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INTRODUCTION

This is an interview with Dr Christine (Chrissy) Sharp for the Parliamentary
Oral History Project and the State Library of Western Australia.
Chrissy Sharp was born in Hillingdon, London, on 18 November 1947 and
after extensive travelling she eventually settled in Western Australia in 1973.
In 1974 she worked as a journalist for the Australian Broadcasting
Corporation and her outstanding interview for ABC radio with Aboriginal
people at Laverton regarding the multiple arrests at Skull Creek in January
1975 led to calls for a Royal Commission into the incident. The eventual
outcome was the development of a new employment policy by the Western
Australian police force to employ Aboriginal police aides to assist in liaison
with indigenous people.
During the 1970s Chrissy was a prominent activist within Western Australia's
burgeoning forest protest movement and was instrumental in leading the
successful campaign to protect the Shannon Basin catchment from intensive
clear-felling. In 1978 Chrissy collaborated with world famous economist and
environmentalist E.F. Schumacher to produce a film about West Australian
forestry entitled On the Edge of the Forest. Schumacher's idea that the
economic system must be transformed so that development is based on
sensitivity and respect for the value of the Earth's natural resources inspired
Chrissy to become a founding partner of the Small Tree Farm in Balingup, a
tree nursery and consultancy specialising in innovative tree farming systems.
Awarded her PhD in 1983 from Murdoch University in Political Philosophy,
Chrissy served on the Donnybrook-Balingup Shire Council and was a member
of the South West Development Authority's Advisory Committee. In 1989
she was appointed by the Dowding Labor Government to be the first woman
member of the Environmental Protection Authority and in 1993, when the
Court Liberal Government changed the membership of the EPA, was the only
former member to be reappointed.
Chrissy had been a member of The Greens (WA) since the party's foundation
in 1990 and in December 1996 she was elected as the Greens MLC for the
South West Region of Western Australia. In her first parliamentary term she
chaired the Legislative Council Standing Committee on Ecologically
Sustainable Development and, following her re-election in February 2001,
chaired the Environment and Public Affairs Standing Committee.
During her time in Parliament, Chrissy succeeded in moving major
amendments to the School Education Act to ensure that no child was
discriminated against on the basis of learning disabilities or because of social,
cultural or geographical circumstances. In 1999, she introduced two
cannabis-related Bills proposing a cautioning system for recreation users,
legalising the medical use of cannabis and a structure for the development of
a commercial hemp industry.

Chrissy's interview provides insights into the Green Party's influence at a time
when the minor parties held the balance of power in the Upper House. The
interview also provides reflections on the internal dynamics taking place within
the Green Party during the controversial One Vote-One Value debate.
The interview was conducted by Ron Chapman on 31 August and 1
September 2006 on 6 x 60 minute cassette tapes.

NOTE TO READER

Readers of this oral history memoir should bear in mind that it is a verbatim
transcript of the spoken word and reflects the informal, conversational style that
is inherent in such historical sources. The Parliament and the State Library are
not responsible for the factual accuracy of the memoir, nor for the views
expressed therein; these are for the reader to judge.

Bold type face indicates a difference between transcript and tape, as a result of
corrections made to the transcript only, usually at the request of the person
interviewed.

FULL CAPITALS in the text indicate a word or words emphasised by the person
interviewed.

Square brackets [] are used for insertions not in the original tape.
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TAPE ONE SIDE A

SHARP

1

TAPE ONE SIDE A
My name is Ron Chapman. It is Thursday, 31st August 2006. I am carrying
out an interview with Christine Sharp at her home in Balingup, Western
Australia. This interview is part of an oral history project that records the
recollections of former members of Western Australia's Parliament.
First of all, Christine, I would like to thank you for agreeing to participate in this
interview.

SHARP

My pleasure, thank you.

RC

Before we start, Christine, how would you like me to address

you during this interview?

SHARP

I prefer to be called Chrissy, if you wouldn't mind. I know that in

the parliamentary records in Hansard my full name, Christine, is used, but I
much prefer to be addressed as Chrissy and would always use Chrissy myself
in media releases and so on in my public life.
-

RC

Yes, that's fine. I'm happy to do that. Just to start, Chrissy, I

wonder if you could provide some background on your early family life, such
as where you were born and your family.

SHARP

Sure. I was born in England in 1947

-

18th

November 1947

-

in a

place called Hillingdon, which is just on the edge of London. I lived in another
very small place next to Hillingdon called Yiewsley and went to St Stephen's
Primary School and then St Matthew's Junior School, both of which were next
to the Anglican Church of St Matthew's in Yiewsley. When I was 11 I went on
to grammar school to Bishopshalt Grammar School, which is also in
Hillingdon. So it was very much around the same part of the western as I
-

grew up, what became increasingly the western suburbs of London. I don't
think, when I look back on it, I had a particularly happy childhood really. I had
a very quiet childhood. My mother was quite a withdrawn sort of person. So
our family life was very quiet. I was really much closer to my father than my
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mother. I think my father had a lot more influence on me. In terms of at
school, I guess I was particularly once I became a teenager at Bishopshalt, I
-

was, looking back on it I really was the classic 60s girl. You know, I
-

personified that free spirit of the 60s. I was quite wild really in my behaviour.
I would wear not at school, because we had a very strict regulation uniform
-

at school but wild clothes, lots of parties, lots of boyfriends. I remember
-

being probably the first person at the school to indulge in marijuana and all
these kind of things that were happening in what was swinging London in the
60s. It was a very effervescent period when there was, you know, a very selfconscious throwing off of the values of our parents, which were about solid
materialism, and getting into all sorts of new idealistic ways of interpreting the
world. I was right there in that. First of all I hung around with beatniks. I
remember for a period when I was very young this was even before hippies
-

were invented of course poets and that sort of thing, and the campaign for
-

nuclear disarmament, CND, which was very prominent in that time in Britain.
So my academic performance at school was pretty average. The only subject
I think I probably did excel in was that of history. I did do apart from A levels
-

in England, there is also a special examination for gifted students and I did do
the "S" level history examination and passed that. I guess it was from the
-

Chrissy that I've sort of grown up to be in terms of being out there in public
affairs and with very strong ideas of my own really comes from my dad my
-

dad, Alfred William Sharp, who was really a free-thinker, and I think that that's
where a lot of my own mental style comes from. He was my absolute hero
when I was a girl.

RC

What was your father's profession, Chrissy?

SHARP

He was a managing director of a packaging company in

Yiewsley. He started really at the bottom of that company, but was a very
talented bloke and by the time that he died he was managing director.
Unfortunately, dad died when I was 14, so I was just getting to the edge of
adulthood when he died. How we would have got on in later life or what I
would have learnt from him in later life I'll never know, of course, because his
influence on me was very much the influence on a child. Really when dad
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died that was when I, I guess, went sort of pretty wild for a while. Mum didn't
have a great deal of discipline over me and she was pretty easygoing in that
sense, anyway, but she was more caught up with grieving so but I think I do
-

take after my dad. Tertiary education: I went on from grammar school. I went
to the University of Sheffield. I decided I wanted to get out of London, out of
the south of England and go up north because I'd travelled there a little bit
with some of my beatnik friends and I reckoned that that was where real life
was in England; no net curtains and, you know, real people, and that was
what I had great yearning for, to have a bit more experience of real life, so I
chose Sheffield. How I got an upper second class BA honours degree in
politics or Political Theory and Institutions from the University of Sheffield

-

how I came to choose studying politics was really by accident. I had gone to
university deciding that I wanted to study sociology and psychology, because I
figured that with those two subjects, it would really address for me questions
of what made the world go round, what made people tick, and so on.
However, in the first year you had to do three subjects and when I enrolled the
queue was shortest at the politics desk so I decided to add politics as a third
for the first year. But on completing that first year at university I found that in
sociology, mainly we had done statistics; in psychology mainly we had done
rats; and it was actually in the politics course that I'd actually found the most
stimulation about the great ideas of our time and how to build an ideal society.
The chair of politics at that time was a Bernard Crick, a very eminent political
thinker around that era in Britain, and his influence on the department was
doubtless there, and it was a very stimulating course. So come the beginning
of second year, I plumped for that choice and went on to study politics, and
then when I finished at Sheffield, went on with my honours degree, to do a
Master of Arts, also in political science at the University of Kent at Canterbury.

RC

What time frame are we looking at here, Chrissy? When did you

first go to Sheffield University?

SHARP

I graduated from Sheffield in '69, I think, so '66 I would have

gone, and graduated, I think, from the University of Kent at Canterbury in
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19711. I got my Masters. There I was qualified in politics, never dreaming for
a moment that I would ever be a member of Parliament. It didn't occur to me,
but I just found it really interesting. In particular I loved political philosophy.

RC

What was your Master's thesis, Chrissy?

SHARP

Well, it was a critique of behaviourism as applied to political

science. That had been brought about because in contrast to the School of
Politics at Sheffield, which had a very large element of political philosophy and
ideas, the University of Kent had a much more objectivist flavour to the course
and was strongly influenced by behaviourist thinking, which was very
influential methodology at the time. I thought, for me, it completely deadened
the subject and missed the entire point and therefore, when I did my it was
-

part coursework, part thesis and so my dissertation was actually criticising the
inapplicability of behaviourist methodology to the full understanding of politics,
which of course is a theme that I took up for my PhD when I arrived in
Australia some time after that, but first of all I went off travelling.

RC

Where did you travel, Chrissy?

SHARP

I travelled a lot as a teenager through Europe and after I finished

at Kent I went and lived in Paris, in France, for two years. I made a living
teaching English to French people and saved a lot of money to do more
travelling. I also did a long trip to the United States. That was actually
between Sheffield and Kent. And so by the time that I was in my mid-20s, I'd
actually travelled quite a lot. After almost two years in Paris, having saved a
lot of money, I set off with my boyfriend, who was French, and we set off
around the world. That was the objective. We had a great Mercedes diesel
campervan that Lucien had kitted out himself. It was beautifully done and we
were very well set up and so we drove off into the sunset as it were -that was

B.A.Hons in Political Theory and Institutions from the University of Sheffield 1969, and Master of
Arts in Political Science from the University of Kent, 1971.
2
Christine Sharp, Perspectives on the Shannon A study of Subjectivity in the Making of a Political
Issue, Thesis presented for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy, (Murdoch University, Perth, 1983)
Dr Lucien Benichou
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in 1972 and travelled overland through Eastern Europe, through Asia, spent
-

six months in India, a month in Afghanistan when there was still a king of
Afghanistan before all the horrific turbulence of the Russian invasion and now
the Taliban and all the story there. Eventually, in 1973, we got as far as
Singapore and then the plan was for us to get to New Zealand and spend a
year in New Zealand working and earn some more money to carry on, on the
second leg of the journey through the Americas and back to England.
However, we looked at the shipping from Singapore and worked out that the
cheapest place to ship to in Australia to get to New Zealand was to Fremantle
so we booked a passage with our campervan through to Fremantle and
arrived in Fremantle in August 1973. Amazingly enough, we were met at the
quay by an Australian couple, whom we had met in India, who had been
keeping an eye on the shipping and had a feeling we were arriving, and were
just actually checking out whether we were on the ship, which we were. They
said, "Come and stay with us. You know, we've got a spare bedroom," and
we said, "Oh no, we're travellers. We just sleep in our van." "Oh, nonsense.
You can park your van on the street. Come and move into the spare bedroom
for a few days." Well, of course, we stayed with them for six months! We just,
both of us, loved Perth, loved Western Australia and felt that we had really
discovered one of the world's best-kept secrets in terms of the lifestyle here,
the wonderful natural environment. I was offered so many interesting jobs.
For example, I was offered a job as the Deputy Curator at the W.A. Museum.
I was offered a job doing research for the ABC TV program Today Tonight. I
mean, I was just bombarded with offers because I had a Masters degree from
England and was a reasonably bright out-there sort of person. Yes, we
thought we'd arrived in Paradise, so very quickly our ideas of going on to New
Zealand and things kind of shrunk and we found ourselves more and more
comfortable. Then we thought, well, we haven't even checked out the rest of
Australia. So after six months in the spare bedroom of our friends in West
Perth, we got back in the campervan and we went round Australia and spent
six months doing that but at the end of that round trip, decided that we liked
the west best, so we came back here. I, meanwhile, was pregnant and so I
thought, my goodness, if I'm going to be a mother, I don't want to sort of turn
into some kind of vegetable in this process so, I know, I'll enrol to do a PhD in

SHARP
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my spare time while I'm raising a child, which is really funny looking back on
it, because I didn't know much about raising children. So I enrolled in a PhD
at Murdoch. I was one of their first PhD students. Unfortunately, my baby
was born hydrocephalic and died when it was five days old. So I didn't have a
child but I did have a PhD enrolment and went on subsequently to do that.

RC

Just reflecting on your travels over Europe and the USA and

eventually arriving in Fremantle, Chrissy just reflecting on that, how do you
-

look upon that period of your life in retrospect, the influence on your career,
on your outlook on life?

SHARP

I don't think it's had a direct influence on my career, particularly

not my parliamentary career. Certainly it's had an influence on the kind of
person I am. I'm very eclectic in my enjoyment of various cultures; you know,
I love world music; I love Muslim food; all sorts of things. I feel I'm pretty
broad-minded and I think, for a middle-class English girl, to have spent time in
very poor places in particular and Afghanistan was, even then, before all the
-

problems, miserably poor, as was most of rural India you learn a certain
-

humility about life and about human dignity really that, you know, is just a
school that you can't get in the suburbs and so that really influenced, I guess,
my humanitarianism. Oh, and I perhaps should say, too, when I went to the
USA, here I was, you know, the young 60s girl had a ball. Three months
-

with a girlfriend travelling around. Ended up in California, of course, you
know, LSD, Haight-Ashbury, Grateful Dead, the whole thing. I absolutely did
a "Californian dream." I even stayed in Timothy Leary's commune. It was an
amazing experience in alternative thinking, because California was hot in
terms of alternative philosophy and all sorts of things, and indeed, my political
science was quite influenced by humanistic psychology from the 70s in
California.

RC

Okay, thanks Chrissy. Just moving forward now to when you

first came to live in Western Australia: what was your first employment here in
the west? What did you do for a living?
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The very first jobs I had two jobs simultaneously: one was, I
-

had a part-time job in a wine bar called Minsky's in Hampden Road, Ned lands
-

Hampden Road, Hampden Street, I'm not quite sure, I haven't been back

there since and I had a six-month job working for a small committee, which
-

comprised Professor Geoffrey Bolton, Professor Reg Appleyard, Rica
Erickson from the WA Historical Society, and there was a fourth person. I
was trying to remember last night. I don't have anything written any more.
Was the last person Molly Lucas, the state archivist? I have a feeling it was
someone from the Battye Library. I was asked to pull together, as a research
project, a way forward for gathering up all the multitude of information about
early convict settlement in Western Australia because none of that information
had ever been collated about early families arriving and so on. So essentially
I proposed the establishment of a biographical index of those early families
and did the first cut of that index, which was simply a sort of resource map of
where data was available about different families, different sources of
information. I did that for six months. Then part-time, I had a friend who was
a journalist with the ABC, who asked me if I would do Sunday jobs for her.
This was Judy Bateman. She was the AM-PM reporter and she didn't like
working at the weekends so she taught me how to use a Nagra tape recorder
and set me off to do a few easy jobs. That was very part-time. I didn't do it
for long but probably the most notable thing I did during that time while I had
access to a Nagra tape recorder doing some freelance work for the ABC was
that, following some newspaper reports from Laverton in the northern
goldfields about the arrest of about 25 Aboriginal people there, with very poor
analysis of why 25 Aboriginal people were being arrested and so on, I decided
to pack the Nagra, take the campervan out of the shed where it had been
-

getting a bit cobwebby and set off for Laverton to find out for myself. Look, I
-

was so inexperienced. It was quite touching really. I arrived in Laverton. I
knew nothing about the goldfields really, or anything else, but went to try and
find some Aboriginal people to ask them their side of events and found them
down in the creek bed, as you do. I don't know whether it was something to
do with the fact that I was so young and I was female, and I was very gentle,
but they did a lot of recordings with me about what had happened when they
were arrested at a place called Skull Creek. When I brought the recordings
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back to Perth, Judy Bateman considered that they were extremely worthwhile
because it was very difficult to get good recordings of Aboriginal problems at
that time. There they were describing being beaten up by the police and stuff
like that. So we put it together as a special program for a radio broadcast for
the ABC and largely through Judy's activism, the program and parliamentary
questions that came from that and so on, led to the formation of a royal
commission into police relations with Aboriginal communities. By now, when
the royal commission reported, I'd moved on completely from ABC work, but
the result of the royal commission was the recommendation of the
employment of Aboriginal police aides, which, of course, has now become
commonplace, but at the time wasn't. That was a very exciting and
worthwhile thing to have been involved in.

RC

I'd just like to move on now, Chrissy, to your involvement in

environmental issues in Western Australia. What prompted your interest in
this area?

SHARP

I saw that question and do you know, I don't really know quite

what it was. I think it was partly it was two things. First of all, just the quality
-

of the natural environment that I discovered here in Western Australia where,
you know the wonderful forests, the wild places and so on, which was so
-

different from how I'd grown up. I guess that was the second major reason; it
was a kind of reaction to a really stultifying childhood in the suburbs. My
parents weren't interested in rural things at all. The odd occasion that I did go
anywhere that was country, I just loved it and so when I got here I just so
identified with the lifestyle here. Of course, meanwhile, while I'm doing all this
personal stuff, there is a whole worldwide movement happening of a
realisation of some of the threats to the global environment. This was the era
of the Club of Rome, limits to growth, the sense that resources were finite,
they weren't infinite. This was the kind of thing that I was, you know, very
influenced by in my university work, which was backing up my personal
experience of actually discovering a relatively unspoiled environment here in
Western Australia.
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Did you take part actively in any environmental groups at this

time?

SHARP

Yes. I got involved in the forest campaign. I wasn't at the very

beginning of the Campaign to Save Native Forests. It had been going, I think,
for six months or a year before I got involved, and had produced an amazing
broadsheet, which was describing the proposal to woodchip the Karri forests.

RC

Just interrupting, what period of time was this, Chrissy?

SHARP

This would have been that broadsheet would have appeared, I
-

would imagine, in 1974; perhaps it was a bit later, '75, 1975. I was very
impressed with the quality of the publication, which, I think they produced
50 000 or something and blitzed Perth. It was never heard of before for an
environmental issue to get such traction. I went along to the AGM of the
Campaign to Save Native Forests and someone there knew that I'd been
doing this freelance work with the ABC and put my name up as suggesting I
should be the media spokesperson. I said I would do it and that's how I got
involved in that first anti-woodchip campaign, which was a very, very active
campaign here in Western Australia, probably the first large-scale popular
environmental campaign in WA, possibly in Australia even because this is
pre-Franklin.

RC

Were forests the major area of interest, Chrissy, or did you have

broader interests in environmentalism in Western Australia?

SHARP

I guess my two strains of interest were, yes, the forest. I love

the forest. I, in particular, love the jarrah forest. I remember the very first time
I saw the jarrah forest when I arrived in Perth and went out to Mundaring, and
just being entranced by how ancient it all felt the flora, the blackboys I just
-

-

loved it. There's so much to learn about it, about the flora, about the
hydrology and so on, so yes, forests were my passion, very much backed up
and remembering I'm at Murdoch- and Murdoch in those days it had just
-

been founded as a university, was very much founded on an environmental

-
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ethic, and I was involved in teaching a trunk course called "The World in
Transition", which was essentially about sustainability. The other thread of my
interest was sustainability and really the impact of our lifestyle on natural
ecosystems and the depletion of resources and that sort of thing.

RC

Did you actively take part in any campaigns at this time,

Chrissy?

SHARP
-

Yes, three forest campaigns. They were all forests. There was

about the establishment of a woodchip industry in the south west, the first

one. Then the second one was to save the Shannon Basin. How I got
involved that was really probably me that got that happening. Of course, the
-

woodchip campaign had been huge and involved a lot of people, although I
was one of the key players but it was a very big campaign. When we were

-

we essentially failed to stop that state agreement act going ahead and
woodchipping began. A lot of people just wanted to give up. I said, "No.
Look, there's this very important proposal that has come up through the
Conservation Through Reserves Committee process, through the new
Environmental Protection Authority. They're wanting to maintain a whole
catchment in the karri forest, free of woodchipping. I think that we should
back this and at least get that up. If we can't prevent clear felling of the rest of
it, at least let's prevent it in that area." My argument won the day and we then
ran a campaign on the Shannon. That went through some ups and downs,
which I guess, really disillusioned me with the Labor Party because they, at
one stage, dumped the Shannon at their state conference. I was working with
people such as Arthur Tonkin, who was the Labor environmental
spokesperson, who had guaranteed me support on that. I attended as a
guest at the state conference and watched Dr Syd Shea who was very
-

influential in the Labor Party make a very influential speech against the
-

Shannon campaign.
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At that state conference the policy to protect to back the CTRC
-

proposal and protect the Shannon Basin was dumped. I was furious and
disillusioned and so on. Of course, it was only a year or two later that Labor
got into government. Brian Burke became Premier. They switched that policy
and did, in fact, then set aside a new Shannon Basin National Park. I guess
that kind of switching from sort of pro-environment to letting the environment
movement down has been very characteristic of the Labor Party I mean, the
-

current nuclear debate, right here and now in 2006 would be a classic
example of that and it really burnt me. I was seriously disappointed and
-

angry with them. One thing for sure, I was never going to be involved with
Labor politics.

RC

Just a couple of questions on the Shannon campaign, Chrissy:

what were your political views at this time?

SHARP

I guess I was a left-winger, definitely left-wing. I, of course,

didn't have a great background in Western Australian politics. I, you know,
very rapidly got to learn who was who and how it worked. I was mainly
influenced by the people in the CSNF. There were some very good minds
involved in that early campaign.

RC

I will just clarify for the tape, the CSNF, that's the Campaign to

Save Native Forests.

SHARP

That's right. I'm thinking of people like Andrew Tham04, who

subsequently became my partner and still is. There was Neil Bartholomeus;
there was Beth Shultz5; there was a whole group of very intellectual people
who had a whole environmental politics, which was left-wing with a difference.
I guess that that fitted in very much with my own background. I'll come back
Andrew Thamo, tree consultant and nurseryman at our Small Tree Farm, Balingup.

-
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you asked me about specific campaigns. There was a third campaign after
we achieved the Shannon National Park and that was about of course, all
-

this time I'm meant to be doing my PhD at Murdoch, and rather than
neglecting it, because I'm racing around trying to save the forests so I had to
-

then get back into writing up my thesis and that involved an interview with Dr
Syd Shea, who, apart from I've just mentioned, being influential in the Labor
Party, was also a very influential research scientist in the forest department,
who had been involved in the issues whom I wanted to interview before. So
he came. We set the time and date and he came to meet me to do that
interview. Just as I was about to turn on the tape recorder, a bit like you're
doing right now, he said, "Do you mind if I ask you a question?" I said, "Sure,
go ahead." The question was: "What is the CSNF, and you in particular,
doing about bauxite mining? You have made such a hullabaloo about
woodchipping and yet bauxite mining is a far greater threat to the long-term
viability of the forests. In fact, I've said to the minister myself that bauxite
mining is ecological suicide in Perth's water catchments and yet the CSNF
have done nothing." So I explained, well, actually, there's you know, most of
-

us are burnt out and doing other things, trying to get on with our lives and yes,
perhaps we should think about it. Anyway, I turned on the tape recorder, did
the interview, off he went, and that night I didn't sleep. I thought, oh my
goodness, it's true, you know, and they're actually proposing to extend the
bauxite mining with the proposal by Alcoa to build a third refinery at Wagerup.
Maybe we should do another campaign. Well, to cut a long story short, the
next day I phoned Andrew Thamo, whom I'd been campaigning with and, in
fact, had actually had an affair with the previous year, but we'd broken it off
and hadn't seen each other for some time. He got this phone call from me out
of the blue: "Andrew, I think we'd better do another campaign," and he said,
"I'll be right over." I have to really thank Syd Shea for getting Andrew and I
together and also for initiating the campaign to prevent the expansion of
bauxite mining in the jarrah forest. Of course, that went on to be a huge
campaign, and with the first NVDA non-violent direct action
-

-

in WA, but

Neil Bartholomeus, later the CEO of the Dept. of Occupational Health and Safety; and Beth Schultz,
later Vice-President of the Conservation Council of WA, and also Bill Thomas, later MLA for the seat
of Rockingham.
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Andrew and I pulled out once the state agreement for the Wagerup refinery
went through Parliament.

