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RESERVES (NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION PARKS) BILL 2004 
Motion 

Resumed from 26 October on the following motion moved by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House) - 

Pursuant to Standing Order No 230A(3), it is ordered that the Reserves (National Parks and 
Conservation Parks) Bill 2004 not stand referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation 
and General Purposes. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [10.25 am]:  The proposal of the 
Government is to avoid the requirements of Standing Order No 230A in respect of these reserves Bills.  Because 
the Bills relate to the Regional Forest Agreement, the Bills come within the ambit of Standing Order No 230A.  
The motion that the Leader of the House has moved relates to Standing Order No 230A(3), which requires, 
unless we agree to this motion, of course, that the Bill be referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and General Purposes.  The next motion that the Leader of the House will move, as I understand it, 
relates to Standing Order No 230A(2), which provides that if a Bill has been referred to a committee, the second 
reading cannot be dealt with for 30 days.  The Government has now worked out how the Parliament works.  One 
reserves Bill has apparently already gone through the proper process; that is, it has gone to the Standing 
Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes for its consideration, and it has come back to the 
Parliament.  I think we may have already dealt with it, if my memory serves me correctly.  The Government has 
now brought in another Bill, which turned up in this place on Tuesday of this week.  A further Bill is in the 
Legislative Assembly and has not yet reached this place.  The purpose of these three Bills, two of which have yet 
to be finalised, is to create national parks, and probably some conservation reserves at the same time; I have not 
had a look at them to know whether that is the case.   

This is part of the Government’s promise at the last election that it would create all these fantastically wonderful 
new national parks around Western Australia.  Now that we are on the verge of a state election, the Government 
is seeking to bring in legislation to create these national parks.  However, it has not worked out the processes of 
this Parliament.  The Government has forgotten that because this particular reserves Bill comes within the ambit 
of Standing Order No 230A, it must go through a process in this House before it can be passed, unless the House 
agrees to not go through that process.  This is just another demonstration of the fact that the Government does 
not have the capacity to understand the proper legislative processes of the Parliament and is trying, at the end of 
its term of office, to do a million things that it should have been doing during the past three and three-quarter 
years.  Government members sat around for the first two years twiddling their thumbs and trying to work out 
what to do.  Now, with an election imminent, the Government is treating the Parliament with total contempt.  It 
wants to forget the proper rules and just rush everything through.  It wants to do all these things at the last minute 
so that the public will think it is doing a good job.  It has abused the Opposition for not passing the legislation 
that the Government wants to pass.  The fact of the matter is that the Government needs to go through proper 
processes to get legislation through the Parliament.   

This motion is just another example of a Government that could not organise a booze-up in a brewery.  The 
Government’s organisation of the Parliament has been absolutely appalling.  That is the kindest way I can put 
that particular phrase without offending standing orders.  I have watched the way in which the Parliament 
operates.  When Mr McGinty puts up his hand or gets on the telephone and tells the Leader of the House in this 
place that he wants a particular Bill dealt with now, that is what happens.   

Hon Kim Chance:  This has nothing to do with Jim McGinty. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This particular Bill perhaps does not.  I am talking in generic terms about the 
legislative program.  Yesterday we dealt with the State Administrative Tribunal Bill on the very day that the 
committee tabled its report, just because Mr McGinty said he wanted that Bill dealt with.  We had to suspend 
standing orders yesterday to do that.-  

Hon Kim Chance:  The committee had had that Bill for a year.  You do acknowledge that, do you not?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I was not on the committee.  Was the Leader of the House?   

