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Hearing commenced at 10.20 am 
 
MCNAMARA, MR KEIRAN JAMES 
Director General, Department of Environment and Conservation, 
examined: 
 
WYRE, MR GORDON JOHN 
Director, Nature Conservation, 
Department of Environment and Conservation, 
examined:  
 
GILLEN, MR KELLY JOHN 
Regional Manager Mid West, 
Department of Environment and Conservation, 
examined:  
 
 
The CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee, I would like to 
thank you for your interest and your appearance before us today—I think, for the third time. Again, 
I would like to reiterate: thanks for coming and for the importance you clearly place on this. The 
purpose of this hearing is to assist the committee in gathering evidence for its inquiry into the 
Department of Environment and Conservation’s management of former pastoral leases. You have 
been provided with a copy of the committee’s specific terms of reference. I am Mike Nahan, the 
Chair. Also present is Bill Johnston, Liza Harvey, John McGrath and Mick Murray.  
The Economics and Industry Standing Committee is a committee of the Legislative Assembly of the 
Parliament of Western Australia. This hearing is a formal procedure of the Parliament and therefore 
commands the same respect given to the proceedings in the house itself. Even though the committee 
is not asking witnesses to provide evidence on oath or affirmation, it is important that you 
understand that any deliberate misleading of the committee may be regarded as a contempt of 
Parliament. This is a public hearing; Hansard is here and will be making a transcript of the 
proceedings for the public record. If you refer to any documents during your evidence, it would 
assist Hansard if you could provide the full title for the record.  
A few questions: have you completed the “Details of Witness” form? 
The Witnesses: Yes.  
The CHAIRMAN: Do you understand the notes at the bottom of the form about giving evidence to 
a parliamentary inquiry? 
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN: Did you receive and read the information for witnesses briefing sheet provided 
with the “Details of Witness” form today?  
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN: Do you have any questions about being a witness today?  
The Witnesses: No.  
The CHAIRMAN: Thanks for your submissions to this inquiry; there are a number of them. 
Together with the information you provide today, your submission will form part of the evidence to 
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this inquiry and may be made public. Are there any further amendments that you would like to 
make to your submission? You have made a few already. 
Mr McNamara: Chairman, I have again this morning handed to the secretariat a further letter to 
you, dated 14 May, which provides supplementary information in relation to the matter of carbon 
sequestration, which was touched on in our original submission, and we have elaborated on that in a 
short paper. Following the hearing on 7 May, we have further information in an advanced stage of 
preparation that I expect to provide to the committee in the next couple of days. 
The CHAIRMAN: Is this an amendment to your submission? 
Mr McNamara: The letter that is being handed across this morning is, I guess, a supplement to our 
submission. 
The CHAIRMAN: Okay. We have a few questions to ask you today, but do you want to make an 
opening statement to the hearing or give additional information besides what you have given to me? 
Mr McNamara: Thank you, Chairman; I will be brief, given the opportunities we have already had 
before the committee. The supplementary submission provided this morning in relation to carbon 
sequestration enlarges on a very brief reference to that topic in our original submission. With the 
restoration of the former pastoral leases, there will be substantial opportunities for storage of carbon 
in soil and vegetation as the ecosystems recover. The short paper we have provided gives some data 
on the accounting rules around that and the ineligibility of that carbon storage under the Kyoto 
Protocol, and also some comments on the proposed carbon pollution reduction scheme of the 
federal government, albeit delayed. The point that is made is that extra carbon will be stored in 
these lands as they recover.  
[10.25 am] 
The lands therefore have an opportunity to play a part in a future carbon economy, and we have 
given some metrics around that in our supplementary submission.  
Secondly, the further submission that we will provide over the next couple of days will follow up a 
number of matters that were explored at the hearing on 7 May. We will provide much more detailed 
information about our participation in zone control authority meetings, our funding of wild dog 
control, access by neighbours to DEC managed lands for control purposes, arrangements for the 
remuneration of caretakers, and, specifically, about the animal welfare issues that were raised at 
Earaheedy Station in 2005. We will provide detailed written information on each of those matters. 
The CHAIRMAN: The latter one we will explore a bit today, but we recognise that you will 
respond in writing subsequent to it. As you all know, we have had a number of trips and we have 
had a lot of evidence from a range of people who raise issues of concern, and I would like to kind of 
concentrate on those. I recognise that you have dealt with some of these in your various 
submissions, but bear with us, please. One of the criticisms, I guess, in general is that you got a pile 
of money from various sources and you went out and bought a lot of land. It appears to many 
people that you used the money well to buy low-price land. So you went out and tried to get a large 
amount of land and much of it was degraded, but you did not have the budget at the time or the 
sources of money you had to purchase the land did not come with an operating budget. Degraded 
land I would think means even if you are going to convert it to a conservation lease, you have to 
spend a lot of money on putting fences in and doing other things. So the overriding concern of 
people is that you have a pile of land but you do not have the money to manage it, even for 
management to the extent of converting it to conservation estate subsequently. Could you comment 
on that? 
Mr McNamara: The department was charged with the task under the Gascoyne–Murchison 
strategy, in particular, of purchasing land with the objective of establishing a comprehensive reserve 
system in the rangelands, which was an area that was severely underrepresented in the reserve 
system. It is true that the purchases included land in a range of conditions through to degraded, but 
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it is really quite difficult to find extensive patches of country in the pastoral rangelands that do not 
have a mix of range conditions, including degraded land. Most pastoral leases I think would be 
characterised by — 
The CHAIRMAN: That is not a criticism; it is the reality that you have faced. 
Mr McNamara: That is right. The reality also is that the government of the day provided us with 
an ongoing budget phased in of $1.05 million per annum to look after the Gascoyne–Murchison 
acquisitions. That figure is a fact of life and as indicated in our submission, we have augmented that 
amount by reallocating some existing funds within the department and brought our expenditure 
probably closer to $2 million or thereabouts per annum rather than that $1 million. This was 
touched on at the last hearing. Clearly, from our point of view it would be desirable to have a 
greater budget for management of those lands, but that is a matter for government and government 
priorities across the board. I make the comment, though, again I think that the act of acquisition in 
its own right and the reduction of total grazing pressure by the removal of livestock, the removal or 
reduction in feral animals and the reduction of kangaroo grazing pressure of itself allows for 
recovery, even though that takes an extended period of time. That is evident on pastoral leases that I 
am familiar with, such as Peron Station, which I also mentioned at the last hearing. It was purchased 
about 18 or 19 years ago and the vegetation recovery is very evident and it is really achieved by 
virtue of the reduction of total grazing pressure. So, yes, it would be nice to have more, but even in 
the absence of the funding that might be desirable, conservation objectives can still be achieved and 
one just has to recognise that in the rangelands, recovery is a long-term process.  
[10.30 am] 
The CHAIRMAN: How many hectares have you acquired, including the pastoral leases purchased 
before the Gascoyne–Murchison—six million hectares? 
Mr McNamara: It is in the order of six million hectares. 
The CHAIRMAN: So you have six million hectares out there and $2 million is about 30c per 
hectare—that you are operating. 
Mr McNamara: That is about right. 
The CHAIRMAN: Then when you purchase a property you have bit of expenditure for destocking 
and fencing. So the capital money required depends upon the flow of your purchases. Again, it 
impacts your ability to put in fences, destock and treat stations, including homesteads. It affects 
your good neighbour relations; that is, if you cannot do that effectively it has the potential to impact 
adjacent pastoral leases. One of the key issues is that your budget for operating and for changing to 
conservation is exceedingly low. 
Mr McNamara: It would clearly be desirable to have a higher budget to manage those areas better 
than we do, and to have the capacity to better control feral animals, to better rehabilitate the land, 
and to make sure all the homesteads are occupied and so on. We clearly are of that view. But as you 
know, governments face the difficult task of deciding priorities about spending. 
The CHAIRMAN: Yes. Now given that, you do not have plans to buy more leases, do you? 