Chrissy, I wonder if you could tell me what was your involvement

RC

in the Wagerup campaign.

SHARP

Well, I initiated the campaign; I worked with Andrew on a

broadsheet and did all the media and so on for about the first nine months of
that campaign until it got to the point where the Wagerup state agreement act
was before Parliament. We had been very successful in raising a profile of
the issues around mining in the water catchments, and by the time the state
agreement act was before Parliament we had full public galleries every day of
that debate, and were hopeful that with National Party support and we did
-

have National Party support and Labor Party support, that we could even
-

have the numbers to defeat the state agreement act. It was sort of we were,
-

you know, down to counting whether Tom Dadour, the member for Subiaco,
who was an Independent, would back us, in which case there could be a tied
vote. In the end the vote turned out much less favourably and the state
agreement act went through and so the refinery was to be built. Now at that
time a small group had been doing non-violent training for an occupation of
the refinery site. I, whilst helping to organise that, never became part of that
group, and at that point, Andrew and I decided that we'd fallen in love, we
were living together, that we were going to do something more positive with
our lives. We'd spent years for myself, four or five and for Andrew, even
-

longer doing frenetic campaigning. I still hadn't finished my PhD. We were
-

going to shift to the country and get into a more positive advocacy role for tree
planting rather than this very negative and soul-destroying campaigning to
prevent trees being cut down. So that's what we did, and we left that
campaign just at that point. In fact, it was in the middle of Four Corners6
doing a show on the issue I'd managed to get them over here and I think I
-

6

-

ABC TV's programme Four Corners in 1978.
Years after this interview, in 2006, I was again to play a role in a subsequent Four Corners programme
about Alcoa's Wagerup Refinery, this time based upon my experience chairing the Standing
Committee Inquiry into the pollution problems associated with Wagerup.
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never did the interview with them because Andrew was most adamant that he
wanted me to just get away from it all and come down south. So I never did
the TV interview but they used the filming with me in the forest as the
introduction to the story. Then, of course, you know, the occupation took
place and that was very prominent. Funnily enough, my current Green
colleagues in the balance of power in state Parliament in 2006, Giz Watson
and Paul Llewellyn, were both involved in the occupation of the Wagerup site.
So all three of us have got a very deep association with that campaign.
RC

In 1978 you met Dr E. F. Schumacher, the author of Small Is

Beautiful and worked with him on a film about Western Australia's forests.
What impact did this have on your personal philosophy, Chrissy?

SHARP

Enormous, at the time. It was a huge privilege to work with

Schumacher. I had gone to England I was going there for family reasons
-

-

and been given his contact to go and meet him and tell him about the forest
campaign in Western Australia, and to persuade him to come out and visit
and do the film. He agreed at that time and so subsequently he came out
here and we you know, the making of the film was very interesting. I won't
-

go through all of that but it was a fairly amateur film in many ways but
Schumacher himself was just brilliant. There was virtually no script and we
were just taken to different locations which exemplified particular aspects of
the forest campaign, whether it be clear felling, salinity, plantations and so on.
I would give him a briefing of that background and then ask him to comment.
Each and every time, his insight into the kind of economic system that was
driving this type of economic development and its environmental impacts and
lack of valuing the long-term ancient ecosystems of this part of the world, was
just amazing, amazing. I was so taken with Fritz Schumacher. I just adored
him. I thought he was an absolutely wonderful man so wise. His book Small
-

/s Beautiful had been one of the virtual course books at Murdoch when I was
first tutoring there7. I was ready to drop everything and go back and work as
Report Ii in relation to the Alcoa Refinery at Wagerup by the Standing committee on Environment and
Public Affairs, Oct 2004.
E.F. Schumacher, Small is Beautiful: Economics as if People Mattered: 25 th Anniversary Edition with
commentaries. (Hartley and Marks, Vancouver, 1999).
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a research assistant or something for him in England. I was seriously
contemplating that. Indeed, a few weeks after he left I spoke to him on the
phone about that and then, only a week later, he suddenly died of a heart
attack while he was travelling. I think he was I'm not sure actually, I can't
-

remember now where he was when he died. Anyway, that was very tragic
because he was a very influential thinker at the time. I read Small Is Beautiful
just a couple of years ago and it is still completely relevant today, just as it
was in the mid-70s when the book was released.

RC

Could you provide us with a brief summary of Schumacher's

philosophy in Small Is Beautiful?

SHARP

Well, of course, it had a Buddhist element to it. Buddhism has

been an important influence on myself, too. I guess that the aspect of the
ideas that most influenced me were the notion of intermediate technology, the
fact that Small Is Beautiful is not an anti-development book, and indeed, was
probably the first seminal work on sustainability, although I think it might
-

have been '73, '72, I'd have to look in the preface of the book to see when it
was actually published but early 70s8. It was, of course, before we'd coined
the term "sustainable development" and the book didn't use that as a word or
a concept, but nevertheless, it was the theme of the book because it was a
book that wasn't anti-development; it was about changing the way, the nature
of development, so that if we do it at an appropriate scale a smaller scale of
-

course, hence the title then the impacts of our activities on the ecology, on
-

resources and on human values human community are all going to be far
-

-

less harsh. That was the message of the book. It was a message about
sustainable development. Schumacher told me, when we were working
together that, in fact, he'd written a paper around the time that he'd also
produced Small Is Beautiful, which was the first paper anywhere in the world
that had made a distinction in about 1970 between renewable and non-

-

renewable resources. Now, in 2006, that is just a given. Everybody grasps
the difference and its impact on long-term sustainability. You know, it's only

8

First edition was published in 1973.

SHARP
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30 years ago that this was revolutionary. That was the message with Small is
Beautiful: do it at the right scale.

RC

At this time, in the late 1 970s, Chrissy, I believe you established

Small Tree Farm here at Balingup. What was the inspiration for that?

SHARP

Well, it was, of course, Small Is Beautiful and E. F. Schumacher.

Hence the name of the farm. Small Tree Farm was in honour of Schumacher
and his work. I look back on it now and laugh because we're still here at
Small Tree Farm running a small-scale family farm, growing trees and doing
our best to make a living. Of course, the challenge of a small-scale family
farm making a living is to take on the whole economic system. So it is
probably very appropriate that we named it after a very influential and radical
economist because indeed, in making our life here and trying to live to
-

practise what we preach in terms of living close to nature and living with a low
impact is very hard to do and to earn a living. Yes, that's how Small Tree
-

Farm came about. Of course, we've done and my partner, Andrew, in
-

particular, has done some very interesting work with tree planting9. In the
1980s we organised a lot of community tree planting around Balingup you
-

know, road verges and so on and of course, we also established Golden
-

Valley Tree Park. This was before Greening Australia had been established,
or anything. This was really cutting edge about organising the community to
do tree planting.

RC

Would you explain your involvement in the Golden Valley Tree

Park project in Balingup, and its importance for the local area?

SHARP

Sure. Golden Valley is just on the other side of Balingup on the

edge of town and is a very pretty valley, which had two farms on it, which had
had planted a lot of exotic trees in the beginning of the 20th century, so most
of those trees, like planes and oaks and elms and so on were, by now, quite
I was thinking in particular of his Fat Eucalypt breeding program here at the Small Tree Farm, which
is research work still in progress to develop a third generation strain of E. saligna x botryoides for
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established. That land had been sold to the forest department in the late
1 970s, earmarked for more pine plantation. At that stage a lot of land in the
triangle between Bridgetown, Nannup and Balingup, particularly in association
with the collapse of the dairy industry this was when Britain had joined the
-

EU and was importing a lot less Western Australian dairy products there was
-

a lot of land that was for sale. It was all bought up by the forest department
and planted with radiata pine. Now this had created just before Andrew and
-

I shifted to Balingup a lot of hostility amongst local farmers the ones that
-

-

were still surviving and had led to the local shire determining that there
-

should be no pine plantations too close to the town of Balingup. In fact, there
was a two-kilometre buffer zone to be around the town in the town planning
scheme. Meanwhile, the forest department had bought these two old
properties of Golden Valley and Yungerup for more pine plantations and they
fell within this zone. So there was a legal stand-off between the shire and the
forest department. The forest department was saying, "Well, we've got the
private freehold title; we can do what we like as a state department," and the
local shire saying, "Well, no, we're the planning authority in the matter and our
planning scheme says that you can't plant pines there." Into that legal standoff the minister was involved in a meeting and so on. Meanwhile, Andrew had
done an inventory of the trees that had been planted on the properties. I had
just been back to England and had made a visit to Westonbirt, the arboretum
of the National Forestry Commission in Britain, and had really been turned on
to the notion of what a world-class arboretum was like. We put two and two
together and said, "Well, we could have a Western Australian arboretum at
this site. There is already the backbone of a tree collection there." We put up
a proposal, put it before the minister when he came down to adjudicate this
dispute, and, to our amazement, the minister said, "Yes." So in 1980 we got
ourselves 60 hectares to plant trees and we've been doing it ever since. In
fact, Golden Valley Tree Park, as it was then named by the forest department,
is, I think, both in terms of the number of species and the area of land, the
largest arboretum in Western Australia. It has 25 hectares of an Australian
collection and 35 hectares of a world collection trees from all over the world.
-

short rotation eucalypt sawn timber. It is among the most advanced farm forestry sawlog breeding
programme in Australia.
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Every year we plant more trees at the property all done with community
-

volunteer labour and busy bees. We have community picnics there, music
and so on to just keep up the good spirit. By word of mouth it's become a
very popular location for people to go for short walks. There are six walk
tracks at the park. A lot of the trees are labelled. Despite the drying weather
and climate change, we've had quite a conservative planting policy and most
of the trees are doing fairly well. Of course, as time goes on they just get
more and more beautifuL'°

RC

In 1983, Chrissy, you completed your PhD thesis at Murdoch

University. Your thesis was on the Shannon Basin; that was your subject.11
Can you explain why you chose this as a PhD thesis subject?

SHARP

Well, I guess I was on the same hobbyhorse that I'd been on

when I went to the University of Kent at Canterbury, of thinking that this
strongly objectivist methodology that had infused the whole of social sciences
and political science, in particular, was missing the point of what was of value
in the study of politics. It wasn't to try and understand why people would vote
a certain way; like how a rat would find its way around a maze; it was rather to
understand the ideas the great political ideas that would influence policy and
-

then influence voting. That was my take on what politics was about. I
decided I wanted to do a PhD. Now why it ended up on the one hand with
this very dry epistemology, or methodology, about how to go about studying
or designing research methods in politics why it ended up with the Shannon
-

-

was because I was very much of the view that I wanted to show how

subjective the reality of political history was, to, if you like, make a critique of
not only behaviourism, but also that third person objectivism that history
imposes on events, which tells the story in a kind of neutral way as if there is
no human passion and lives and deaths involved. Having been, in my small
way, involved in environmental politics, I had a passion to say no, if you are
going to be talking about how politics happens, then you've got to include

°

In 2001 Golden Valley Tree Park in Balingup, was given a permanent listing on the Register of
Heritage Places protected under the Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990.
See 2) above.
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subjective elements; you've got to include the values that move people. So I
decided to, as a case study, do something that I knew very intimately, so it
was the same subjectivist theme that I was studying doing a case study of
-

some events that I was subjectively involved in, so I was completely throwing
out the window the stance of an objective third person neutral scientific
observer. I was a player and I was, therefore, in the case study and in the
stories that I did in the case study, doing that from an engaged perspective

-

engage in the existential sense and around that, a methodology which talked
-

about why that was valuable. I guess I thought it was valuable because there
are two subjective elements which drive people's political activities when
people are actually active in politics. I don't mean just voters. One is their
values. You know, whether they may be Liberal, Labor, socialist or whatever;
how they interpret the world in terms of their political ideology and that, of
course, is subjective. But then there's also, underlying that, their own
personality, their own needs and personal history at the time which leads
them into issues, into actions and out again. I was fascinated by that interplay
of personality and ideas and how that led to the unfolding of historical stories.
So that's what I wrote about.

RC

I believe you became involved in local affairs in the south west.

How did this happen, Chrissy?

SHARP

Again, you've got me stumped on that one. I don't know. I just

got involved. I was well educated; I was idealistic. Someone told me at the
time I mean, just to put things in perspective when Andrew and I moved
-

-

here to Balingup that I was and a couple of years after that I got my PhD,
-

finally completed it one of only two women south of Bunbury who had a PhD.
-

I was in a very privileged position of having that education background and I
was very keen to work in the real world trying to make the world a better place
-

starting at home with how we lived on the farm and in my local community

and running as a shire councillor.

RC

What are your recollections of your time as a Donnybrook-

Balingup shire councillor? I believe that was between 1984 and 1985.

SHARP
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Look, it was really quite stultifying, to tell you the truth. I didn't

last long because in 1985 my second child, my son, Tas our son Tas was
-

-

born, and I already had a daughter, Lara.12 When I got pregnant I decided to
resign because I wanted to devote myself to my second baby. So it wasn't a
long term. Here I was, a very well-known environmental activist, feminist, you
know, toodle-pip, [laughs] arriving in Donnybrook. I think that I was probably,
you know, really quite intimidating for the locals, I imagine. Not that I don't
think I have an intimidating personality, but I guess I brought an eclectic
sophistication that they hadn't seen before on council. So most of the time I
just sort of tried to I mean, I was a vote of one on almost every issue and I
-

would just try to spend time trying to reassure them that I was really human
and trying to just put forward, in a very gentle way, different perspectives on
things. Really, in that short period of just over 12 months the main thing I can
recollect in terms of a significant local issue was the building standards for
toilets. I can remember having a prolonged philosophical debate I was on
-

the building committee as to whether or not toilets had to have a door. Of
-

course, other councillors considered that this was compulsory for polite
society; that toilets would have a door. Meanwhile, we'd actually as a
-

committee gone to visit some local new residences on small-scale properties
-

which, you know, would have a bush, long-drop toilet with no door,
overlooking the forest. Of course, completely private because there were just
trees and private property and so on, but this was considered to be outside of
building standards. So there were some quite amusing dialogues around
toilets, I remember, but not a great deal of substance apart from that.

END OF TAPE ONE SIDE B

12

Lara Rose Thamo, born in 1981, and Tas Thamo born in 1985. Tas' name is often anglicised to
"Tosh" but the Hungarian name is Tas (the pronunciation is similar both ways.)
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RC

Okay, Chrissy. We were talking about your time as a

Donnybrook-Balingup shire councillor [from] 1984 to 1985. How did you see
your experiences in this task?

SHARP

It was pretty much the experience of being a lone voice,

because so many of my values were at odds to the very traditional values of
the council. The people that were on council were certainly more
conservative than the general cross-section of the population. I developed
some relationships, which were ongoing with people like John Wringe and
Trevor Radford, and some of the people on council I had a fair bit of time for,
but in terms of actually achieving anything, I remember cracking a joke at the
end when I retired for Tosh's birth, that the only thing I had achieved was a
children's school-bus sign, up the road here, for my neighbours on the schoolbus route. I felt really that I'd actually been wasting my time, or their time.
Not that I was running away from the situation, but it was probably quite good
that I moved on, because I was focusing on being a mother again.

RC

Between 1987 and 1988 you served on the South West

Development Authority's advisory committee. How did this come about?

SHARP

There I was again; Tosh was by now two or three years old. I

can relate to that right now, because, here I am, back on the farm again after
a very interesting parliamentary career. As much as I love being on the farm
and all the things that I do here in terms of the classical farmer's wife-type
things of growing things and food and all of that (I love that) but I do need
some intellectual stimulation, so there's always that sort of part of me that is
looking for something to get involved with. So at that stage I just saw an ad, I
think, for members of the advisory committee to the South West Development
Authority and I applied and I got a place. That was fun. I enjoyed that period.
It was a very diverse committee; quite a large committee of about 15 people
or so from all walks of life in the south west and, again, pretty conservative but
not completely. The kind of culture around what is now the South West
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Development Commission was a very upbeat, go get 'em, very positive kind
of thing, and a lot of the development projects that the authority was pursuing
I was very critical of because, in my book, they were not sustainable and that
is the bottom line. At least they loved ideas, and so if you came up with
anything, it was, "Yes, that's a great idea. Let's do something about that."
The main thing I remember doing on the advisory committee, apart from
attending meetings and commenting on various things, and, indeed, forests
was an issue that crossed that desk at the time too, but the main thing was
that I suggested that we should hold a large public seminar event about the
value of tree planting on cleared land, reforestation and those kinds of issues.
"Oh, that's a great idea. Yes, yes, let's do that" sort of thing. They had a lot
of resources to put in it, and we had a very successful event, where Sir
Donald Eckersley pretty much took over and upstaged me, but that was fine,
and a very successful event at the time when those kinds of issues were new,
were cutting edge; what were the prospects for farm forestry, for plantations,
and that sort of question. Yes, that was something that, as an advisory
committee to the organisation, there was not (compared to, say, on the EPA)
perhaps a huge amount that one could do to change the course of events.

RC

What do you see as your achievements and possibly some of

your frustrations on that South West Development Authority advisory
committee?

SHARP

I think it's a sort of frustration I have felt all along; it fascinates

me, the conservative mind. Perhaps I should say first, I do respect people. I
find that almost everyone I meet has something I can find to respect, and I am
always tuning into that part of the person. So I'm not anticonservative, but it
always fascinates me how some personality types are sort of stuck in thinking
more, "This is the way we do things and therefore this is the way we will do
things," whereas, to my mind, which is not a conservative mind, I'm struck by
some of the key factors surrounding what we're doing, such as the use and
waste of resources, and climate change and etc etc. To me, in glaring,
blazing headlines, there's this, "We've got to do things differently." To me, it is
clear cut. It's been clear cut since the early 1970s that we, as a society in
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Australia, and indeed as a global society, are living completely unsustainably
and must change the way that we go about our business, otherwise we
threaten our own existence, and we will take down a lot of other species with
us. I can't get why other people don't want to change and why they want to
defend their little cabbage patch and say, "No, no, we've got to do it this way
because we always have motor vehicles" or "Rail isn't viable." I don't get it.
So, I suppose, that means I'm philosophically some kind of socialist who
believes in central planning and actually saying, "Let's face it; we need a rail
system, so if it's not economic, we've got to change the economic signals."
That can be done through a market-led approach by changing the economic
signals, because, with that particular example, there isn't a level playing field.
Rail transport has to pay its own way, whereas roads are all paid for by the
taxpayer. So it's a woefully non-neutral, lacking in competitive neutrality. You
can use market signals in that way. We don't want to upset comfortable
applecarts, when I can see that the whole world is upset, and we've got to
upset a few applecarts in order to sort out the world, so there was that
frustration.

RC

In the late 1980s, Chrissy, you were appointed as the first

female member of the Western Australian Environmental Protection
Authority'. What were the circumstances surrounding that appointment?

SHARP

I'm not entirely sure, and I never quite got to the bottom of it. It

came out of the blue with a phone call (because it was an appointment; I
certainly didn't apply), would I be interested in such an appointment, from the
office of the Labor Minister for the Environment, and I'm not sure, but I think
maybe Syd Shea had some kind of influence on that appointment too, funnily.
He seems to have woven a thread through my life, and we'll come up with his
name in a little while. I was approached to see if I would care to serve on the
authority. Of course I said yes, and it was a great privilege and honour. I was
the first woman in Western Australia to be appointed to the Environmental
Protection Authority and I was given a five-year appointment in 1989.

'Member of the Environmental Protection Authority of WA 1989

-

1994.
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What was your reaction when you were first appointed, when

you learnt of your appointment?

SHARP

I beg your pardon; it was a three-year appointment. What was

my reaction? Wow, maybe I can upset some applecarts! No, no, I'm joking. I
never wanted to upset anything, but maybe I can make a difference here.
Maybe this puts me in a strategic position to influence the turn of events from
the perspective of a paradigm about sustainability.

RC

So that was the main thing that you hoped to achieve regarding

sustainability.

SHARP

Yes, absolutely passionate about it, because (and I talked about

this with Schumacher) I'm not antidevelopment. I understand that human
beings need to eat and have dwellings and have their material needs dealt
with and there are six and half billion of us on this planet, and that requires a
lot of activity. I'm not against activity, but the way we do it has to be
rethought. The Environmental Protection Authority act itself was not worded
and has now changed from

.

.

.

The aims of the act have been changed to

incorporate sustainability. They weren't in the act when I was serving. I
guess an environmental protection paradigm is a non-integrating paradigm;
it's about saving little bits and overdeveloping the rest. There was some
frustration around that, because you really weren't having much of an
influence on the development, because the development was a given (it was
given to you as a proposal by a developer) and it was only very much
trimming around the edges.

RC

Did you encounter any prejudice against yourself as a female

member of the EPA?

SHARP

I think I did, yes, although I probably didn't interpret it at the time

in that way, but I was the only non-scientist too, so I was different in two ways:
I was a non-scientist and I was a female. Therefore, to an extent I always felt
a bit on the backfoot in terms of the deliberations of the authority. I felt that
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quite often I wasn't taken that seriously. That doesn't mean I didn't have
influence, and I think I did in certain cases, but it was always an uphill battle.
For example, when we were assessing the forest management plans in 1992,
the early part of that assessment process (and I'm talking at the stage when it
got to the authority itself, so already there'd been public submissions and
blah, blah, blah) Barry Carbon was away travelling. I'm not quite sure where
he was, but he wasn't at several meetings. I had brought up a critique of the
figures in CALM's document, which, because they'd moved to a system of
gross bole volume for measuring logging, to my mind, had obfuscated a
singularly enormous increase in the sawlog allowable cut, because they were
no longer using a sawlog cut. [I was] trying very tentatively to put forward this
critique of the figures at several meetings running and no-one taking any
interest, or taking this up at all, or saying, "Well, we'll get the officers to check
it", until Carbon came back. To his credit, he said, "I think she's got a point"
and, indeed, I was quite right. That was a substantial part of the EPA's own
assessment in the end, but it took a lot to get any notice of the point.

RC

What was your most satisfying work within the EPA, Chrissy?

