you have said.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Hon Robyn McSweeney does not have to sit down.  The short title enables members to 
foreshadow amendments and talk about the general clauses in the Bill.  However, it does not allow members to 
deal specifically with policy issues that should be addressed in the second reading debate.  Hon Robyn 
McSweeney knows the rules.  It may be that there are particular clauses to which she could direct her comments, 
which would be more appropriate.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Thank you, Mr Chairman.  I will now finish my comments and direct them to the 
clauses in the Bill later.  Hon Christine Sharp will stand in this place and say that she has worked hard since 
1975 to stop logging and to preserve forests.  I do not have any admiration for what I have seen happen in my 
electorate and for what the Labor Party and the Greens (WA) have done.  This is Western Australia.  I have now 
put those comments on the record.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I would like to move the first amendment on the supplementary notice paper.  I 
move -  

Page 2, line 4 - To delete “and Nature Reserves” and insert instead - 

, Nature Reserves and Other Reserves 

This amendment will slightly amend the short title of the Bill to add the words “and Other Reserves”.  This 
amendment relates to the substantive amendments that will shortly be moved to clause 12 of the Bill.  Put 
simply, the changes that I intend to move at that point relate to the alteration of a designation of one of the 
reserves; that is, from a national park designation to that of a reserve formed under section 5(1)(h) of the 
Conservation and Land Management Act.  That is why the short title needs to be amended to include reference to 
“and Other Reserves”.   

The CHAIRMAN:  This amendment is contingent on certain other amendments to the Bill being agreed to.  It 
would be appropriate for this amendment to be considered after consideration of clause 32; that is, when all the 
other amendments that Hon Christine Sharp wishes to move are moved and, indeed, carried.  This amendment 
will come into effect only if the others are carried.  I do not want to restrict debate, but I want to get our 
procedure right.  We would be presuming a lot if we agreed to it now.  If the parliamentary secretary moves that 
further consideration of the clause be postponed until after new clause 33, I will proceed to deal with all the other 
clauses and we will return to this clause in due course.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That makes perfect sense.  I do not have a problem with that.   

Further consideration of the clause postponed until after consideration of new clause 33, on motion by 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Local Government and Regional Development).   

[Continued on page 8462.] 

Clause 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3:  Terms used in this Act -  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I have some definitions of “national park”, “conservation park” and “nature 
reserve”, which I will read out for the minister so that she can advise me whether anything has changed.  I want 
them to be very clear in my mind.  A national park is a land or marine area of major national or international 
significance because of its scenic, biological or cultural values.  Its purpose is wildlife and landscape 
conservation and recreation.  Logging is prohibited.  Tenure and purpose is A-class reserve.  A conservation park 
is similar to a national park and differs only in its significance, size or condition.  It is managed as though it were 
a national park but does not have major national or international significance, is relatively small in size or has 
been affected by past land use.  Logging is prohibited.  Tenure and purpose is A-class reserve.  Can mining and 
exploration take place in a conservation park?  Is a conservation park a multi-use area?  Will the minister explain 
what “multi-use” means?  It is stated in the “Forest management plan 2004-2013” that forest conservation areas 
are - 

. . . areas of forest that are proposed for classification as forest conservation areas under section 62(1) of 
the CALM Act.  The priority for the management of these areas is the maintenance of biodiversity and 
they will not be available for timber production, but may be available for other uses such as wildflower 
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picking, apiculture or craftwood.  Forest conservation areas are proposed to provide a higher level of 
security of classification than informal reserves for areas that are too small, or have some other 
impediment, to be considered for a formal reserve category.   

I cannot find reference to whether mining is to occur in forest conservation areas.   

A nature reserve is primarily for wildlife and landscape conservation.  It may be terrestrial or marine and is 
protected from commercial exploitation or recreation, which damages natural ecosystems.  Tenure and purpose 
is normally A-class reserve.  Has anything changed, given that this Bill will cancel state forests, A-class reserves, 
timber reserves and non-A class reserves?   

The terms “national park”, “conservation park” and “nature reserve” are defined under sections 6(3), (4) and (5) 
of the Conservation and Land Management Act; however, clause 3 of the Bill does not mention nature reserves, 
only class A reserves.  I require clarification.  Is a class A reserve a national park, nature reserve or conservation 
park or can it be a combination of all three?  What are state forests to be called now?  I have a further question 
but the minister may have difficulty in obtaining an answer, so I am prepared to wait.  How much state forest is 
left in the area around me; that is, in the Shires of Boyup Brook, Bridgetown-Greenbushes, Donnybrook-
Balingup and Manjimup?  The forest management plan states that there are 1 114 900 hectares of state forest.  I 
do not know whether that figure is before or after these changes.  What can a person do in a state forest?  Are the 
forests multi-use?  That is enough questions for now although I have more questions on clause 3. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I will start with a general comment.  I do not mind taking questions but when I 
am asked a question along the lines of how much forest is “around me” it becomes a bit hard to quantify.  
However, concerning the very specific set of questions about the amount of state forest left in the shires in the 
member’s electorate, it would have been better placed on notice in order for the information to be provided prior 
to the committee stage.  Nevertheless, I will try to address some of the issues raised.  Conservation parks have 
the same statutory purpose and are managed identically to national parks.  They mostly have regional or local 
rather than national significance.  That is very important to note.  The policy of the Government is to ban mining 
in national parks and nature reserves, but it may be permissible in conservation parks subject to environmental 
approval.  It may occur in class A reserves with the concurrence of the Minister for the Environment and the 
Parliament.  As a matter of policy, all national parks are class A reserves.  Classification is variable with others, 
depending on policy.  Mining in a state forest requires the concurrence of the Minister for the Environment but is 
technically permissible provided concurrence is given. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Is a state forest a class A reserve? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is not classified as being class A or not class A.  It depends on which parcel of 
forest it might be.  However, it is treated as equivalent to class A for mining purposes.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Will people be allowed to collect wood in state forests?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Where people can collect firewood would be subject to the forest management 
plan.  It is not one size fits all; it will be subject to whether it is a declared firewood collection area.  The 
Department of Conservation and Land Management has identified firewood collection areas in each of its 
districts in its south west forest regions to service the needs of the members of those local communities.  Maps of 
those areas and the relevant authority to collect that firewood can be obtained through CALM regional and 
district offices in the south west. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  In September last year Premier Geoff Gallop said that he would like to hand over 
25 million hectares of state forest, national parks and conservation areas to Aboriginal claimant groups and then 
lease the land back to the community.  The Government wanted to change the Land Administration Act and the 
Conservation and Land Management Act to give Aboriginal groups secure title to land currently under the 
control of the Department of Conservation and Land Management and allow them to co-manage 25 million 
hectares in the form of nature reserves, national parks, state forest and marine parks.  The Government would 
then lease back the land for rent.  Reference is made to the Land Administration Act and the Conservation and 
Land Management Act.  Is there anything in these three Bills that would allow this plan to proceed? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I understand that the Government put out a discussion paper that sought feedback 
from interested stakeholders and the community generally.  It related to a commitment to joint management by 
indigenous groups and government.  I understand that consultations have not yet been completed and there has 
certainly been no final model.  At the moment it is still work in process. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am aware that the short title has been deferred until after consideration of new 
clause 33.  I am not trying to pre-empt the debate that will take place on that clause or the amendment relating to 
other reserves.  Clause 3 deals with terms used in the Act.  Other reserves will be spelt out when we get to the 
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particular clause, but if the amendment were to be successful, where in clause 3 would there have to be a change 
to the terms used in the Bill? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is a very interesting question and one that warrants some explanation.  Hon 
Christine Sharp’s motion will provide for a class A reserve of about 684 hectares.  It will be placed under the 
care, control and management of the Conservation Commission of Western Australia.  It will be for the purposes 
of scientific research and education.  That parcel of land relates to the Wellington Discovery Forest.  Section 
5(1)(h) of the Conservation and Land Management Act allows for reserves for miscellaneous purposes of the 
type proposed by Hon Christine Sharp.  Because there is already a provision within the Act, it can easily be 
accommodated without the necessity of defining it specifically in the provision covering the terms used in this 
Bill. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Will the minister clarify how far this could be taken with regard to other 
reserves?  Could this be all-embracing?   It is very easy to look at something in isolation for a specific area.  
What concerns me is how far this could be taken.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Section 5(1)(h) of the CALM Act, which accommodates the proposed 
amendment that relates to other reserves, was tailor-made so that each case can be looked at on its merits.  The 
member is asking me to what extent this could be applied.  It would basically need to be consistent with the tenor 
of the CALM Act before it would be considered and possibly applied.  In this instance, it was considered to be 
within the tenor of the CALM Act and, therefore, to have passed that test.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 4 to 6 put and passed. 