Hon Kim Chance:  No, but I am aware of when it was referred   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  So what?  Just because a committee -  

Hon Kim Chance:  A year is a fair amount of time. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Just because a committee takes a year to investigate a Bill -  

Hon Kim Chance:  You are implying that legislation is being held up -  
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The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the Opposition has the call, not the three other members who are 
speaking at the same time. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We send legislation to a committee for very good reason.  That is so that a small 
group of members can sit down and analyse a piece of legislation clause by clause, take evidence from people 
and gain a thorough understanding of the Bill.  The committee then comes back to the House with a report.  That 
information is then made available to other members who have not had the benefit of the committee’s experience 
so that they can take on board the committee’s recommendations.  It is hoped that that process will save the 
House a lot of time.  However, the report that was tabled yesterday on the State Administrative Tribunal Bill is 
more than an inch thick.  I did not have time to read it yesterday and nor did the Leader of the House.  I used that 
case as an example of this Government’s absolute and total incompetence when managing the parliamentary 
process.   

Hon Kim Chance:  The Bill was introduced more than a year ago.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  So what?  That has nothing to do with it.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  We ended up with a report of 433 pages.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Unbelievable!   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  This is not a joint effort. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yesterday a standing order that provides that we should not do what was done 
yesterday was suspended.  That standing order provides that when a report from a committee is tabled in the 
House, members must be given a little time to read it before they put up their hand to vote on the legislation.  
The reason for the standing orders is to basically set down the procedures for the House, and the provisions 
outline why things must be done in a commonsense way.  Yesterday we agreed to suspend standing orders 
because it just so happened that our lead speaker was able to speak in the second reading debate as he is a 
member of the committee that prepared the report.  However, it could have been the case that we did not have a 
lead speaker who was a member of that committee.  In that case we would not have agreed to the motion to 
suspend standing orders because our lead speaker would have wanted time to read the committee’s report.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It was introduced by arrangement.  It was agreed to behind the Chair.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What is the Leader of the House talking about?   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I think the Leader of the Opposition is making a case on the motion before 
us.  Members are not - or should not be - having a debate on the State Administrative Tribunal Bill.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The President is perfectly right, and I accept his admonition on that matter.  The 
point I am making is that it was another example of this Government seeking to change the way things are done 
because it cannot organise itself.  The reason the Government wants to avoid sending this Bill to the Standing 
Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes is that it wants to get the national parks proclaimed 
before the election.   

Hon Kim Chance:  The people of Western Australia want to get the national parks up.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Why did the Government not do it one month, six months or two or three years ago?   

Hon Kim Chance:  The processes were not finished.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If the Government had done it one month ago, it would have given the legislation a 
chance to go through the proper processes of this House.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You had eight years and you did nothing.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Members opposite are the Government.  Moaner does not understand that she is the 
Government.  She is here to make the decisions and to get legislation passed.  Members opposite are the 
Government.  If something did not happen 10, 20 or 100 years ago, that is not our fault.  The Government is 
required to do what it can as the current Government.  Three and three-quarter years ago the Labor Party was 
elected to government.  The Labor Party claims that it was elected because of its green policies.  It got Greens 
(WA) preferences, which were subsequently proved not to have got the Labor Party into government anyway.  
However, the Government has a green agenda.  It wants to save the forests and create national parks.  It is now 
the October before the next election, and the Government wants us to suspend standing orders to get the 
Government’s national parks up.  The Government knows that if the proper processes of this House are 
followed, the Government will not get its national parks proclaimed before the election.  That is how 
incompetent the Government is.  It could not even sit down and read a copy of the standing orders of the 
Legislative Council to find out that if the Government wanted its national parks Bill passed - bearing in mind the 
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legislation is subject to Standing Order No 230A - it had better allow a couple of months for the legislation to 
follow the parliamentary process, because that is required under the standing orders.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  The ball is in your court.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  One would have thought that the minister in charge of this legislation - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  The ball is in your court.  If you don’t want it - 