Mr McNamara: As I said at the last hearing, the acquisition of Dirk Hartog Island was finalised 
last year, and I think there was one other pastoral lease purchased last year by the department for 
conservation. We currently are not actively expanding the conservation reserve system in the 
pastoral rangelands. We are still purchasing some lands in other parts of the state. We would not 
necessarily deny an opportunity for a strategic acquisition in the rangelands, but we are not actively 
pursuing that at the moment. Indeed, we do not currently have a budget that would allow us to be 
doing that actively. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Which brings us back to the oversight of the program: Obviously, this 
program has been running now for quite some time, and as DEC has been acquiring the 
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management of former pastoral leases, the management concerns with respect to the land that you 
have under your jurisdiction have been evident along the way. Do you put forward a business plan 
and a management plan? Obviously, if you are acquiring more land you will need an extra $500 000 
a year, or whatever it happens to be, to manage that—to have caretakers on it. So, before you 
purchase the properties, what kind of assurance do you have that you will have a budgetary 
inclusion for the management of that property? It seems like you are constantly purchasing 
properties and are behind the eight ball when going in to say that you need money to manage them. 
Surely, if you are going to purchase it, you have to have the management built into your budget. 
Mr McNamara: That would be desirable, but the history of conservation in Australia generally, 
and in Western Australia, has been that governments have acquired lands and created reserves 
generally without a management budget in advance, and those things are addressed subsequently 
and gradually. There are some exceptions to that. We have certainly had budgets in advance for 
regional parks in the Perth area. We have had budgets in advance for some of the marine parks in 
the last 10 years or so. But as a general rule, there has not been a budget increase in advance of the 
acquisition of land for conservation. That has been a long-term situation and it is one that is 
generally addressed, as I have said, subsequently and progressively. 
The CHAIRMAN: But that is a flaw in the process. If you go out and buy a big block of land, 
convert it to an estate and it acts as a sanctuary for pests and fires and whatnot, that is a problem. 
Mr McNamara: I think that the latter part of the comment about us being a sanctuary for pests and 
fires is arguable. I think that we get just as many of those things come across the fence the other 
way in a lot of cases. But, and as we were at some pains to explain previously, we certainly play our 
part as best we can in feral animal control and, indeed, in fire management. I guess the flip side of 
the argument that you make is that if there were a clear position that no land would be added to the 
conservation estate without an adequate budget for management in advance or at the same time, 
there might be no additions to the conservation estate. And in this state we are still short of the 
benchmarks, if you like, for a comprehensive, adequate, representative conservation reserve system. 
We have been operating consistent with the history of conservation in this state—which is one of 
the improved management of fires—for acquisitions. Indeed, we are a large department. We have 
resources across the state, and we are flexible in our allocation and reallocation of those resources.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: On this topic: obviously, these things come down to questions of budget 
and allocation, which are decisions for government and not for the department. But I am asking if 
there are specific ecosystems in the rangelands that you believe are not represented in the 
conservation estate and, therefore, are there parts of the rangelands seen to be needed to be included 
in the conservation estate? 
Mr McNamara: I think that the answer to that is still yes. I do not have specific data on that with 
me, but if we were to examine the vegetation mapping, ecosystem mapping and wetland mapping 
and so on across the state, we would still identify areas and values that are unrepresented in the 
conservation estate. I would think, for example, that the Fortescue marshes area in the Pilbara 
would probably be a good example. The definition of rangelands is one that covers a large part of 
Australia—from the agricultural zone, everything north and inland of it. It includes all the deserts as 
well as the Kimberley country—and also in the lower Kimberley, in the Fitzroy Valley system, 
there is a very low representation of conservation reserves. So there are certainly areas of the state 
where the conservation reserve system is inadequate and I am sure that there will be particular 
features around the state or particular occurrences of particular ecosystems that still warrant 
reservation. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Do you have any further comment? 
Mr Gillen: Specifically, within the Murchison catchment representation—the Murchison River is 
very poorly represented at the moment. One of the reasons for that is that it tends to be one of the 
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few areas that are still rated as reasonably high pastoral value and so their accessibility on the 
market is very much lower. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Okay; from that I have two subsequent questions. The first is: it has been 
put to us that really you bought all this land that you do not want because it came as a package. If 
you had bought just the bits that you wanted and left for pastoral land the bits that you did not need, 
you could have perhaps bought the areas that you do not have represented—that is the first part of 
the question. The second part of the question is: if you are looking for this representation from these 
other areas, would you only buy the small area and do some sort of deal with the pastoralists rather 
than buy the complete station and get the conservation area that you need plus the degraded 
farmland or degraded pastoral land that you do not need or that is already represented in the estate? 
Mr McNamara: I will commence by, I think, refuting the notion that we bought lands that we do 
not want. Each property was evaluated; they were evaluated both in a visit by Tony Brandis—who 
coordinated the program and who was the author of the book that we provided committee members 
with at the preliminary briefing a few weeks ago—and by an accompanying examination of 
vegetation mapping and soil mapping and the like.  
[10.40 am] 
In terms of buying portions of leases and participating in adjustment programs, we also commented 
previously. In about half the cases we bought parts of leases; we did not buy whole leases. We did 
participate in some structural adjustment, but Mr Gillen expanded at a previous hearing on the 
reasons why there was not a lot of that adjustment, and most of those reasons fell to the views and 
availability of pastoralists to participate in this. I also reiterate the comment I made previously that 
in arid and semiarid ecosystems one is generally looking at sizeable areas to achieve conservation 
outcomes because of the ebb and flow of environmental conditions and climatic conditions and the 
fact therefore that maintenance of viable populations of plants and animals often requires 
reasonably large areas. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Of the six million hectares that are under your control, is there any income 
stream coming in from any of them whatsoever, such as tourism, subleasing or anything along that 
line at all? 
Mr Gillen: There is a range of tourism opportunity that is an associated with those lands, but it is 
very much at the lower end of tourism—the camping, four-wheel driving and touring tourism—so 
as an income stream it is very low. 
Mr McNamara: If I could just elaborate, though, the department has an income stream in its parks 
and visitor services line of business, if you like, of, I think, $14 million per annum. I would stand 
corrected on that. I have not rehearsed for the budget estimates yet. It is about of that order, through 
park entry fees, through leases and licences and concessions, and through camping and so on. So 
there is an income stream, but as you can imagine, it is heavily biased to popular locations, coastal 
locations, Purnululu, the Bungles, the pool reserve, coastal national parks and the like, where there 
are high visitation rates. 
The CHAIRMAN: Do you see much potential for this? 
Mr McNamara: I do. I see over time significant potential in the inland touring market—the grey 
nomad market included. I see significant potential for these properties to link up and provide those 
sorts of opportunities for camping and caravanning. Indeed, I think that once they are converted to 
an appropriate form of conservation reserve and, if you like, coloured in accordingly on the map, 
they will more readily form part of that sort of circuit in inland tourism. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Along a similar line, in “The Gascoyne–Murchison Rangeland Strategy” on 
page 41, which is attachment 10, it outlines DEC’s contribution to the adjustment process and 
states — 
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• purchasing whole or part leases;  
• participating in the proposed adjustment process; and 
• employing members of the community to assist in managing the reserves. 

What employment of the community for assistance with the management does DEC undertake? 
Secondly, it has been put to us by some pastoralists that they would have liked to be part of some 
sort of collaborative management of the leases. Can you just tell us firstly about your use of 
members of the community to assist in managing these reserves and also do you rule out ever using 
existing pastoralists in some sort of collaborative way to help in the management of these properties 
that you have taken over? 
Mr Gillen: I think we have dealt with the question of employment or providing opportunities 
through the process of appointing caretakers and tenants. Those have generally been open calls for 
expressions of interest where the original pastoralist has moved on following the purchase. 