SHARP

I think it was the assessment of the Collie coal-fired power

station. I don't remember off the top of my head the number of the bulletin
and which year that was2. Of course, subsequently, there was a new Collie
coal-fired power station built. However, the EPA, largely through my initiation
with, obviously, support from other members, recommended against a 600
megawatt power station and recommended only half of that, for a 300
megawatt, which is a pretty substantial change. Really, it was only half the
size that Western Power had wanted to build. That became the
recommendation, and that was upheld by government. We also wrote a
preamble to that assessment bulletin about energy conservation and the need
for demand management programs in the state, the need for renewable
energy resources to be developed and so on, which was very progressive at
2

EPA Bulletin 472 Proposed Collie Power Station: State Energy Commission of WA and Energy
Issues for WA, Nov 1990. This was a remarkable EPA assessment which, nearly twenty years later, is
still ahead of its time.
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the time, and then went on to say that, within that context, the coal-fired power
station should be halved and the government should get on with developing
other renewables. This is the same coal capacity which just last year was
again knocked back because Western Power came back and they wanted to
build the other 300 megawatts that we'd prevented them from doing back
then. This time the Labor government (you see, time had passed, awareness
had grown) said, "No, we will build another 300 megawatt plant, but it will be
gas." That was a decision that stuck. I feel very pleased about that. That's a
lot of CO2 that has not been emitted that would've otherwise been done.

Did you have any frustrations or disappointments while you were

RC

serving on the EPA?

Yes. Probably the other issue that I had particular influence on

SHARP

in that period when I was an authority member was forest issues, my
perennial interest, and the fact that CALM had moved to introduce clear felling
and woodchipping into the jarrah forest outside of the karri forest region,
which had been a woodchip licence area, and the fact that this had been done
without environmental approvals. Just here locally in Balingup in Kerr block,
there was the field implementation of a clear-fell regime in the jarrah forest;
one of the first sort of operational scale logging works that were happening in
this would have been 1988. At the same time the EPA had said that if
woodchipping were to be extended as an industry, supporting silviculture in
jarrah, that would require a separate assessment in salt-risk zones, which
they then defined as below 1100 millimetres rainfall, which is just about the
whole jarrah forest actual ly3. That assessment never took place. Meanwhile,
on an operational scale, we were getting gap creation, which was the
equivalent of clear felling. I was extremely concerned about it and, at my very
Ministerial Condition 5, 281h Sept 1998, Statement that aproposal may be Implemented, WA Chip and
Pulp Co Ply Ltd, Woodchip Licence Renewal, by Minister Barry Hodge,
"5. Any proposal to harvest wood from the salt risk zones of the Central and Northern Forest Regions,
by more intensive methods than selection cut harvesting shall be referred to the Authority for
assessment. (Salt risk zones were defined by the EPA as the intermediate rainfall zone of between900
and 1100 mm average annual rainfall).
See Ch 7, report 4, Standing Committee on Ecological Sustainable Development, "Management and
Planning for the Use of State Forests in Western Australia The Sustainability of Current Logging
Practices", Legislative Council of Western Australia (Chair Hon Dr Christine Sharp MLC).
"
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first EPA meeting, raised what was happening in Kerr, because I'd been
following, before I'd been appointed to the authority, what the authority had
recommended vis-à-vis the extension of woodchipping, and could see that it
was not being followed, and so I raised it at the first meeting and proceeded to
raise it (I don't know about every meeting, but quite frequently). It took me
about two years, again, for anyone to take enough notice to actually do
something, but in 1991, two years after I was appointed, the Minister for
Environment, Bob Pearce, did actually call in CALM and say, "You've got to
do another assessment." So CALM then had to put up a new forest
management plan, which incorporated the intensification of jarrah forest
logging, which they did; they put up a draft forest management plan,4 which
subsequently became finalised as the new forest management plan of 1993.
Interestingly, of course, there had been a forest management plan in 1 987 5 , I
think it was, which was meant to be a 10-year plan, but because of the
concerns I was raising on the authority about it actually being a breach of
ministerial conditions and what they were implementing as part of this plan,
because the silviculture in salt-risk zones hadn't been assessed, we got that
assessment up. It was traumatic. It was a very significant assessment for the
authority because, I guess, culturally between the Department of
Conservation and Land Management, which is a very large, powerful
government department with a charter of conservation, quite competitive with
a small-scale EPA with a charter of the environment about, "Who's boss
cocky around here?" There was a lot of hostility between Dr Shea and the
authority, and within the authority about how far we could change the
parameters that CALM had put up in the draft document. So it was a
campaign really behind closed doors that went on for a good year or more
while we were doing that assessment. Of course, as the person on the
authority who was passionate and, I have to say, with a lot of backing from
John Bailey, who was also on the authority, lecturing in environmental science
at Murdoch [University], who interestingly (he's now finished in that role) for
Department of Conservation and Land Management, "Proposals to amend the 1987 Forest
Management Plans and Timber Strategy and proposals to Meet Ministerial Conditions on the Regional
Plans and the WA Chip and Pulp ERMP", 1992. Subsequently assessed by the EPA in Bulletin 652,
1992.
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some years [was] the first conservation commissioner in WA; and John gave
me a lot of backing in that argument, actually bringing the authority to the
position of trying to scale down logging in the jarrah forest and increase the
amount of reservation of old growth forest. It wasn't easy. It was very divisive
on the authority. It just about broke me actually; the personal strain of leading
this campaign behind closed doors against a very powerful government
bureaucracy, taking on a fight that the authority really did not want to have
actually. It was pretty bad.

RC

That brings me on to my next question, which I think you've

partly answered. What are your views on political influence over the EPA?

SHARP

The extent to which the authority is influenced by the minister of

the day and the government of the day, I think obviously depends a lot on the
personalities involved, because the act itself precludes such influence. The
act itself is very much about an independent authority, but it depends
particularly on who is the chairman and how they interpret their role as to
whether or not that independence is genuine or whether in fact the position
that the chairman or other members guide through an assessment process is
delivering an outcome that they think will sit comfortably with government.
That role and interpretation of the chairman in particular, I think really
determines to what extent the authority is politically influenced. I think, in
shorthand, it's becoming more and more so, including the current chair, and
it's very much about working with government; but it's always got to be a bit
like that because clearly if an authority makes too many recommendations
which are completely out of sync with the political climate of the time then
either the authority is going to get replaced or its recommendations (because
that's all they are; it doesn't have any executive role) simply won't be
implemented. There's got to be some political nous there about getting it
right, so that you push the system just about as far as the system will take
without breaking. Barry Carbon, when he was chair, that also was a particular
time. When Barry Carbon was chair of the EPA, he was also the head of
As described in 4) above. These 1987 Forest Management Plans were spread over three regional
documents and a Timber Strategy.
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department. Subsequent to that, when the Court Government came in and
they instigated some changes, which we'll talk about in a moment, but there
are now two positions: one is the chair of the authority; the other is the head
of department. Barry Carbon was both, and that put him in a position of
considerable power and influence over the authority itself, because he was
the conduit for all information to the authority and was very, in my view, quite
manipulative in the way that he used that pivotal role that he enjoyed. He had
very clear views I think about what outcomes he thought we as a committee
should come up with, and would be quite astute in meeting processes to help
to steer us in directions where he thought we should be going. He was also a
master at media. Back in the early 90s the authority, commenting on
environmental issues and indeed by inference on the performance of the
government of the day, was on the front page of The West Australian.
Monthly there would be a front-page story "EPA says", you know. You can
see that Barry Carbon was pushing his bandwagon. I thought it was great
because I'm an environmentalist, but it was certainly upsetting a lot of people
in government, particularly on the conservative side of politics, and so, of
course, when there was a change of government, and I won't go into all the
detail about what happened to me and the jarrah forest assessment and so
on, but that was caught up with the WA Inc changes. Bob Pearce was
removed as Minister for Environment, Jim McGinty took over, but very soon
after that there was actually an election and the Court Government came in
and very quickly moved to sack the EPA. I was on leave in Europe when that
news came out. I got a phone call in London from Carbon, warning me that
when I flew back (I was about to return) I might encounter some journalists
when I got off the plane, asking me to comment. So it was a bit of a
background on what was going on. That didn't eventuate, but I came back to
a war zone really, in that the authority and the department of Environment,
which at that stage were virtually one and the same, and the minister's office
weren't talking. They were just talking through the media, with this enormous
battle about whether or not the contracts were valid and whether everybody
on the authority should be replaced. Indeed, the other members of the
authority (bearing in mind they were all blokes) were right into the blokey
language of "the enemy" and being "down the bunker". It was a complete
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siege mentality at the time. Sure, there were some real issues involved, but I
had my own issues, because I'd been (as I just talked about) spearheading
this very acrimonious campaign to see the reduction in logging in the jarrah
forest; indeed, to expose the over-logging in the jarrah forest through the
introduction of woodchipping. The bulletin had long been released on that
and had been out to appeal and the Tos Barnett appeal report and so on.
McGinty, the Minister for Environment, had set up a further special study
about what the sustained yield was going to be in the jarrah forest, and that
was to be chaired by one Timothy Meagher. All this had been happening
aside from what had been going on with the Court Government threatening to
sack the authority, and then they subsequently did sack us. I was really
concerned because Meagher had reported to the Minister for Environment,
Kevin Minson, and because Barry Carbon was not speaking to Kevin Minson,
it meant that Kevin Minson was getting no input from the EPA about the
substance of that assessment, and providing advice to the minister about the
determination of the allowable cut in the jarrah, which was something that I
was passionate about. So in fact I made it my business to meet with the new
Coalition minister and to go through that background with him.

END OF TAPE TWO SIDE A
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So, indeed, I sought an appointment with the minister, Kevin Minson, and
provided him with a briefing about our concern at a proposed

.

.

.

When you

stepped aside from gross bole volume figures and looked at the first-class
sawlog cut of 675 000 cubic metres, which was an enormous increase in the
intensity of jarrah forest logging, and I wrote a short briefing paper for him on
that.6 Indeed, when the Maugher report was released, the official cut was
brought down to 490 000 cubic metres. Funnily enough (I guess because I
was the only authority member that actually talked to him) Kevin Minson
reappointed me for another two years on the authority, whereas everybody
else didn't have their contracts renewed when the government conveniently
found that there was an anomaly in the way that the contracts had been done;
in fact, we didn't even have contracts and, in fact, they could sack the
authority.

RC

Chrissy, I just wonder if you could clarify for me why the Court

Government took the decision to disband the EPA.

SHARP

I have to say I don't know. I wasn't party to conversations within

the government at the time, but let me guess, let me speculate that, first of all,
Barry Carbon was a very powerful, influential figure in WA at the time and was
often taking on the government about environmental management in a way
that the new Liberal government was very hostile to. I think they were hostile
to the way that he interpreted his role, the way that he dominated in the media
and the damage that he could do to their pro-development agenda. Also,

6

The large increase in the first class sawlog cut came about in conjunction with the introduction of
wood chipping into the Jarrah Forests. Although Jarrah is not used as a pulp resource, the plentiful
Marri, with which it grows, is. Wood chipping required "gap creation", a new intensification of
silviculture, which removes all tree cover. These issues which I raised with Minister Minson, and the
queries surrounding the legality of the introduction of gap creation, were subsequently canvassed in
"Sustainability of Current Logging Practices" Report 4 of the Standing Committee on Ecologically
Sustainable Development. Before this report was tabled the CEO of the Department of Conservation
and Land Management, Dr Syd Shea, resigned. Dr Shea was questioned at length by the Standing
Committee in a closed session about his role in a past breach of Ministerial Conditions set in 1988.
(See footnote 3, Tape 2 side A.)
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there was a particular issue, an argument, about the role of EPA in planning
assessments, which was technically what a lot of the argument was about;
remembering that the Court Government had Richard Lewis as planning
minister, a very gung-ho minister for opening up land for residential
development and so on. He didn't like the way that the EPA could come in,
both at a strategic planning level and right down to town planning amendment
level, and assess land development proposals. So he sought to change the
EP act to prevent, once the authority had assessed strategic planning
documents

.

.

.

not to let them back in at the scheme amendment level,

which, indeed, was when a lot of the real level scale environmental
management things were actually being put in place. The way the act now
reads, because there was subsequently an amendment to the act by the
Court Government, the EPA can't assess scheme amendments unless there's
new scientific information or they're invited to by the decision makers.7 The
EPA until then had been getting, under the section 38 referral mechanism,
any member (you know, Ron Chapman, anyone) just write a letter, "There's a
proposal to have a housing development next to us and there's a wetland"
and, off you go, out of the blue, there would be a new EPA assessment. It
was a real argument, in particular around that issue of planning approval
powers. Carbon and the rest of the EPA didn't accept the argument and that
was the real focus of the debate. Then a little while after that the government
made this discovery that all the contracts were a bit dodgy. I never had a
contract; I just had a letter saying, "You've been appointed", and it was never
a contract. They were probably right, that the actual formalities of the
contracts were inadequate, and that gave them an excuse to overturn that
particular group of members and to establish a new authority. I was the only
one that was reappointed. I think that that was to do with this independent
relationship I'd built up with Kevin Minson because of my keenness to discuss
with him the implications of the intensification of jarrah forest logging.

RC

Okay, thanks, Chrissy. Just on reflection, what are your views

on the effectiveness of the EPA?

Found in the Environmental Protection Act 1986 at s.48 I.
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Your question I could answer in the cup's half empty or half full

type of way. Clearly, there are a lot of gross inadequacies in its
effectiveness.8 I think that we see it more and more, in that the authority is
tending to facilitate certain things that it shouldn't or is then, when it does take
a stand, being overridden. For example, they just bravely not that many
months ago said that Barrow Island shouldn't be developed for the Gorgon
gas proposal, and immediately, the very next day, the minister and Premier
came out and said, "Well, we think it should." So, yes, the effectiveness of the
EPA is not huge, but, on the other hand, if you look at the cup as being half
full, there isn't any other statutory authority I can think of (perhaps the Town
Planning Commission, but that's a narrower brief) that plays anything like the
advocacy role that the EPA does. In many ways the EPA has been
enormously influential in improving the standard of environmental
management of industrial landscapes and all sorts of other issues too,
fisheries etc etc. Yes, I think all in all that it's been a marvellous institution,
but it seems to be a bit tired these days, I feel. That's an interesting question
that I haven't really put my mind to about what could be done to renew is
flagging spirits.

RC

How useful were your experiences in the EPA for your later

career in Parliament?

SHARP

I think they were absolutely invaluable to me. I was incredibly

fortunate because, on the backing of a lot of academic experience of politics
and my campaigning, it had put me now inside government, because although
the EPA is independent and so on, it's a part of government. I would see how
decisions were being made from the inside and understood, if you like, the
kind of levers and pulleys of decision-making processes within government,
8

The Authority is ineffectual in preventing small-scale but cumulative impacts. Yet these cumulative
impacts, for example poor housing design or lack of decent public transport networks, play a
fundamental role in climate change and resource depletion. This shortcoming of the Environmental
Protection Act stems from its focus on 'proposals' that attract an EPA assessment under Part IV of the
Act. Such 'proposals' are invariably larger scale, most usually industrial developments. Small every
day life activities are not scrutinised. This problem persists notwithstanding the recent amendments to

SHARP
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which (it staggers me) I think a lot of people don't really understand. If you
don't understand the way that government works in its day-to-day business,
how decisions are made (often they could go either way, depending on the
political influences around those levers and pulleys, of whether there's
controversy in the media or in Parliament or whether there are further reviews
of decisions or appeals or whatever), all of those kinds of political processes
are absolutely critical to what decision you get at the end. I think that the EPA
experience gave me an even better grasp of how government works and,
therefore, which levers to pull or buttons to press to be as influential as
possible, to understand in terms of affecting government decisions what tools
you had in the toolbox of government that you could

.

.

.

what spanner you

use on this kind of a problem and what wrench you use on another.
Amazingly, because it's so important, I think, to the actual outcome that you
get, a lot of the environment movement don't have that background and don't
therefore often campaign as perhaps effectively as they can, because they
don't see perhaps some of the full suite of tools that they can use. The only
tool is this obsession with media obsession. It's all about the media. Of
-

course, I'm not naïve; I understand totally the importance of media. It's
absolutely critical, but the way that you get media is secondary, and you will
get media, if you actually pull a lever or press a button, if you cause an appeal
process to come about that wouldn't otherwise come about, or you rummage
around and find some new scientific findings that will influence something and
you can release those, or you in some way actually undertake political activity
and not just do a press release saying, "This is very bad." I think the EPA
really consolidated my understanding in that way and that stood me in great
stead for the role in the balance of power.

RC

Why did you leave the Environmental Protection Authority,

Chrissy?

SHARP

I'd been there for a while and very nearly pulled out; in fact, did

actually walk out of a meeting with John Bailey over the jarrah forest
give the Authority power to regulate small scale land clearing. Our environmental legislation remains a
blunt instrument for fostering progressive measures to improve the sustainability of modern life styles.
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assessment. Then the minister changed. McGinty came on and Carbon sort
of pulled the black sheep back into the fold, as I was. I had another two-year
appointment and about a year into that.

.

It was really to do with the

stresses of running the Small Tree Farm and to give more backing to Andrew,
who was here working and wanted more of my working support with the tree
nursery. So I came back and worked on the farm.

RC

I would like to move on now to your early involvement with the

Western Australian Greens party. What can you tell me about the formation
of the party in 1990?

SHARP

Not a huge amount. I really wasn't a mover and shaker in this

field at all, partly because, whilst I was an EPA member from 1989 to 1994, I
was quite religious about being non-aligned to any particular organisation. I
was no longer a member of a forest group. Generally, I played a role of being
reasonably neutral. Although I attended the meeting at (what's the name of
that place? Sorry, memory) Point Walter, is it, just south of Fremantle? Is
that the name of it?

RC

Woodman Point?

SHARP

Woodman Point. I'm pretty sure that that was where it was, just

on the coast there south of Fremantle. I think that was the day when the
decision was made to establish the Greens (WA). I was also at an earlier
meeting at Donnelly River where it was discussed. But I was pretty much a
groupie, not an initiator of that. You had people very active, such as Jo
Vallentine, Stewart Jackson and Jan Jermalinski, people who are still active in
the green movement that were the movers and shakers around the formation
of the party.

RC

What do you think prompted the formation of the Greens party?

SHARP

I'm really not sure. I don't think I can answer that. I don't know,

from my subjectivist methodology that I have been talking about, what moved
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that particular small group of people to say, "Let's get a lot of other people
together." But doubtless, it was something to do with what was happening in
West Germany with Die GrUnen, which had had enormous influence
internationally, as well as probably, certainly for me, a good dose of
disillusionment with the Labor Party. I guess; I don't really know.

RC

You said you were present at that first meeting, Chrissy. Can

you recall any of the major issues that were discussed at that meeting?

SHARP

No, I can't; I really can't, sorry.

RC

What did you see as the party's objectives at its formation?

SHARP

I think what popularly is associated with the Greens and that is,

the environment, a greater consideration of the environment, ecologically
sustainable development and all the issues around that. Of course, the
Greens have, in fact, four pillars. They have ecologically sustainable
development, but they also have social justice, peace and disarmament and
participatory democracy. If you go to Greens processes (I mean the Greens
as a political party), you go there and still today the other three elements are
equally as strong as the environment. If I could just think, off the top of my
head, or really it was what I was thinking about last night when I looked at
these proposed questions, I think there tends to be a little bit of a distinction
between those people who become active in environmental campaigns and
those people who become active in the Greens political party, in that the
former tend to be motivated by a passion around a certain place or a certain
concern, like I had for forests, or whatever. People who are active in the
Greens as a political party tend to be more small "p' political in their whole
understanding. They've got a much wider basis to their activism, in that
they've got very strong social justice leanings, very much a sense of
government accountability etc etc. They tend to be, in a way, a more kind of
balanced perspective perhaps and certainly not just a single issue. Most
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people who are key players in particular environmental issues tend to be
driven by some deep attachment to a single place or goal.9

RC

When did you first begin to take a more active role in the Green

party, Chrissy?

SHARP

I guess when I again came back to the farm and finished with

the EPA, that was in '94, and I attended one or two south west Greens
meetings after that. I'd been a member all along, but I hadn't attended
meetings or played any active role. I just started attending a few meetings. I
was approached (and I don't remember what year that would have been) to
run as a support Senate candidate for J0 Vallentine.10 I got to know more
about how the Greens worked. I really liked consensus decision-making. I
think it's brilliant. It's bloody long-winded, and you don't want to use it for
everything, but when you've got a really tricky thing like, "we'll come up to this
when we talk about one vote, one value"- and when you've got really difficult
choices to make, it's just brilliant for bringing everybody along. The Greens
are also very non-hierarchical; in fact, it's my view that we're almost too nonhierarchical. In fact, the organisation is so non-hierarchical that it's just flat.
The limited perspective driving single issue politics is a growing threat to the integrity of green
politics. If the green movement is to be an effective force for integrated solutions to the ecological
crises of our times, it must break from the excessive reliance on electoral support of groups seeking to
"save" little bits of the environment, coincident with their own interests. Such campaigners often object
to the siting (near to them) but not the type of proposal. The reality is that even good, ecologically
sensitive solutions, will invariably cause some local impact. Good policy must make ajudgement on
the balance of impacts, and sometimes tread on local interests. An example is the extraordinary
community campaign against the proposed small scale wind farm at Denmark because of the slight
change within the view shed of a few expensive residences. So we get conservation of one location of
importance to a few well organised people at the expense of widespread ecological impacts elsewhere.
The thinking that drives many such issues perpetuates a dualism. It seeks to put a line around
something and separate it from the overall responsibility for a sustainable society. Instead we need a
perspective of dynamic interconnectedness. Recent issues within the green movement about native
forest management are about a variation of the same problem. "Greenie" supporters prefer
ideologically pure simplistic solutions that lock all native forests up in reserves. Whilst comforting
from a limited perspective because of the value we assign to our extraordinary forests, this
simplification of the argument is depriving heavily disturbed forests of beneficial restoration
programmes, which are prohibited in national parks. The seminal philosophical critique of dualism,
proposing interconnectedness as the new paradigm for the ecological consciousness is FitzjofCapra's
tour deforce in the history of ideas The Turning Point (Simon and Schuster, USA, 1982). For green
politics this problem of capture by old style environmental dualist thinking is perhaps our equivalent of
the Labour Party's ambivalent relationship to the Trade Union movement or the Liberals domination
by corporate interests. They each form a key electoral support-base for the respective party but are
inherently sectarian in ways that good governance cannot be.
°
1993.

SHARP
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The organisation has no momentum to it at all. I think that it's actually a bit of
a problem because it's too slow and too cumbersome. I think that there are
some difficulties around that and the political work of Greens politicians.11

RC

So your greater involvement, what form did this take? Did you

begin taking part in the actual organisation of the party itself?

SHARP

No, I'd had a burst that we haven't talked about in this interview.

I had a burst in 1989. This was just before I was appointed to the EPA, when
I had been approached to run as a Greens candidate in the south west for the
State election. In the end, I didn't run; Louise Duxbury ran, and she ran a
great campaign, but I worked very closely with Louise on that campaign and
we actually coined

.

.

.

I beg your pardon; it was 1988, I think. I'm not too

good on years, unless I've got some prompt. At that state election (this was
before the Greens party had been established) we actually called ourselves
Green Development. Now that name had been very much driven by me,
coming back to this theme that I've touched on already. I'm passionate about
sustainability and about having an integrating paradigm, which is not either for
or anti development; it's just the way we do things that needs to change. I
was very keen that we could come up with a name that would encapsulate the
idea that caring about the environment doesn't mean you want to stop
everything; on the contrary, you want to start all sorts of new things. We want
to retool our society, retool our industry along more sustainable technologies.
I actually wrote the (I don't know what you'd call it) policy document for that
campaign called "What is green development? 02 I never used the words
"sustainable development", I don't think, because that was just about the time
that the Brundtland commission were reporting and the world hadn't invented
the term. I was calling it "green development"; they called it "sustainable
I think the way the Greens (WA) are structured makes it very hard for us to work strategically. That
is to say that the political energy is usually dispersed across so wide a range of issues, every grass root
priority, that it is almost impossible to collectively focus on a single hard hitting campaign around a
key electoral issue. I believe that the Greens are rarely identified with a particular policy direction.
Hence the reinforcement of the negative, but misinformed image of green politics as being about
"stopping development".
12
Christine Sharp "What is Green Development?" 1988. The document proposed inter alia the
adoption of a product assessment by government to determine the impact and resource implications of
any new product in comparison with its alternatives, a regulatory cradle to grave product assessment.
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development". I'd had a bit to do with the Greens then, but really after my
years on the EPA, I came back farming and I was pretty much focused on
helping to run our business.