Hon Ray Halligan:  What a ridiculous argument. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are pathetic.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The minister and Hon Ray Halligan will come to order.  If they want to 
continue their conversation, they can do it outside the Chamber.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Any well organised Government that understood the processes for passing legislation 
through the House would have read Standing Order No 230(2) and (3) and decided to take that into account and 
make sure that the Bills were passed in accordance with the requirements of the House.  The Bill must be 
referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes because it deals with uniform 
legislation.  Standing Order No 230(2) is in the standing orders to avoid the situation that arose many years ago 
in this Parliament, in which a Bill was passed through the Parliament before a national agreement had even been 
seen.  As I recall, there was no copy of the Bill.  Therefore, the Legislative Council decided that if it was to be 
required to pass legislation that related to uniform legislative processes across the nation, the House should be 
given enough time to understand the legislation in the context of its national ramifications.  That clause used to 
require that the second reading of a Bill not be resumed within 180 days of the date of the Bill’s first reading.  
That provision was reduced to 30 days, which is far more sensible.  The limit of 30 days was a compromise to 
which everybody agreed.  Moaner said that the ball is in our court.  It is in our court. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Who is Mona?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Opposition must decide whether to give the Government its national parks.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I don’t know anyone by the name of Mona in this Chamber.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members; they are being distracted.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have not called anybody Mona; moaner is a generic description of an individual.  It 
is not the minister’s name; it is what happens when she opens her mouth.   

Hon George Cash:  It is a function of her being.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is quite right.  I could have said whinger, but moaner sounds better to me.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It sounds far more feminine.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  True, it does.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I still cannot find her.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This motion wants us to avoid sending the legislation to the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and General Purposes on the basis, as I understand it, that because the committee has 
considered a previous Bill that does similar things, there is no need for the committee to deal with this 
legislation.  The Leader of the House might help me when he responds by telling me that this Bill is no different 
from the other Bill, except that different pieces of land are involved.  It may be that everything else in the Bill is 
identical to the previous Bill and the only change is that it deals with different pieces of land.  That might help.  I 
do not know whether members of the committee have anything to say about this motion and whether, from their 
examination of the previous Bill, they would like to examine this one.  I do not know.  I will not talk about the 
second motion because it will be debated in due course.  An absolute majority is required to change the standing 
order, which was included in the standing orders for good reasons.   

This motion quite clearly demonstrates again the Government’s total incompetence in its management of this 
Parliament.  Bearing in mind that this is not the last time we will have this debate because when the other Bill is 
introduced, the Leader of the House will move the same motion because that legislation involves the creation of 
more national parks than does this legislation.  The motion clearly demonstrates the Government’s incompetence 
in managing the legislative process.  It is important that members take into consideration that matter when they 
consider voting on the motion moved by the Leader of the House.  I look forward to hearing his response on 
whether this Bill is different from the previous one.  Members of the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and General Purposes might like to make their views known also.   
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HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [10.39 am]:  The Greens (WA) support the suspension of Standing 
Order No 230 to enable the debate on the Reserves (National Parks and Conservation Parks) Bill 2004 to 
progress without the requirement to send it to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General 
Purposes.  I listened with interest to what the Leader of the Opposition was saying on this motion, and I and my 
colleagues in the Greens (WA) have a lot of sympathy with the position expressed in his more general remarks 
about the overall management of business in this place.  We have been concerned for some time that this House 
is not managed as efficiently as it could be.  We would really be pleased to see the Government and the Leader 
of the House given the opportunity to give some thought and time to streamlining business in the House.  I 
would even go so far as to say that at times the Government has been incompetent in its management of the 
House.   

However, this motion is not a very good example of that, because here the Government is using the motion to 
streamline business.  It is trying to pass a motion that will help the House to be flexible and efficient, and to get 
on with its business in a way sympathetic to the overall views of the place.  This Bill is, in its construction, very 
similar to another Bill that is in its second reading phase at the moment, and that may be brought on later today. 
Although each Bill deals with completely different areas of land, both Bills are similar in construction, so much 
so that Hon Simon O’Brien was bemoaning the fact that the input of the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and General Purposes into the debate on the other Bill had been dismissed by the House.  He was 
regretting that the House saw the committee’s report as a technicality that added very little to the meaning of the 
second reading speech.  It therefore seems a little pointless to tie up the committee office, the staff and the 
members of that committee in the time involved to go through a repeat process on a technicality.  It is good that 
the Government is making an effort to streamline business in this House.  This House is meant to be flexible.  It 
is not meant to use its rules rigidly, but in such a way as to ensure meaningful debate and effective outcomes.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  What if your Alcoa inquiry were dismissed in the same way?  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  That is a spurious argument, because I would not dream - 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It is not spurious.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I did not notice that Hon Derrick Tomlinson had the floor.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  This is obviously something that depends on the merits of the case.  Flexibility is 
dependent on taking specific circumstances into account.  Blanket requirements cannot be established either 
through standing orders or their suspensions.  They happen in very different contexts every time, and that is why, 
although I have a lot of sympathy with some of the more general remarks of the Leader of the Opposition, this 
specific motion to suspend standing orders is helping the House to get on with its business.   