Clause 7:  Class A reserve No. 47673 in the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River -  
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Is a management plan in place for this national park?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:   Clause 7 deals with Forest Grove National Park.   A forest management plan 
applies to all of the national parks and reserves that are being considered under this Bill.  Specifically, this 
national park will be included in the draft management plan that is under preparation for the parks in the 
Leeuwin-Naturaliste area.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  This clause is another part of the national parks scenario that runs through many 
of the clauses of this Bill.  The criticism has been made that CALM cannot look after the national parks that it 
already has because it is under-funded.  What funding has been made available to ensure that the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management will have the resources to enable it to manage these new parks and reserves 
in the way the community expects?  Have additional moneys been allocated for this purpose, or will CALM be 
expected to utilise its existing funding to enable it to take on these additional responsibilities?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am saddened to note that the member was obviously not listening carefully to 
my second reading response - 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  I was absent from the House on urgent parliamentary business!   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  - because I did discuss this issue.  However, I am happy to put it on record again.  
An amount of $4 million has been allocated for recurrent expenditure across national parks in the south west.  
An extra $35 million has been allocated in the 2004-05 budget for parks facilities statewide, and an extra 
$24 million has been allocated in the 2004-05 budget for fire-related initiatives.  This is an important question, 
because obviously this Bill will lead to additional costs for CALM.  If we reserve land, then obviously that land 
will need to be managed effectively. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Section 56(1)(c) of the Conservation and Land Management Act states - 

in the case of national parks and conservation parks, to fulfil so much of the demand for recreation by 
members of the public as is consistent with the proper maintenance and restoration of the natural 
environment, the protection of indigenous flora and fauna and the preservation of any feature of 
archaeological, historic or scientific interest; 

In the 2004-13 forest management plan it says that the Government will, in consultation with the Conservation 
Commission of Western Australia, prepare and progressively implement a strategic framework plan for 
recreation and tourism on the land.  Will local people be able to have a say in these plans when they eventuate?  
It is extremely important for the economics of an area that local people are consulted with and taken notice of.  
Will the local governments in each of these areas also have a say?  The Government is locking away so much 
land, but only with a generic management plan in place and no proper management plans.  Will this Government 
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dictate through the Conservation Commission what is to be allowed in these areas?  Will the Government consult 
very heavily with local people?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the honourable member for the question.  It is a very important question 
because local people should have control of their environment.  I am advised that yes, all Department of 
Conservation and Land Management statutory plans go through statutory requirements in terms of the public 
consultation process about a range of initiatives such as setting aside areas to promote tourism and the like.  
Generally speaking, local communities get themselves organised and form committees, and those committees 
feed into the requirements of assisting CALM to meet its statutory obligations for management plans.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Did the minister refer to that allocation of funding in her second reading speech 
or her second reading response?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That is a very good question.  I think I made reference to it in my second reading 
response.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 8 put and passed.   

Clause 9:  Class A reserve No. 47664 in the Shires of Nannup and Manjimup - 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Clause 9 refers to about eight or nine unnamed roads that will be closed.  I cannot 
believe that this Government is not heeding the advice of other States where bushfire control is concerned.  It is 
an extremely dangerous practice to close roads, and that has been documented many times.  In its newsletter 
dated 23 January 2003 just after our big fires, the National Association of Forest Industries said that a full review 
of fire management policies in the nation’s national parks is needed.  It stated that - 

“These calls must be heeded or the mistakes of the past will continue to see our forests devastated and 
more homes and lives destroyed,” . . .  

“It has been a continuing trend for politicians to create large tracts of reserves with the stroke of a pen 
without adequate consideration of the resources necessary to maintain proper forest management for 
fires,” . . .  

“This funding problem is exacerbated by the removal of the current infrastructure and trained 
personnel that are inevitably shut out when areas become reserves. 

“There are at least three critical elements required to assist fire fighters in our forest - access tracks to 
reach fires before the rapid spread occurs, trained and available on-site personnel and equipment that 
can be quickly deployed and finally pre summer fuel reduction burns. 

“Once an area is designated a reserve the trend is to cut back on all these areas of critical support. 

“Roads are closed by green pressure or . . . lack of funds. 

. . .  

“Onsite industry and forestry personnel with expertise and equipment are cut back . . .  

Those personnel are no longer available.  That is exactly what the Auditor General found in his report on 
Western Australia.  I believe that closing tracks is stupid.  I do not know whether members were watching the 
news last week and saw the report on the fire in Baldivis.  I believe that the only way the fire crews could get 
into that fire was through a sandy track that was created by a bloke who was fined $25 000 by the Environmental 
Protection Authority for putting it in.  It is the track that the fire crews used to reach the fire and put it out.  That 
was in the news report.  I want to know why this Government is going against the nation’s report, especially 
after it came out in Canberra that access tracks should not be closed. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the honourable member for raising those matters.  One thing about road 
closures that is sometimes misunderstood is that maps often show what looks like a road when there is no road 
there.  In the past the land may have been reserved for a road but the road was never built.  The Government 
reserved some of those areas for roads a long time ago but the roads do not necessarily go anywhere, and in 
many instances do not even exist.  The majority of the road reserves being cancelled by this Bill do not contain 
formed roads.  In other words, they are not roads; they are only lines on a map in reserved areas.  Two sections 
of road reserves contain track.  Only the road reserves are being cancelled, and there is probably not even a road 
on those road reserves.  However, the tracks - we are dealing with two matters - will continue to be used by the 
Department of Conservation and Land Management for management purposes. 
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I also put on record that in the extra $24 million of the budget that will be allocated to fire management in the 
next four years, there is a commitment to a strategic road and bridge network for fire management.  The 
Government recognises the importance of ensuring that strategic roads and bridges must be either upgraded or 
built if they do not already exist.  Some roads will need to be formed with a view to ensuring that communities 
most likely to be impacted by bushfires get the correct final outcomes. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I do not believe that is the case.  I live in the south west and I know that this 
Government is replanting forest tracks.  As soon as this Government came into power, it started closing tracks.  
There was a huge fire in D’Entrecasteaux National Park two weeks ago.  As the news reports were going to 
press, the CALM boys were putting access tracks into D’Entrecasteaux to stop the fire. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  All I can say is that the Government is maintaining an adequate track network 
with a view to ensuring the minimisation of negative fire outcomes. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Are the tracks in those parks to service firefighting and CALM’s needs kept in 
such an order that vehicles can travel on them?  I will give the example of the very severe fires that occurred two 
to three years ago.  They went all the way from the Pinnacles, up past Leeman to Freshwater Bay, right along the 
coast, through the Beekeepers Reserve, into Nambung National Park and along the coast road through to Brand 
Highway.  Those fires virtually decimated those areas.  I can tell members about the people who went there to 
help fight those fires.  I have seen a lot of those areas and I assure members that nobody could have driven a 
vehicle along those overgrown tracks.  I understand that since those fires some tracks have been made more 
serviceable and there is better access to those areas for firefighting vehicles and CALM officers.  The real 
question is whether the Government can guarantee that those particularly necessary tracks for both CALM 
officers and firefighting operations will be kept in order and cleared in such a way that allows access to vehicles. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Hon Bruce Donaldson asked whether we could guarantee that the firefighting 
tracks would be kept in order.  I have already stated that the firefighting tracks are one of our highest priorities.  
As the member would be aware, resources are always limited, but I have already indicated that an amount of 
$24 million has been allocated for range of purposes, including the maintenance of those tracks.  Any additional 
funds will also be available for maintaining those tracks, given the Government’s priority to this area.  I 
acknowledge the honourable member’s comments in relation to the mid west.  Apparently there is a real mix of 
CALM reserves and other crown land in the mid west, which makes it unique, but it is still one of the 
Government’s high priorities. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I want to ask a question about this particular park relating to the prospectivity issue 
that I raised during my contribution to the second reading debate.  My question relates to the Greater Beedelup 
National Park.  The information from Geological Survey of Western Australia is as follows -  

Darling Fault zone has high potential for gold.  

Balingup Complex is high for a diverse range of metals, including the World-class tantalum-lithium-tin 
of Greenbushes style, vanadium, nickel, base metals (copper-lead-zinc).  

There is potential for Broken Hill style lead-zinc-silver mineralization in the Biranup Complex. 