RC

In 1995, Chrissy, you produced a report entitled "Using the

Forests", with the subtitle "Exploring a green paradigm for sustainable
development of the forests of Western Australia". 13 Could you tell me what
prompted you to write that?

SHARP

Yes, I remember the document well. It was with some

encouragement from Peter Newman, who was head of Institute of Science
and Technology Policy [Now the Institute for Sustainability and
Technology Policy] at Murdoch University, who was keen to publish
something if I wrote something, but the whole thing that had spawned it was
I don't know if I've appropriately indicated that it was quite traumatic for
me, the EPA work with jarrah forest logging, and I still really hadn't worked
through the issues in my own mind. I think that was one of my efforts; to work
through my enormous disappointment at the unsustainable level and methods
of logging. I guess I felt that no-one else seemed to be interested. That's a
gross overstatement, but certainly there was a lot of momentum around
people saying, "Oh, we like this bit of old-growth forest, and we want this to be
in that reserve." There was a lot of momentum around that kind of reservation
dynamic, which gathered more and more momentum, of course, as we all talk
about, but there was really no credible voice saying, "It's not only whether we
log or whether we reserve, and they're not the only two questions. It comes
back to how do we do it; how do we log?" Of course, my proposal was very
Schumacherian; it was, "Let's have small-scale logging, high value for fine
woodcraft" and, above all else, reduce the level of the allowable cut to within
calculations of sustained yield. Of course, I was also totally opposed to the
use of clear-felling as a method, because it just destroys the structure of the
forest, and then we never seem to go around and do any follow-up work to try
in any way to re-establish a multi-age jarrah forest at the end of it. Yes, I just

13
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wanted to put all those ideas down in writing, and Peter Newman encouraged
me.

RC

Thanks, Chrissy. Unless you have anything further to add, I'd

like to now move on to the start of your parliamentary career in 1996, when
you were elected to the thirty-fifth Parliament for the South West Region on
the 14th December 1996. First of all, what motivated you to enter state
Parliament?

SHARP

There wasn't a single motivating moment or conversation; it was

more a culmination of many years of involvement in the environment
movement in Western Australia, and I guess running for Parliament was a
kind of progression from that. Obviously, it was an opening there for me,
because of being a member of the Greens party, and they were always
looking for candidates, so I was happy to put my hand up. When I did all that
(it sounds such a silly thing to say now), I never thought about Parliament. I
am sure this would horrify people like David Black or whatever, because it's
such an august institution; and, indeed, as I hope I will show you, I certainly
used Parliament in a very effective way, but when I was thinking about what I
was doing and why I was doing it, it was very much about the ideas that I
stood for and the ideas that moved me that I wanted to work full time on
communicating and proselytising those things. When I was elected, it was a
bit of a shock; "Oh, my goodness; I guess that means that I've got to go up
there and sit on that red upholstery and deal with that carpet with all those
crowns all over it" and the actual physicalness of being in the chamber, being
in Parliament, being part of that debate, which after all, a seat in Parliament is
that you have the right to sit on that bit of upholstery (that's your seat; no-one
else can sit there) and the right to be part of a conversation which has
outcomes. Although I hadn't thought of it, it very quickly became predominant
and, I guess, it was a discovery of yet further tools in the toolbox, which was
the analogy I was using earlier, of how to affect government decision making
to produce more sustainable outcomes.
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What contribution did you think you could make at the time you

were elected, Chrissy?

SHARP

Clearly something had to be done about forest management. It

was woeful. It was destroying huge tracts of forest; 20 000 hectares a year
going under. [There was a] huge amount of community concern around that.
I certainly knew that that was an issue that I was going to go for. I had the
knowledge and the background to really play a role in that issue and generally
in promoting, as I said, sustainability, green development and so on.
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I think we need to remember that when you're running for

Parliament as a member of the Greens, you're not dealing with a safe seat.
It's not like you've got a pretty good idea of whether or not you're going to be
elected. So, my decision was more that I would run as a candidate and what
issues I would raise in the context of an election campaign which would give a
voice to issues of concern. My whole sort of thinking, in a way, finished at 12
December, which was the date of the state election. It was just getting
through the election and doing that well and being a voice for issues that
normally are not articulated. That's what it's like when you're a green, I
guess, and so, of course, when on December 13 or 14 it was pretty clear that
I had got in, I was really astounded, I think. I was blown away, because not
only was I elected, but I and my colleagues Jim Scott and, as we found out
towards the end of the week, after a very long count and a lot of nail-biting,
also Giz Watson were in the balance of power. Suddenly my horizons had
gone from December 12 to being in Parliament and being very much a central
player in Parliament. Of course, the phone didn't stop ringing; it was just
huge. From that moment on really until the 22nd of May 2005, the whole
course of events was so hectic and so pressured because of the role that I
found myself in that it was like (I often use the analogy) being in a canoe on a
white watercourse. You were just being carried along by a huge pressure of
events all the time. There was never a quiet moment; it was always
movement, movement, phone call, issue, bill, pressure, pressure. So one
tried to stay stable and not capsize, but do more than just simply go with the
flow in the canoe, but to actually steer a bit so that you would maximise the
flow to the advantage of, you know, again, being effective in the decisions that
were being made. It was tumultuous the entire time, really, very pressured.

RC

At this time, Chrissy, how then did you perceive your role in

Parliament when you were elected?

SHARP

Very much as giving voice to the environment, you know; giving

voice to threatened species; giving voice about land clearance; giving voice
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about the forests, which I've mentioned many times already; and really giving
voice simply to say, "Hey, we've got to do things differently as a society."
That was a new voice for Parliament. I mean, I shouldn't say that entirely
because, of course, Jim Scott had been elected at the previous state election
and he had all portfolios and did his best to, for the very first time, bring that
conversation to Parliament. But it was really when Giz and I joined him in
1996, and we were in the balance of power, that well and truly the
environment was now on the parliamentary agenda in that arena when it
hadn't been before. But even then it was a struggle to get that onto the
agenda because the government was a conservative government, a Liberal
government, so most of the bills were way different from any agenda of a
Greens party. So just thinking of a moment in the future when I introduced a
bill to amend the Wildlife Conservation Act to make the state liable for
protecting fauna, because they were exempt through a mis-drafting of that
legislation, that important act, I just remember it was so thrilling to be standing
there in Parliament talking about extinction, talking about threatened species,
talking about the way government has a responsibility, and talking that talk in
that place, because even when we were elected and we were in the balance
of power, still the conversation was very little, really, because we didn't
determine the agenda about the environment. Before us there had been no
voice at all, so that was something really special and it was a great privilege to
have been in that position to articulate all of that.

RC

When you were elected, what did you see as the pressing

issues of your electorate in the south west?

SHARP

I think I've just answered that: the destruction of forest. It was

very pressing at the time and clearly had to be challenged. So that was the
most pressing, and that was, of course, I think, in that first term, my great
contribution in the Parliament, being the voice for that issue.

RC

One of the slogans, if you like, of the Greens party was that

"They do politics differently". How do you feel that the Greens do politics
differently?
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I think what that means, and I think it was coined by

SHARP

Christobel Chamarette .

..

I'm not quite sure, but I think Christobel may have

originated that notion in her work in the Senate. For me it means that the
Greens have an agenda of collaboration with people, cooperation across
parties and, above all, a non-adversarial approach to politics. It drives me
batty when all politicians can do is sling off at one another. You know how
you can turn on the radio sometimes and you'll hear someone being
interviewed and you don't even know who it is being interviewed or what
they're talking about, but you know it's a politician because they're attacking
someone else, and you feel like it's all about scoring points instead of solving
the problem. I think that the Greens, like most other people, found that pretty
abhorrent, and a kind of trap of politics. So, solution focused, respectful, nonadversarial. But, of course, I have to say that the Greens have been in a
position where, because we are a so-called minor party, to achieve anything
you had to collaborate with others, but it's sort of in our interest to have that
as a modus operandi, and maybe if we grow larger and get closer to a
government role, then we will find that the pressure of that role will push us to
being more adversarial in the future. I look at Tasmania now: Peg Putt,
Leader of the Tasmanian Greens. I think Peg's fantastic. I love her and I
think she does a great job. She calls herself "Green Opposition Leader", and
she plays that. I can see that if you're at that kind of percentage, I think
maybe that the Greens need to be a little bit more critical of the government of
the day, but never ever to fall into the slippery slide of personal abusiveness
and failure to actually focus on solutions, which I've just talked about as being
so characteristic.

RC

How did you feel that you were received by other members

when you first entered Parliament?

SHARP

With some curiosity, I think. Who were these new

greenies that were going to be in an influential role? But also, one of the
funny things about Parliament, given what I was just saying about how
adversarial the behaviour is so often in debate, and much more, of course, in
the Legislative Assembly, where you've just got government and opposition,
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than it is in the Legislative Council, which is almost intelligent from time to
time, and thoughtful and cooperative. Given that that's the context of
Parliament.

RC

.

.

I'm sorry, I've lost my train of thought.

It was just how you felt or you perceived that you were received

by other members at the time.

SHARP

Oh, yes, sorry. I got sidetracked. What I wanted to say was that

when you walked out of the doors, out of the chamber, Parliament is such a
friendly place. It's amazing. For a start, all the staff in Parliament House are
wonderful. They all seem to have been screened for having a really great
personality, helpful and so on. They're just marvellous, the staff. Then all
members across parties are actually very civil to one another and quite
friendly. But you open the doors and you walk into the chamber and it's like
you're on stage; it's theatre. The hostility is a pose. I could never get that,
because sometimes I would get hostile, sometimes I was furious, so if I gave
a fiery speech, it was because I was genuinely pissed off. It wasn't theatre.
But most of the time I would always stick to the issue and never try and just
attack the person, ever. But, you know, that actually made me feel a bit odd,
because the culture in Parliament flourishes on that. It's such a male
environment, and of course some of the women can give as good as they get,
too. Let's not be under any illusions that all the women are sort of sweet or
whatever, and who wants a sweet parliamentarian anyway! The whole culture
there is that being adversarial is good; sort of knocking someone off their
pedestal is great, well done. That's the sort of thing that gets talked about at
the bar, you know. "Gee, you gave a good shock to so-and-so, didn't you?" I
could never kind of get it; like, hey, I would always feel a bit inadequate. I
didn't get off on that. It made me nervous, it made me uncomfortable, and
that there must be something wrong with me. But of course I would say to
myself logically, "Actually it's something wrong with the culture; you're just
normal, Chrissy." But I never got into it. We'll talk about one vote, one value;
that was gruelling. I got everything thrown at me, and yet I don't think I ever
really started hurling back anything to anyone. I always stuck to the issues
and the principles that were involved.
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So, did you encounter any personal animosity outside the

chamber itself?

SHARP

No, I don't think so, no.

RC

When you were elected to Parliament, Chrissy

SHARP

I'm sorry, can I just

RC

Yes.

SHARP

There was one funny story, not really, but I do remember this

-

-

funny conversation that I had with the now Premier, Alan Carpenter, when I
found myself standing next to him in the bar a couple of years ago where they
serve coffee, waiting for two cappuccinos or flat whites or anything and
making conversation as you do, and saying to him, "Oh, minister, by the way,
your College of Teaching bill, it's in the upper house at the moment, and I'm
collaborating with Alan Cadby that we amend it to extend the requirements for
mandatory police checks to private schools." Now, in raising this with the
minister, I thought he would be quite pleased, because he, as Minister for
Education, Minister Carpenter, had, about six months earlier, made police
checks mandatory in all government schools, and because I'd been working
with one particularly recalcitrant Christian school in the northern suburbs of
Perth, which had had serial paedophile issues and I knew that there was this
loophole, and Cadby had raised it in debates (not that school but issues
around private schools), I'd actually gone up to Cadby and encouraged him to
move an amendment and said, "I'll support you and we'll get it in." I thought
the minister would be quite happy about it because it wouldn't cost the
government anything and it was just closing a loophole. So there we are
waiting for our coffee and I told him and he turned to me and he said, "Oh, I
think the upper house is a joke. You should be abolished." [Laughs] I said,
"Are you having a bad morning, minister?" I couldn't believe the overreaction. So I thought of that when Carpenter became Premier and I
wondered.. He does get quite volatile. He doesn't like people disagreeing
.
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with him and things. He's a bit intolerant. That was a bit of unexpected
animosity. [Laughs]

RC

When you were elected to Parliament, Chrissy, the minor parties

found themselves holding the balance of power in the Legislative Council.
How do you think this affected your contribution and what was its impact on
the activities of the upper house?

SHARP

Well, it was pivotal. It was huge. I guess what we're now going

to talk about in terms of my contributions, in terms of amending legislation,
private member's bills, of which I think I introduced five, chairing a standing
committee, all of those things, or most of them, wouldn't have come about if
the Greens and the Democrats (we mustn't forget there were two Democrats
in that role in the first term) were not in that pivotal, influential position of
balance of power, so it completely upped the stakes on things.' It increased
the pressure. All of a sudden, anything that was going on, both in terms of
legislation or other current issues, everyone wanted to talk to us; everyone
wanted to lobby us; you know, interminable amounts of meetings and
contacts, just huge, all the time. One of the difficulties (and we will touch on
that more) was the Greens, under the Public Sector Management Act, didn't
qualify for parliamentary party status. That meant, because you had to have
five members in the Legislative Assembly to qualify as a party in the
Parliament, we basically had no staff, even to do just basics, library, phone
answering, that kind of thing. Nothing, no facilities at all. Of course, there
was a huge work agenda. Even simple things, like, after a bit of a while of
asking, we finally got a photocopier, and it was one of those sorts, you know,
a single page, and you then you had to lift the lid again and turn the
document. I mean, I'd be there at one o'clock in the morning doing my own
photocopying, one page at a time. So, not having party status and proper
II

should have added that another aspect of the Greens paradigm of "doing politics differently" was
particularly pertinent to my work in the balance of power. This was our principle to never trade "across
issues". In other words we never negotiated to pass a bill on apples in exchange for a shift in
Government policy on oranges, or more money for pears. Yes we would try to negotiate the best
possible outcome for any issue, be it amending a Bill or whatever, but would never trade our critical
votes for some other prize. The balance of power role is usually one of pork barrelling, but not for the
Greens.

adequate staffing was a huge thing and really contributed to my burnout. It's
something that still hasn't been resolved,2 although we lobbied for status or
staffing the entire time, both to the Court government.

.

.

We went and had a

meeting with Richard Court, Jim and Giz and I, and said, "Look, we're not
going to be able to manage on our staffing quota." The Premier, Richard
Court, was sympathetic, and so he said, "Okay, well, you can have a 0.4
researcher, a two-day-a-week researcher, but I'll give it to every other
member of Parliament too", which was a crazy decision, because quite often,
if you're just an opposition backbencher, certainly you don't need a researcher
in the same way that someone in the balance of power does. So he gave the
same facilities across the board. We continued lobbying because even that
was helpful, obviously, but it was still a real struggle. Then we continued
lobbying when Gallop became Premier, and I'm pleased to say that after I'd
left Parliament, I believe at the final cabinet meeting that Gallop presided
over, it was agreed to give the Greens a single full-time member of staff in
Parliament to help them with legal work. It was no good for me, but, boy, I'm
sure that Paul and Giz really appreciate having a lawyer there working with
them. That was the downside, but of course the balance of power and being
in that influential position will be shown throughout the achievements that
we're going to talk about, because we Greens did make a difference. I
certainly was very effective in some issues, and being in the balance of power
was part of the reason for that.

RC

In June 1997, Chrissy, you made your inaugural speech to the

upper house in which you argued the merits of ecologically sustainable
development. How do you think this was received?

SHARP

I'm not really sure. Everyone politely clapped their hands, as

you do. Look, I remember (this is a classic example, Ron, of how it was) that
first week when Parliament was sitting and I took up the seat, which was in
May, having been elected in December, and that whole time I had worked
from December, or indeed from before when I was a candidate, but
2

Eventually the last cabinet chaired by Premier Geoff Gallop approved the provision of a legal advisor
for the Greens MLC's.
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particularly once elected, with no staff, no office, no nothing, and everybody
knowing you were in the balance of power, and a huge amount of work. So,
already, by the time we got to May the 22 n and I was actually taking up the
seat, I was frazzled, completely [laughs]. So all of a sudden you've got to
come up with an inaugural speech and say something that's worthwhile. Like
so much else I did, I winged it. I would've done that the night before, you
know, done some dot points, thought, "What on earth am I going to say
tomorrow?" For me, always what I was good at, I think, was about effecting
decisions, about actually moving issues, and I never had any time, nor
probably much aptitude, for giving great speeches. So I don't think it was a
particularly important speech. I mean, I haven't read it for years, so I don't
know how.

..

I've got a copy here, too. The fact that I chose ESD, I think, is,

as you will have seen, something of a consistent theme that I'm passionate
about. So I found plenty to say in my dot points.

RC

Soon after your entry into Parliament, Christine, you chaired the

Legislative Council Standing Committee on Ecologically Sustainable
Development. How did that come about?

SHARP

Well, there were these two progressive minor parties in the

balance of power and suddenly state politics in Western Australia looked very
different, bearing in mind there hadn't been a change in government; it was
still the same old government that was now in its third term. The election
result that was exciting to everybody was not a change of government; it was
that there was something new happening with the balance of power in the
upper house, and that for 104 years this gentlemen's club, all of a sudden
something exciting was happening there. So that was where a lot of the sort
of political lobbying was happening with the Court government and, in
particular, to their credit, the Wilderness Society immediately saw an
opportunity and were lobbying within the Parliament and with government that
there should be a committee in the Parliament dedicated to the environment.
I had very little to do [with it]. I was aware of it; they ran it past me and the
other Greens and we were very happy, but we hadn't even got ourselves
organised. We were still dealing with.. you know, we hadn't even come to
.
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Parliament to organise how we were going to deal with the actual
parliamentary side of things. Meanwhile, they'd got that up and they'd got
some support for it, and so a motion was taken in the first few weeks in the
Council that a new standing committee should be established, the Standing
Committee on Ecologically Sustainable Development. Part of that discussion
had been, well, it should be chaired by the Greens because they've got three
members, so they're the bigger minor party than the Democrats. I got that
role because I'd moved up well in the EPA (in fact, had been deputy chair for
a very short period), and so it was assumed that I had some qualification to
handle that kind of role, so I got the guernsey. I was the first woman, again, in
our state Parliament to chair a standing committee. That was a pretty
wonderful way to start my parliamentary career with a first.

RC

How do you see the importance of that committee, that standing

committee?

SHARP

I think it was really important. When I look at it, I think that that

committee and its successor, Environment and Public Affairs, were amongst
the most active committees in those two terms of state Parliament, in terms of
number of inquiries and the influence of the inquiries, and, in particular, the
work that the standing committee did on forests. I mean, I used that as a
major vehicle for raising the issue that I was running on, and that was forests.
At the very first meeting of the committee, which I chaired, I moved a motion
that that should be our first inquiry. That's how, indeed, we came up with.
in fact, we produced three reports in that first term, three inquiries into
forests.3 One was an interim report which was about the Regional Forest
Agreement process; then there was the sustainability of current logging
practices, which was the big report, which is probably the best compendium of
information about what was wrong with CALM and what was wrong with what
was going down in the forest in any one report that came out. It was a very
The three forest inquiries were; Legislative Council of WA, Standing Committee on Ecologically
Sustainable Development, "Management of and Planning for the Use of State Forests in Western
Australia: The Regional Forest Agreement" (1998); "Management of and Planning for the Use of
State Forests in Western Australia. The Sustainability of Current Logging Practices" (1999); and 'In
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influential document. The third one was that we did an inquiry into the
splitting of the Department of Conservation and Land Management, a short
inquiry into the legislation to amend the CALM Act.

RC

A very general question on that committee, Chrissy: would you

care to comment on any of the findings of that committee in any of those
areas?

SHARP

Yes, I would like to. I said that at the first meeting, or maybe it

was the second meeting (I don't quite remember now, but very early on) I
moved the motion that we do an inquiry into forest management. Part of
those terms of reference had been the Regional Forest Agreement.
Everybody agreed on the committee, so it was a self-referral [interruption for
phone call].
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So the forest sustainability inquiry was a self-referral, and part of its terms of
reference was to look at the Regional Forest Agreement process. Now, when
that decision was made, forest was an issue; it had some prominence.
Certainly it was a big issue amongst the green movement, but it was not the
sort of stuff to make or break governments. It was not a political hot potato in
the way that it became. Members readily agreed, "Oh, yes, we'll look at
forests", and off we went. But as we were conducting that inquiry, we, for
example, toured the south west and had a series of public hearings and had
very extensive public submissions and so on, and all the while that we were
doing this, forest was gaining more and more momentum, more and more
traction as an issue, and we were feeding into that and we were also causing
that, and it was a sort of dynamic process. [Chuckles] It became, actually,
more and more stressful on the committee really because, of course,
members of Parliament themselves were getting polarised around the issue,
around party lines, which is never the best way to do committee work. It is
always best to try and steer clear from issues where parties have got clear
positions that are in conflict, because it's then hard to get committees to kind
of take a fresh approach or whatever. So it kind of got very difficult as time
wore on. Meanwhile, one of our terms of reference, the Regional Forest
Agreement, was turning into THE political hot potato, and indeed was looking
like it was going off the rails, and we were still only in our very initial drafting of
the inquiry report. So we decided. as a committee, that we would do an
interim report on the RFA itself. That report was heavily influenced by
something else that I had been doing in my spare time. That was in
collaboration with Professor Geoffrey Bolton, who had approached me, and
together we organised a secret round table about forest management. That
turned into quite an affair, involving the head of WA Chip and Pulp, Sotico,
Syd Shea and Alan Walker from CALM, and leaders of the conservation
movement like Peter Robertson and Beth Schultz, myself.

.

.

sort of all the

key players really in that debate. We had a dinner together and then two oneday sessions, all very much in private, no media, and the story never got out.
One of the fascinating things about that process that I helped to set up was
how eventually, at the second of the round tables, which was held at
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Claremont Teachers College, the meeting kind of broke down. The reason for
it was not that there was no constructive conversation between the
conservation movement and the industry; on the contrary, there was some
very positive conversation happening. Who knows how it would have panned
out, but it was certainly worthwhile. But the stumbling block was the Regional
Forest Agreement and CALM sitting at that forum saying, "No, no way; we are
not going to change the ground rules for the RFA. We are not going to
consider any different silviculture methods or any.

.