Sometimes those people have stayed on for a while and then moved on and we have replaced them, 
and we have done that through an open expression of interest call. We have worked with many 
pastoralists in relation to joint boundary fencing projects in relation to replacement or maintenance 
of fence arrangements. We have used pastoralists on some properties to undertake maintenance, 
such as road grading and facility upgrade; for instance, sometimes when they have got machinery 
available we can use it to help replace tanks or other sorts of maintenance activity. So we certainly 
do not rule out that opportunity. We certainly provide assistance to our neighbours in relation to 
mustering, but we also have arrangements with many properties to allow them to undertake the 
mustering, say, of goats in the Murchison, when they undertake particularly aerial mustering over 
their property, we have always made provision for them to do a sweep over the adjoining property, 
and that way they get the benefit, if you like, of the commercial return from any animals that they 
can pick out from that opportunity, but also it obviously works well for us as well. 
Mr McNamara: Just to add specifically to part of your question, I would never rule out that we 
would avail ourselves of the services and opportunities with neighbouring pastoralists to perform 
various management functions, but it is really a horses-for-courses situation. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Just following up on that, the general thrust that I am getting for this 
program and the general impression I am getting from both Tony Brandis’ work and also from 
DEC’s submissions is that generally speaking DEC believes that pastoralism is pretty much an 
unsustainable industry in the rangelands. If you would not mind commenting on that, and then, 
further to that, you have pastoralists and people who want to stay on the land. In the context of that 
view that pastoralism is not sustainable, perhaps there might be opportunities for some kind of 
remuneration being given to pastoralists in return for destocking neighbouring properties to DEC 
and helping to manage the DEC conservation estate. I am just wondering if DEC has explored that 
as an opportunity or a possibility. 
Mr McNamara: The question of our belief on the sustainability or otherwise of pastoralism in one 
sense is not a matter for us to answer, but what I will say is that the Gascoyne–Murchison strategy 
had its very clear beginnings in a pastoral wool industry task force report, which itself said that a 
significant proportion of pastoral leases were unviable and could never be viable. The answer to the 
question about do we believe that pastoralism is sustainable varies from area to area. Clearly, there 
are pastoral leases that are not viable, and I am sure there are others that are good businesses and are 
viable. That varies across the state geographically and it varies with the sort of livestock. I am sure 
it varies according to distance from market and various other things as well. So there is no single 
answer that is either yes or no. It really depends on the property in question and the way that 
businesses run. It is more a matter for either the Department of Agriculture and Food or the Pastoral 
Lands Board to provide a judgement of the overall sustainability of the pastoral industry. The 
question of, if you like, stewardship, which is what the second part of your question goes to, there 
has been discussion across Australia in the last decade or more that a more appropriate way to 
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manage rangelands in the face of pastoral industry decline might be to retain those same pastoral 
families on those properties through some form of stewardship payment that would pay them to 
provide the services of controlling ferals and so on and perhaps being involved in sandalwood 
industries and in future in the carbon economy through restoration of those lands and so on. There 
has never been the adoption of a broad-based program either at the state level or nationally that has 
tried to submit that idea of a broad-based stewardship-type payment approach. 
The CHAIRMAN: Have you done any work internally at what that would mean, how you could 
implement such a scheme and how would you targeted or anything like that? 
Mr McNamara: I am not aware that we have really gone down that path of exploring it. I am just 
aware of it as a policy idea discussion that gets raised at national ministerial councils and in the 
forums that we generally operating. Mr Wyre might have something to add. 
Mr Wyre: All I can add is that, as the director general has stated, this has been a common thread 
for many, many years and through many reviews of the rangelands, and certainly the recent review 
of the southern rangelands that Wendy Duncan chaired came out with a pretty similar answer, and it 
was a need for diversification and new ideas and new ways of making people’s stay in the 
rangelands a profitable experience for themselves and for the environment. Nationally there has 
been a lot of focus on what this would involve, but the limits with Kyoto in terms of the ability to 
raise funds from the carbon economy have caused some issues there. 
[10.50 am] 
Certainly the working groups that Minister Alannah MacTiernan set up after the Gascoyne muster 
in about 2003 looked at this profitability and diversification issue as well. There does not seem to be 
a single magic answer. There seems to be a range of different answers, depending on the individual 
scenario.  
Mr McNamara: It is certainly an area of policy and practice that can be explored. It is not a matter 
just for our agency to do that. But even if we were to go down that path, it is still appropriate in the 
mix of land in the rangelands to have a core conservation reserve system. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I just want to follow on with a tangentially related issue. You have got six 
million hectares. I am not asking you to identify any particular area, but imagine that we found a 
couple of hundred thousand hectares in that six million hectares that was not needed in the reserve 
system. Would it be legally and technically possible to return that land to be used for pastoral 
purposes? I am not asking for a debate about whether that should be done. I am just saying are there 
any technical issues that we would need to consider if any of that land were to be returned? 
Mr McNamara: If I could for a second set aside the issue of native title — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, certainly. 
Mr McNamara: Then the answer to your question is yes; there is no reason why action could not 
be taken to take that land out of unallocated crown land and reallocate it for pastoral purposes. But 
there are two issues that I would raise in respect of that. Firstly, the land was purchased with money 
set aside for conservation reserves, and it was assisted in almost all cases by commonwealth money 
under the national reserve system program that is earmarked for that purpose and that purpose 
alone. There is a contractual expectation with the commonwealth government that that will be the 
outcome. The second issue is native title, I am not a native title expert, but whether native title has 
been extinguished on pastoral leases can in some cases vary according to when the pastoral lease 
was created. As I understand it, when land reverts from pastoral lease to unallocated crown land, to 
then make a further change to the status of that land requires the future act provisions of the Native 
Title Act to be complied with. So it is not necessarily a straightforward thing to say that that land 
could be returned to pastoral lease status or freehold or conservation reserve in each case, because 
there are native title act requirements be to be met. 
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The CHAIRMAN: If the land is subsequently converted and there is some sort of conservation 
estate, then there is a legal impediment to taking a portion of it back to pastoral lease? Is that what 
you are saying? 
Mr McNamara: I do not thing “legal impediment” is the right words. The fundamentals of the 
Land Administration Act are that land, according to its category of reservation and its class of 
reservation, is subject to various forms of protection, through to A-class reserves, national parks and 
state forest, and that requires tabling in both Houses of Parliament to do excisions. Every year in the 
Parliament there are excisions from some of those lands for a variety of purposes. There are other 
classes of reserve where those excisions can be made administratively without Parliament. So, once 
again it goes to the category and the class of a particular reserve. Those things can be done. There 
are just different steps that need to be gone through according to the Land Administration Act status 
of the land.  
The CHAIRMAN: One of the issues that has come up repeatedly, particularly in the goldfields, is a 
concern that once a lease has been converted to some form of conservation lease, it will put more 
hurdles in front of mining and exploration, and prospecting and development. I understand that 
there are five different categories of conservation reserve, and that the requirements for exploration 
and development vary across those five different categories. Can you comment on that? 
Mr McNamara: Yes, I can. Once again—that is touched on in our submission and in our evidence 
previously—the access for exploration and mining ranges from requiring the concurrence of the 
Minister for Environment for exploration in a national park or an A-class nature reserve, through to 
the approval of both houses of Parliament for a mine in a national park on an A-class nature reserve. 
It then cascades down from that to various other levels of approval and recommendation on the part 
of the environment minister for the different categories of reserve. We specifically recommended to 
government several years ago that the category of “conservation park” be used for the vast majority 
of these lands. That is a category under the Conservation and Land Management Act that is more 
open to exploration and mining in national parks and nature reserves both by law and by policy. 
That is why we specifically advocated the category of “conservation park”, because we are realistic 
about the importance of exploration and mining. The previous Labor government did get to the 
point where it approved conservation park reservation for the first batch of about half of these 
former pastoral leases. It was going to deal with the second batch subsequently, but there has 
obviously been a change of government since and the reservation was not finalised during that term 
of government. We have set schedules of standard conditions for exploration on various classes of 
CALM Act lands. We routinely deal with the mining industry and the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum on giving approvals for that access. Any proposal can be subject to assessment by the 
Environmental Protection Authority quite separate from processes under the CALM Act and the 
Mining Act. We have a further category of land in the CALM Act under section 5(1)(h), which does 
not have a title like national park, nature reserve or conservation park but is more a miscellaneous 
category of land. Under that section of the act, you can design or tailor-make the purpose of 
reservation to any particular patch of land for any purpose that you choose to give, I guess, so long 
as it is consistent with conservation. 