The petroleum potential is considered to be moderate.  The view of the Department of Industry and Resources is 
that it would prefer it to be a forest conservation area to allow future exploration.  Why has the Government 
decided that this area is to be designated a national park, which will mean it will have the potential to tie up this 
area that is considered to have moderate to high mineral levels?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Gallop Government went to the last election with a strong election 
commitment to old-growth forests.  I understand that, in coming to its decision, the Government consulted 
extensively with not only local community members but also the resources sector.  Although the whole question 
of prospectivity is of some concern to honourable Norman Moore -  

Hon Norman Moore:  It should be also of concern to you. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is of concern to me.  However, at the end of the day the simple fact is that the 
Government went to an election with a commitment to old-growth forests.  The potential to extract gold from 
that area is acknowledged; nevertheless, the Government has a policy on old-growth forests, and it has consulted 
extensively.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I would like to know who the minister has consulted.  I understand the Chamber of 
Minerals and Energy of Western Australia believes that these national parks, conservation parks and nature 
reserves are subject to some sort of multi-land use policy.  However, I understand that a multi-land use policy 
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does not apply to national parks and that the prohibition of exploration will prevail in national parks.  Does 
multi-land use apply to conservation parks?  The minister’s response might be more appropriate when we debate 
the relevant part of the Bill.  What information has the minister given to the Chamber of Minerals and Energy 
and what was its response?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Department of Conservation and Land Management consulted with the 
Chamber of Minerals and Energy and the Department of Industry and Resources.  CALM attempted to consult 
with tenement holders but there are no tenement holders in this proposed park.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am seeking to progress this legislation, but it is unacceptable for the minister to 
provide an answer like that.  Does consultation mean the Chamber of Minerals and Energy and the Department 
of Industry and Resources gave their agreement or does it mean that discussions were held and they were told 
that a national park would be established regardless of whether they agreed with it?  An area will be designated 
as a national park that the Government’s department considers has high prospectivity for a diverse range of 
metals.  I know it is difficult for the minister to listen to two people at the same time, but I want her to 
understand this.  The Government’s department responsible for the mining industry said that, to allow future 
exploration, it would be better if this area were a forest conservation area rather than a national park.  The 
biggest problem is the Government’s policy.  If the Government said it would allow exploration and mining in 
national parks subject to parliamentary approval, we could probably all live with that.  However, the 
Government’s policy is no exploration and no mining under any circumstances whatsoever.  That policy is tying 
up potential mineral deposits for as long as the Government’s policy prevails.  Why has the Government ignored 
its own department’s advice?  In consultation with the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, did the Government tell 
the chamber of its plans, or did the Government get its approval and support?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Leader of the Opposition is quite right; this is a matter of policy, as I have 
already put on the Table.  The Government has a very clear policy on old-growth forests, but that may not be a 
policy objective that the Leader of the Opposition or his party supports.  The simple fact is that the Labor Party 
went to the last election with a policy to protect old-growth forests.  After weighing up the views of the people 
and organisations with whom it consulted, the Government has made a clear policy decision.  Following the 
consultation period, adjustments were made to boundaries in some cases to cater for the varying views of 
stakeholders.  However, that did not happen for reserve No 47664 in the Shires of Nannup and Manjimup.  I 
suspect that it did not happen because there were no tenement holders.  I am amazed that the Leader of the 
Opposition is so concerned about the prospectivity of some of the land that is proposed to become A-class 
reserves, because I would have thought that someone would have already pegged it.  I would have assumed that 
there would have been sufficient interest in that land because of its prospectivity that someone would have made 
a claim with a view to extracting the minerals on that land.  That is certainly not the case in this instance.  The 
Government has made land-use decisions in some proposals across its three Bills.  Changes were made because 
of tenements and prospectivity issues.  However, changes were not made for this reserve.  Prospectivity 
legislation has not changed.  The Government of the day, which is the Gallop Labor Government, has made a 
policy decision about old-growth forests, and it is here to implement that decision.  When we sat on the 
opposition benches, the now Leader of the Opposition would say, “When you’re in government, you can 
govern.”  That is exactly what we are doing.  We are governing for the people; this is what the people want.  The 
Government has a clear mandate on its old-growth forests policy, and it is delivering.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Although I do not want to prolong debate unnecessarily, I must comment on the 
national park referred to in clause 9.  Although I have great respect for the Leader of the Opposition’s knowledge 
of minerals and the mining industry, with respect, he probably does not know very much about forests.  The 
forests covered in this national park are of the main karri type.  The forests in the proposed Greater Beedelup 
National Park are karri forests at their most magnificent and they demand the highest heritage and conservation 
values.  Indeed, this is precisely the kind of forest that everyone had in mind during the old-growth forest debate.  
Of course, that is not the case for many of the reserves that we will seek to enact this afternoon; not all of them 
have the magnificence of the particular forest we are dealing with in this clause.  I am quite certain that if the 
Leader of the Opposition visited this area, he would completely agree that it is totally appropriate that it be 
classed as a national park.  It has national significance in protecting the karri ecosystem.  In addition, close to the 
southern portion of the national park, which includes the famous and beautiful Beedelup Falls, a well-known 
resort has been developed on adjacent private land.  That is called the Karri Valley Resort.  I believe that resort 
was opened with the blessing of the Government when the Leader of the Opposition was in government.  I 
believe also that he opened the resort when he was a minister.  The then Government recognised the huge 
ecotourism and international tourism potential for the economy of Western Australia that this kind of forest 
represents.  Some places are simply too precious to mine, and this is one of them. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am sorry to have to prolong this debate, but I get provoked on the odd occasion.  I 
know the greater Beedelup area and I have stayed at the Karri Valley Resort.  It used to be owned by the orange 
people.  I do not remember opening the resort, but I do remember attending a function at which I was the seventh 
speaker, at 1.00 am, and I made a joke about Elizabeth Taylor’s husbands.  I knew what to do but I did not know 
how to make it interesting!  That is the type of situation given to the seventh speaker of the evening, but that is 
beside the point.  It is a very attractive area.  Many parts of Western Australia are very attractive indeed. 

An argument I continue to put forward regarding mineral prospectivity is that the community should have the 
opportunity to make a value judgment about what are the conservation values on the one hand and the mineral 
potential and wealth benefits on the other.  Once it knows the value of the underground minerals, the community 
can then decide whether it wants to preserve that environment, regardless of anything else, or whether it wants to 
extract the underground minerals in the interests of the community.  We should know what is being tied up.  
Under this Bill we are tying up an area that is unquestionably a very attractive part of Western Australia.  
However, it might be sitting on $10 billion worth of minerals.  We will never know that because it cannot be 
prospected.  Just because there is not a tenement over it does not mean no-one is interested in it.  I am not raising 
this matter because I know what is the prospectivity of the Greater Beedelup National Park.  I am referring to 
what the Government’s own agency is telling the Government.  The Geological Survey of Western Australia is 
highly respected.  It says that the area has high prospectivity.  I will put this matter into context regarding all the 
proposals.  The Department of Industry and Resources has said it would prefer the prospective part of reserve 
46213 - the Wellington National Park, which is referred to further on in the Bill - to remain open for exploration 
but recognises its high conservation value.  It recognises its high conservation value and has made a point of 
saying that.  However, it has not said that of the Greater Beedelup National Park.  That is why I am saying it 
seems to be the view of the Geological Survey that this area ought to be available for exploration at least, if not 
necessarily for mining.  Exploration would tell us what minerals are there.  We could then make a judgment 
about whether to leave the minerals in the ground. 

I will leave my comments there for now.  I will raise a couple of other matters as we deal with the rest of the 
Bill.  I hope that the minister can tell me why the Government has decided to make these areas national parks, 
conservation parks or nature reserves and has made a deliberate decision - contrary to the views of the 
department - to quarantine them from exploration and mining. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It is necessary to remind members to keep things in perspective and to keep a balance.  
Many of the better known sections of the forests generally, which are very attractive tourism locations, were 
logged many years ago.  That is a very important point.  The point must be made that the academic greenies state 
quite clearly that karri forests do not survive unless they are logged.  There are different methods of logging.  
However, I will not go into that because the committee is aware of it.  The problem with this Bill is that it 
legislates for a permanent status.  Things change as time goes by.  Science is involved in assessing areas not 
currently considered to have a mineral value or to represent a payable proposition; that is, science is involved in 
exploration and determining the percentage of mineral that can be extracted from a tonne of ore etc.  That is ever 
changing as we become more knowledgeable.  Tying up huge areas of country causes problems, and such 
matters should be considered on a case-by-case basis.  Of course we need to conserve areas - I have not heard 
anyone dispute that view.  However, it is very dangerous to virtually set these areas in concrete; I will say that 
even though concrete has a lifespan.  I realise that a Government with control over both Houses can rezone and 
reclassify land, but that action becomes more difficult.  It would be far more sensible to reduce the areas 
involved.  Of course the Government had an election commitment to create national parks - no-one disputes that 
- and the Government has a right to govern, but let us have a balance and try to keep it in proportion. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank members for their contributions.  The provisions in the three Bills to 
create 30 national park areas are all consistent with the Government’s old-growth policy.  Obviously, a range of 
views are expressed.  Some people think this area should be included and another area should be excluded; so it 
goes.  Everybody has a different opinion about what should be in and what should be out of the areas.   