Sorry, we set the ground

rules here. It's not industry that sets them; it's not the conservation
movement." Basically they rejected a consensus approach and said, "No,
there will be our RFA and that's what you're getting." So the RFA itself
became the stumbling block. It was strange, in a way, that happened; the
wedge. You will note in that inquiry report, when we reported that, having at
some length reported that back in committee to members of the standing
committee, that clearly any process that was causing such polarisation, when
in fact some kind of conversation was possible, was a crook process, and so
that was essentially what the report was saying. It was saying, "We want to
report before the RFA is finalised because it's not going to be much use
afterwards. We are of the view that it's going off the rails, and we strongly
recommend that there should be some kind of halting of the process in order
to bring key players together for some consensus decision-making process"
(you know, all these kind of green themes to it) "in order to see if there can be
a breakthrough in the overall direction that that process is taking."4 Of course,
predictably, the government of the day and CALM, in particular, took not a
blind bit of notice and the RFA continued on its sweet way and was a total
failure. We just had the benefit of being able to say, "We told you so." The
main findings were in the larger inquiry into the sustainability of current
logging practices. I'm pretty proud of that report really. I think that it really
sifted through huge volumes of material and gave a good cross-section of
what different people from the different sectors, from the industry, from the
foresters, from local groups in the south west and so on, what the thinking

'

In other words the 1998 RFA inquiry report recommended an official round table process, similar to
the secret meetings that had gone so well until the Department of CALM dug in about the RFA
process. It seemed that CALM were more intractable than the timber industry.
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was. It also gave a very good legal critique of the powers of the CALM Act,
the lack of accountability in the CALM Act and the way that the CALM Act, as
an operating legislative framework, was so skewed towards commerciality
and the financial conflict of interest that that had built into the operation of the
department.
There is one other part of the report, finally, about the role of Syd Shea
himself, and I have to give you some background on that because it's one of
those moments that I won't forget. I had, as has been clear in this interview,
been on a bit of a bandwagon about the fact that we were logging
unsustainably. Indeed, that level of contract had been originally set through
the woodchipping agreement act in breach of the Environmental Protection
Act, because the Environmental Protection Act had required further
assessment because of the impact of gap creation in salt-risk zones.
Because that had never happened, contracts had been set in breach of the
Environmental Protection Act, which were now there for 10 years and had
locked everybody in. I was on a bandwagon about that, and I wanted to pin
Dr Shea down because he was really the one who was at the heart of that
whole story. So we called him in for questioning. He requested, quite
reasonably, that he be provided with the questions in advance, and so we
provided him with written questions, and he knew that this was not the only
thing, but part of what we would be raising with him was whether or not he
had in fact breached the Environmental Protection Act. So the date was set,
and [chuckles] in terms of personal memory, the night before was, I believe,
the only night of my life that I did not sleep a wink. I did not sleep a wink! I
was petrified of confronting him about this thing that I'd been sort of
confronting for years about this unsustainable and illegal logging contract,
effectively, and how to deal with it. I knew he was a very clever operator and I
was feeling so stressed about the situation; probably, you know, stressed
about work levels anyway generally. Didn't sleep a wink, got up at seven
o'clock, had a shower, got dressed and went in and chaired the proceedings
and tried to pin him down. It was very hard and we sort of just about did. I
mean, we very clearly showed that in fact, on just about any legal
interpretation, he had breached the ministerial conditions of 1988. But
because of the statute of limitations.

.

.

in fact, more than five years had
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elapsed since that had taken place, so technically there was no legal case to
answer because that period had elapsed, even though the contract set in that
period was still in place and was still causing over-cutting. I'd also been
raising other allegations in the house about Dr Shea, which is kind of a
separate story, but only four or five weeks after that hearing which had so
stressed me, and quite a while before we actually produced our report (it was
still a couple of months off), Dr Shea resigned, so that was the end of the
Shea era. I have always wondered whether Shea thought we might make
adverse findings against him, as we could. What he didn't know was that I
didn't have the support on committee to do that. I had clearly demonstrated
on committee that he had broken the law, but because forests were such a
political hot potato, even the Labor members were not prepared to stick their
neck out and to make adverse findings against him. So, although there's
quite a few adverse findings, he was never named, so it wasn't such a threat
to him really. He could have probably survived it. It was quite a story really.

RC

Overall then, Chrissy, what are your general observations on

that committee and, broadly speaking, what do you think it achieved?

SHARP

I'm talking in terms of the ESD committee. I think it was a part

of the several factors which made forest management the issue which really
was the pivotal issue for a change of government in 2001. Having said that,
I'm aware (we're both aware) of the amazing popular campaign, the
effectiveness of the Wilderness Society and the WA Forest Alliance in running
a public campaign and the sheer volume of support for change, for throwing
out the RFA and for increase in reservation, reduction in cut etc. But you
can't wage a campaign like that without bringing it right in the face of
government itself, and where you do that is in Parliament. So, I had the
privilege of being that voice, and although we will come to other speeches and
my private member's bill and so on, which were part of that, certainly the ESD
committee played a very important role. In fact, when the timber industry (you
know I was just saying it got quite difficult on committee because it became an
increasingly difficult issue, full of conflict) eventually saw the writing on the
wall, they decided to blockade the Parliament and they brought all the log
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trucks up and surrounded Parliament with lots of front-end loaders and so on.
Where did they come and actually blockade? It was the Standing Committee
on Ecologically Sustainable Development. They tried to prevent the
committee from meeting by taking over the hallway of the committee office,
and in the end the committee decided not to proceed; I, as chair, and other
members, we decided not to proceed with the normal day's agenda when that
blockade.. We managed to get into the room to meet, but [we decided] that
.

we would invite spokespeople from the industry blockade to come, and got
Hansard and got some of it on the record. I look back in retrospect and
wonder whether there were a lot of other things, environment issues, that the
-

committee could have tackled. As I say, it's always good for committees not
to be so politically divided. That's when you get the best work done. I guess I
kind of learnt from that in my second term, when I chaired the subsequent
committee, that you can find ways of working more effectively if you don't take
on the big issues. But then, in a way, it wasn't a big issue when we started,
and making it a big issue was what I was doing all the time [chuckles]. It kind
of got a bit confusing because I was wearing too many hats really. I was
wearing a hat of a neutral committee chair at the same time as I had a private
member's bill in front of the house, which was the High Conservation Value
Forest Protection Bill, so it was a bit of a confusing role. I found that a bit
difficult because I'd always preferred, as I'd done on the EPA, to be a bit more
neutral. If you're on one of these kind of committee processes, it's best not to
be there with an agenda that's quite so blatant. It was pretty blatant in my
case. I was absolutely wearing my heart on my sleeve, or whatever, but it
was great. It was great to have a committee that was at least having this
conversation and bringing the biggest environmental scandal of the day to the
attention of government. We did it well. Norm Kelly on the committee was
excellent; particularly Norm.5 I have to say that the major party members
were not so keen on it because it was politically uncomfortable for them. But
I'll repeat myself.

Australian Democrats MLC for the East Metropolitan Region Norm Kelly.
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During your term in Parliament you also chaired the Standing

Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. Could you tell me what was
the function of that committee?

SHARP

The Clerk of the Parliament, Laurie Marquet, had certain views

about how best to organise the committee system, and he was of the view
that fewer, larger committees was the way to go, so when the next term of
Parliament came around, he proposed a change in structure which would see
the ESD committee expanded from five to seven members and take on part of
the role of what was previously the Standing Committee on Constitutional
Affairs, which was the role of considering petitions tabled in the Legislative
Council.6 So we took on that consideration of petitions in addition to our role
of considering the environment. That was why the name changed, because
"public affairs" stood for the business raised through petitions and
"environment" stayed. So the name changed, we expanded to seven, and our
workload increased considerably. But again, I'm really proud of that
committee work. The inquiries that we undertook were quite influential. We
were enormously productive. For example, in 2004 alone, that committee,
with me at the chair, tabled three inquiries: one into the adequacy of mental
health funding, a second into community midwifery services, and a third into
Alcoa's Wagerup refinery, which was a three and a half year inquiry, as well
as looking at and reporting on 56 petitions, in one year alone! We were really
a very active committee and it worked well, although the workload was huge
for me. We divided into a subcommittee, and three women, Louise Pratt,
Robyn McSweeney and I, formed the petitions subcommittee. Our job was to
have a first look at petitions and maybe generate letters to ministers or some
legal research around the issues before recommending to the main committee
whether we should turn it into a full-blown inquiry or what activity we could
usefully do. As three women, we really hummed along together. We would
meet quite frequently and we would shoot off letters to ministers and to heads
of department about all sorts of things that were being tabled through the

Then Clerk of the Legislative Council, Laurie Marquet, argued that because of the low numbers in our
House (thirty four), it was hard to find enough MP's to participate if Select and Standing Committees
were too numerous.
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petitions; at the very least, give petitioners more information from government
than they would have otherwise got, because we were helping push the
system along and get the information out. A few of them turned into full-blown
inquiries, as well as the work of the main committee. As I was chairing them
both, my workload was immense.

RC

Just a question that springs to mind from what you've just been

saying, Chrissy: do you think, then, that your influence on those committees
as a Greens member brought a fresh approach? It may be obvious, but do
you think it brought a fresh approach to those committees?

SHARP

It's a good question. Yes, I do. I think, in having a Green chair,

it changed the dynamic, because hitherto and generally speaking, committees
are used for two purposes. The first purpose, if it has a government majority,
is to defend the position of government. The second purpose, if it has an
opposition majority, is to discredit a government position. That is the general
dynamic on committees, and it sucks. I came with a green perspective, which
was neither of those. It wasn't to set out to dump on government and score
political points, nor was it to whitewash the problems. It was there to raise
issues and to come up with a constructive way forward that would recommend
matters that the government could resolve. So it was a very constructive role
for dealing with some very contentious issues, and I think if it hadn't been a
Green in the chair, it wouldn't have worked so easily like that. A Democrat,
perhaps, could have performed similarly, but it needed that kind of
perspective of a solutions-based approach, plus an awful lot of commitment
and passion, to actually work that hard, because a lot of parliamentarians just
go to committee and they sit there for their two hours and they do FA. I was
not only chairing, but I was a very active chair. I knew all the stuff, I'd done all
the reading, I knew all the documentation, and so I was always one step
ahead of everybody else in terms of making sure that we were working as a
dynamic enterprise.

RC

Today is the 1st of September 2006, continuing an interview with

Dr Chrissy Sharp at her home in Balingup. Just continuing on from yesterday,
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Chrissy. I'd now like to move on to considering some of your more prominent
speeches in your period in the Legislative Council. I have a list of some here,
but if you have any others please feel free to comment. The first topic I have
here is dating back to July 1998, regarding allegations in altered EPA Bulletin
652 to show reduced area of reserved old-growth karri and CALM's strong
economic position due to revenue from logging. Would you care to comment
on that particular issue?

SHARP

Yes, this was definitely one of my most significant speeches.

I'd like to put it in context. I spoke to you yesterday about the very difficult and
prolonged assessment under the Environmental Protection Act of the
intensification of logging of the jarrah forest. There had been for me some
singularly unfinished business around that. In the meantime, back in 1998,
the RFA was becoming more and more prominent as a major public policy
process in Western Australia, raising the issue of forest management,
increase of reserves, the old-growth issue and so on in the media on, if not a
daily basis, certainly a weekly basis. It was becoming very prominent. It was
also becoming more and more apparent to political watchers like myself that
CALM's position, through that RFA process, was continuing to be entrenched,
intransigent, and really not providing the opportunity for a breakthrough in
terms of the reduction of logging pressure on the forest. So I was getting
increasingly frustrated. I'd been sitting on some documents from that EPA
assessment period back in 1992 when we finalised Bulletin 652, which was
the jarrah forest logging assessment. Something that I'd had in my bottom
drawer, as it were, that I'd never known quite what to do with, because one of
the major recommendations of that assessment actually picked up on karri
forest reservation. It was one of the only recommendations in the report that
hadn't been contentious on the authority itself and had survived various drafts,
with very little debate, and was in the final document that we signed off on.
As a member of the authority, I got an immediate copy of that document. I
then was supplied with a further copy a couple of weeks later (I don't quite
remember now whether it was two or three weeks, or whatever; something

See Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill (No 1), 2m1 Reading, in 1St July 1998.
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like that) which had a sticker on that recommendation which limited the scope
of the recommendation for greater reservation of karri forest. It linked it to a
very specific area of 3 200 hectares that should be identified with community
involvement as further areas for reservation. Now, the authority had never
ever in its deliberations put any kind of limit on what area of forest was
involved in identifying important areas for greater reserves. It had been left
completely open ended. But the figure of 3 200 hectares hadn't actually come
out of the blue; it was a figure that CALM had already committed to in its
proposal document in what they called a proposal for linkage areas; that is to
say, areas along ridge lines and so on, where two major reserves could have
a corridor reserve linking the two areas. So, effectively, changing the wording
without the authority's deliberation or discussion meant that CALM could just
simply use the same area of reserve they'd already committed to and not
have any more karri forest reserves at all. It was extraordinary. Moreover,
when I got a further copy of Bulletin 652, by now the sticker itself was gone
and the wording had been altered in the main text itself and stapled into the
report. So I had had three versions of 652: the original one with the full scope
of the recommendations for karri reserves; the one with the sticker over,
entering a limit of 3 200 hectares; and then one where it was no longer a
sticker; the text itself had been changed.8
8

That is to say the Bulletin was altered after the Authority's assessment and recommendations had
been finalised.
The tampering with Recommendation 5 of Bulletin 652 was never discussed by the Authority because
it occurred during a period when I was not attending meetings and was contemplating resignation,
following the dramatic walk-out by Dr John Bailey and myself from the EPA meeting when the
recommendations for Bulletin 652 were signed off. We were both disgusted by the weakness of the
final wording of recommendations on the intensification of Jarrah Forest logging. The alteration of
Recommendation 5 further weakened Bulletin 652, in that case the section on Karri reservation that the
Authority Members had all backed without any dissent. I was persuaded to return to the EPA fold
when, by extraordinary coincidence, about five weeks later the report of the Royal Commission into
WA Inc. was handed down. It named Hon Bob Pearce who was then forced to step down as the
Minister for the Environment. He was replaced by Hon Jim McGinty. The new Minister took an
immediate interest in the appeals lodged against Bulletin 652. Back on the farm I got a phone call out
of the blue asking me to set up a site visit to Jarrah Forest logging coupes for McGinty to inspect. (It
was the first time Barry Carbon and I had spoken since the walk out.) So began the Tos Barnett
Appeals process, a new chapter in the forest struggle and which led to the Meagher report and final
setting of Jarrah logging levels. Ironically, after three years of the full assessment process, these were
to remain at the levels set in the logging contracts set in 1988 (in breach of Ministerial Conditions set
in 1988 after the WACAP Assessment, as discussed earlier) prior to the EPA's new 1992-3 assessment
(i.e. 490,000m2 for 1st grade Jarrah) because of fears of cancelling operative timber contracts!!
With all this going on I wasn't in a position to start a new argument over the tampering with
Recommendation 5, so I quietly stored the various versions of the Bulletin for raising in another time
and place. Writing about this now it sounds pathetic of me not to have challenged Barry Carbon over it.
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END OF TAPE THREE SIDE B

It must be remembered that in so much of what I was doing I was hopelessly outnumbered. So it was
often counter productive to tackle things head on.
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So here we were a few years later after those events, which had

never been cleared up on the authority itself and facing the same issue: that
there was a massive campaign and interest in the community to see larger
areas of main-type old-growth karri in reserves, and yet CALM were very
much holding to a position that the level of reservation was adequate and that
there would be no significant increase in the areas of reserve through the RFA
process. So CALM hadn't changed their position, and I thought that now was
the moment when perhaps it would be opportune to put on the public record
an earlier version of this struggle to prevent old-growth karri from being clearfelled for woodchipping by tendering those documents and giving some
background material on that, given that in 1998 Dr Shea was still a very
entrenched and powerful leader of a major government department, who in
many ways was a sort of law unto himself. This was one of my first major
efforts to make him accountable for the old-growth logging and for his blatant
disregard for due process. I think the speech itself speaks for itself in many
ways. Nothing happened. The world didn't fall in. I expected the sky to open,
but there was a small bit of media interest and life carried on, but it was just
one of a whole series of ways that I was trying to put on the public record, and
through the committee work, the way that CALM was operating. That was
clearly linked to the provisions of the CALM Act itself, bearing in mind that the
CALM Act had been put in place (how many years before) about 10 years
earlier when the Burke government had first taken office. Dr Shea, as a Labor
Party heavyweight, had had a lot of input into the structure of the legislation
under which he then was appointed as the executive director of the
department. Looking at that first draft of the CALM Act, or the CALM Act as it
was unamended at that time, it's quite remarkable how many sections of the
act were about commercial enterprise, about contracts, about CALM's
position of controlling information and all sorts of enterprises, including
tourism and, of course, logging contracts. A rather extraordinary.

.

.

Well, I

don't know if it was unique or whether there were other examples (I certainly
didn't know of any) where CALM's own revenue raising through logging
contracts under the arrangements of the act went straight into the
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department's own bank account. The logging revenues were not put into the
consolidated fund and then there followed in the next budget an appropriation
for the department; it didn't work like that. It went straight from the logging
company to the department, which was clearly a massive financial conflict of
interest for the department, which was itself meant to be regulating the
sustainable yield and sustainable practices of our forest management. I had,
as a small research project, got someone to look at those figures and, from
memory, around this time CALM's income had two main sources. There was
its own generated income from logging revenue and then there was a much
smaller amount which came from commonwealth payments for various
biodiversity programs. In CALM's own self-generated revenue, over 90 per
cent was raised through logging. When you then added to its total revenue,
including commonwealth payments, it went down to around three-quarters of
its total revenue came from logging. This is clearly an extraordinary situation
and was, to my mind, clearly what was driving the elevated level of timber
contracts, remembering that CALM had.

.

.

Basically, through my action, I

pulled them in for assessment in 1992 and caused a new forest management
plan to come about. They were proposing 675 000 cubic metres of first-grade
jarrah to be cut. Then through all of that assessment process, eventuating
with the Meagher report, which I touched on yesterday, we brought it down to
490 000. Four hundred and ninety thousand didn't come out of a hat. That
figure actually corresponded to the contracts that had been signed in the late
80s in disregard of ministerial conditions under the Environmental Protection
Act contracts, which CALM really couldn't break or didn't want to change, so
that they were already committed. So, despite all that effort through the EPA,
really we succeeded and I succeeded in not bringing down the contractual
commitments at all because they were already locked into 10-year contracts.
In fact, the logging level had been set at so high a level that it didn't keep up
with market demand. So we saw an incredible situation where the actual cut
of first-grade jarrah was 324 000 cubic metres around the time when the RFA
was finalised, and that's why the RFA itself set a new first-grade jarrah level of
324 000. Again, this figure was not the result of complex calculations of longterm sustainable yield. It was plucked to correspond with what the industry
had been taking, and, therefore, the contractual amount could be reduced
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from what had come down to 490 down to 324, because industry couldn't
absorb the extra going up to 490. Over that period too, over the 90s, we saw
such a glut of jarrah that, for example, Sotico had a subsidiary company,
Westwoods, that regularly auctioned jarrah at bargain-basement prices just to
try and clear jarrah. The retail price of jarrah, I believe, fell during the 1990s
by about a third. Here you were with one of the world's most valuable
hardwoods available in dwindling quantities, and yet the price is dropping and
there's a market glut; extraordinary situation. During that period, we really
raped the jarrah forest and took probably the last remaining quality stands of
jarrah, both jarrah forest and jarrah timber, for the future. We ended up with
Sotico, who had the largest logging contract and who didn't under contract
have to take a single second or third-grade log; it was all first grade that they
took. Due to this over-cutting, they gradually stockpiled the most enormous
quantity of first-grade, perfect-sawn jarrah down at their Manjimup processing
centre. I took some photos of it, but, unfortunately, the photos I
commissioned were only just after they started to disperse that stockpile when
the sale to Gunns went through. That stockpile of jarrah through the overcutting, through all this argument about the contracts that I had been waging
since the late 1980s, was worth so much to Gunns when they eventually
bought into Sotico that they paid Sotico only $11 million for their various
timber mills, but for the stockpile at Manjimup they paid $18 million. It would
have been a hectare of 30-foot high columns of perfectly sawn, dressed jarrah
just there with no market. This was the outrageous situation that was going
on. So that was my first major effort, to expose that. I think that it certainly
was an important aspect of helping to dislodge that regime that was in place
over the bureaucracy of forest management at the time.

RC

Just clarifying the date for that speech, that issue, Chrissy, that

was the debate on the consolidated fund bill in July 1998; is that correct?

SHARP

Yes, that's right. A funny title, isn't it? It's just simply that during

the year, apart from adjournment speeches at the end of each sitting day,
which are a very short opportunity for members to make a contribution about
anything.

.

.

Apart from that opportunity (in Parliament, mostly the debate is
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very structured around legislation) there's only two main opportunities in the
parliamentary calendar when you can make general speeches about other
matters. One is in the budget bills, and this was a budget bill, and the second
is in the Address-in-Reply, in which members can make contributions in
response to the speech of the Governor when Parliament is opened each
year. Indeed, I made a second major contribution talking about the stockpile
and the timber restructuring years later, and that I did as an Address-inReply.' The 13th of May 2004 was the Address-in-Reply, and in that I in
particular singled out Mr Bob Pearce, who was the head of the Forest
Industries Federation, who had been the Minister for Environment at the time
that those contracts were set. In my view, he had had a major role in that
whole problem; either that or he was very much led astray by a very active
executive director. Mr Bob Pearce's former partner, Adele Farina, who is a
member of the Council too, made a response to my accusations on the 2nd of
July 2004, which was the last sitting day of that session, and I responded to
her refutation on the 20th of August 2004. So there was a sort of series of
three, but, yes, all very much in all the same vein of this massive
overexploitation and wastage of jarrah. Of course, that linked into.

.

.

As we

knew, there were not only stockpiles down at Manjimup, there were stockpiles
throughout the forest; everywhere, jarrah logs just sitting there. As I lived in
the jarrah forest, I would go driving around and looking at some of the logging
areas, and it was heartbreaking; heartbreaking. It's bad enough to go and do
gap creation on a large scale in the jarrah forest because it's, in my view,
such a very crude form of forestry that doesn't recognise what a sensitive
ecosystem it is, but to see that done in a way which is completely wasteful of
the resource was like a double sin in my view; it failed to respect the
ecosystem and it failed to respect the timber too. I was just obsessed with
that because that was my country, that was where I lived, that was what was
going on around me, and it was a disgrace.

'Incorrect, the passionate speech about the unrave11in of the timber industry restructure was Estimates
and Expenditure: Consideration of Tabled Papers, 13 May 2004, followed up by Member's
Statement, 20th August 2004, responding to Adele Farina's Member's Statement 0f2fld July 2004.
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All right, thanks, Chrissy. I'd like to move onto the next topic,

which was amendments to the new School Education Act to ensure that
children are not discriminated against because of learning disabilities or social
or cultural background.