The CHAIRMAN: What did you say that was? 
Mr McNamara: Section 5(1)(h). There is also section 5(1)(g). Section 5(1)(g) is more 
circumscribed in its use and applies historically. Section 5(1)(h) is the one we are talking about 
here. I would point out that the Gindalbie mine at Mt Karara, which is going ahead absolutely full 
bore at the moment as a major mine in the mid west, is slap bang in the middle of one of the stations 
that we have bought. 
The CHAIRMAN: Was the exploration done before you purchased it? 
Mr McNamara: Probably. Exploration would have been going on — 
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Mr Gillen: It was very minor at that stage. 
Mr McNamara: Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN:  When did you purchase that one? 
Mr McNamara: We will look that up while I am talking about it. The mine was only opened in 
about October last year. 
[11.00 am] 
The CHAIRMAN: A lot of development work had been done. 
Mr McNamara: Sure. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Can I just follow up on this topic? In some respects, if BHP or Rio, or even 
a company like Gindalbie, had found something on your lands, it is pretty fair to say that there 
would be some resolution to allow access. But, on the other hand, if a person has a miner’s right and 
goes onto even those former leases today, which is currently crown land, they have their rights 
under law but they might not get the same level of cooperation, if I can put it in those terms. What 
would you say about those people who are operating at the very bottom of the minerals industry and 
are effectively living only hand to mouth? 
Mr McNamara: Firstly, I will inform you that Karara was purchased by us in 2002 and the mine 
was opened in 2009. 
The material that was published by the government when the decision was announced to convert the 
first batch of leases to conservation park includes some quite detailed information on access by 
prospectors and explorers. I think that is in the package that we provided, but I would need to 
refresh my memory by going to the details. Certainly, the different categories of land that we 
manage can provide for that access, including miner’s right access as I understand it. But I must say 
that there are plenty of examples that I have seen of exploration activity that has not been carried 
out in the most environmentally friendly way, and it is appropriate that there be some standard 
conditions and some standard permission-giving processes for people to access land that is managed 
by the department. We are not out to deny access in the vast majority of the pastoral lands that we 
have purchased, but it is appropriate that there be proper conditions governing that access for both 
environmental purposes and safety and other purposes. We need to know when people are operating 
on the lands that we manage because we carry out other operations, including burning and aerial 
shooting and other on-ground operations, and we need to know who is there doing what. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It has been put to us that there is a practice, at least in the Goldfields, of 
effectively denying access to people with miners’ right regardless of legal and other requirements. 
Effectively, anyone who turns up with a miner’s right is told, “No, you can’t” rather than, “These 
are the rules; please obey them.” 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Further to that, the comment has been made that this is a conservation park 
and a conservation park extinguishes a miner’s prospecting rights. That has been put to people who 
want to fossick, if you like. 
Mr McNamara: I would need to refresh my memory as to what was agreed in, I think, 2008 on that 
and what was published by the government at the time. I am not expert in the precise entitlements 
of miners’ rights and so on. But in terms of what the committee has been told at Kalgoorlie and 
elsewhere, it would be helpful to know precisely what land people were referring to. There are 
existing national parks, nature reserves and some conservation park in those areas. In this inquiry 
we are talking about land that is still unallocated crown land legally and we are talking about a 
proposed reserve status that still allows for exploration. 
The CHAIRMAN: It was related to the inquiry into DEC land that was formerly pastoral lease and 
is currently unallocated crown land. The clear statement was that when they go in there, DEC is 
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treating their exploration as though the land has already been converted to a conservation estate; 
that is, they have to do flora and fauna surveys if they want to do exploration. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: This is any level of exploration. It might be just a small outfit. We are not 
talking about big companies; we are talking about small people. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I think they also told us that signs had been put up by DEC not to come onto 
the land. 
The CHAIRMAN: Their point is that it is, in a de facto sense, already being treated as a 
conservation estate rather than as pure unallocated crown land and that their rights to access it are 
being restricted as though it were conservation land. 
Mr McNamara: We certainly generally manage the land as though it were a conservation estate, 
because that is the purpose for which it has been purchased, but we do that within the legal 
limitations. In attachment 18 to our submission, there is some specific information about miners’ 
rights and the like. Without being given time to read that—we have covered some of that in our 
written submission—I do not have a lot of expertise in the specifics of the entitlements of miners’ 
rights and so on. But, as I said, it is appropriate that there be some standard types of conditions 
governing the environmental considerations around people carrying out exploration activities on 
lands that we look after. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: You say in attachment 18 that options for regulated fossicking are being 
considered under the CALM act. So, under that, you may be looking at allowing some sort of 
fossicking? 
Mr McNamara: I think that was an undertaking that we gave at that time to the prospectors 
association. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: But nothing has happened as yet? 
Mr Gillen: As I understand it, we are continuing to work through that with the Department of 
Mines and Petroleum. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: There are obviously various different levels of conservation park. Under the 
IUCN categories, most of the definitions in those six or so categories seem to, almost by way of 
definition, specifically exclude any kind of mining activity. You mentioned section 5(1)(h) as being 
the area that you are looking at as a way of coming up with a category that will cover these pastoral 
leases and perhaps include provision for exploration activity. Obviously, it is a bit of a concern if 
there is a whole area of land that will now not be available for any kind of mining or exploration. Is 
there an ability to come up with a different level of conservation park? From everything I have seen, 
as soon as it becomes a conservation park, you immediately put too many hurdles in the way of 
small-scale exploration possibilities. 
Mr McNamara: I do not think that is quite true in Western Australia. Firstly, the IUCN categories 
are internationally adopted, but they are not in any way binding. There is not a one-to-one 
relationship between the categories and definitions that are used in Western Australian legislation 
and the IUCN categories. In law in Western Australia, exploration and mining can occur in national 
parks in A-class nature reserves. It was a policy of the previous government that that not occur, but 
in law it can occur with various checks and balances through to, as I said earlier, parliamentary 
approval in the case of actual mining. There are lots of nature reserves that are not class A, and they 
are accessible now for exploration and mining. There are lands that are in conservation park now 
that are now accessible for exploration and mining. There is land in state forests and there is land in 
timber reserves that is accessible for mining. We specifically proposed the category of conservation 
park, as I said earlier, to provide for mining industry access. We are specifically considering the 
option of section 5(1)(h) as a miscellaneous reserve predominantly for the reason of providing a 
practical regime and an acceptable regime in terms of mining industry access, while still having a 
form of conservation estate. 
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The CHAIRMAN: Right now on land owned by, say, pastoral lessees, which is basically a form of 
government-owned land, prospectors and miners have certain rights. When you take some of those 
and convert them to yours—they have certain standards that they must meet—I think generally you 
are saying that they must have a different one once you acquire it, even as unallocated crown land. 
The concern is that there is a regime of certain requirements if you want to explore or develop, and 
that when it converts to unallocated crown land, those rights should remain, but that because you 
are going to some form of conservation estate, there is a higher level of checks or requirements to 
get access to the land. That is the concern. There is also an issue of uncertainty about what that level 
will be and will it be retrospective. That is what we would really like to explore—whether these 
concerns are valid. You have raised this issue and some other people have raised this. Rather than 
having one of the various types of conservation reserve or conservation park, you might use 
something like this 5(1)(h) and more clearly specify the miner’s rights. You might want to classify 
some of the pastoralists in different ways—that is, some as conservation park, which has a higher 
level, and perhaps some as 5(1)(h) more tailored. 