On the question of prospectivity, changes to national parks have been made in the past.  On some occasions, 
excisions were made for mining; for example, in the Karijini and D’Entrecasteaux National Parks.  When 
decisions are made by Governments and the Parliament, they are made at a certain point in time.  The simple fact 
is that the Government has chosen to include all these areas as national parks, class A reserves or conservation 
parks, and it does not deviate from that approach.  Frankly, if the Opposition has problems with the measures, it 
should have proposed amendments.  It clearly has not done so.  There is agreement in principle, as members 
opposite support the legislation before us today.  However, they may have some concerns about the areas 
included or excluded, and they raised questions regarding prospectivity.   
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I place on record our policy on prospectivity.  There will be no exploration or mining of minerals or petroleum in 
national parks and nature reserves.  However, the Government has allowed this activity on pre-existing 
tenements and applications, such as those in place before 10 February 2001.  Our policy is given effect by 
administrative policy, not amendment to legislation.  The policy does not apply to conservation parks, so 
applications are dealt with according to legislation and are dealt with on a case-by-case basis and determined on 
their merit.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I still refer to election commitments arising from the Government’s old-growth forests 
policy that culminate in the Bills before the Chamber.  One such commitment was that the Government would 
positively and actively assist the creation of tourist icons throughout the National Estate.  I believe that the 
proposed national park outlined in this clause includes the area identified for the sky jetty.  This project has been 
discussed for some time as an excellent opportunity to develop a tourist icon to work in a complementary way 
with the Tree Top Walk at Walpole and other facilities.  Can the minister confirm the current status of that 
project and that the site is located within the proposed national park?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Government gave a commitment to assist with tourist icons.  I understand 
that the Department of Conservation and Land Management supports the sky jetty proposal, but three local 
government authorities have been progressing the initiative.  I and my advisers do not have any information 
about the stage the project is up to at present.  The member should be aware of the Government’s $80 million 
regional investment fund initiative over the next four years.  I do not want to spend a lot of time outlining the 
virtues of that fund within the context of this legislation.  Funding is available, but I do not know whether the 
Government has received a proposal on this project.  We would have to check with the local government 
authorities to determine how far the project has been progressed.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 10:  Class A reserve No. 47666 in the Shire of Manjimup - 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I notice that this clause closes 13 unnamed roads.  It is a rather large area of land 
called Jane National Park, about eight kilometres east of Northcliffe.  I know this area well.  Not far from this 
area is the D’Entrecasteaux National Park, where there was a fire earlier this month, as I have already pointed 
out.  Seventy CALM officers were used to contain that fire, which at one point was travelling at 500 metres an 
hour and had flames 10 metres high.  The interesting thing about that fire was that at the time CALM was 
actually making those roads, and continuing to upgrade existing tracks around the area.  These are probably the 
same roads that will be closed as a result of this clause.  This is very dangerous.  It is my electorate, and the 
Government is putting people in great danger.  Further to this, last week the Environmental Protection Authority, 
of all departments, came out and warned CALM to improve its control burning.  The EPA report contained some 
good points, but it was scrutinised by a group of people for whom I have respect in the area of fire management.  
Roger Underwood and the Bushfire Front have many years of experience.  I quote from comments the 
organisation sent to the Minister for the Environment about the report.  It reads - 

The EPA has ignored the big picture of bushfire management in WA forests.  Throughout its report, the 
EPA focuses on the micro effects of prescribed burning on biodiversity rather than the macro effects of 
the overall program on the effectiveness of CALM’s fire management program in preventing large 
damaging wildfires.  They make no reference to the annual burning program, its size, its adequacy in 
respect to meeting objectives, the audit of effectiveness, the historical record, or the fact that CALM has 
consistently failed to meet its own annual target in recent years, let alone a target considered by bushfire 
specialists as being appropriate.  Nor do they suggest any performance measures relating to fire 
behavior or ease of suppression against fuel age.  Thus no advice is provided to you on the most critical 
aspect of the fire management program - its overall effectiveness . . .   
To enable firefighters to cope with bushfires under extreme conditions, an annual prescribed burning 
target must be set and achieved every year ad infinitum.  In southwest forests this target is of the order 
of 250 000 hectares.  Without this target fuel will inevitably build up to a level that produces a serious 
risk, under extreme weather conditions, of a Dwellingup or Canberra type bushfire. 

We had the Tenterden fire and the Bridgetown fire at Christmas last year.  It goes on to say - 
CALM aims to burn about 8% of the forest estate annually, which equates to roughly a 12 year rotation 
length.  However, the burning program is designed to give best protection to high value and high risk 
areas, i.e. those close to human settlements (and rightly so), and the figure of 8% is only achieved if 
everything goes right.  Unfortunately this means that in many areas, the interval between burns is being 
allowed to run out to 15 or 20 years, a situation which makes for heavy fuels and uncontrollable large 
high intensity fires.  Such fires cause enormous damage to biodiversity and water catchments . . .  
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The EPA has failed to provide you -  

That is, the minister - 

with advice which will allow effective, independent and professional monitoring of CALM’s fire 
management outcomes.  In an astonishing move, the EPA has recommended that the Conservation 
Commission of WA be given the job of monitoring bushfire management by CALM.  This is both 
dangerous and inappropriate.  It is well known that: (i) the CCWA is not “independent”.  It prepares the 
management plans which CALM must implement, and these plans control and constrain CALM’s fire 
management programs; (ii) the Commission does not have a stated position on fire, allowing its 
philosophy to be judged; (iii) the CCWA has no staff who can take up the arduous and technically 
demanding job of monitoring bushfire management across the State on an annual basis; and (iv) the 
CCWA has no expertise on which to judge CALM’s work in the field.  As far as we have been able to 
tell from a review of their membership, not one single member of the CCWA has any practical 
experience in bushfire management in WA, none are trained in fire science, none has ever conducted a 
prescribed burning program or been in charge of a fire suppression operation.  They are well-meaning 
and dedicated people, but are not equipped to do the job the EPA has recommended you assign to them. 

The situation referred to in that last sentence is extremely dangerous to my area.  It continues - 

It is our view that the Conservation Commission represents a threat to good bushfire management in 
WA forests.  They prepare the forest management plan, but do not have to implement it.  They make the 
rules but are not accountable for the outcomes.  They tell CALM what to do but have no funds for 
implementation, nor are they required to ensure their plans are capable of being funded.  They audit 
CALM, but have no expertise or practical experience.  They are preoccupied with environmental 
protection (“conservation of biodiversity”), while virtually ignoring economic and social aspects of 
forest protection. 

I believe the Government has placed my area, in particular, in a very dangerous situation by allowing that to 
happen. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  This Bill will not result in any roads being closed.  That is a point I have already 
made.  We are dealing with land which has been reserved for roads and which may appear on maps.  The 
Government may not intend to build those roads.  Therefore, it seems pointless that they appear on maps.  Most 
of the road reserve cancellations relate to roads that have never been, or will never be, built.  The four road 
sections and two tracks that exist will continue to be used by the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management for management purposes.  However, as with the vast majority of roads and tracks in national parks 
and other conservation reserves, they do not need separate reserves.  Clause 10 deals with Jane National Park. 