SHARP

Yes. When I look back on my two terms, I think dealing with the

review of the School Education Act and putting in place a new act at the time
that Cohn Barnett was the Minister for Education was one of the most
pleasurable major pieces of legislation that I dealt with. Remembering, you
know, we're back in my first term, which is when the Greens and the
Democrats had taken up the balance of power, there had been widespread
speculation that there was going to be this sort of revolutionary upper house
that was going to do all sorts of wild things. Of course, that never eventuated,
I have to say. During that first term, through from 1997 to 2001, the only
legislation that the upper house (this revolutionary new upper house) actually
rejected was only one bill in all that time, and that was about the regulation of
the hairdressing industry. The majority of the upper house was of the mind
that the hairdressing industry, because it uses chemicals, deserved to be
regulated, and so we prevented the disestablishment of the Hairdressers
Registration Board, which regulates who is allowed to practise hairdressing. I
digress.2

2

do not mention here another Government Bill, not actually voted down like the Repeal of the
Hairdressers Registration Board, but one which has never had the support to be brought on and passed.
I refer to the extraordinary story of the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition Bill 1999.
When the Greens and the Democrats took up the balance of power in the Legislative Council in 1997,
and for the first time in State history the Council had a non-conservative majority, predictions were that
our Parliament would see a new radical era of blocked legislation. In fact during that following term
only one Bill was actually blocked by the upper House involving the deregulation of the hairdressing
industry. Given that any majority was necessarily across parties the upper House revolution has been
more that of creating a democratic watchdog than a revolutionary tiger! In this context it is remarkable
to note that there is one major piece of legislation that the upper House has been refusing to pass since
1999 through the leadership of myself and the Greens, and with majority support in the Council. This is
the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition Bill. The Bill was pulled from the agenda on the final sitting
week of the Court Government's last Parliament in 2000, after I briefed Deputy Premier Hendy Cowan
about the legal advice I had sought which raised the potential impact of the Bill on WA's quarantine
sovereignty.
The whole of the next Parliament the Bill was held off by lack of numbers.
Again in July 2006 the House quietly declined to proceed with this controversial national scheme,
passed by all other Australian Parliaments, to recognise New Zealand as another State for the purposes
of trade practices. The Bill was not bought on for debate because it was clear that it would fail. This is
the third time since 1999 that the Bill was put on the notice paper but then its passage stalled. At stake
is WA's clean apples and the principal of regional "freedom" of WA's agriculture from pests and
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So here we were in the upper house with what was essentially a hostile upper
house for the Court government. The Minister for Education had major
legislation. He'd done the right thing. He'd produced first of all a blue bill,
they call it, where he'd done a draft new School Education Act, which had
been widely circulated throughout the stakeholders in education. A lot of work
had been done on it. It had got through the Assembly, and now the bill was
up before the Council. We in the Council, through myself for the Greens and
also Helen Hodgson from the Democrats' party and Ljiljanna Ravlich from the
Labor Party, put on the notice paper a massive amount of amendments. I
can't remember how many; there were around 250 or 300 amendments
between us, as three women. One of the pleasurable aspects of that was that
we met as three women voluntarily out of session and talked about our
different concerns and sort of shared up the work and said, "Well, you
concentrate on that and I've got some real concerns with this section." We
worked really cooperatively, three very smart women I'd like to think, and I
thought we did a great job, and did it with no acrimony, and, of course, we had
the numbers. The Minister for Education, wise man that he was, recognised
the reality of the situation and accepted the large majority of those
diseases thanks to its strict quarantine standards. West Australian food production is amongst the
cleanest in the world. Consequently our meat, grain and our fruit production is relatively chemical free.
WA hasn't imported an apple since the 1920's. New Zealand's apples are particularly undesirable in
that all three major apple pests codling moth, apple scab (both occur over east) and fireblight are
found across the Tasman but not in WA. We are all involved in this effort to maintain our regional
freedom from pests and diseases when we dutifully discard our fruit at the airport.
However all this is changing under the era of globalisation and the World Trade Organisation. The
Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition Bill defers WA quarantine to WTO rules. That is the problem, not
those rules themselves, but the fact that their determination and quarantine requirements that follow are
controlled by Canberra. The federal Government is not vitally interested in the fact that WA, and
Tasmania too, are cleaner than the mainland eastern States, protected by our natural boundaries and a
century of strict quarantine standards. So increasingly BioSecurity Australia is setting standards of the
lowest common denominator. The Greens are seeking national agreement on the recognition of
regional difference, and the acceptance of tighter quarantine in different parts of Australia where
appropriate, before we will tie the knot on international mutual recognition schemes that open up
greater global trade arrangements. Greening of bio-security practices under the federal Government is
critical to maintaining WA's clean environment and food supply.
In 2007 the Commonwealth Government finally determined that although NZ apples would be
imported into the Eastern States, they would continue to be excluded from WA. So we have had a win
for regional difference. However the federal Government still refuses to legally commit to the principle
by amending the Memorandum of Understanding on Animal and Plant Quarantine Measures between
the Commonwealth ofAustralia, and the States ofNSW, Victoria, Queensland, Western Australia,
South Australia, Tasmania and the Northern Territory and the ACT, 21st Dec 1995, to include the
principle of regional difference. This remains our goal, and has now been taken up in the Senate by
Greens(WA) Senator Rachel Siewert.
As I write, in 2008, the Trans-Tasman Bill from 1999 still remains stalled on the notice paper of the
Legislative Council.
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amendments. Something like three-quarters of them were just inserted and
the government acceded to that. There were some of them that a technical
argument was raised that they wouldn't work for this reason or that reason,
and so we in turn, in a very cooperative way, agreed to back off on those
areas. So the whole thing was brought about collaboratively, doing politics
very differently, no arguments and, indeed, with the cooperation of the
minister for the final part of the whole process. It was fantastic (it really was),
and as a result I think we've got a really excellent School Education Act. My
own contribution was particularly aspects of social justice and, in particular,
some amendments, because the way the act works, it sets out various
processes of disciplining children for truancy and different ways where there's
school boards which assess children's performance. Wherever they occurred
during the act, I put in amendments to those (I'm just looking here for how that
was worded; I've got the wording somewhere) to the effect that all state
schools, all government schools, are obliged to prevent disadvantage to any
child due to their economic circumstances, their ethnic or geographic
circumstances or any specific learning difficulties that that child may have. I
inserted that and wove that right through the new act, and I think it's one of
the very progressive aspects of the act.

RC

I'd like to move on now to the High Conservation Value Forest

Protection Bill, which you introduced into the house in April 1999.

SHARP

Absolutely. Ron, I'd like to ask you a question at this point.

What date was the RFA signed? It was in 1999. It was just before that, was it
not?

RC

Yes, Chrissy. The RFA was signed on the 4k" of May 1999.

SHARP

Right. So, in fact, I introduced the bill just before the document

was literally signed but would have been finalised really in terms of the
process. I think the debate came just after the formal signing. So it was very
much again taking us back to that moment in time when forest was the
biggest political issue. It was in the papers on a daily basis. It was massive.
People were being arrested down in the forest. There was just so much
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activity around it. Clearly, the RFA process was not delivering what the
population of Western Australia wanted to see. Despite the best efforts of
many, many people and my best efforts in the Parliament, we had failed to
change the outcome of the RFA so that it could be a process for some kind of
middle ground for delivering greater reservation of old growth, which is what
people wanted; a reduction in the intensity of the logging, which is what
people wanted; and the RFA failed to deliver, because it had been so
controlled by CALM, who were continually aware of their logging contracts
and the commitments that they had already entered into that they weren't
going to budge on. It was at that time that it was decided by a small group of
us, Peter Robertson in particular, Liz Constable from the Legislative Assembly
and myself, that the way forward would be at this stage for myself to introduce
a private member's bill into the Legislative Council.3 That was the High
Conservation Value Forest Protection Bill; quite a simple bill, but which
basically undermined the RFA because it required the government to set
aside all areas of high conservation value in the forest as reserves. It was a
very provocative act, and it had huge support, so much that when the debate
I introduced the bill in April of that year, 1999, and the debate took place
quickly in May, just after the actual RFA was signed. We had packed public
galleries and people all around the Parliament. It was certainly, for me, one of
the most exciting parts of my parliamentary career. It was great for me. I just
was so proud of the support that we had and how we could really take on the
government of the day through the upper house and say, "Sorry, but what
you're doing is simply not good enough and we've got the support; we've got
not only the numbers in the upper house to pass this bill through the upper
house, but we've got the public on our side", and they turned out to support
that bill. One of the personal highlights for me was.

.

.

George Cash was in

the chair in the Legislative Council for that whole debate. George was an
excellent President of the Legislative Council; he was always so considerate
and helpful to all members, and to new members in particular. So he
presided over the passage of the bill to this packed public gallery, who, of
course, had begun their contribution to the debate by loudly cheering and
Peter Robertson, Coordinator of the WA Forest Alliance and Liz Constable, the member for
Churchlands.
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clapping every contribution that they agreed with, until they were threatened
with evacuation because, of course, you're not allowed to make any noise up
in the public gallery because you're not a member. So, instead, everyone
adopted a sort of silent way of clapping whereby they fluttered their fingers
like this; and, unfortunately, because it's silent, we can't hear it on the tape,
but both hands, all fingers, waving up and down. So you had several hundred
people upstairs every time they liked a line [interruption for phone call]. So all
these fingers were flapping everywhere, fluttering, and it was an amazing
sight. At one point I had cause to go and have a quiet word with the President
about how I actually moved that the bill be voted on at the very end of the
debate, and I wasn't quite sure of the procedure. So I quietly walked up to the
chair and had a quiet word with George, and said, "George, what do I do
next?" basically, because I had never put a bill through to completion before
like this. He explained and said, "Yes, there's no problems with that, but just
tell me while you're here, what on earth does" and then he, with his own
-

fingers under his desk so no-one could see upstairs, was fluttering his fingers.
He said, "What does that mean?" [Laughs] It was so funny. He was
surrounded by this; I mean, it was really novel for the Parliament that this kind
of thing was happening, and certainly it was novel to have so much support
for an upper house that was taking on a government. Anyway, after the bill
passed the Council, the question was: what was going to happen in the
Assembly? We had already been working with Liz Constable on the project,
so Liz Constable introduced it into the Legislative Assembly fairly soon after
that during private members' time in that house. Again, the gallery was
packed and all the media were there etc; there was a huge interest in the
passage of that private member's bill. The debate was wonderful in the
Assembly too. Just about every member used it as an opportunity to make
their contribution about where they stood on the great forest debate, as it
were. One of the highlights of it was that we provided a rubbing of a trunk, the
base of a tree, a massive tree that had been cut in Gardner block down at
Northcliffe. It was a bit like old medieval tombstones that you do brass
rubbings. It was like one of those rubbings which showed on a very large
piece of paper the actual dimension of the stump of the tree that had been
clear-felled. I think it was in Phil Pendal's presentation that, as a sort of prop
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for the whole drama of this debate, the ushers brought in this very large
contribution, and he unfurled it in the centre of the chamber, with the
permission of the Speaker, and as he opened up the paper it overlapped to
either front bench, right across the centre of the chamber. It was enormous,
and clearly showed the obscenity of a tree that had probably started growing
when the Magna Carta had been signed being killed and wasn't even
removed, from memory, from the coupe; it was left there, in order to produce
paper pulp in Japan.4 So that was a very persuasive way of showing exactly
how obscene this forest management system was. Then we came to the
drama: well, you know, was the bill going to get through or not? There was
the final division and the division was called. In the end, of course, the
government had the numbers. However, there was one brave member from
the coalition, Bob Wiese, the National Party member for Wagin, a former
minister in the Court government, Minister for Police, who, when the division
was called, crossed the floor. Him doing that was a very symbolic gesture
really that although it was only one member of the coalition itself, he was
actually representing the hearts of quite a few members of the coalition,
because no-one believed in it any more really. So, in many ways, although
the bill failed at that final hurdle, it was a symbolic victory; and, yes, it was
certainly very much part of the fact that the government itself reneged on the
RFA within weeks and announced a new advisory committee under Professor
Ferguson to review the amount of reservation of old growth, and so the RFA
was torn into shreds virtually as it was signed in Western Australia;
remarkable really. When we left the chamber that day after the debate and
the bill had failed, the media of course pounced on me, and I announced very
strongly that I would introduce a new bill.5

END OF TAPE FOUR SIDE A
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The tree was too massive for the haulers to remove from the site, so the ancient giant was felled and
left to rot.
I remember being encouraged to announce that I would persist with a new Bill, by a conversation at
that critical moment with none other than the Minister for Agriculture. Hon Monty House, MLA.
This is further indication of the ongoing collaboration between the WA Nationals and I over forest
issues that started in 1997. The Nationals had produced an excellent research report on the
unsustainable practices of the timber industry, see National Party of WA, "Forest and Conservation
Management Policy of the National Party in Western Australia. "(1999).
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So I made it very clear, through the front page of The West

Australian, that I would continue to press the matter in Parliament, that there
would be a new bill introduced (obviously it had to be a slightly different bill
because you can't debate the same bill twice), that the government would
continue to be tested on this matter until they accepted that the vast majority
of people in Western Australia wanted greater protection of their high
conservation value forest. Indeed, that's exactly what happened; the
government backed down.

RC

Okay. I'd like to move onto the next subject, Chrissy, which was

1999, the issue of drug law reform.

SHARP

Yes. Drug law reform was another whole area of my work, in

representing the Greens in Parliament. I was, in the Western Australian
Parliament, the representative for a group, again working collaboratively with
parliamentarians from all parties, and in this case from all Parliaments
throughout Australia, a group called the Australian Parliamentary Group for
Drug Law Reform, a very informal network of members of Parliament from all
state Parliaments and from the federal Parliament itself of Labor, Greens,
Democracts and Liberals. Indeed, we counted amongst our numbers Hamer,
the former Liberal Premier of Victoria, as one of the members of the group of
progressive MPs that wanted to see government move from a punitive
criminal approach to drug taking to a scientific approach based on the
principles of harm minimisation. I did quite a lot of interstate travel as part of
that group going to seminars that were set up for us; a couple of great ones in
the federal Parliament, another one in the New South Wales Parliament and
in the Victorian Parliament. We had meetings quarterly, and I attended quite
a few of those and was the main instigator in our own Western Australian
Parliament of the drug law reform charter of that group. But I did more than
that. I also introduced two private member's bills during the term of the Court
government, which were pushing the government on the matter of, in that
case, cannabis in particular. There was the Misuse of Drugs Amendment
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(Cannabis Cautioning Notices) Bill, which I believe I introduced in April 2000,
and there was also (I introduced twin bills simultaneously) a Poisons
Amendment (Cannabis for Medical and Commercial Uses) Bill, which I
introduced on the same day. The purpose of those bills was a threefold
approach to changing the laws around the use and the growing of cannabis
sativa. One was to decriminalise the smoking of cannabis and the possession
in small quantities for personal use under the Misuse of Drugs Act, and the
poisons amendment bill was going to the regulations under the Poisons Act,
which prevented two things which I thought needed to change. One was that
it outlawed any commercial hemp industry, because hemp is, of course, from
the same plant, albeit strains of cannabis which have very low THC properties
and can't be used for any recreational drug purposes because they just simply
don't have what it takes. But in the same process we were depriving farmers
of the opportunity to grow hemp crops. Also, by amending the Poisons Act, I
was making it possible for medical doctors to prescribe cannabis, as they did
other poisons under that act, as a medication; so, cannabis for medical
purposes because it was well known that cannabis could be efficacious in a
whole range of complaints from epilepsy, all sorts of pains, through to MS,
multiple sclerosis; a whole range of different problems. It led to some
amusing situations. I remember when I introduced that bill, it was the first bill
in any Australian Parliament to allow a regulated use by doctors of cannabis,
because of course cannabis had been used by earlier generations. I believe
the notable example was that Queen Victoria herself used to use cannabis as
a medication for period pain, I think it was. I remember, just after I introduced
that bill, getting this hilarious phone call from this old lady who said, "I've
heard you introduced a bill into Parliament. I had an accident and I've been
suffering from pain for several years, and because none of the medications I
was taking seemed to work, my son came up with some special cannabis
biscuits for me, and they were really good and I thought that you might tell me
where I could get some more." (Laughs) This was on the phone in
Parliament. I said, "Well, I'm not actually supplying any cannabis; I'm just
trying to change the law." It all led to some amusing moments, as these
things do. But the poisons amendment bill didn't go anywhere. I second read
it (I introduced it, in other words), but the big issue was whether or not small-
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scale cannabis smokers should be subject to criminal proceedings under the
Misuse of Drugs Amendment Bill. Of course, that was very timely. The Court
government itself had actually found that their own system wasn't working
and, on the basis of expert advice, had introduced a cautioning system for
small-scale cannabis users. So, first of all, they introduced it in Bunbury and
Mirrabooka, I think, were the two trial places, where, if the police caught
someone with a small amount of marijuana, they issued them with a caution
rather than prosecute it. That worked successfully for a six-month period, and
then it was extended statewide so that, effectively, we did have in place a
decriminalisation system. However, the Liberals, being what they were, didn't
have the guts to change the law itself to reflect these administrative changes
that were actually brought about through using an exemption clause in the
Police Act which enables police officers to refrain from pressing a criminal
charge if they determine that the circumstances warrant that exemption. So
through that particular discretionary clause, there had been a whole statewide
change in the way that the cannabis laws were administered. I argued very
strongly that this was not the way to do it, because this would encourage
police corruption, because clearly quantities were involved and there was a
whole discretion for individual police officers, which was not the right way; you
needed to have clear laws. It was an amazing debate. It just staggered me
because I managed, with the support of the numbers from the Labor Party, to
force debate on my bill. Indeed, we debated it, completed all stages and
passed my bill in the Legislative Council, but throughout that debate, despite
their statewide cautioning scheme, the Liberal ministers, and Peter Foss in
particular, because the minister, Rhonda Parker, was in the Assembly, their
Minister for Health, so Peter Foss was carrying debate in the upper house,
argued vehemently that what I was proposing was going to open the
floodgates to end civilisation; and yet, in fact, with a slight tweaking of the
words about the quantities involved, my bill was their statewide cautioning
system, and just actually changing the law to reflect the practice. Yet in the
debate you would think we were poles apart, whereas it wasn't true at all. I
would say with drug law reform I did a couple of really effective media stunts.
Around the time of the debate on that bill, I did one media stunt where I
demonstrated the use of a vaporiser for smoking cannabis. I had a friend who
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was one of the drug law reform lobbyists who had set it up for me really and
said that he had a vaporiser, and we were aware and produced some
scientific reports which showed that this was a better way of smoking
marijuana than the sort of standard pipes and cigarettes that people would
use, because the vaporising gave better protection to the lungs. However, the
way that the Misuse of Drugs Act worked, to have an implement like a
vaporiser, which is of course going to this theme of harm minimisation and
better for the health, would cause you to have a second criminal offence
because you'd be offending for owning the cannabis. Even if you didn't have
any cannabis, merely to own a vaporiser, if it had any residue at all to show it
had ever been used, was also a criminal offence. So I did a stunt and just put
out a media release saying that I was going to demonstrate the vaporiser at
10.30 up in the Parliament in one of the meeting rooms. I was terribly busy at
the time, but sort of thought I don't know if anyone's going to turn up for this. I
went up there and walked into this room packed; every TV station, every radio
station, everyone was there. The media loved at that stage anything to do
with drugs, marijuana; they just loved it. So using some mock cannabis,
which happened to be oregano from my herb jars, which looked rather similar,
we set up the vaporiser and I dutifully sat there puffing to show how it worked.
Of course, just doing this actually made me get the giggles. I felt really quite
intoxicated puffing on this vaporiser, and so it looked for all the world like I
was having a smoke of marijuana, and the media loved it, and I got onto all
the TV news that night. So sometimes you could do very small things and yet
make a splash in the media. The government continued to be intransigent on
drug law reform, though, until we had a change of government in 2001 and we
had a Labor government. One of the first major activities of the Labor
government in 2001, in August, was that they had a major Drug Summit in the
house, using the Parliament. It was really well set up. It was a whole.

.

.

I'm

saying a whole week. Perhaps it wasn't a week. I don't remember now.
Perhaps it was three or four days, but it was over several days. It had
massive media coverage and representatives from all sorts of stakeholders,
from aggrieved parents and education specialists to medical practitioners,
through to drug users etc, etc. It was a great event. It did have, to my mind,
though, two deficiencies. The first was that it was done in a non-collaborative
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approach; in other words, that members from other than the Labor Party were
not invited, so everyone else was invited but I wasn't invited, and nor was the
opposition spokesperson on drugs, Simon O'Brien, invited. So it immediately
sort of set up the politics of an adversarial situation where the other political
players were excluded. My main beef, and the second point I wanted to
make, was that it didn't talk about alcohol. One of the themes that I had
constantly raised, as did everyone involved in the drug law reform movement,
was the relativities of harm between illicit and legal drugs. Clearly, the
boundary between what was legal and what was illegal bore no reflection on
the relative harms, because alcohol is by far and away.

.

.

And also, of

course, I mustn't forget the biggest killer of all, tobacco, kill many more people
in our society than any of the illicit drugs, even heroin itself. So I did a stunt
about that. When the Drug Summit, from which I was excluded, was going, I
again invited the media out into the courtyard just outside the chamber where
the summit was meeting, and invited media to partake of a glass of fine wine
and have a cigarette with me; an activity, of course, which I have to say
happened all the time in the parliamentary courtyard. That was where people
had a drink and invited guests, including media. But I did it at 10.30 in the
morning for the cameras and made the point: look, if we're really going to get
serious about having a scientific approach to harm minimisation through the
use of drugs, then any Drug Summit which doesn't consider alcohol and
tobacco is missing the point really. That was really successful too, except that
Fred Chaney, who was chairing the summit, was furious with me, and came
out and verbally tackled me and told me that I was a disgrace to the
Parliament and had greatly embarrassed all of those people that might be
struggling with alcoholism and blah, blah, blah. He was very intolerant of my
exhibitionist stunt, because I guess I stole the show for that morning.
Just to complete on the cannabis story, of course after the Drug Summit and
all of that activity, the Labor government introduced amendments to the
Misuse of Drugs Act themselves, and that subsequently passed the
Parliament. Again we saw an opposition which was absolutely vehemently
opposed, although they, as government, had had this statewide cautioning
system. I remember there was one moment of drama when the bill came up
to the upper house, and Sue Ellery was dealing with the bill as parliamentary
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secretary for the Minister for Health, who was Jim McGinty. I think it was the
first legislation, or certainly one of the first pieces of legislation, Sue had had
carriage of, and she was a bit nervous and unsure of her grounds, as you are.
I mean, speaking in the house is always a bit daunting. She had Simon
O'Brien and Peter Foss on the other side, and Peter Foss, in particular, was a
brilliant debater. They managed to so befuddle her with argument that they
talked her into considering a Liberal amendment to the bill which would have
seen the reduction in the quantities that were to be affected by the
decriminalisation from the 25 grams that the bill was specifying down to two
grams. Sue Ellery was on the verge of agreeing to this after being absolutely
badgered in debate. I was horrified, because that just wasn't a realistic
quantity. The vast majority, therefore, of small-scale use would not be scoped
any more under the bill, so I had to do some very quick damage control
around that, and sought an urgent meeting with McGinty himself before the
bill continued on its passage, and got the backing of the minister. Then Sue,
of course, in the quiet outside the chamber, could see that she had probably
got a bit off track, and we got the bill back into its original format and which, of
course, is now law today. Shall we move on?

RC

Yes, we can move onto the next issue, Chrissy, which was the

issue of electoral reform during 2000 and 2001.

SHARP

I feel exhausted at the thought of it really. As soon as the Labor

government took up its position, with for the first time for a Labor government
to have a progressive upper house, because the numbers hadn't changed
greatly in the upper house

.

.

.