Let us look at the particular business with which the House is dealing, which is the enactment of a range of new 
national parks and conservation parks.  I have had a lot of contact from people in my electorate in the south west, 
urging me to assist in any way possible with the passage of this Bill.  Therefore, it would be remiss of me to 
concur with any suggestion that the Bill should be unnecessarily delayed.  The critical word in what I have just 
said is “unnecessarily”.  I would be very interested to hear if the chairman of the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and General Purposes has any advice to the House on whether she considers that there are 
some specific technicalities setting this Bill apart from the previous Bill, that would indicate that this Bill 
requires that additional scrutiny.  

Hon Ray Halligan:  What about the rest of the members of that committee?  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  That is a very good idea.  If other members of the committee are able to find 
important technical differences between the two Bills, I would be very pleased to hear their advice.  
Nevertheless, from my understanding of the construction of this Bill, I believe that the application of Standing 
Order No 230, in this case, is a technicality that will hold up the passage of the Bill.  

As the Leader of the Opposition has said, there are some very important political reasons for not holding up this 
Bill.  People in my electorate are telephoning me about this Bill because they have grave concerns that if this Bill 
does not pass within this term of the Parliament, and the coalition is in government next time, it will renege on 
the proclamation of these national parks.  That is the issue here.  I invite the Opposition to clarify its position.  
Does it wish to see new national parks in the south west, or does it not?  If it does, let us get on with it, and let us 
see the new national parks enacted, because when the Opposition was in government, if my memory serves me 
correctly - I would be very pleased to have any correction on this matter - it did not formally proclaim a single 
new national park, with formalities similar to those being carried out here today.  

Hon Barry House:  That is not true.  
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Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I would be very pleased to hear about the record of the previous Government on 
this.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Members should be very clear about what I am saying here.  I am not saying that 
there were no proposals for national parks during the term of the previous Government.  Indeed, as I said 
yesterday while speaking on the previous Bills, some of these proposals have been around since 1974 - 30 years.  
As at four years ago, the present Opposition had been in government for some of those intervening 30 years, and 
the formalities did not happen.  Proclamation of those national parks and conservation reserves that were already 
on the table did not happen.  I do not want there to be any reason for delaying the proclamation and protection of 
those important areas of our conservation estate.  

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [10.48 am]:  I serve on the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation 
and General Purposes.  With all due respect to the honourable member, the rate at which her voice rose and her 
emotion indicated - she should correct me if I am wrong - that she made no apology for the matter being a 
political imperative in her case.  I have said in this Chamber before, and I will say it again, that if a decision is 
made for purely political reasons, it is unlikely to be a good decision.  There is a committee that is supposed to 
look at these things, but this motion is opening the door for the possible use of political reasons for the 
committee refusing to consider things it is supposed to.  That is a very dangerous precedent.  

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [10.50 am]:  I am a member for the South West Region, yet I have 
had not one phone call about these Bills.  I have heard this debate rage over the past 10 years and it has probably 
heated up during the past five or six years.  I have seen the ferals that go down into the forests - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The member will know that this is a specific motion not to refer.  Therefore, this is 
not a general debate about forests.  Debate must refer to this motion. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I am just leading up to that, thank you, Mr President.  The purpose of this 
legislation is to lock up forests to prevent their being used for multi-use purposes.  The Bill is part of uniform 
legislation.  I believe that it should be sent to the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation, because a 
whole host of its provisions need looking at.  I want to see this technical piece of legislation go through the 
proper processes.  If it does not do so, the people of Western Australia should know why, and the reason would 
be that this Government is lazy.  This legislation is a central platform of this Government’s policy.  The 
Government was elected on the policy of locking up forests.  Now in the last few weeks of Parliament the 
Government will not use proper procedure to get its legislation through.  If that is the case, let it be on the 
Government’s head.   