The honourable member referred to some information that she had acquired from an organisation called the 
Bushfire Front.  The Minister for the Environment has received an Environmental Protection Authority report on 
the review of CALM’s fire management.  The minister has also received a copy of the document from which 
Hon Robyn McSweeney quoted, and has met with the author of that document from the Bushfire Front.  She is 
considering her response to the Environmental Protection Authority report, but strongly supports the Department 
of Conservation and Land Management’s prescribed burning and other fire management measures.  If there is 
one thing of which CALM is very proud and which in its view it does really well, it is fire management.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It needs to be said for the record that, without doubt, CALM has a wonderful record of 
firefighting and fire control in the timber country.  That is without question.  However, it is also without 
question, and I speak as the only person in this Parliament who comes from this region of the world, that CALM 
is as bad, hopeless and useless in places such as the Stirling Range and Fitzgerald River National Parks as it is 
good in the timber country.  I know.  I was involved in firefighting in those areas for three days before CALM 
even bothered to turn up.  With all due respect, CALM is as useless in those outer regions as it is good in the 
timber country.  That needs to be made absolutely clear, so that members understand.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  All through these reserves Bills are clauses that detail the closure of access 
tracks.  The minister has named them.  Another Government must have put in place those tracks or designated 
them as such for a purpose, if what the minister is telling me is true in that they are unmade roads.  Why is the 
Government taking them away?  Why will it not leave them in place?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am advised that some may have been reserved to provide access to an area of 
private land or land that was proposed to be alienated but never was.  Because that has not occurred over time, it 
is highly unlikely that it will occur.  That is why reference to them is being removed.   
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Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Clause 10 creates an A-class reserve at Jane block, which is immediately north of 
the settlement of Northcliffe.  The Friends of Jane group was established many, many years ago, before the old-
growth forest campaign became a statewide movement.  The aim of the people involved in that group was to 
protect this particular area of extraordinary heritage value, which is right on their doorstep.  On behalf of those 
people I thank the Government for the inclusion of this new reserve in our parks system.  I also point out that it 
has caused those same people within that community great angst to see so much of the other magnificent forests 
around that area logged.  I refer to places such as Gardner block in which extensive clear-felling and extensive 
disturbance have occurred and in which very little of the original natural heritage of that region is left.  Most of 
Northcliffe’s forest timber has gone to the Diamond chip-mill in Manjimup, to the benefit of the local economy 
in Manjimup.  It is good for Northcliffe for one important block right on its doorstep to be protected forever for 
those people to enjoy.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Will the old logging tracks that are used extensively throughout these areas, as 
well as the newly created ones, just be allowed to grow over?  Will the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management keep any of these tracks or will it leave them to grow over?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am advised that some of the tracks will be retained.  However, as part of the 
management planning process, the decision to keep them open or to close them is based on whether they are 
needed for recreation or firefighting purposes.  Obviously, if they do not serve a function for firefighting or 
recreation purposes, the decision is made to get rid of them.  However, if they serve a function and are required 
for an emergency such as a fire or for recreation purposes, they are retained.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Many of these tracks would not be used for recreation, and many of them would 
not be used for firefighting purposes.  I would like my question to be answered, perhaps on notice.  How many 
roads in the Manjimup-Northcliffe area have been closed?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I do not have specific information, but CALM currently maintains some 
4 000 kilometres of sealed and gravel public tracks and 25 000 kilometres of management roads and tracks.  I 
cannot give the member the information on how many tracks are in that specific area.  I do not have it at hand.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 11 put and passed.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Kate Doust):  I suggest that we postpone consideration of clause 12 until after 
we have considered new clause 33, because clause 12 is contingent on the amendments contained in new clause 
33 being agreed to.   

Clause 12 postponed until after consideration of new clause 33.   

Clauses 13 to 16 put and passed.   

Clause 17:  Class A reserve No. 47662 in the Shires of Bridgetown-Greenbushes and Boyup Brook -  
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I am from this area, so I know it very well.  It concerns me greatly that there is to 
be no wood collection in national parks, conservation parks and nature reserves.  Many people from my 
electorate rely on wood for their heating and cooking as it is a much cheaper option than gas or electricity.  
People in the area do not have online gas.  Electricity is very expensive and the incomes of the people from that 
area are not high.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  The electricity is a bit unreliable.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Yes, there is that point, Hon Paddy Embry.  At page 36 of the “Forest 
management plan 2004-2013”, it sets out a course of action seeking to manage the removal of forest produce, 
other than sawlogs and residue logs, in a manner that, so far as is practicable and sustainable, satisfies public 
demand for that produce.  That sounds all right, but, according to the map in the explanatory memorandum, a 
great deal of state forest will be removed.  I do not see how there could be a sustainable wood collection.  
Members should remember that there must be a sustainable wood collection.  I have always been concerned 
about the social aspects of policies.  As Hon Kim Chance knows, I have been aware for a long time that it will be 
very hard for people to obtain wood in the near future.  The Government, through the Forest Products 
Commission or CALM, needs a system whereby people can collect wood from an area for a nominal charge, as 
is done in other areas of Western Australia.  This is not my preference, because many people in the south west 
already have chainsaws and equipment for collecting firewood.  However, it is the only option that I can see, 
because people will intentionally break the law if they can see no other way of keeping their families warm.  The 
Labor Party was formerly known for looking after the battlers of this world.  Older Labor members must be 
shaking their heads at this road of political opportunism that the Government has taken.  The Environmental 
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Protection Regulations state that a property owner can use wood for only his own use.  The minister tabled a 
document yesterday that indicates that nurserymen are allowed commercial licences.  However, it is all a 
question of money.  The regulations do not state that wood can be given away or that people can take away a 
load of wood.  I became very excited last week when Hon Christine Sharp spoke about artisans in the south west 
not being able to obtain wood.  She was correct.  I have said all along that there has been a problem.  The 
minister yesterday mentioned 30-tonne lots and 25-tonne lots, which might still cause a bit of a problem, but at 
least the minister is on the way to doing something.  The Government is hurting my electorate.  When it comes 
down to something as basic as keeping the home fires burning, we have a real problem.  I asked this morning 
how much state forest is left.  If a person has to travel a long way to find wood, it will be very hard for him.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  If you know the area so well, you will know where it is. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I do know the area.  I want the minister to tell me how much state forest is around 
the Bridgetown-Greenbushes, Boyup Brook, Donnybrook-Balingup and Manjimup areas, where incomes are not 
high.  If the minister cannot provide the information now, perhaps she can provide it later, which will be fine, but 
I want to know.  If it is this Government’s policy to lock up forest by stealth, people will not be able to get hold 
of wood.  I do not seem to be able to get it across very clearly, but we use wood heaters and we use wood fires. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I hope that I can allay some of Hon Robyn McSweeney’s concerns.  First, as she 
will know, wood collection from state forests is available.  The map relating to clause 17, the class A reserve and 
the area surrounding the new reserve shows that, gee whiz, they are surrounded by enormous areas of state 
forest.  Is the member saying that no-one wants to drive to pick up firewood; that what people want is to be able 
to pop over their fence, pick up firewood, chuck it back over the fence and burn it? 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Obviously the minister does not come from the south west. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I will make this point.  The map shows an enormous amount of state forest; in 
fact, after these Bills go through - in the event that they do - there will be well over one million hectares of state 
forest.  It is therefore not a question of there not being enough state forest. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is about 1.2 million hectares. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Is 1.2 million hectares correct?  I am not so sure whether it is the quantum that 
Hon Robyn McSweeney is concerned with or the question of convenience; whether she is concerned because 
people are used to being able to chop a log and burn it - 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Why should they not be used to that?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is a moral judgment that the member needs to make.  Our Government came 
into office with a very strong policy on old-growth forest.  I accept that people burn wood for fuel, and I do not 
have any problems with that.  If the member looks at all the maps that have been provided to her to deal with this 
legislation, she will see that enormous areas of state forest can be accessed for firewood.  The member asked 
earlier about which areas of state forest in her electorate that she or members of her community can access for 
firewood.  They are outlined in the “Forest management plan 2004-2013”.  I refer her to map No 3 titled 
“Proposed land categories”.  It is a publicly available document.  I do not know whether we have a spare copy to 
provide to the member now.  For people affected by the changes, such as the member and members of her 
community, I would have thought she would have already accessed it.  The Department of Conservation and 
Land Management has identified firewood collection areas in its districts in the south west forest region to 
service the needs of the local community.  People can collect firewood.  It is not the intent of the Government to 
stop them from doing it and using it for their fuel. 
Hon BILL STRETCH:  Are the firewood maps available to local shires so the battlers in towns can visit a shire 
office and ask where they can pick up wood rather than visiting a CALM office, which might be some distance 
away? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Advise on availability is generally through CALM offices.  CALM has offices 
throughout the south west. 
Hon Bill Stretch:  A shire office is much more convenient. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am sure that if a shire made a request to CALM to obtain information that 
would provide a service to the community, it would not be seen as a big deal.  I cannot see why access to the 
information cannot be given. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Concerning this clause and the creation of the Greater Kingston National Park and 
in looking at the proposed land categories under the forest management plan, I believe this is an important 
practical issue that has been raised.  It is for two reasons.  Firstly, although I cannot see any practical problem for 
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townships such as Bridgetown or Boyup Brook, which have areas of state forest in the vicinity, there is a 
considerable area to the east of Bridgetown that will be included in the reserves system.  It is a good idea that 
some effort is put into designating a practical solution to firewood gathering.  I encourage the minister to work 
with the department to ensure that is the case, as has been outlined in the forest management plan.  It is 
particularly important that there is a practical resolution to this issue because of the values of the land that will be 
protected by this reserve.  As members may be aware, this area of eastern jarrah forest around Perup is the most 
fauna-rich part of the forest.  It is just about the only part of the forest that has a high population level of 
threatened mammal species.  The area contains tammars, chuditch and numbats etc that are known to be in 
abundance purely because the understorey is so rich in gastrolobium.  That is to say that the native understorey is 
high in sodium fluoroacetate, which is toxic to foxes and has therefore provided a natural protection.  My point is 
that if there is anywhere in the forest that needs dead wood to be left and not collected for firewood, this is it.  
We are taking away the potential homes of numbats, so to speak.  It is very important that the Government 
recognises that people need firewood.  There needs to be a practical solution because the last thing we want is 
illegal firewood collecting in areas of such important value for the protection of threatened mammal species.   
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I must have an input into the debate on this park, because I would know this park better 
than would anyone else in this Chamber.  In fact, the map that members have been given shows the original 
Embry farm.  This park is miles from a town, and even further away in kilometres.  It is a huge distance from a 
town.  No-one would go out there to collect firewood.  I agree that the tammars need to be protected.  However, 
that has already been achieved.  Aerial fox baiting and other programs have been put in place in that area, and 
the tammars, which were thought to have gone out of existence, are now there in huge numbers.  The farm next 
to ours is actually called Tammar Gully.  It was owned by the first settler to go into that area.  He actually went 
out with the surveying party to show them what was what.  The tammars are now there in the hundreds.  It is a 
non-event.  I know that this debate is about firewood, but no-one would go there to collect firewood.  My 
colleague Hon Christine Sharp seems to assume that no-else knows anything about that area.  That is a nonsense.  
A huge area is proposed to be reserved.  However, it has been proved that it is not necessary to reserve such a 
huge area, because the fox baiting program has already achieved what needed to be achieved.  This is a perfect 
example of overkill and unnecessary legislation.  I have lived in that area.  I know it like the back of my hand.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Is there any old-growth forest in state forest? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Given that the member lives in and represents that area, I would have thought the 
member would have some idea.   