So this was the first time that a Labor

government ever had the opportunity to promote an electoral reform regime of
one vote, one value when they were elected in 2001 with a progressive upper
house, with this time the Greens exclusively in the balance of power, because
both Democrats had lost their seats in the 2001 election. The Greens had
gone up from three members to five, and we were very much a sort of force in
the upper house at the time. So within weeks we were approached by the
Labor Party. I don't remember where the first approach came from, probably
from Jim McGinty. Basically, Jim McGinty was centrally involved in this
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process the whole time. In fact, one of the characteristics that I recognised in
McGinty is that he is a very, very energetic minister and he deals with matters
himself. He doesn't sort of send minions to have meetings; he has meetings
with key players himself and moves issues along himself. So we were asked
what our position was on one vote, one value, because the government
wanted to introduce legislation, and obviously they would like to introduce
legislation which bore some relation to what the upper house would pass. So
that was how the process started. So we were immediately put on the spot.
What was the Greens' position? Well, the Greens, certainly from a policy
perspective, had clear support for one vote, one value, but it wasn't quite that
simple, because three of our five members of the Legislative Council were
from country seats. Of course, one vote, one value was anathema to the vast
majority of three of our five electorates. So that was a very difficult position
for the MI-Cs themselves to handle. So we had (when I saw "we", I am
referring to all the Green MI-Cs, the five of us) then several party meetings
with the Greens (WA) that went through that period through 2001 to develop
our position. We worked on consensus principles. In fact, Robin Chapple
had been the spokesperson, but because there was a lot of difficulty in getting
the five MI-Cs to agree 6
6

And I felt it quite hard to think that Robin could

Hon Robin Chapple MLC for Mining and Pastoral. Robin did not share my concerns about the
prospect of excessive centralisation of WA's political representation as an inevitable result of the
introduction of one vote, one value, given the demographic domination of Perth.
I was the only Greens (WA) MLC who actually lived in the country, so that influenced my perspective,
whereas my colleagues saw the issue more exclusively from a Greens perspective of vote equality,
whilst Hon Dee Margetts was worried about the concerns of her rural electorate in the Agricultural
Region. The net effect of these different perspectives was that Dee and I were inclined to vote
differently to our colleagues. So in order to remain united we had to invest massive time and energy
into working through consensus positions, at each twist and turn, as the politics unfolded in a highly
charged atmosphere. For example I would check with my four colleagues before issuing any
statements, or we would all attend meetings with Minister Jim McGinty and the President of the
Council, Hon John Cowdell, especially during the 2002 chapter. It was very wearing and time
consuming to maintain this discipline and commitment to consensus. As I now edit my interview I am
a bit shocked at how incoherent my account is of these events. I think it shows the tremendous strain I
felt in dealing with these issues, and the burn out they caused personally, remembering we did not even
have a legal advisor (apart from the Clerk) or adequate staff. So the electoral reform issue was a
significant part of the reason why I could not find the necessary gumption to run at the next election.
On top of other problems, the Parliamentary debate itself was particularly nasty, as well as complex,
and I was also constantly worried about the responsibility I shouldered in persuading the Greens to
back a vote weighted upper house.
Then, of course, the Electoral Amendment Bill 2000 was thrown out later by the High Court, so in 2005
the whole process had to be repeated! To bring the whole legislative change to its culmination was a
political epic.
I should add two notable aspects of the second round of the reform in 2005, when the government had
mustered the required extra vote to give it a constitutional majority from disaffected Liberal Hon Alan
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actually speak for me, and I wasn't the most difficult person, because Dee
Margetts, who was representing the Agricultural Region, where the opposition
to these changes was the most strident, was in a really difficult position and
was quite reluctant throughout the process of drawing up a position. So, yes,
we had endless meetings to try and work through a consensus position, and
eventually we came to that, through taking advantage of the bicameral system
of the Parliament and the fact that, in having two houses, it gave us the
opportunity to promote a strict one vote, one value system in the Legislative
Assembly, the house of government, so government was determined very
much on a vote-equality principle. However, to deal with the anomaly to that,
which was the extreme centralisation of the population in Western Australia
We have probably the most centralised population anywhere in the world,
Cadby MLC for the North Metropolitan Region. Firstly, on the final night of the committee stage of the
Parliamentary debate, and after having attacked the Greens position incessantly, the upper house
Liberals through their leader Norman Moore unexpectedly offered to throw their votes behind an
amendment to protect the new reforms by requiring a constitutional majority to amend them in future,
revealing their true position was supportive. I had to decide (with my four colleagues) very late in the
night that we would not accept their offer to lock in the reforms. I wonder if I made the right decision.
Certainly it means that it will be easier for a future Government to undo the regional upper house
structure, and I know that Minister McGinty would love to do just that.
My decision in this moment was influenced by my concern that this upper House model could prove
hard on the re-election of the Greens themselves, and partly reflected the other point I want to add here.
Namely during the second phase repeating the reforms in 2005, I had come under intense pressure from
Senator Bob Brown. Very late in the piece (for Bob had not commented in 2001-2) Bob took a hostile
position to the upper house vote weighting in our model. It was the only time I am aware of that Bob
tried to intervene in Greens (WA) affairs, perhaps reflecting the change of 2004 when the Greens (WA)
joined the federation of the Australian Greens. All five Green MLC's rejected Bob's interference.
Although I remained firm under Bob's considerable pressure of emails and phone calls, nevertheless it
contributed to my concern that perhaps I could have got it wrong. So that was another reason why I
resisted the Liberals offer of support for the constitutional safeguard.
I greatly envy people who are certain and confident of their own position. I always understand other
perspectives, and hold my views within complex frameworks of conflicting truths. Shades of grey, not
black and white!
Having made all these qualifications, I would like to finish by saying I am proud of how I handled this
issue. I think the position we took was based on clear, sound principles and we showed good sense,
absolute honesty and a degree of fluency in constitutional law. In imposing a vote weighted regional
upper House model to balance the political centralism of the one vote one value system for electing
government in the Legislative Assembly, I/we Greens were positing a new democratic theory of
representation that gives weight to environmental factors.
I realise that vote equality is regarded as the profound principle of democracy, and I agree it's vital.
However democracy based on complete domination of one third of a continent by the representatives of
one city seems an absurdity, and rather undemocratic. Regional representation must be balanced, as
another sound principle of effective governance to put in the mix of principles.
The experience has left me with a passion for biophysical considerations in political representation. I
now espouse a politics of deep ecology that would see boundaries based on bio-regions in the
Australian federation, replacing the States and local government. That same interest in moving to a
regional Federation has resulted in my participation in the Rudd Government's 2020 Summit, April
2008, but that's another story.
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where virtually three-quarters (I think it's 73 or 72 per cent) of the Western
Australian population lives in one metropolitan area and the rest of the onethird of the continent has got a very sparse population spread across it. It
seemed that to centralise political representation in the metropolitan area
where, you know, three-quarters of MPs would come from one town or one
metro area and then one-quarter from the rest of the third of a continent, we
preferred to go for a regional upper house. Now, different models were put to
us by the Labor Party. The Labor Party was keen to see a statewide upper
house based on proportional representation, and there was some support for
that notion, but I in particular rejected that notion because I knew that, whilst it
had some obvious merits and I thought that it would give the opportunity for a
greater diversity of electoral representatives because that kind of system
probably would allow perhaps some Aboriginal members to be voted in, or
other sort of minority groups to be better represented, what it would do for
sure would be to also consolidate political representation where the numbers
were, and the numbers were in the Perth metro area. So I had a very strong
feeling that there was something quite ludicrous about the idea that people
who didn't have any familiarity with a section of country... It was sort of like
an environmental thing, that you had to actually be part of a place, part of a
region, know that country, know the community that lived and worked off that
land in order to have any sense of what its needs were and to represent it;
that we weren't just simply representing numbers, that we were also
representing country. Therefore, I wanted to keep a regional approach in the
upper house. How we could do that without committing political suicide,
without so disgruntling the Labor government that they wouldn't accept it or
whatever, were all judgments that had to be made. In the end, we went for a
tweaking of the regions of the then current upper house in order to give all
regions an equal six representatives on the same basis of the Australian
Senate, where every state has 12 senators, despite the differences in
geographic size and population of the different states. So it was the same
argument that we used to have a state Senate model. So that was the
position we took. When we finalised that through

.

.

.

We got consensus.

Everybody agreed that that was a fair position, that we were doing something
massive in facilitating a one vote, one value system in WA, but we were doing
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it in a way that was sensitive to the particular requirements of this massive
state of ours.
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RC

Chrissy, I'd like to ask you some more specific questions on the

one vote, one value issue. First of all, could you tell me what part you think
yourself and the Greens played in the negotiations over one vote, one value,
and in particular the eventual composition of the Legislative Council?

SHARP

Well, it was critical, really. We basically laid out the position. I

was just telling you we went through quite an extensive process of coming to
agreement amongst the MLCs, and that took a lot of work, a lot of tolerance.
That was mainly me bringing that consensus process together and then taking
it to the party. We did all that and we came to a position. When we came to
our position, we then played the politics that... We released our position to the
government remembering that the government had come to us privately and
-

said, "This is what we want to do. What's your position?" We said, "We're
ready now, we have our position", but the same day that we took it to
government we also took it to the National Party and to the Liberal Party. We
produced a small document which laid out our position, so that it was very
clear what our position was and it was clear to everyone that we weren't
keeping anything back. We played this whole debate I would really like to
-

say this we played it straight. It was such an acrimonious debate, both in
-

2001 and the second time after the Supreme Court and the High Court overruling, when we had to go through the whole thing again in 2005. Both times
[there was] such acrimony and yet we played it absolutely straight. There
were no deals. We just came to a position which we thought was a defensible
position that we could reach consensus over and just played it as it was and
were absolutely open in our position to everyone. I think that was probably
quite remarkable, given that it was a real pressure cooker of a situation.
I also would like to say that I think it was very fortunate that in our balance of
power role we didn't take a sort of pork-barrelling approach to the balance of
power, which has characterised quite a lot of the way [in which] the balance of
power has been played out; for example, in the federal Senate by people like
Senator Harradine, and indeed in the state Parliament by Mark Neville, who'd
become an Independent under the Court [government] last term. This pork-
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barrelling approach of "You'll get my vote if you spend x millions of dollars in
my electorate, then I'll vote for your bill", we never played it like that. We
certainly didn't play it like that through the electoral reform process. We really
did do our homework. I consulted people like Alex Gardner, Harry Phillips
and Greg Craven, the three leading academics in Western Australia who had
a commentator role in constitutional affairs. We asked for their feedback on
our position and so on.' We adopted, I think, a very statespersonlike
approach to the role that we were cast in, which wasn't any particular choice
but which was part of being in the balance of power.2

RC

Were there any specific differences within the Greens as to how

the matter should be handled?

SHARP

All five of us had a different position, going from the two metro

members being vehemently in support of one vote, one value, and preferably
a purist model in both houses, through to Dee, in particular, being quite
reluctant to support it at all and myself also with some reluctance. That was a
very subjective part. I mean, I could see all the good, rational arguments for
electoral equality and that's why I was prepared... Even though it affected my
own region the most in terms of loss of members, I could see that it was a
very sound principle. At the same time, in my heart, I could see that it was
going to lead to further neglect of regional Western Australia because that is
one of the things that everyone who lives outside the metro area is constantly
aware of. There is simply not enough support, resources and so on, because
everything is centralised in Western Australia in one place. That leads to
further difficulties in living a long way from a major city. So, I was acutely
aware on a personal level, living on a farm, and from all the people around me
that, somehow we had to come up with something that acknowledged that.
That position of the state Senate model with one vote, one value in the lower
house was very much about that. In fact, as a result of that, we saw in the
All three respected experts, Alex Gardner from UWA, Harry Phillips from Edith Cowan and Greg
Craven from Curtin University, provided written support for our model which I tabled during the 2005
debate.
2
The balance of power is a reactive role. I would not have chosen one vote one value as the main
preoccupation of my second term.
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upper house more seats go to rural Western Australia than currently. If we
had also supported a purist model for both houses, there would have been a
further reduction of eight seats in the Legislative Council that would have
gone from rural and regional seats into the metro area. In fact, we did actually
have quite an effect on the final outcome.
There is another element that I should also mention; that is, the large district
allowance that we inserted into the legislation. The large district allowance
mechanism was an idea that came from Dee Margetts and was accepted by
the other Greens. She was aware of the vote weighting that was given to the
extraordinarily large electorates in Queensland. It was a system that was
working, and she suggested that it was an appropriate system for Western
Australia. In order to ensure Dee's support for this package, because Dee
had been very much of mixed views about support for the changes, we went
along with that, and that formed part of the mix. I have to say that the way it
looked as a bill, both in 2001 and in 2005, was virtually an identical reflection
of the Greens' position.

RC

One further question, Chrissy, on the impact of the one vote,

one value legislation on the Greens themselves: whether or not by moving
from five to six members from some regions and seven to six in others, the
Greens might have harmed their own prospects in the North Metropolitan and
South West Regions, where the number of MPs falls, while improving them in
the South and East Metropolitan, where the number of MPs goes up.

SHARP

Well, undoubtedly. Mathematically, it would suggest it will have

that effect, therefore for our two current members in this new term of course,
-

I am no longer with them it may well be that it is going to be pretty hard for
-

Paul Llewellyn and Giz Watson for the South West and North Metropolitan
Regions respectively to hold the seats at the next election because the quota
for each of those seats is going to go up. By the same token, the quota will
actually go down in South Metropolitan, East Metropolitan, Mining and
Pastoral, and Agricultural. So probably because those currently seven-seat
regional upper house [seats] are where we managed to get members in after
all this had taken place, but before the changes were actually implemented, it
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would suggest that it's all slightly to our disadvantage, because it may unseat
sitting members, although it may increase slightly the opportunity to get
members up in other electorates where we no longer have members at the
moment. So probably [it will be] a slight disadvantage to the Greens. One of
the things that I found extraordinary, was that there was this constant
accusation that we were doing deals and that we were shoring up our own
political position and so on, and we weren't. We didn't approach it in that way.
We approached it in what is a fair and reasonable system for Western
Australia. We didn't do it in a sort of sacrificial lamb thing of "How do we wipe
the Greens off the map?" We wanted a system where the Greens still were
players, but by no means did we sort of get the numbers out and work out,
"Well, if we do it this way, then the numbers are...", which is how most people
were approaching it. It's such a cynical numbers, political advantage-led
approach and we, as I said at the beginning of this discussion, just played it
straight. We came up with something that we thought was defensible and
reasonable and, indeed, had the backing of the main academic commentators
in the sense that certainly I had written letters from Greg Craven and Harry
Phillips, which I tabled as part of the debate, saying that that kind of bicameral
arrangement and the way we'd taken it was a reasonable approach for us to
take.

RC

Thanks for that, Chrissy. In November 2002, Parliament

debated the issue of Australia's support for the United States over the war in
Iraq. Would you care to comment on that issue?

SHARP

Unfortunately, as state parliamentarians there was not a huge

role in state Parliament for that, although there was a motion that I believe
was a Greens motion. I don't remember which of my colleagues perhaps it
-

was Dee Margetts who actually introduced the motion. We had a very
-

rigorous debate about the war in Iraq, which was very fresh news at the time;
the invasion had just taken place. The Greens have been before and ever
since implacably against the involvement of Australian troops in Iraq and feel
that we have damaged our standing internationally through what has taken
place and also created just so much global animosity against America and its
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allies. Australia is clearly seen to be a lapdog of American interests and we
don't think that's for the long-term interests of Australia. That fits in with our
views on our economy as well as on foreign policy. We were the only voice,
of course, in our Parliament that was taking a strong stand on that. In fact, we
actually walked out of Parliament in protest on, I think, the day of the invasion
itself.

RC

I'd like to move on now, Chrissy, to the election of the Gallop

Labor government in February 2001. What do you think were the main
factors that influenced that election outcome?

SHARP

I think that forests was the central issue of that state election in

many ways. I think there were two things driving that electoral outcome. One
was that the Court government had had three terms; it was a tired
government running out of steam, running out of new ideas and so on. So
there's the swing of the pendulum argument and I think there was a lot of that
happening. But clearly, the one issue that was making the news continually
and that the Greens were taking all the running on was forests. Gallop saw
that definitely as a political opportunity. He was probably a convert. It was
always a bit of an irony for me because when I did my PhD at Murdoch in the
second part of the 1970s, I was in an adjacent room to Geoff Gallop, who was
also doing his PhD, and I was very active already in the 1970s on forest
issues and had been leading this campaign to save native forests about
preventing the woodchipping of the karri forest. It was, even then, relatively
quite a high profile issue and yet in that period that we were in adjacent
rooms, Gallop- never raised that issue with me, never showed any interest in
it, and so on. It was a bit of an irony that 15 years later he would win office on
that same platform.
Of course, their (Labour's) change in position was announced during the
electoral campaign itself, at the end of the first week of the four-week election
period. So the Greens and I were in this extraordinary position of going to
community meetings and advocating that people vote Labor in order to get a
Labor government up to end old-growth logging. So the politics were quite
interesting. I'm very glad for the forests that that's how it turned out, but it

SHARP
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would have been interesting, if the Labor government hadn't taken that more
radical position and you see them not take a strong position on a lot of other
-

issues where that would have left the electoral outcome. We might even
-

have seen some Greens elected in some marginal lower house seats, for
example. It could have been quite a different constellation of numbers at the
end because of that. Clearly, Gallop had come to that position and I think he
genuinely held that position in the end, although he'd been very slow in
coming to it, and also backed very strongly by Judy Edwards, who I think
made a very decent Minister for the Environment perhaps not inspired, but
-

extremely decent and she really followed through on that.
-

RC

In summary, then, on that election, Chrissy, what do you think

was the Greens' contribution to the Labor election victory?

SHARP

I guess we helped to deliver them government, when you look at

it in hindsight. It wasn't really what we had set out to do, but effectively that's
what happened.

RC

How did the Greens' representation change after the election?

SHARP

Well, as I've mentioned, through the playing out of preferences

in the Legislative Council, the numbers went with us after prolonged counting
in the Agricultural Region and in the Mining and Pastoral Region, and we
found ourselves with five members three members re-elected and two new
-

colleagues, Robin Chapple and Dee Margetts, and no Democrats. That sort
of simplified things. It sort of took away an element of pressure because there
was, to an extent, a competitiveness between the Democrats and the Greens
when we were both in the Legislative Council about who would get to move
amendments and so on. It wasn't a personal competitiveness but we were
both vying for the same political air, so there was a bit of "who would get there
first" sort of thing, rather than actual competitiveness, because we
collaborated on many, many votes. It just took one element of stress out of
the equation when the Democrats weren't there in the following Parliament.
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That leads on to my next question, Chrissy. What were your

impressions of the change in the political climate within Parliament after the
election; that is, from a Liberal to a Labor government?

SHARP

Ironically it became in some ways less advantageous to the

Greens in the sense of initiatives within the Parliament because when there
had been a Liberal government and the numbers in the upper house, if we
collaborated with the Labor Party and the Democrats, we had an antigovernment majority; the numbers in the upper house were all sort of pushing
in the same way. Once Labor itself was in government, they were in a sense
in the balance of power because they could choose on any particular issue of
the day, right across the gamut of all the portfolios, whether or not to take a
progressive position. On some issues they were very progressive and of
course had the support of the Greens, and on others, particularly criminal
justice issues, they tended to be much more conservative, so they would get
the support of the Libs. It was like the Labor government had a wider range of
options.
Another thing was that it seemed to me that now the upper house Liberals
had a new game to play because they'd been the majority for over 100 years.
Then they'd had a minority in the previous term, but now there was some
opportunity for them to collaborate with the Greens to get an anti-government
majority, just as we'd played it in the previous term, except on the other side.
But it took ages for the Liberals to sort of twig this, absolutely ages, and it just
staggered me. Of course, there were a lot of areas where we wouldn't have
common ground, perhaps not that many more than government really,
because at the end of the day Liberal and Labor are not that... A few key
issues become prominent because there is some difference, but that's
because you don't hear about the other 95 per cent because there's not the
difference. Most of the time they are voting together anyway, so there's not
that much difference. But, gee, the Liberals were slow on the uptake that they
could work with the Greens and that we could give the government a hard
time in the upper house. So they didn't take full advantage of their role, I don't
think. Of course, I'm not there now, but from the conversations I have with the
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current Greens, Paul and Giz,3 I think that they are now starting to see the
potential in that situation and collaborating much more with the Greens.

RC

I'd just like to move on now, Chrissy, to consideration of some

issues in your electorate and the day-to-day running of your electorate office.
As Greens MLC for the South West Region, could you explain some of the
problems you encountered in trying to represent an electorate that was some
distance away from Perth?

SHARP

It was a very difficult time. The South West Region is a large

region. It has no air transport. The only air transport was from Albany to
Perth and that didn't suit me being in the middle of the region, so I did
enormous amounts of driving. It worked quite well living in Balingup and
having an electorate office in Balingup because Balingup is almost in the
middle of the South West Region and so that worked okay. But of course a
lot of the time I wasn't in my office, I was up in Perth, so how to juggle being in
four places in Parliament; out and about in Margaret River or Boyup Brook or
-

Denmark or Mandurah, out in the electorate; or, thirdly, in my office keeping
up with the paperwork, let alone, lastly, spending some time at home was
-

very difficult. It meant very, very long hours. You can imagine how it felt
when you came back from a three-week sitting stint, for example, where the
only time I'd spent in my Balingup office would have been most weekends I
-

came home because that was the only way I could keep some semblance of a
home and a relationship going and I would go into my office at the weekend
-

when my staff weren't there and have a bit of a catch-up. But that was only
the tip of the iceberg, the sort of urgent stuff. After a three-week sitting period,
in the next week I'd get into the office on the Monday, still a bit exhausted
from late nights, committee work etc, to face a desk where I could scarcely
see over the piles of correspondence, faxes, reports and briefings from my
staff and so on that had come in. So you kind of had another mountain to
climb. There was always a mountain to climb. It was full on. But having said
that, the electorate office worked well and my staff worked well. I had it (my
Hon Paul Llewellyn MLC for the South-West Region and Hon Giz Watson MLC for the North
Metropolitan Region.
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staff allowance) divided into three part-time positions. One was office
management and networking; the second part-time position was dealing with
electorate issues; and the third part-time position was doing research.4 That
worked pretty well.
The office is just on the edge of the South West Highway. A huge number of
people would come through the office, would drop off information at the office,
and would seek meetings, so the office was a hub for a network in the south
west of Greens and greenies and people looking for representation that
weren't finding it in the major parties. It was a very busy place and it worked
very well. Having the three staff down there left me on my own up in
Parliament. I tried my best but I never really compensated for that lack of

-

I've talked about this before not having party status, therefore no staff in
-

Parliament, and my workload in the chamber in dealing with legislation and
other matters in the chamber. I tried different ways of organising around that
with my meagre backbench staff allowance and on a couple of occasions I
located my research position in Perth. Both times I did that my Balingup office
[staff], losing the researcher, started to find they couldn't cope with the
workloads. So that didn't work very well either and in the end I went back to
having the researcher down here at the south west office in Balingup. That
whole last year, which was such a particularly heavy year, I again was up
there on my own. So often I would go out to my car at 11 o'clock at night, one
o'clock in the morning, even later and I'd go for a bit of a walk just around
Parliament where the lights were on, because I hadn't had any exercise all
day, and mine would be the last car there. It happened time after time,
because my committee workload was so enormous too. It was really a hard
juggling act.

RC

Chrissy, you said that one of the key issues for your electorate,

if not the key issue when you first entered Parliament, was forests. Over the

"For my eight years as MLC Balingup residents, and dear friends, Ms Wendy Wilkins and Mrs Margie
Miskimmin worked part-time as my electorate officer and networker/office manager respectively. I
employed the following staff as part-time researcher, in sequence: Adrian Glamorgan, Julia Gaglia,
Fred Robinson, Nick Dodson, Stewart Jackson, Catherine Hall and Michael Southwell. Stewart and
Catherine worked out of Parliament, the others from the Balingup electorate office.
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time you were in Parliament, what other issues emerged within your
electorate for the south west?