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [10.52 am]:  The heights of hypocrisy have been 
reached today.  The Leader of the Opposition has made allegations that in some way the Government is holding 
the processes of this Parliament in contempt.  Let me address those two points.  First, I will deal with the heights 
of hypocrisy that have been reached.  This man was a member of a Government that introduced native title 
legislation into this place and brought the debate on in the same evening, and in virtually the same minute time 
frame, as the Bill was introduced to the House.  That is contempt; that is hypocrisy.  To suggest for a moment 
that the Government is doing anything that is not contemplated in the standing order is absurd.  Perhaps it is time 
that members read the standing order.  Standing Order No 230A was inserted against the wishes of the then 
Labor Opposition and it reads - 

Unless otherwise ordered, - 

I ask members to remember those words - 

a Bill when read a first time stands referred to the Uniform Legislation and General Purposes 
Committee. 

We now have a member opposite suggesting that the Bill go to another committee, the Joint Standing Committee 
on Delegated Legislation.  When Standing Order No 230A was first introduced into this House, Hon Peter Foss, 
in his wisdom, contemplated that there would be occasions when the House would choose to order that the 
reference not be made automatically.  He was right.  The then Labor Opposition did not agree with Standing 
Order No 230A, but it could see what Hon Peter Foss was getting at.  He could see that, on occasions, Bills that 
were caught by a technicality should not be referred under this standing order.  This is one such Bill.  There are 
three reserves Bills, and we are dealing with the second of them.  This Bill is caught by a technicality.  The only 
reason the Bill comes within the ambit of Standing Order No 230A is a reference to a historical document, the 
Regional Forest Agreement.  In fact, what the Bill seeks to do goes beyond the intent of the RFA.  To that extent 
it is caught by Standing Order No 230A on nothing more than a technicality.  It cannot be suggested that this Bill 
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and the one that follows it, the third reserves Bill, are in any way structurally different or contain issues that are 
different from the Bill that has already served its time before that particular committee.  That Bill has already 
been referred and the committee has already reported to us.  It cannot be suggested that the second and third Bills 
change the boundaries -  I will argue about the third Bill at the relevant time - because all those Bills seek to do 
is change the land that is referred to.  They are structurally the same.  There are no new issues.  There is no 
reason to refer this Bill.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  We used to get the same argument with omnibus Bills.  We were told not to worry about 
them and that they would be right; that they were just making minor amendments.  On many occasions it was not 
the case.  Only a committee picked that up.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member’s point is? 

Hon Ray Halligan:  You are asking us to take your word for the fact that this Bill is no different from the 
previous one. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  This Government - with due grace I recognise the same applied to the previous 
Government - has always been assiduous on this point and followed accepted practice.  If anybody identified a 
matter in an omnibus Bill that might be controversial, the Government of the day always withdrew that element 
of the omnibus Bill.  Whether such a matter was picked up by a committee, which is often the case, or an 
individual member, the Government of the day has always been assiduous in saying that if it is thought to be 
controversial, it will pull it out.  I cannot see the point that the member is making.  The Government stands 
accused of holding the processes of the Parliament in contempt.  First, that is hypocrisy; secondly, the standing 
order has always contemplated circumstances in which it would not be necessary.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Just accept your incompetence and be done with it.  You know what the rules are.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the House is trying to wind up the debate.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I did not intend to comment on the crass politics used by the Leader of the Opposition.  He 
is clearly simply trying to waste time on this issue.  He is trying to make a political point that he knows is invalid 
because the standing order already allows that capacity.  To make the argument at all and then run the generic 
argument that there is a level of incompetence on the part of the Government, indicates that the Opposition is 
incompetent because it does not understand the standing orders and the provisions inserted in them by the 
Opposition when in government.  I am sorry, but if members opposite do not understand the rules they made to 
run this House, they should not come complaining to me. 