Mr McNamara: Those are the options that are being considered. There is no thought at all that I 
am aware of about any retrospective application of any controls that might be put in place. We 
have, and have had for a couple of decades, an extensive series of standard conditions for different 
categories of land in different parts of the state with the Department of Mines and Petroleum. We 
have been going through an exercise over the past 12 months or so, consistent with the 
government’s approvals reform agenda, of looking at those standard conditions and trying to 
simplify them. That exercise is not yet complete, but it is nearing completion. The Director General 
of the Department of Mines and Petroleum and I and our respective ministers intend to adopt those 
revised standard conditions sooner rather than later, which will simplify what is expected of 
explorers in particular. The question in front of us is whether the ultimate set of conditions that 
normally apply on unallocated crown land should be different from those that should apply on the 
lands that we have purchased for conservation. On unallocated crown land, we have no direct 
role—no statutory role. People can just apply, use their entitlement under the Mining Act, go on 
those lands and carry out their activities. I would take the view that it is appropriate, given that 
those lands have been acquired for conservation, that there be conditions that require liaison with 
our department and some appropriate standards. Those standards might already be adequately in 
place on UCL, but that is a matter of detail. I reiterate that I think it is appropriate that we have a 
role in that process and that we know about the activities that have been authorised on the land. 
What I can say very clearly is that we recognise the importance of the mining industry and we want 
to have a practical regime of approving access that allows appropriate access but also looks after 
conservation values. 
The CHAIRMAN: How far are you as a department in discussion with the minister about changing 
these former leases into some sort of conservation estate? 
Mr McNamara: The situation is that the previous government made an announcement in 
September 2007 about the first batch. As I said, that cleared, if you like, the policy.  
[11.13 am] 
The CHAIRMAN: How much was in that first batch? 
Mr McNamara: About 2.7 million hectares; about half, or a little under half, the land in question. 
Mostly it is a conservation park, with some in addition to a national park. That cleared the policy 
agenda, if you like, in terms of mining issues and other interests, apart from native title. We then 
had to work through the native title issue to achieve reservation. That was not concluded before the 
change of government and the second batch was not progressed through to a government decision 
under the previous government, so the whole lot sits there, if you like, on hold at the moment. With 
the present government, the focus has been on a range of issues other than this—areas such as 
approvals reform, the Kimberley strategy that we are working on, the Great Western Woodlands 
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and quite a range of other normal challenges and tasks of the department and the minister. There has 
not been a particular focus on progressing the question of reservation of those lands. We are 
conscious that it is something that does need to be progress. I have been working with the Director 
General of the Department of Mines and Petroleum on the broad issue, and part of the answer 
before it gets put to government, is to deal with things like agreed standard conditions for access by 
the mining industry, so we are dealing with some of those policy issues in advance of going back to 
the government. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: We have flown over Meekatharra, Mt Magnet and places like that, and 
mining and exploration obviously has a pretty serious environmental impact in certain cases, which 
has to be in total conflict with what your department is trying to achieve with respect to 
conservation. Is there any parallel agenda running with the purchase of these leases to try to prevent 
that degradation? I know you are saying that you are working on ways to ensure that mining access 
can still be allowed, but when we had a look at where the purchases are, a lot of them are over those 
areas where it is highly likely, if not known, that there are iron ore reserves et cetera. 
Mr McNamara: The state supports the mining industry and we recognise the importance of the 
mining industry to the state and the nation; it is fundamentally important. It is not a matter of total 
conflict, I do not think; there is space out there—plenty of space, actually—for both conservation 
and mining outcomes, but there are some particular areas of conflict where biodiversity values and 
leaseholder values conflict with mining interests. Those issues are heightened in the banded iron 
formations and in the greenstone areas of Ravensthorpe, where there is a high overlap between 
mining and biodiversity value. Generally, in the rangelands, there is plenty of room for both. The 
actual mining footprint as distinct from the exploration footprint is quite small, but there is a 
challenge for us where, for example, in the banded iron formations of the south western part of the 
pastoral rangelands, there is a very high coincidence between iron ore interests and landscape 
features with a high biodiversity value, such as Mt Karara. In that case, the government goes 
through the due process that it goes through—there is a full EPA assessment. The mining of Mt 
Karara by Gindalbie has been approved and the mining of some other immediately adjacent 
deposits has also been approved. It has been agreed as part of that set of decisions that some areas 
will be conserved and, indeed, will be included in A-class nature reserves. Similarly, Sinosteel 
MidWest had an approval last year as well, in the same general region, which leaves some areas 
being approved for mining and the government agreeing that other areas will be conserved. It is 
appropriate that representative areas of this state are conserved and not mined, but that is a decision-
making process in each case. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: A side issue to that—I cannot recall exactly what you said—is that if mining 
is allowed to coexist, what about issues such as sandalwood picking and those sorts of very low-
impact but job-creating activities for those areas? 
Mr McNamara: Sandalwood is a native plant, obviously, and the position is that in conservation 
reserves, the harvesting or exploitation of native flora and fauna is not permitted. Those areas really 
represent unharvested areas, reference areas and scientifically valuable areas where we have 
populations that are not exploited. I think that in any harvest of a wild resource, it is important that 
there are some areas that are unharvested. We do that in state forests, in marine parks and in the 
rangelands as well. The mining one is, if you like, an exceptional case in that sense, because of its 
value and because mineral resources are where they are—they do not move around very much. 
Sandalwood is available broadly. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: So it is okay for a Caterpillar D11 to run through the bushes, but people with 
a four-wheel-drive ute and a trailer would certainly be lower impact than a road line through those 
areas. 
Mr McNamara: But it goes to the point that we have a portion of the landscape held in 
representative areas for conservation; the sandalwood industry can operate in all the rest of the 
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rangelands, and does. The Forest Products Commission has carriage of the sustainability of the 
sandalwood industry in the rangelands, rather than our department, but as you say, there are 
challenges in the sustainability of the sandalwood harvest in that recruitment is severely impacted 
and, indeed, prevented by excessive grazing and by livestock and goats. I will not elaborate on that; 
I do not have the detailed knowledge to elaborate much on the sandalwood industry, but it is an area 
where there are some legitimate concerns about long-term sustainability. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: On a more general subject, a number of the people that we have spoken to 
have expressed that they have been an expectation that there will be some amendments made to the 
Conservation and Land Management Act. I think one of the groups was an Indigenous group. Can 
you give us any idea how the proposed amendments to the CALM act will relate to pastoral leases, 
the management of pastoral leases and other issues around that area? 
Mr McNamara: Obviously changes to legislation are matters, firstly, for cabinet consideration and 
then government introduction to the Parliament. There are no amendments to the CALM act that are 
currently in a parliamentary process, but there are a number that are contemplated and are under 
active discussion and consideration presently within the department, with other agencies and with 
our minister. It is a matter of public record that some of the native title settlements that have been 
reached—the Miriuwung and Gajerrong settlement, the Murujuga in the Burrup area and the 
Yawuru in the Broome area—provide for conservation reserves to be jointly managed between the 
department and Aboriginal people. Legislation to give effect to that requirement in those binding 
agreements is to be pursued. The minister and I administer, I think, the only national park 
legislation in this country—there might be one or two other cases, but I am not specifically aware of 
any—that is silent on Aboriginal cultural heritage and other Aboriginal values being an objective of 
park management. That is a deficiency that has long been recognised; most other jurisdictions have 
very clear and strong provisions to say that one of the reasons we manage national parks, apart from 
flora, fauna and recreational tourism, is for the protection of Aboriginal heritage values. We 
practice joint management, but we practice it without a legislative footing, and it is intended that the 
CALM act will be amended to provide for an objective of the lands we manage being jointly 
managed with Aboriginal people and Aboriginal heritage being protected. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Will that include things like hunting rights and the like, which has been part 
of Aboriginal culture for such a long period of time? I think some of those groups have expressed to 
us that that is a concern; they want to still be able to go to those areas and do the things they have 
done historically. 