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  I am asking you for very good reason.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In national parks, it is mainly old-growth forest.  In state forest, there may be a 
combination of both.  It varies.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  The forest management plan states that the department, in consultation with the 
Conservation Commission, will consider classifying all areas of old-growth forest outside the formal reserve 
system as forest conservation areas to improve their long-term security of classification.  It gets back to the wood 
business.  People in my area collect firewood.  I have here a document from CALM.  It says that people cannot 
collect firewood in national parks, nature reserves and conservation reserves.  I want to know whether at some 
time in the future the Government will make state forests either a national park, a nature reserve or a 
conservation reserve in order to stop people from collecting wood in those areas.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am advised that that will be decided when the classification of forest areas is 
looked at. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  For the minister’s benefit, I assure her that the area that we were talking about with 
regard to the tammars has been well and truly cut at least three times to my knowledge.  There is not much uncut 
timber there.  I must say that in the chief executive officer’s briefing, which the committee was pleased to have, 
he stressed that the Perup reserve was for fauna purposes, and that was noted and understood.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 18 to 32 put and passed. 

New clause 33 - 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I move -  

Page 24, after line 4 - To insert the following new clause - 

33. Class A reserve No. 48049 in the Shire of Dardanup 
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(1) State forest No. 25 is amended by excising an area of about 684 ha, being 
part of the land in Lot 3000 as shown coloured green on Deposited 
Plan 36421. 

(2) The land in Lot 3000 as shown coloured green on Deposited Plan 36421, 
comprising an area of about 684 ha - 

(a) is reserved under the Land Administration Act 1997 Part 4 
for the purpose of scientific research and education; 

(b) is classified as class A reserve No. 48049; and 

(c) under the Land Administration Act 1997 Part 4, is placed 
under the care, control and management of the 
Conservation Commission of Western Australia 
established under the Conservation and Land Management 
Act 1984 section 18. 

In moving this amendment, I feel the weight of the future on me.  The purpose of this amendment is to set aside 
an area of 684 hectares as A-class reserve for the purpose of scientific research and education.  It is, of course, 
within the context of the same clause adding roughly 14 000 additional hectares to the adjacent Wellington 
National Park, and the three Bills before the House this afternoon, which together will enact in the region of 
583 793 hectares of new forest conservation parks and national parks.   

New clause 33 will set aside an area known as the Wellington Discovery Forest.  This forest has been in place 
since 1990.  It has been managed largely at the behest of the Institute of Foresters of Australia, and was 
established through the innovation of Mr Don Spriggins, now a retired forester, who in 1989 received a Gottstein 
fellowship to travel overseas and visit the United States to look at areas of demonstration forest - I am not sure 
where else he may have gone.  One of the purposes that Mr Spriggins envisaged for this particular site was a 
meeting ground at which foresters and environmentalists could discuss the issues of forest management, which 
have divided us for so long.  I deeply share that sentiment.  It is indeed an awesome achievement today, on 
behalf of the forest conservation movement and the Government, to have dedicated so many areas of important 
forest for protection; however, we should set aside one small area, which is already established, for a different 
purpose.  The forest in question is not old growth.  Although it is forest of very high quality, it is typical mixed 
jarrah regrowth because it is growing in deep gravel soil, which is the favourite soil of the jarrah species.  Some 
areas have been highly disturbed; in fact, some were virtually clear-felled about 100 years ago when there was a 
very large timber mill operating on the site.  Most of the area was very heavily logged 100 years ago.  Only very 
light, selective logging has since occurred.   