Question put and passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension 
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [10.57 am]:  I move without notice - 

That Standing Order No 230A(2) be suspended so far as will enable the question for the second reading 
of the Reserves (National Parks and Conservation Parks) Bill 2004 to be resolved on any day after 
today. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [10.58 am]:  This is the second 
tranche of the Government’s strategy to get its national parks legislation passed before the next election.  It is the 
Government’s second attempt today.  I will accept the proposition of the Leader of the House that “unless 
otherwise ordered” does contemplate a situation in which it is not necessary for legislation to be sent to a 
committee.  He did not answer my question about that, but let us put that to one side.  I cannot reflect on 
previous issues, but I wanted him to tell me why the legislation did not need to go to a committee.  The Leader of 
the House did not tell me that.  All he told me was that I did not understand the standing order.  “Unless 
otherwise ordered” is what happens - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are such a waste of taxpayers’ money. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Let us not get distracted and go back to the previous motion.  We are on the current 
one. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  One of the great tragedies of Hon Tom Stephens leaving here is his replacement.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I do not believe that.  Now I have heard it all.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  We cannot reflect on that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We were able to bask in the thought that old moaner would not be back with us 
again, but now she has returned to the fold.   
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  What a hypocrite.  You are losing your mind.  You should not be here. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am almost prepared to say, “Come back, Tom.”   

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I trust Hansard has recorded that statement by the Leader of the Opposition! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I must say that on a scale of one to 10 we must give them both about one.  I had 
seriously hoped that Hon Tom Stephens’ replacement might at least go up the scale a bit, but I am afraid I have 
been led down the garden path.   

The standing orders do not contemplate that the proposal might change; that is, being otherwise ordered.  
Standing Order No 230A(2) states -  

The second reading stage of a Bill is not to be resumed where SO 230(a) applies, or commence where 
SO 230(b) applies, within 30 days of the date of the Bill’s first reading or before it has been reported 
from a committee, whichever is the later. 

It does not say “unless otherwise ordered” or something like that.  That is a requirement.  I acknowledge that the 
House can say, by way of an ordinary majority, that a Bill does not have to go to a committee because it has 
otherwise ordered that it does not have to.  However, we must abide by this standing order.  The only way to get 
around this standing order is to pass a motion with an absolute majority to avoid the 30-day period.  Why does 
the Government want to avoid the 30-day period?   

Hon Kim Chance:  Because it is not necessary.  I have made that point.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  With respect, that is not the case.  Whether or not members like the standing order, 
that is the provision.  The second reading debate for any Bill that comes under Standing Order No 230(a) cannot 
commence until after a period of 30 days from the date of its first reading.  Why does the Government want to do 
this?  The Leader of the House has not provided any reasons; he just moved the motion. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Because the primary reserves Bill has already been to the committee.  I made that point at 
length.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We are not talking about this Bill going to a committee.  The House has already 
agreed that it will not go to a committee.   

Hon Kim Chance:  What will you do with it for 30 days?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The reason for that standing order - the Leader of the House knows this as well as I 
do - is to prevent the House from being snowed in the way that a previous Labor Government snowed this House 
a number of years ago on a Bill of this sort.  That Government brought the Parliament back to deal with a Bill, 
without having a copy of that Bill.  It passed a Bill, a copy of which was not even available in the House, 
because it related to a national uniform agreement.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Was that your native title legislation?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, it was not. 

Hon Barry House interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I cannot remember what it was now.  It was an absolute disgrace. Hon Bob Pike 
introduced a standing order that provided for a period of 180 days, to which the House agreed.  We brought back 
that period to 30 days.  If the Bill does not go to a committee, members at least have 30 days in which to look at 
the proposition in the context of some uniform legislation.   