Mr McNamara: I very much understand that, and those are matters that will form part of the policy 
considerations the government will have to give, but certainly with regard to customary uses, 
including hunting and gathering, it is proposed that we should provide for such uses, but also with 
the ability to restrict or stop such uses where there are conservation or safety reasons for doing so. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Further to heritage issues, obviously we have the ancient Aboriginal heritage 
we have just been talking about, but that is now intertwined with the pastoral heritage of some of 
these areas also. Has any thought been given to the inclusion of some of that pastoral heritage when 
looking at the heritage provisions and considerations of the CALM act? In talking with some of the 
Aboriginal groups in these areas, they actually have a heritage link to pastoral leases and some of 
them are quite dismayed at the loss of heritage value. To give you a concept of where I am coming 
from, when we look at the conservation network and compare areas that are degraded to pastoralism 
as opposed to areas that are currently going through conservation, it provides a contrast, if you like, 
of part of our heritage that perhaps may not necessarily be the best environmental history for us to 
preserve, but there may be some merit in preserving some of that pastoral history when we look at 
Aboriginal heritage issues as well. Has any consideration being given to that? 
Mr McNamara: That is sort of a broad question again; the CALM act does not deal with built 
heritage as such. There is separate legislation that governs built heritage in this state, and we are 
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bound by that—the Heritage of Western Australia Act. We work through that, in relation to assets 
like homesteads, with the Heritage Council of Western Australia. We seek to discharge our 
obligations under the heritage act, but there has not been an identified need to amend the CALM act 
to give effect to built cultural heritage objectives. The joint management one with Aboriginal 
people is quite a specific objective that does require amendment of the legislation. As we have said 
in our previous appearance and as detailed in the table that we have provided, 18 of the 23 
homesteads of the lands that we have purchased are occupied. We strongly believe that having 
people living in and caretaking those places is the best form of heritage protection in that sense. I 
know that, for example, at Peron station in Shark Bay, we have done a lot to restore and care for the 
shearing shed and so on, to make it part of the interpretation of the homestead area for visitors and 
so on. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: And the heritage act overrides anything you want to do? Obviously I guess it 
would; you could not knock down a heritage-listed building or dam or something if you felt it was 
in your best interests, or some other structure.  
[11.30 am] 
Mr McNamara: We are required to comply with the requirements of that act. If there is something 
listed under that legislation and we want to take some action on it, we need to work with the 
Heritage Council and have agreement or permission.  
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Would you agree that one of the problems has been that once DEC has taken 
over a property, got rid of the owners and destocked, that the heritage value diminishes really 
quickly due to vandalism, lack of care—white ants get in and all those bits and pieces? I see a note 
here that the Shire of Perenjori has concerns about Warriedar being demolished, even now. We 
heard that a lot of places were concerned about the built heritage side of those stations.  
Mr McNamara: Once again, I agree that there is that deterioration and it is quite rapid; vandalism 
occurs quite rapidly if these places are left unoccupied and unattended. That is why we have the 
caretaker and tenants program that we do. We have liaised directly with the Heritage Council on 
Warriedar. I will ask Mr Gillen to elaborate on the current state of affairs there.  
Mr Gillen: We have been talking with the Heritage Council regarding Warriedar in terms of its 
assessment and value from a state heritage point of view. We have received advice on that from 
them indicating it is not rated as something that needs to be on the state list. Certainly we have been 
considering the demolition of Warriedar because it was not required by us and because of its current 
condition. I have spoken recently with the Shire of Perenjori in relation to its interests there. We 
have been talking about doing a joint inventory of the pastoral heritage across the area that we 
manage around Karara—Karara, Lochada, Burnerbinmah and Warriedar—as part of the exercise of 
their interest in the cultural heritage of that area. We will progress those discussions with the Shire 
of Perenjori.  
Mr J.E. McGRATH: On this subject are you aware of any property that you have taken over 
where there is a heritage-listed homestead that does not have a caretaker or someone there?  
Mr Gillen: No.  
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: On a complete change of tack and on the Aboriginal side of things as well, 
some of the information we have received is about DEC’s policy of removing artificial water 
systems. A lot of the Aboriginal custodians are staying that they had artificial watering points in 
place that predate pastoralism, and that some pastoral watering points are on the points that the 
Indigenous people had occupied for many years, and that your policy of total artificial water source 
removal has perhaps implemented a harsher regime with respect to the environment than what was 
in place before pastoralism. I am wondering, with this policy that you have of shutting down the 
artificial water sources, do you have any independent scientific evidence to corroborate that is the 
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correct policy? Is that in operation in other areas where people are trying to preserve their 
rangelands or is that basically driven by your department?  
Mr McNamara: I can perhaps answer first. We do not have a policy of total removal of artificial 
waters. We are trying to remove most of the artificial waters, but we do maintain some for 
management, including fire fighting purposes; we deliberately maintain some. I am not aware of the 
circumstance to which you refer where a pastoral water supply has been constructed on or enlarges 
upon, or whatever, a previous water supply that was created or maintained by Aboriginal people. If 
any instances along those lines were drawn to our attention, I am sure that we would work with the 
relevant Aboriginal people to satisfy their desires in conserving that part of their heritage and their 
traditional use. I am not aware of any such instances, but as a matter of the policy we would work 
with them to get a satisfactory outcome. As for, if you like, the science of closing artificial waters to 
achieve conservation outcomes, it is abundantly clear in work that has been done, and indeed in first 
principles, that a network of artificial waters artificially sustains higher than normal populations of 
selected species such as the large kangaroos and also feral goats, and that the removal of artificial 
waters allows the potential to return to a more natural regime of the original wildlife. If you go to 
Barrow Island—I am not aware of any artificial waters on Barrow Island—the place is absolutely 
teaming with hare-wallabies, rock wallabies, possums, rock rats, bandicoots and range of other 
species that are mainly extinct on the mainland. On the mainland, sustained by artificial waters, we 
have huge populations of large grazers and basically nothing else in terms of mammalian fauna, 
apart from very small marsupials. The conservation science and the first principles that we operate 
on are sound. It is probably best to ask Mr Gillen if there are any particular instances, like the 
Aboriginal issue that you raised.  
Mr Gillen: I cannot think of anything in particular, but I can understand how that might have 
occurred. For instance, windmills might have been established on wells that might originally have 
been dug by Aboriginal people. When we close those sites, we either remove the windmill or 
decommission it. Those sites are still there, and if they did have particular values they could be re-
established in a way that reflect their previous value to Aboriginal people. In some instances where 
we have worked with Aboriginal people in relation to waters, it has usually been in relation to 
retaining water for their use. For instance, on the previous Waldburg lease, which is south of the 
Burringurrah community, we maintain two mills for their use to help them with kangaroo hunting, 
because it provides two points to which kangaroos are drawn. We have worked with them in that 
way, but I am not aware of any particular issues that have been raised with us about the impact of 
dewatering on sites of Aboriginal importance.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I want to change the topic a little to the question of neighbour relations. It 
is fair to say that there has been quite some level of animosity put to the committee from some of 
DEC’s neighbours in respect of its management of the lands. It is also fair to say that some of your 
neighbours have said that you are a good neighbour, but I would like to go to the question — 
The CHAIRMAN: I might add there are few. That is my assessment. There is a good neighbour 
issue here.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, absolutely. As a former union official, if I had the same relationship 
with the employers that I had to engage with as has been presented to us by some of your 
neighbours, I would not have been able to operate as a union official because there is no common 
ground at all—that is, from the people who have spoken to us, at least. In your good neighbour 
policy what is the view about, say, your engagement with other departments in respect of your 
neighbours? Do you have any policy on that?  
Mr McNamara: Sorry—in relation to?  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Let us say if you were in negotiation or something like that would you talk 
to other departments about your negotiations with leaseholders?  
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Mr McNamara: Let me start by saying that the good neighbour policy was developed and adopted 
as an initiative several years ago now following some animosity I would say over some land 
clearing issues in the agricultural zone. It was, in particular, a piece of work that we initiated with 
the farmers’ federation as a result of some of that animosity and difference. I think it was done very 
successfully. It was lauded when it was adopted and released by Minister Templeman several years 
ago on the boundary between Dryandra and the farm next door. It is fair to say that the good 
neighbour policy is more fully implemented in the south west of the state than the remainder of the 
state. That is a simple matter of arithmetic in my view at one level in terms of our capacity to be out 
and about. Being a good neighbour means being in contact and liaising with people and trying to do 
that on a sufficiently frequent basis. In the south west of the state we can do that through our 
numbers, through the density of our staff on the ground, through engagement in local government 
structures, through bushfire committees and through a whole range of things that interact with local 
communities and with neighbours, and our per hectare capacity, if you like, is greater than it is 
elsewhere in the state. We have the same intent elsewhere in the state, but it is a matter of capacity. 