As it is currently established, the Wellington Discovery Forest works in three sections, with each section being 
roughly 200 hectares in size.  The first section has a walk trail and facilities for educating children on the way 
that the jarrah forest ecosystem functions.  There is a walk trail that identifies some of the plants and trees 
growing there.  Volunteer guides are available to assist with that educational task.  The second one-third of this 
area is set aside for research.  My understanding is that relatively very little research has taken place in that one-
third, although a couple of schools have undertaken basic biological surveys and transects some of the forests to 
count some of the species.  That is a very underutilised area.  It is envisaged by foresters that the third section of 
roughly 200 hectares will be a demonstration of best practice silviculture in very small patches and will be 
undertaken slowly and progressively so that the trees in that area will be removed on a 300-year rotation.  That is 
very interesting given the views in the environment movement; they are not so much about what is wrong with 
forest management, but more about the difficult question of what type of forest management the environment 
movement believes is ideal.  There are mixed views on that question.  Some people say that what we are doing 
today is just about fine; others say that it is not fine and that we should proceed to protect all forests and there 
should be no logging whatsoever.  If I may hazard a guess, I would say that the weight of opinion rests on 
allowing very small amounts of logging of the forest on very long rotations for the purpose of fine woodcraft.  
That, ironically, would enable the foresters to apply that ideal model in this third section as it is not the subject of 
the appalling pressures of resource allocations that have been imposed on forests and foresters for so long.  In 
considering this issue, one aspect that came to me, being aware that this site has something of value, albeit 
modest value, and has been in place now for 14 years, was the longevity of research science.  That set me 
thinking about the wider question of whether there is continuity of research sites within the forest.  There are 
many research sites, but do they have security of purpose?  For example, one site near Dwellingup, Inglehope 
forest, has been used for quite a few decades as a research site for ongoing basic dendrology and mensuration 
research on silviculture.  However, most of the sites that have been set aside for different types of forest research 
have been lost over time since the Forests Act was established in 1919, including a very systematic 
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establishment proposed by our original forest conservator, Lane-Poole.  For example, another area at Preston that 
is mentioned in two reserves Bills is a site on which extensive mensuration work was done by Ian Ferguson, who 
is now one of Australia’s most eminent foresters, when he was a young forester stationed at Grimwade.  The 
research records that were produced then, together with those of another forester named Jock Gilchrist, have all 
been discontinued.  Indeed, Mr Gilchrist has provided copies of the research records to me because he considers 
that it might help with their safekeeping.  In other words, I suggest there is a real issue with longevity and 
continuity of research.   
[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The Government kindly provided a briefing with the head of the CALMScience 
division, Dr Neil Burrows, to do with current research programs at which I learnt about an excellent monitoring 
system that is being put in place at the moment, which was initiated in 2002.  It is called “Forest Check”.  The 
program ensures that sustainable practices are followed and it carefully monitors the response of a range of 
important parts of the ecosystem to logging, including birds, reptiles, frogs, invertebrate fauna, vascular plants 
etc.  It involves very extensive monitoring of an adaptive management program in the forest.  I applaud that 
work.  I understand that 20 sites will be established, each on a grid of four sites.  About two-thirds of those sites 
have already been established and the others will be established within the next 18 months.  That is great stuff.  
The only problem is that it is new research - brand new - and the question that occupies my mind is whether 
those sites will still be in place in decades to come, let alone centuries, because to really understand the changes 
that occur in our forests, consistent measurements must be taken over long periods. 
There is one other system in the forest, which I understand does have some longevity of research, and that 
includes the inventory sites that are used in CALM’s sustained-yield modelling.  Those sites have been there for 
up to 80 years and are therefore probably the longest running sites, but there is a huge veil of secrecy over them.  
The areas are not disclosed.  The department has not publicly provided knowledge of those sites and there are 
some real issues about their effectiveness, which should be the subject of another debate, so I will not go any 
further into that.  This will set a new precedent for forest research that will build upon the work that has been 
undertaken by the Institute of Foresters of Australia at the Discovery Forest.  If we establish an A-class reserve 
for scientific research and education, it will set a precedent because it will be the first such reserve category 
within state forests.  I understand there is at least one other A-class reserve in the State that is used for scientific 
research, and that is at Port Kennedy, but I do not believe there are any others in the forests.  As the name 
implies, the purpose of the reserve would be for scientific research and education.  One of the interesting things 
is that if this amendment were to go through, that 200 hectares that is set aside for research would, as far as I can 
understand, be the only place throughout the state forests and all of the reserves in which direct experimental 
research could be done; that is, research that is not based on existing silvicultural and management practices and 
then monitoring to check the impacts, as is the case with the program called “Forest Check”.  These are areas in 
which a classic experimental research program can be established to see how the forest responds in certain 
situations.  If we do not designate this site for that purpose, because of the way the forest management plan 
works as a 10-year statutory document, and if there is any merit to that idea - I believe there is - then such a 
facility would not be established until at least the end of 2013 because of the nature of the statutory forest 
management plan.  When I was shown around the Discovery Forest by Mr Spriggins, firstly, I was impressed 
with the basic concept.  Secondly, I could see that a site such as that could be utilised even more and that a lot of 
important work could be done there.  A small program of forestry restoration, for example, could be developed 
within that site.  It could involve thinning areas of very dense regrowth stands that have signs of heavy logging 
disturbance.  The thinning of these areas could greatly increase their biodiversity values.  It would be an 
opportunity to test that kind of restoration.  
That site could also be valuable in the study of the effects of climate change.  When the Environmental 
Protection Authority - it is not a department; it is an independent statutory authority - assessed the forest 
management plans, one of its few critical comments was that the forest management plans have largely ignored 
the issue of climate change.  One understands why: the challenge is huge and we have little knowledge of 
climate change and its potential impacts on a range of our flora species.  We know enough to be concerned that 
the implications of climate change could be horrendous.  Therefore, there could be huge merit in undertaking 
some work using piezometers in seeking to understand what is happening to the ground water below that section 
of forest and to see whether it is impossible to improve the drought proofing of the forest system in the face of a 
drying climate.  I do not mean that we should replicate the work done in the Wungong forest catchment, the 
purpose of which is anthropocentric, inasmuch as it is aimed at increasing water supplies for people.  Although 
that has its importance, I wonder whether anything can be done to assist forests that have had their structure 
disturbed by humans to make them more resilient to the drying of our climate in the years ahead.  In fact, over 
the past 25 years, the watertable under similar unthinned regrowth jarrah forests near Mundaring has dropped at 
various sites from five to 12 metres below the regrowth jarrah forest. 
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My proposal contains a huge number of checks and balances.  It definitely does not advocate backdoor logging, 
nor is it a public relations exercise for the forest industries, and indeed, legally, the Forest Products Commission 
will be excluded from any dealings at this site because it is not departmental land.  It would be A-class reserve, 
vested in the Conservation Commission and, if any trees are to be removed, it would require a licence from the 
executive director of CALM, who is in the Chamber this afternoon.  Community consultation would be sought in 
drawing up a management plan and a community advisory committee would be established.  The community 
could be involved in various ways to assist in drawing up what could be a very exciting place.  
I have spoken to many people about this proposal, including many scientists and environmentalists.  However, 
the only organisation that raised it with me was the Institute of Foresters of Australia.  In response to that I 
decided to visit the site.  When I did, I could see the huge potential in using that small area to do important things 
for the forest.  Therefore, at the basis of this amendment is a proposal that will fundamentally benefit the future 
of the jarrah forest.   
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  From my experience, the upper reaches of the Perup River are, without doubt, some of 
the worst examples of jarrah dieback, and I ask the minister to use her influence to do something about that 
situation.  The further upper reaches primarily contain wandoo, and that is not really a problem.  However, the 
last thing we want in those areas is those who call themselves environmentalists - I call them the long-haired, 
great unwashed variety - tramping all over these areas doing what they do.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  There is a lot I want to say about this amendment, but I will keep it brief.  I support the 
amendment.  Members may recall that I raised this issue during the second reading debate.  I was encouraged 
after the second reading debate when Hon Christine Sharp mentioned to me that she had empathy with the idea 
and suggested that we explore it a bit further.  I went to the Clerk with an idea for an amendment and proposed 
an exclusion from the national park that would define the boundaries of the Wellington Discovery Forest.  I am 
pleased that the amendment has moved on to its current form.  I am pleased too that Hon Christine Sharp has 
taken up this issue - I know that she has done so against the wishes of some in her political movement - because 
she has demonstrated, in what will be her last couple of days as a member of Parliament, that she made a 
decision based on logic, rationale and her qualifications as a scientist, rather than emotion.  I am pleased that she 
wholeheartedly supports this idea, because it is the right thing to do.  

Independently both Hon Christine Sharp and I visited the Wellington Discovery Forest with Mr Spriggins, which 
has been adequately described.  Its 684 hectares were, most effectively, clear-felled 100 years ago.  However, 
remnant vestiges of logging from that time are evident.  I am particularly interested in timber production as one 
of the elements of Western Australia’s jarrah forests.  That is an area that Don Spriggins relates to.  He was a 
former Conservation and Land Management regional manager and is currently the president of the Institute of 
Foresters of Australia.  This amendment should be dedicated to Mr Spriggins and his group of professionals 
who, during the debate on old-growth forests, have been vilified, denigrated and unfairly treated.  In 1990 the 
likes of Mr Spriggins attempted to establish a research and education facility within the forests of Western 
Australia that would provide ongoing research, education and knowledge of our significant public resource - that 
is, our native forest - into the future.  Whatever happens with that public resource in the future, I am very 
concerned that it must include ongoing research and education into timber production activities within the jarrah 
forest as well as all the other values involving biodiversity etc, about which we hear so much.  The area contains 
some very nice jarrah forest.  It is probably as good as any around.  It contains an area that the previous speaker 
has indicated desperately needs thinning.  It can be demonstrated that thinning can have a beneficial effect on the 
future of our forests for not only timber production but also water retention and many other values. 

Mr Spriggins and his group signed a petition on 30 November 2003 when an open day was held at the 
Wellington Discovery Forest.  I was sent a copy of the petition, which says that the undersigned call on the 
Government to exclude from the proposed Wellington National Park the 650-hectare area known as the 
Wellington Discovery Forest and the already constructed visitor information centre.  That petition has been sent 
to the Minister for the Environment.  It is one indication of the level of community feeling about this resource.  I 
have a question about this area being ceded to the control and management of the Conservation Commission of 
Western Australia.  That is being done by this Parliament today on trust.  Members need to be sure that the future 
management of that resource takes into account all the values of the jarrah forest, not just the furry animals and 
the crawly bugs. 