The Opposition will agree to the proposal put forward by the Leader of the House.  Otherwise, the Government 
would say that the Opposition had stopped Western Australia from getting national parks. 

Hon George Cash:  And they might need to amend all the advertisements that have been made.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly right.  The Opposition will agree to the suspension of this standing order to 
allow the Government to get a few national parks in place, so that it can rush out and tell everybody how much 
of Western Australia it has tied up.  That is fine.  However, the Leader of the House should understand that his 
Government has been totally and absolutely incompetent in the management of its legislative program.  I am a 
member of the Opposition and I am supposed to say that.  Hon Christine Sharp is not a member of the 
Opposition and she said it as well.  It is not just my view.   

Hon Kim Chance:  We had to debate your legislation the night you brought it in.  That was really good 
management.  It was then ruled out 7-0 in the High Court. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Oh, come on! 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Does the Leader of the House want to talk about native title? 

The PRESIDENT:  No.  Members, we are not debating native title.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am happy to do that any time that the Leader of the House wants to; bring it on!  
The book I have in my hand contains the standing orders of the Legislative Council.  It should be obvious to the 
person running this House, and if not to that person at least to the person in charge of this Bill or the minister in 
charge of creating national parks, that if the Government wants the Parliament to agree to its proposals on 
national parks, it should go through the processes of the Parliament.  The next thing the Government will say is 
that it will cut out the upper House in the process of debating some Bills, because it does not have time for that.  
It will just whack a few Bills through the Assembly and call them legislation.  It will say that it will change the 
rules because it is in a hurry.  The Government is in a hurry to get the national parks in place because it has 
dawdled for the past four years.  All that was needed was for this Bill to be brought into the House one month 
earlier.   

Hon Kim Chance:  You had eight years and did nothing.  You talked about national parks.  The electorate knows 
it.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This matter has nothing to do with national parks.  Our Government made decisions 
on national parks.  We are not the Government any more.  We were judged on our performance and we are not 
the Government.  Members opposite have formed government now, not us.  Whether our Government created 
one national park or a million national parks is beside the point in this debate.  The current Government of 
Western Australia is telling everybody that it has created these national parks - Hon Judy Edwards runs around 
saying that the Government has created one here and 500 over there, and that it is really wonderful - yet it has 
not sufficiently got its act together to get the legislation through the Parliament before the next election without 
coming into this Chamber and asking us to get rid of the standing order that stops it from doing what it wants.  
That is what the Government is doing today.  It is saying that because there are not 30 days left before the end of 
this parliamentary session, we should suspend the standing order that requires that period so that the Government 
can create the national parks.  That is a demonstration of absolute and total incompetence on the part of the 
minister in charge of this Bill, but not so much of the Leader of the House.  I acknowledge that Leaders of the 
House have a very difficult task because every second minister from the other House tells them what to do all the 
time.   

The Minister for the Environment must take responsibility for her incompetence and her lack of understanding of 
the parliamentary process, which brings us to this point today; that is, that we should get rid of a proper, well 
thought out, considered and necessary standing order because the Government did not get the Bill into this 
Chamber quickly enough.  The Government has said that it was delayed along the way.  I do not know why it 
was delayed along the way.  I do not know why it is necessary for the Government to bring in legislation of this 
magnitude in the last couple of weeks of the parliamentary session, when this was a core promise and 
cornerstone of its last election campaign.  The Government will get its national parks.  However, the Leader of 
the House should bear in mind that the rules are in place for very good reasons.  In 999 times out of 1 000 they 
serve a very good purpose.  The Government’s inability to organise itself is not a good excuse for trying to 
change those rules as it goes along.   

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.   

Second Reading 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development) [11.07 am]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

I am pleased to bring into the House a second Bill to create a further nine new national parks in Western 
Australia’s south west forests, make an addition to the proposed Greater Preston National Park and create two 
new conservation parks.  Members will recall that the first Bill, the Reserves (National Parks, Conservation 
Parks and Nature Reserves) Bill 2004, was introduced into the Legislative Council on 21 September 2004 to 
create nine new national parks, significantly expand the existing Wellington National Park and create other 
specified forest management plan reserves.  The earlier Bill and this Bill arise from the Government’s 
commitment, under its policy of protecting old-growth forests, to cease logging in old-growth forests and create 
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30 new national parks in the State’s south west.  This includes the 12 new national parks promised under the 
Regional Forest Agreement.  A third Bill will create the remainder of the new national parks. 