You would know from your own travels the logistics and the time taken just to move from one 
pastoral lease to another, and to talk to all our neighbours regularly is not a simple matter. It is not a 
simple manner in face-to-face terms. In the further information that we will provide over the next 
couple of days, we will give you full details of our attendance at zone control authorities. That has 
been a high level of regular attendance right across the state. We certainly try to make use of those 
sorts of opportunities to meet with as many of our neighbours and stakeholders as we can when they 
are meeting for other purposes. As for talking to other departments when we are negotiating with 
land holders, I am not sure what context that might arise in. I guess most of our dealings with 
neighbours would be on straight neighbour-to-neighbour issues, which are really between them and 
us. The exception to that would be around dogs and other feral animals where the engagement is 
often structured through zone control authorities and their new biosecurity groups, where the 
Department of Agriculture and Food is obviously also a significant player.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Would it be your policy say—a hypothetical—if you are having difficulty 
in negotiation ask the health department to do a check of a commercial kitchen on the other 
leaseholder?  
Mr McNamara: That sort of operation on the other person’s leases is of no interest or business to 
us.  
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Can I — 
The CHAIRMAN: Let me deal with this, please.  
A submission was given to us by a Mr Quadrio, the lessee of the Granite Peak station, relating to 
some issues about fencing with Earaheedy. He had a protracted discussion about buying or getting 
some of the Earaheedy station land. This appears to be an issue relating to negotiations over a fence 
and we have a copy of a letter to the Pastoral Lands Board from the regional manager of the 
Goldfields’ DEC office stating that the CALM Goldfields office is having a problem with Mr 
Quadrio, being a neighbour, about how quickly he builds a barrier fence and that asked that the 
Pastoral Lands Board to have an urgent lease inspection of Granite Peak station to determine if Mr 
Quadrio is meeting his lease conditions and adequately managing his stock to reduce impacts on 
neighbours. That happened. The Pastoral Lands Board held an inquiry into Mr Quadrio’s property 
soon after receiving this letter. It was in the middle of the summer, during the hot period, and 
although Granite Peak passed this inspection it caused stocking rates to be drastically reduced and 
potentially took $500 000 off the value of the lease. This was a particularly controversial issue, 
because it was not just issues with the lease. It was a tough negotiation with Mr Quadrio to purchase 
Earaheedy—he wanted to acquire some of Earaheedy land. This looks like to me here—I can give 
you a copy of this and it was obtained from your offices through freedom of information—that in 
negotiations with your neighbour you are putting pressure on him through your contacts in the 
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Pastoral Lands Board—a fellow government organisation with whom you have a lot of 
interaction—to force him to come to the party, and that this would have caused pecuniary damage 
to Mr Quadrio. It is probably legal, but it is not actually being a good neighbour. 
[11.45 am] 
Mr McNamara: I would need to take advice from our regional manager in the Goldfields, Ian 
Keeley, to deal with the specifics of this and the circumstances. I do not want to get into a debate 
about a particular individual, but Mr Quadrio probably does stand out amongst all the pastoralists 
we have dealt with during this program as a more vocal critic of the program than most ,well, 
perhaps all others. I do recall the correspondence and discussions about his desire to purchase or to 
have part of Earaheedy transferred to him. Our position was that there was not any redundancy, if 
you like, in the Earaheedy purchase that was appropriate to do that with, and we have stated that to 
him and I think we stated that on quite a number of occasions. I am also aware that Earaheedy was a 
more troublesome situation for us than most others in terms of the neighbouring stock continuing to 
use the purchased lease extensively for grazing. We were quite keen to do the fencing on that 
boundary to achieve the outcome of stock not continuing to use Earaheedy for grazing. I know there 
were difficulties in reaching an agreement with Mr Quadrio over the fencing issue. As to the letter 
to the Pastoral Lands Board that you referred to, any decision they made about stocking levels and 
so on is their responsibility. But I would need to take advice from Mr Keeley to respond to you on 
the circumstances in which that letter was written. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It does on the surface appear very damning of the department because it 
does appear that you are in these protracted negotiations, and—as you say, you have indicated that 
they were probably the most problematic ones you had—in that process you ask another 
government department to act against him. The fact that you have not done the same thing in other 
negotiations does on the surface demonstrate that you were trying to use the PLB to get a better 
outcome for your difficult negotiations. 
Mr McNamara: I would need to know the date of the letter, the circumstances in which the letter 
was sent and take advice from Mr Keeley earlier and we will respond to you on that. 
The CHAIRMAN: But this goes to the heart of the good neighbour policy. If you are becoming a 
neighbour, you buy a lease, adjacent to Earaheedy in this case, and in the process in dealing with 
your new neighbour, Mr Quadrio, you use the powers of a very large agency to get a regulatory 
body to come down on him, that would ruin the chances for a good neighbour policy going forward. 
Also, I might add, in my view, and we do need an explanation from DEC, it is not appropriate 
behaviour of a government department, particularly one so big and powerful relative to pastoralists. 
I might add that pastoralists during that period had been struggling financially, if I remember 
correctly, because of drought and other issues. So these guys do not have a large amount of money 
to build fences and other activities. They were in a weak bargaining position and the Department of 
Environment and Conservation was in a strong one. It appears to us from the evidence provided that 
you were exploiting your bargaining position. 
Mr McNamara: I need to take advice from the regional manager of the circumstances and the 
background to that correspondence and we will come back to you on that. 
The CHAIRMAN: One other issue that has come up repeatedly—we have 10 minutes—is the 
animal welfare issue. I note that you said that you were going to make a supplementary submission 
in respect of Earaheedy, and we await that. That is in response to those pictures that we provided 
last time. This video was provided to us by the RSPCA and again it relates to Earaheedy. 
[Video from sub 48 RSPCA was shown.] 
The CHAIRMAN: Just to follow on, that was at Earaheedy. Attachment 17 of your submission is 
an example of a set of interim management guidelines, in this case for Earaheedy. Page 8 sets out 
the actions to be taken for introduced animal control. Were these actions undertaken for natural 
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fenced water? Is there joint maintenance with the neighbours? What monitoring of decommissioned 
artificial waters was done at Earaheedy; and, when were they done and by whom? Because it 
appears to us that your interim guidelines were not carried through in cases we have seen here in 
relation to the pictures that we sent you last time in respect of Earaheedy. 
Mr McNamara: Chairman, we will provide a detailed account. It is in preparation now but it was 
not ready for today. We will provide a detailed account of what happened at Earaheedy in late 2005 
when that occurred. There was an investigation at the time by the Department of Local 
Government, which administers the Animal Welfare Act jointly with the RSPCA, if I remember 
correctly. I will get hold of the report that was provided to them at that time and make sure that all 
that is provided to the committee. Clearly, what happened at Earaheedy at that time was not 
appropriate and not acceptable. It was not something that we intended to happen; there were 
measures that had been put in place to be culling in the area at the time. It was a particularly bad 
drought, as I understand, and death was widespread across the rangelands in that part of the state at 
the time but that is not my way of excusing or condoning what happened at Earaheedy, in 
particular. There was a contributing factor in that there were people who wanted to go in and 
capture and remove the horses and we postponed some of the shooting temporarily while we gave 
that opportunity for the horses to be captured and taken away. In hindsight, that probably should not 
have happened; we should have stuck to the procedures that had been put in place to have 
professional shooting carry on during that period of serious drought. But we will provide a detailed 
account of that.  