Considerable public funding has been put into the Wellington Discovery Forest.  Over the years the South West 
Development Commission has provided a considerable amount of funding for the visitor information centre.  It 
is one of its “living windows” sectors.  A significant amount of federal government funding has gone into the 
interpretive centre over the years.  In the future I believe that people will thank the Parliament today that is 
making this decision to retain - 
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Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Why?  You tell me why.  You have not told me yet. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  How about if the member listens?  We are creating a facility that will be used for 
research and education rather than just locked up into a national park.  Does that make sense? 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  We have had discussions about forests for many years. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The area is being excluded from the proposal to include it in the Wellington National 
Park.  I am pleased that Hon Christine Sharp has agreed to move this amendment.  She is obviously proud to 
promote the fact in the community too because she has already issued a press release about it.  I believe it is the 
right thing to do.  To include this area with the other area that will be included in the Wellington National Park 
would lock it up in the same way that many other huge areas of the public estate will be locked up.  That would 
be the wrong thing to do.  It is proper to retain for research and education this one small area of the overall area 
about which we are talking. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I was not going to speak on this particular amendment, but I intend to.  I am glad 
at long last that some of my parliamentary colleagues have discovered the forests.  That is tremendous.  It does 
not worry me whether this area is retained as the Wellington Discovery Forest or whatever.   
I was intrigued by Hon Chrissy Sharp’s comments.  She talked about selective thinning and water tables in 
Mundaring, and she mentioned that the key words were the Wundong catchment area.  I have placed a letter on 
record that states that the joint research project by Murdoch University, the Department of Conservation and 
Land Management and the Water Corporation has indicated that if it were extended over the other two major 
catchment areas, another 40 gigalitres of water would be produced in Western Australia without any additional 
rainfall.  
Hon Kim Chance:  At the lowest cost. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It is at the lowest cost of all alternatives.  I will talk about this matter on the next 
Bill to be considered by the Chamber.  The interesting part is that the member referred to selective thinning in 
the so-called discovery forest.  I hope the member will be consistent and that if she is still in Parliament when a 
measure is brought forward to allow this water research project to be applied, she will solidly support it.   
I note some of the reasons that the Wellington Discovery Forest is not only about forestry management.  It 
concerns me that over my lifetime I have seen one of the world’s recognised leading managers of forests 
torpedoed in Western Australia.  Successive Governments have helped to create that situation, and the present 
Government put the final nail in the coffin.  Most of the reserves around the metropolitan area and out into the 
south west with some of the so-called old-growth or state forests are cut off from public access because of one 
thing - dieback.  This disease has not diminished.  Dieback is one of the curses resulting from not being able to 
regenerate a forest.  The generation stands out where it has occurred.  I am ashamed when I take people to the 
south west when they ask me why all the dead sticks point up in the air.  I say it is because of jarrah dieback.  
When they ask what we are doing about it, I say, “Nothing; we just close the gate.”  However, that is another 
story.  My keen interest is to ensure that we can provide a water resource for the people of Western Australia.  
The next Bill on the notice paper covers some of those matters.  Interestingly, some freehold land may be taken 
off the Water Corporation, which owns it at this stage.  That relates to the next Bill, but I felt I had to say 
something in this debate.  I was very pleased at long last to hear Dr Sharp finally admit that selective thinning 
has its merits.  We will wait and see what happens.   
Hon JIM SCOTT:  First, I support my colleague Hon Christine Sharp, who, as usual, without personal 
statements and getting off the subject, put forward a very good proposition regarding the need for good science 
to protect the future of our forests in Western Australia, whether they be production or conservation forests.  I 
am particularly interested in this proposition because I am concerned about the survival of forests in relation to 
global warming.  That is particularly a concern because many of our forests in the south west corner of the State 
are forest types already outside their natural climate zones.  I refer to the tingle forests and so on that are at 
significant risk from climate change.   
It is unfortunate that some people did not take a lot of notice in their biology lessons at school and have tried a 
late catch up without referring to modern literature.  People like Hon Bruce Donaldson leap up to have a go at 
Hon Christine Sharp about how good wood thinning is and how it will produce more water.  The unfortunate 
thing for Hon Bruce Donaldson is that he does not seem to understand that something called climate change is 
happening, and the more forests are thinned, the more the climate will change, and the less water we will have.  
He does not seem to understand that there is an ecosystem out there that requires protection.  It is all very well to 
obtain more water for people to use.  Hon Bruce Donaldson comes from the wheatbelt, but does not seem to 
realise that all the salt encroachment in the area that he came from resulted from clearing.  He has obviously not 
learnt the lesson in all the years he was in the wheatbelt.  In his more moderate discussion of the issue, Hon 
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Barry House mentioned that my colleague Hon Christine Sharp had put out a press release.  Hon Christine Sharp 
told me that she had not done so.  Whether or not someone has written about the issue, that is not the way it 
occurred.   

This issue has been difficult within the green movement because, like other movements, it includes people who 
do not want to give an inch, and have had to fight very hard for the protection of the forests in this State against 
the Luddites who did not do their biology lessons properly.  
Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected.  
Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am not including Hon Derrick Tomlinson in that category! 
This is an important issue.  We must ensure that, with the changes occurring in the climate, we have very good 
science, not just in the area of watertables, but also in making sure that the micro-flora needed for forest health is 
protected.  If we do not protect those things, we will have no proper forest.  The need for research in that area is 
greater than ever, because of the gung-ho way that people have behaved in the past.  I very much want to add my 
support to the proposal of my colleague, because it is very sensible, cuts across the political landscape and deals 
with the real issues we are confronting, not a lot of emotive nonsense we hear from some people in this place.  I 
certainly support the amendment.   
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I do not want to take too long in responding.  I will pick up on a couple of points.  
Firstly, the area in question is already vested with the Conservation Commission as a state forest, and it will 
continue to be vested in the commission under section 5(1)(h) of the Conservation and Land Management Act, 
and the Department of Conservation and Land Management will be obliged by the vesting to manage the area for 
the purpose of scientific research and education.  Members do not have to be Einstein to work out that this is not 
the preferred position of the Government.  As explained to both the members, the preferred position was that this 
amendment not be moved.  Hon Barry House felt strongly about it because during a division I saw a file on his 
desk that had “felling” written all over it.  I knew somebody was up to something, and this is obviously 
something Hon Barry House has been thinking about for a while and communicated to Hon Christine Sharp, and 
now this amendment is before the committee.  I want to put on record that this is not the Government’s preferred 
position.  I could go to some lengths to explain why it is not the Government’s preferred position.  However, I 
am aware of the time constraints.  I am not sure whether Hon Barry House would have had the support of his 
fellow members to move the amendment.  However, I do not think it makes much difference; the amendment is 
before us.  Hon Christine Sharp’s motion provides for the creation of a class A reserve with an area of about 684 
hectares.  The amendment will result in the removal of those 684 hectares from state forest No 25.  Basically, 
new clause 33 provides for the establishment of a new class A reserve, as detailed in the amendment.  The 
Government will accept the amendment.  Consequently, we will accept the amendments to the postponed clauses 
that flow on from this amendment. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It does not matter who moved the amendment.  I am very pleased that Hon Christine 
Sharp moved the amendment; let us get that out of the way.  I seek clarification of one point before we move off 
this amendment.  Very much a part of the 200-hectare research facility is a continuous logging plan under which 
approximately 10 hectares - that was the original plan - will be logged about every decade, and there will be 
ongoing research into regeneration and so on as a result.  The first 10 hectares were logged in 1992.  Another 
area should have been logged a couple of years ago, but it has not been.  What will happen to that timber?  I 
know that excluding it from the Forest Products Commission means that that timber cannot be sold 
commercially.  It is important that that timber is not wasted.  There is some magnificent jarrah in that forest that 
should not be wasted; it should be used.  It would be a sacrilege to burn it or let it lie on the forest floor.  I seek 
clarification of that point before we move off the amendment. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The member knows that timber is becoming increasingly precious.  It would be 
negligent of any government agency or Government to waste it in any way.  The timber would be used for a 
productive purpose, whatever that productive purpose may be.  That is yet to be determined.  Quite clearly, this 
is a facility that deals with scientific research and education.  The detail about how it will work has not been 
thought through.  However, whatever happens, it will be done by consultation with the commission and with 
stakeholders.  However, the member must agree that the drafting of this amendment has happened fairly quickly.  
It has been on the cards for about a week.  Therefore, the member can hardly come into this place and ask for a 
detailed response on how the plan will work. 
Hon Barry House:  Just tell me you will not waste it; that is all I need to know. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Of course it will not be wasted.  Wood would not be wasted ordinarily. 

New clause put and passed.   
Postponed clause 1:  Short title - 
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Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting on the amendment moved by Hon Christine Sharp. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I have already explained that the short title needs to be amended slightly to reflect 
that the Wellington research and education proposal will not be a national park, conservation park or nature 
reserve, but will be a reserve under section 5(1)(h) of the Conservation and Land Management Act.  Therefore, 
the title needs to be amended to include the words “Other Reserves”.   

Amendment put and passed. 

Postponed clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Postponed clause 12:  Class A reserve No. 46213 in the Shires of Collie and Dardanup (Wellington 
National Park) - 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I move -  

Page 9, line 5 - To delete “14 429” and insert instead “13 745”. 

Page 10, line 9 - To delete “17 474” and insert instead “16 790”. 

These amendments reflect the addition to the Bill of new clause 33.  The amendments will cause an adjustment 
both in the overall size of the Wellington National Park and the area that is being excised to form part of that 
national park, which is being created by this Bill.  Both areas will be reduced by 684 hectares to implement the 
A-class reserve for scientific research and education.   

Amendments put and passed. 

Postponed clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Title - 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I move - 

Page 1 - To delete “and nature reserves” and insert instead - 

, nature reserves and other reserves 

Amendment put and passed. 

Title, as amended, put and passed. 

Bill reported, with amendments and an amendment to the title. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith through remaining stages. 

Report 

Report of committee adopted. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development), and returned to the Assembly with amendments. 
 