The new national parks to be created by this Bill, the names of which are provisional, with the exception of the 
proposed Butler and Hilliger National Parks, are Butler, Hilliger, Milyeannup, Blackwood River, Helena, 
Wandoo, Canning, Mundaring and Pickering Brook.  The Bill will also add about 1 292 hectares to the proposed 
Greater Preston National Park, one of the national parks to be created by the first reserves Bill.  In the second 
reading speech to the first Bill, it was indicated that this addition would occur following the surrender or 
acquisition of grazing rights over the land.  I am pleased to advise that the addition of this land to the national 
park can now proceed.  

This Bill will also create the Westralia and Rapids Conservation Parks.  These conservation park proposals 
originated in the central forest region regional management plan 1987-1997 and have been carried forward in 
subsequent forest management plans.  The Regional Forest Agreement, signed in May 1999 between the 
Commonwealth and State Governments, revoked the conservation park proposal over the southern section of the 
Rapids Conservation Park.  The Government’s policy of protecting old-growth forests reinstated proposed 
reserves revoked by the Regional Forest Agreement, including the southern section of the proposed Rapids 
Conservation Park.  The Westralia and Rapids Conservation Parks proposals are included in the forest 
management plan 2004-2013.  In recognition of previous agreements these two conservation parks will be 
limited to a depth of 30 metres below the natural ground surface to enable potential future access to known coal 
deposits. 

The proposed Butler, Hilliger, Milyeannup and Blackwood River National Parks are located within geological 
structures that could contain gas or oil of potential economic importance to the State.  To provide for future 
access to any such resource these four reserves will be limited to a depth of 200 metres below the natural ground 
surface.  The proposed Mundaring, Pickering Brook, Canning, Wandoo and Helena National Parks in the Perth 
hills were all proposed under the Regional Forest Agreement.  The Mundaring and Pickering Brook National 
Parks will be significantly expanded from the originally proposed boundaries through the inclusion of Western 
Australian Planning Commission land already managed by the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management as part of the Darling Range Regional Park.   

An area in Sawyers forest block in the proposed Mundaring National Park is one of a number of sites being 
considered by the Water Corporation for the development of water supply and storage facilities to service the 
goldfields and agricultural areas.  Should this site be selected and subject to community consultation and 
environmental and ministerial approval, an excision from the Mundaring National Park for these facilities may 
be required in the future.  

These five new Perth hills national parks fall in areas in which state agreement Act mining leases are held by 
Alcoa World Alumina and Worsley Alumina Pty Ltd apply.  The state agreement Act companies have agreed to 
the national parks.  

Finalisation of the boundaries for the new national parks in this Bill has been the subject of extensive community 
and government agency consultation.  Extensive negotiation has occurred with the South West Aboriginal Land 
and Sea Council about any native title rights and interests that may exist over the lands to be converted to 
conservation reserve.  Much of the area is currently state forest and has been subject to management under this 
land tenure.  The Bill recognises that any native title rights and interests will not be affected by the future Act.  

The national parks and conservation parks to be enacted under this legislation will be vested in the Conservation 
Commission of Western Australia and managed by the Department of Conservation and Land Management.   

The nine new national parks and the two new conservation parks will come into being on assent.  The addition to 
the proposed Greater Preston National Park will come into effect on a day fixed by proclamation, which will 
follow the establishment of this national park.  

This Bill seeks to create about 140 000 hectares of new national park, of which more than 104 000 hectares will 
be newly reserved for conservation and the balance will be from cancelled conservation parks.  In addition, the 
Bill also seeks to create more than 3 000 hectares of new conservation park.  I commend the Bill to the House.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson.   
 