What I can say is that we certainly learnt from that particular case and the general procedures we 
have talked about, about closing waters at appropriate times of the year when there are other waters 
around, about having shooters operating simultaneously with those processes, are things that we 
have done both back then and since to avoid a repetition of that. 
The only other case that I am aware of that has come into the media and so on from an animal 
welfare perspective is last Christmas at Warriedar Homestead, which was a very different 
circumstance, which Mr Gillen might elaborate on if I do not get it quite right. But the tenant I think 
who was in residence at Warriedar at the time left without giving us notice that he had left. He left 
because of a serious health issue in his family and that is fair enough, but we were not notified that 
the place was being vacated. It was vandalised very quickly afterwards and left open in a way that 
animals were able to access the building, get inside the building, become trapped in the building and 
so on. That was really because an inhabited homestead was abandoned without our knowledge in a 
particular circumstance to do with that person’s health. But that is the only other instance that I am 
aware of, if you like, alleged animal welfare failure. That is a failure in animal welfare terms; the 
Warriedar one has a particular explanation.  
[12.00 noon] 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: With respect to Warriedar, and excuse me if it is in a submission I have not 
managed to get to yet, what was the time period between when it was abandoned and it came to the 
department’s attention that it had been abandoned? What are the normal checks and balances that 
you have in place with your communication with your caretakers? 
Mr Gillen: I just need to refine a little bit what the director general has said. When the building was 
finally vacated just prior to Christmas 2009 it was vacated at our request because the people who 
were in residence at the time had been appointed by our tenants because they had to leave, as the 
director general said, and we had not been happy with their performance and a few things that had 
gone on when they were in residence. We asked them to leave, so they left prior to Christmas. The 
department staff actually boarded up the homestead. The homestead was closed up so that you 
could not get into it. I think that was only a week or so before Christmas 2009. We were notified on 
22 December that goats were in the building. What had happened in the meantime was that 
somebody had broken into the building. It is fairly close to a through-road through that part of the 
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pastoral lands and people had gone in and broken into the homestead and they had left it open. That 
is how the goats actually got into the building. Our staff redressed that at the time. So it was a 
matter of a few weeks basically. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: With respect to the caretakers that were under contract with DEC to be 
caretaking the property — 
Mr Gillen: They were not — 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: The caretakers that DEC had given authority to be there. Then, as I 
understand it, they have called a couple of mates to look after a while they have attended two of the 
business. 
Mr Gillen: Yes. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: What was the gap between the caretakers who had authority to be there 
leaving and their substitutes stepping in and DEC knowing that there were substitute caretakers in 
place? 
Mr Gillen: We had tenants in the building. They were people who were just living in the building. 
They were not doing any work for us at all other than just occupying the building. Actually, I 
cannot recall what the gap was. I am pretty sure that when people went to Perth, the people they had 
organised to come in and look after the place for them in their absence, I think that happened 
reasonably seamlessly, but we were not aware of it for some time. Because we had tenants in the 
building, it was not a place that we regularly went to when we were working in that part of the 
rangelands. 
The CHAIRMAN: Just a couple of comments on this. One is that many of these places are very 
isolated, so you do not have too many people around. You have two instances, but the concern is 
that you have to processes in place that prevent this from happening, because there are not too many 
people to see it if there is something going wrong. The second is that in 2005 when Earaheedy did 
close down and there was clearly a very bad drought, it was also at the exact same time when you 
were having this dispute with Mr Quadrio, and his property would have been significantly 
destocked, his livestock would have been in stress and he would have been stressed himself 
financially. Going back to the Quadrio issue, when you used the Pastoral Lands Board to come and 
inspect it, it was at the same time that this was happening and the whole place was in a bit of stress 
because of lack of water and other issues. Therefore, you used your own contact with the Pastoral 
Lands Board at a particular period in the discussions and the management of Mr Quadrio’s 
property. When you respond to that, I would like you to take that into consideration. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have got just one question which you might go to respond to. I would like 
to know the date of the last acquisition of a station, when was the last water source shutdown on any 
of these properties and how long does it take before the animals realise that the water is gone? We 
have been told that they are creatures of habit. When they are born they are sort of know where the 
water is. How long does it take before they realise; in other words, how long before this problem 
disappears? If the system stays in place and all the water sources remain shutdown, how long before 
you will be confident that the animals will not be — 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: When all the animals die. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: That is the question I am asking. 
The CHAIRMAN: When they die. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: In other words, I am saying that if you get to the position where there are no 
animals on the property you will not have a problem, but we have been told that there will always 
be animals on a property because it is impossible to keep it totally destocked. What I am asking is: 
is it possible that something like this could happen again? 
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Mr McNamara: We will provide a follow-up answer because some of your questions are quite 
particular. Is it possible that something like that could happen again? It is possible that it could 
wherever there are dams in the pastoral rangelands, be they on DEC-managed lands or other lands. I 
have seen deaths in the rangelands widely across Australia across all land tenures over many years. 
But the issue is: are we aware of it and are we actively managing it? We certainly are, following 
that instance. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Some people have said to us that they would not have happened if waterholes 
or the water sources were fenced off. 
Mr McNamara: I thought that in some cases some of the complaint had been that the fencing had 
been constructed and animals had got in and then not been able to get out, so that is not necessarily 
the answer. I have never seen a fence anywhere in Australia that does not have ferals on both sides, 
so fences are breached. 
Mr Wyre: If I can just add, too, it will not happen again on Earaheedy, because one of our very 
rapid responses there was to fill in all of those dams as soon as we possibly could, so that that 
particular failure, which we admit was a failure, could not be repeated. The other thing that I would 
like to add is that in terms of animal welfare concerns, where we have any closure of waters now we 
maintain a shooting presence. Some people do not agree with the policy of shooting animals that are 
traditionally coming back to that water source, which is not there, but we have taken the position 
that it is far better for them to have a humane death by shooting them for them to struggle around 
there waiting for some water to reappear, which is not going to be the case. So in terms of the 
animal welfare concern, that is how we have addressed that. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Can I just follow up on that. Isn’t that really the problem? It seems to me 
that turning off the waters seems an understandable practice, but isn’t the problem the one you just 
raised? How come you did not bulldoze it at the time? How come you let it happen? Given that you 
now know that you need to bulldoze it, why didn’t you bulldoze it? 
Mr Wyre: I think you will find that in our submission we do admit that we made a mistake in that 
particular scenario. There were some mitigating circumstances, but I do not think that excuses what 
happened. Certainly we have learned from that experience, and that will never again. 
Mr McNamara: I think we spent about $250 000 responding to that in terms of the earthworks and 
that that we did, regardless of the fact that the overall budget was $1 million across all the leases. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Just a quick one. The use of water sources to manage feral animals, and I am 
talking about the goats that come across, and you have got a waterhole with a trap around it, those 
sorts of things must sometimes be advantageous other than trying to shoot them as they come 
through, because they do drift so far if they have got to find water, but if you have got a trap around 
them. That is one of the comments we have had quite often. 
Mr McNamara: We do maintain some of the waters specifically and strategically for that purpose 
for goat control. I know of examples on Bogan, for example, where I have been to, where we have 
strategically kept waters for exactly that reason, but there is no doubt that if we did that broadly 
across the landscape and maintained all the previous waters that sustained a pastoral industry, we 
would have overly abundant goat populations epidemic. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I do not think they were saying all of them but certainly some strategic ones. 
Mr McNamara: We do that for feral animal control purposes and for water supply services, 
including for fire management. 
The CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. Thank you for your evidence before the committee 
today. A transcript of this hearing will be forwarded to you for correction of minor errors. Any such 
corrections must be made and the transcript returned within 10 days of the date of the letter attached 
to the transcript. If the transcript is not returned within this period, it will be deemed to be correct. 
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New material cannot be added via these corrections and the sense of your evidence cannot be 
altered. Should you wish to provide additional information or elaborate on particular points, which 
you have agreed in this case to do, please include a supplementary submission for the committee’s 
consideration when you return your corrected transcript of evidence. Thanks very much. 
Mr McNamara: Thank you.  

Hearing concluded at 12.10 pm 