SHARP

Well, of course there were loads and loads of local specific

issues relating to particular places in my electorate or particular impacts of
government policies in my electorate, but in terms of themes of issues, apart
from the forest, there were two. One of them was transport, particularly
impacts of heavy freight on the roads system and the lack of use of rail,
inadequate use of rail. The other was the clearing of native vegetation for
residential development, and linked to that were coastal planning issues,
because a lot of residential development was on the coast. They were the
two issues that cropped up in various shapes, sizes and forms in different
issues that I dealt with in Albany, in Margaret River and in Mandurah heaps;
they were the consistent themes.5

END OF TAPE FIVE SIDE A

This interview has scarcely touched on my electorate work. With the invaluable assistance of Wendy
Wilkins, I worked on literally hundreds of issues. Ones that stand out in my mind, for which we
provided community leadership, in opposition or advocacy, were the Creery Wetlands, the Len Howard
wetlands, mining in Ludlow Tuart Forest, the proposed Donnybrook woodchip mill, the rail link to the
port of Albany for woodchips, marking Winj an's grave, Dalyellup residential development, the closure
of the South West railway, the Bunbury Region Scheme, Gnarabup development, illegal clearing,
Bridgetown By-Pass, Ford Road Busselton, pollution from Wagerup Refinery, Smith's Beach, the
management of Radiata pine plantations, the Wellington Discovery Forest, Aboriginal heritage at
Ludlow, Namiup Music Festival policing complaints, remnant vegetation protection.
I also organised various community events to add profile to community issues; "Whether the weather
is climate change" in 2001 in Perth and Bunbury, the free John Butler Concert for Ludlow at the
Bunbury Music Shell, the 2002 Eco-forestry Forum also in Bunbury, Plantation Forum in both Albany
and Boyup Brook in 2000, a Regional Transport Conference in Bridgetown 1997, and a rail closure
protest meeting also in Bridgetown in 2004.

SHARP
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RC

Thanks again, Chrissy. During your time in Parliament, who do

you regard as being your closest colleagues?

SHARP

Well, obviously, my Greens colleagues. I have a deep

friendship with Jim Scott, Giz Watson, and Paul Llewellyn now, who has taken
over as member for South West, in particular, and Robin and Dee to a lesser
extent. In terms of working with other members, I suppose my closest political
allegiances were with the National Party. In particular, I had a great deal of
support from the National Party when the Court government was in office in
that they really led the political questioning of CALM's operations in the forest.
So, Monty House and Dexter Davies, who was in the Legislative Council
-

-

and others Eric Charlton are National Party members I talked to a lot and
-

-

received support on quite a few issues, but on forests in particular where we
really collaborated a lot. At the very beginning of that 1997 term of
government, the National Party did tremendous work on forests in terms of
their commission to research and report on CALM's operations and the impact
of logging and so on. [It was] excellent stuff, and had quite a lot of influence
in terms of how the politics of that played out. I got on with most members.
Ljiljanna Ravlich was always such a friendly person. Ljil was a friend; we
would chat a lot. Even Norman Moore I had a lot of respect for Norman
-

Moore. I mean, Norman Moore is an incredibly conservative character in
terms of his views on things, but at the same time a very decent man. He was
so fair as Leader of the Government, facing for the first time in history this
hostile upper house, but he played it really fairly and we worked well together.
I can remember when Parliament House celebrated its centenary as a
building and John Cowdell, the then President, organised a wonderful evening
of activities at the house to celebrate this milestone, meeting with Norman and
he was chatting with Sir Charles Court, whom I'd never met. Sir Charles
Court had been one of my great opponents in the early forest campaign in the
1970s, but I'd never met him. Norman called me over and introduced me to
Sir Charles and said, "Have you met Greens member Chrissy Sharp? She is
a politician of great integrity." It was just amazing to have that kind of
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description from someone to whom you were constantly giving a hard time in
the house itself. This comes back to what I was saying yesterday that,
despite the theatre of the chamber itself, Parliament is actually a remarkably
friendly place. There is a kind of sense amongst all MPs, from whatever
party, because it's such a hard job and because the standing of members of
Parliament is quite low in the community, of solidarity amongst everybody, of
knowing how hard it is and how you cop it from all directions. A bit of that
leads to some closeness amongst people.6

RC

On the other hand, Chrissy, who do you regard as having been

your most fierce opponents?

SHARP

I don't think I really had any acrimonious and bitter opposition

from anyone. I mean, Peter Foss could mount an amazing argument and
would be absolutely infuriating, because he was so good at it, and yet he
often took a position which, although he did such a good job justifying, wasn't
all that justifiable in many ways. Out of the chamber, Foss would be positively
helpful quite a lot of the time. There was one member who was very hostile,
and that was Barry House, a Liberal member for the South West Region, who
was very anti-Green and also a misogynist, I think; very hostile to the female
contribution in the chamber. He was plain nasty on quite a few occasions,
plain nasty, and said some outrageous things to me in debate on one vote,
one value, in particular. If I have to think of someone who was the most
difficult person to deal with, Barry House would be it. Of course, the person I
was the most critical of in terms of parliamentary work was the minister for
forest products, Kim Chance, whom I hounded over his restructuring of the
timber industry. I asked him question after question and made many
speeches about his absolute botching of the restructuring. I'm sure that
caused him a great deal of unpleasantness in his personal feelings, but Kim is
a very affable sort of person, so that crossing of ideas never got to be really
6

Many people have asked me whether I feel disillusioned with politics. I do not. I stand for politics as
passionately as ever. Where I have found some disillusionment is with people! I began work as an MP
very optimistic about human nature, but learnt over time that very few people work for the general
good. So much lobbying to which politicians are subjected is motivated by self-interest. It is the
politicians who have to try to act for the public interest.
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nasty at all. He's not that sort of person and neither am I, so it was very much
on the issues.

RC

On a more personal level, Chrissy, what impact did your

parliamentary career have on your family life?

SHARP

There's just the obvious distance and the fact that I was away

from home a lot I was away for slightly over half the time. I think for our two
-

children, Lara and Tosh, it actually worked okay. I don't think it affected them
badly at all because they were both growing up. When I was first elected,
Lara was 15 and my son was 12. They both had that degree of independence
and Tosh indeed, being 12, we'd been very close, and it was time that he
actually spent more time with his dad, so in his development as he went
through puberty that was what he was doing. That sort of felt right. I think it
was the right time for the kids, so it didn't impact too badly. Really, the person
that bore the brunt was Andrew, one because he didn't have the company,
but also because it's jolly hard work running a farm. When you have to then
come in to an empty cold house with no tea cooked and no fires lit and
everything, that was a hard road for him. He bore that really well. He'd been
very opposed to me running for Parliament, but he then, I think, was very
proud of what I achieved and held up his end of it. Of course, as soon as I got
home I would roll up my sleeves and wash the dishes; I would cook as much
food as I could to leave for the week and so on. We were both under a lot of
pressure.

RC

Why did you decide to leave Parliament, Chrissy?

SHARP

Look, I think you have to call it burnout. I thought, "What was it

that caused me to burn out?" If you look at the factors that I was dealing with
as to why I might be exhausted, I was in the balance of power: I never did a
count but I suspect I probably amended more bills than anyone else in
Parliament at the time. That was without any legal advice or anything like
that. I chaired probably the most active committee in our Parliament. I had
this large electorate and no air travel or anything, so [there were] enormous

SHARP
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amounts of miles to drive. I was working 300km away from home. If we had
a three-week sitting, I would live out of the same bag for three weeks without
even having time when I did get home to unpack my bag. I'd just keep going.
So there was that. I was a partner in running a small business and that
required some input from me a little bit still from time to time. I was a
-

farmer's wife, you know. I came home to the kitchen, the chooks and helping
to run that. I did give up growing a veggie garden; that went very quickly.
Nevertheless, living on a farm has got all sorts of chores and responsibilities
associated, which were still there. I was prime carer for a frail aged mother
and in my second term my mother had some prolonged bouts in hospital.
She's in her 80s and so every weekend that I could, and that was almost
every weekend, I'd visit my mother. I think the last two or three summers she
spent the summer in hospital, so the time when I might have had a holiday or
something I didn't have a holiday. I was spending time with mum, looking
after mum at home. On top of that, we didn't have party status; we didn't
have the staff and so on. The thing for me, Ron, was I found that almost
every issue that I took up (and I'm not saying that I achieved everything I
attempted by any means; I had some spectacular failures from small ones
-

dealing with things in the electorate, right through to the big affairs of the
time), everything I got involved with shifted. I could see the ground shifting,
and sometimes decisively shifting. So when you felt that you were in a
position, you were in the right place at the right time with the skills to do that, I
had this enormous sense of responsibility. I couldn't say, "Sorry, I'm too busy
to deal with this problem", or that problem. I felt I couldn't do that. Of course,
the more successful I was, the more reputation I would get, the more letters I
would receive, the more things came in, and the more issues I gradually
accumulated that I was following. So the workload got heavier and heavier. I
just felt I couldn't keep it up for another four years. So I was burnt out,
exhausted.

RC

On reflection, Chrissy, what do you consider to have been your

greatest achievements in Parliament?
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Well, some of them we've already been through in some length

in many ways, although some things we haven't touched on at all. I'll attempt
to give a bit of an overview, but there are one or two things which, because
we haven't touched on them, I need to go into in more detail. I've made a list
here and I thought, well, I was the first woman in the West Australian
Parliament to chair a standing committee. I think that's an important
achievement, especially for a Greens person. I undertook a major role in the
electoral reform issue and delivered one vote, one value for Western Australia
in a way that was sympathetic to some of the problems of overcentralisation
of political representation. The forest issue was huge. We saw at the very
end of my second term 853 000 hectares of new forest reserves and a
reduction in jarrah logging of about two-thirds of what it had been so,
-

massive stuff.
I think my work was very integral to the resignation of Dr Shea, the head of
the Department of Conservation and Land Management. We haven't covered
all my private member's bills, but my private member's bill, the Wildlife
Conservation Amendment Bill, was very important in helping the argument,
which was in the balance at the time, of the finalisation of the 2003-13 forest
management plans about whether or not there should be fauna habitat zones,
informal reserves for fauna. I introduced a private member's bill to give some
prominence to that issue, and I think that was quite influential.7
Perhaps the main achievement of all was that Western Australia is GM-free. I
was pretty central to that coming about because through the committee

-

need to perhaps go into a bit of detail here. In the Standing Committee on
Environment and Public Affairs we had referred to us by the house a review of
the federal uniform legislation on gene technology, the Gene Technology Bill.
It was a major inquiry that we undertook at the same time that we were doing
other inquiries, like the Wagerup inquiry. Of course, there wasn't a great deal
of scope for changing uniform legislation because that mirrors the provisions
of a federal act and so you can't change it too much; [you can change it] very
little indeed in fact. The only scope that that federal legislation left as residual
powers for state governments with regard to gene technology was under
In the event 52,000 ha of informal fauna habitat reserves were ratified soon afterwards in the new
Forest Management Plan 2004-2013.

SHARP
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clause 22, I think it was, where the states were allowed to undertake
protection of their markets. So, if it was seen that the introduction of a GM
crop of a particular kind could affect the state's economic activity through
marketing of their produce, the state could then use its own legislative powers
to prevent that from happening. Whilst we were doing this inquiry, and that
included overseas travel to Canada to have a look at the GM industry there,
which I didn't do actually as chair of the committee. I was going to travel with
the committee but my mum had just come out of hospital, and I didn't feel free
to go off. But it was a pretty major inquiry. [Regarding] the actual guts of that
residual power of market protection I just referred to, without consulting us at
all the government had introduced another little bill called the Genetically
Modified Crops Free Areas Bill, and that was the way the state government
had construed to give itself a legislative mechanism for implementing those
powers to protect its markets by being able to say that certain crops or certain
areas should be GM-free. They introduced that bill despite our inquiry,
without any consultation at all, and I thought had come up with a very
inadequate system under that little Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill.
So, although it wasn't strictly within our terms of reference, I managed on
committee to get a very strong recommendation from the committee as to the
nature and provisions of that bill, promoting a "gatekeeper approach" that sort
of flipped the bill on its head so that instead of the minister of the day having
to say that a particular area and it could be the whole state or part of any
-

smaller area, or a particular crop shouldn't happen, through our promotion of
-

this gatekeeper approach it worked the other way around. The entire state,
for all crops, was presumed GM-free and then, if it was decided there could
be a GM crop of a certain type or that one particular location, let's say the
Kimberley, or whatever, was appropriate for a particular crop, the gate would
be opened to that extent. But normally speaking the gate would be closed
and WA would be GM-free. I got that up in the committee report and then,
with help from committee member Louise Pratt, we convinced the minister,
Kim Chance, of how that was a much superior mechanism. It meant the
minister didn't have to do anything once he'd declared the state GM-free until
he wanted a crop. It wasn't that he had to be constantly surveilling new things
coming up. The minister accepted that and actually the government itself
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amended the bill when it came to the Legislative Council on the basis of our
gatekeeper approach. As a result, since that time and to this day the entire
state of Western Australia is GM-free, apart from some very small technical
field trials. I think that was important.

RC

I don't want to interrupt you, but just for the sake of the tape,

Chrissy, you're saying GM; what do we mean by GM?

SHARP

Genetic modification; GMO means genetically modified

organisms, and the federal and state legislation is the Gene Technology Act,
which has now gone through in the state Parliament too. It didn't go through
while I was a member; just the smaller bill, the crops free areas bill, went
through while I was a member.
I've talked about the School Education Act and those social justice
requirements. Something I haven't mentioned to you yet was, of course, I
was a major part of the debate of the Labor government's changes to the
Environmental Protection Act, which took place in 2003, and in particular
implemented a new clearing permit system. It tightened up the regulation of
clearing in Western Australia. It was a bit of a frustrating debate because I did
a lot of work on those environmental protection amendments and had put
about 50 amendments on the notice paper myself to improve, in my view, how
the environmental protection system worked. I think I got one of the 50-odd
accepted by government. So I was very much on the outer in that process.
Then the government had to deal with the subsidiary legislation; i.e. the
setting up of the specific regulations about how the clearing permit system
would work. They got into a lot of strife with the rural stakeholders, in
particular the Pastoralists and Graziers Association and the WA Farmers
Federation. Judy Edwards was trying to get some kind of agreement about
how the regulations would look and she set up a working group with Chair
Ken Travers MLC, and that didn't get very far. In the end, the PGA and
WAFF came to me and I negotiated a position which had the support of the
Conservation Council, so it was my late interference that brought the
conservation movement and the farmers together on an agreed framework

TAPE FIVE SIDE B

SHARP

100

and really modified and saved the regulations so that Judy Edwards could
gazette the regulations.
Another important achievement which we haven't touched on is one that, by
nature of the achievement, hasn't been debated as yet in the house. That is
the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition (Western Australia) Bill.8 It was
introduced in 1999 originally and it is still on the notice paper in the Legislative
Council in 2006. It is uniform legislation and as such it is identical to
legislation that passed by the federal Parliament some years ago, and by
every other state Parliament in Australia apart from Western Australia, where
the upper house has been sitting on it. That has been very much through my
concern about that bill and the fact that we have won support from the
Liberals to continue to block its passage. The reason being that the mutual
recognition process with New Zealand hence trans-Tasman recognises
-

-

New Zealand as another state of Australia for various trade practices
purposes so that the provisions of the Trade Practices Act and other allied
systems, such as professional qualifications, that sort of thing, are made
uniform, so that if you are a qualified teacher in New Zealand, for example,
then your qualifications are recognised in Australian states and so on. That's
what mutual recognition is about. All that was fine. The only problem with the
trans-Tasman bill was in the schedule of the bill where it referred to
quarantine practices and actually exempted state quarantine laws from the
mutual recognition process, which was good in my view. But, in that
exemption in schedule 2 of the bill it also gives reference to the exemption
being qualified by the rules of the World Trade Organisation. World Trade
Organisation rules are determined by the commonwealth government,
because clearly it's an external power. That's okay; all that's fine so far. But
the problem has been that since Australia joined the WTO, in 1993, I think,
the determination of quarantine under the WTO has been therefore controlled
by Canberra. Until that time, quarantine was handled much more on a stateby-state basis. Because of the very strong history of quarantine requirements
in Western Australia in particular and in other states, and the existence of
natural barriers throughout Australia Bass Strait, and Tasmania being an
-

8

See footnote 2, Tape 4
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island would be one example; Tasmania has got a very clean agricultural
system because lots of pests and diseases never got across the Strait into
Tasmania. It's the same with Western Australia because we've got a desert
that separates us from the more prolific trade in the eastern states. We don't
have all sorts of pests and diseases here in WA that they do. However, the
way that the federal government has recognised quarantine with other
countries under the AJTO system has been a lowest common denominator
approach where they haven't recognised that different "states", to use the
federal word, or if you want to be more trendy or more biological, different
"bioregions" of Australia, have different pest and disease status. It's silly if a
whole area or region of the continent doesn't have apple scab or fire blight;
why introduce it? You need regional difference to be respected and
quarantine [should be] maintained on a bioregional basis. The federal
government doesn't do this, or they give some lip service to it, but they don't
do it in practice.
For example, just a few weeks ago the Taiwanese government banned the
import of plums and other stone fruit from Australia because a consignment
had been contaminated with Queensland fruit fly. Therefore, they put a ban
on importing from everywhere in Australia. The Western Australian
Agriculture Protection Board people did a whole submission to the Taiwanese
government which explained that in Western Australia we do not have
Queensland fruit fly; we're completely free of it, therefore they could continue
to import our plums they are a major importer of our plums with impunity,
-

-

because there was no risk. Our submission was not even forwarded to
Taiwan by Biosecurity Australia in Canberra, so we have just lost another
market temporarily.
Debates about importation of New Zealand apples in particular were very
relevant to the problems around the way the trans-Tasman mutual recognition
bill has been structured. I've been lobbying and am still working with the
Liberals. I've been communicating with the Liberals since I left Parliament
and I'm working with the Greens in the federal parliament and, indeed, I
actually worked with the New Zealand Greens on the issue of New Zealand
apples and the trans-Tasman bill seeking that they would get support they
-
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tried to help so that the New Zealand government would accept the notion of
-

regional differentiation in quarantine standards, where appropriate.9
I attach my final newsletter to my electorate in April 2005.
COUNTING DOWN THE WEEKS AND SUMMING UP THE YEARS
When I was first elected to represent the Greens, and (unexpectedly) into the balance of power eight
years ago, I remember it felt as if I had suddenly launched a canoe into a white water course, carried
along by such a fast current that all one could do was to avoid the snags and take advantage of the
current. It was not so much a case of going with the flow, as using it to maximise advantage.
Sitting here this April morning, as I look back over the years since the autumn of 1996 when I was
preselected, I can see how far we have come. Back then Syd Shea was entrenched at CALM, GM foods
were only found in scientific journals, and the Legislative Council had spent over one hundred years as
a gentlemen's club. We have changed the face of WA politics. There are certain achievements with
which I feel especially proud to have been involved. They include the protection of 853 000 ha of
forest, WA's GM free status, and the social justice provisions of the School Education Act that require
that all State schools in WA are obliged to consider the disadvantages that any particular child may
face through their economic, ethnic or geographic circumstances, or any specific learning difficulty.
Then there have been the more important policy events: Whether the Weather is Climate Change in
2001, the 2002 Eco-Forestry Forum, the Plantation forums in Albany and Boyup Brook in 2000, and
the Regional Transport Forum in Bridgetown back in 1997 that began my campaign for the rail
system. The free John Butler concert for Ludlow Tuart Forest at the Bunbury music shell in 2003 was
unforgettable but more so the pain when the tall Tuart fell last year. I think that mining at Ludlow,
the loss of the Creery Wetlands and seeing Gunns of Tasmania buy into WA's timber industry, have
been the worst setbacks since 1996. My greatest personal honour was to be asked by Frank Nannup to
provide the gravestone for the unmarked resting place of the great Winjan. And whilst we are talking
about Peel greats, we secured the protection and naming of the Len Howard Wetlands.
I had the privelige of being the first woman to chair any WA parliamentary standing committee. Last
year alone I chaired three Parliamentary Inquiries: on mental health funding, community midwifery
services and the three year investigation of Alcoa's Wagerup Refinery. I also chaired investigations
into 56 community petitions, and won various amendments to Government legislation, including the
new mandatory police checks for teachers in private schools, and the rights of sixteen year olds born by
IVF to trace their biological parents. As well I helped to bring together "From Global to Local", the
WA Greens first economic discussion paper.
However it is also very obvious that despite the achievements we are as remote as ever from achieving
a sustainable future. The pull of the current hyper-capitalism is hurtling out of control, and dragging all
living things with it. In this context it has been very important personally to feel that the green
movement remains as effective as possible. I knew that I couldn't keep up the pace for much longer. So
I am greatly reassured as I near the close of this chapter, that I am passing the task onto Paul Llewellyn.
I believe in Paul. He has a huge amount to offer by bringing a real understanding of sustainable
resource management to our Parliament. I think he will prove a strong and convincing new voice in
State politics, and an able partner to Giz' experience and competency.
My term ends, as it began, under intense political pressure. My final contribution is to be involved in
bringing about deep and important changes to WA's electoral system. The Greens have strongly
supported the move to elect our State Government under an equal franchise, although three out of five
Members are from regional seats. It is truly principled, not just hyperbole, to stand for actually giving
up something, as we did in 2001 and now again. Moreover our proposed State Senate model for the
Legislative Council, with six members of six regions, shares the power of the upper House equally
between the city and the large geography of the rest of the state. It recognises another important
democratic principle that good governance is also about representing "country", in the Aboriginal
sense.
There are so many people that I need to thank in a myriad of ways. My partner Andrew Thamo has
been a constant source of brilliant advice. Lara and Tas have encouraged me without any resentment at
my state of constant distraction! Most of you will know that I have been blessed with amazing staff.
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Wendy Wilkins has made significant difference on various South-West issues, and has been a force in
her own right, as well as totally loyal and supportive of me. Margie Miskimmin has made our Balingup
office the seat of warmth and wisdom. We have worked as a three woman team for the whole time and
I knw they will both be missed as much as me. For the past year they have been joined by Nick
Dodson, who is someone with formidable research abilities, and who knows how to get on with three
wilful women! I hope that many of you will be able to join us on Sat May 14th for a great night to
remember our collective achievements that we have worked together to bring about. I have worked
with many legendary people, and lots of them, including Paul, will be gathering together that night.
Very lastly, you will have noticed that I have enclosed some information on the cockatoo care
programme. 1 think this is a very important issue. The forest red tails, and their cousins Baudin's
cockatoos with the white tail feathers, are an icon of our region. They must not become extinct. For
those not yet involved in helping this cause, let's put some effort into ensuring this doesn't happen.
Thank you for the privilege of representing you. Chrissy Sharp.
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So I continued to campaign that, under WTO activities and

imports and exports into Australia, quarantine should continue to work on a biregional basis and that regional difference should be institutionalised by a
revision of the MOU between the states, territories and the federal
government that was originally drafted when we joined the WTO. That needs
to be altered so that the inter-governmental agreement on that does recognise
regional differentiation on quarantine. Let's speed up a bit. There are a few
perhaps important amendments. One was in the Human Reproductive
Technology Bill where, in my second reading speech on 22 June 2004, I
raised a concern that under that legislation there was no protection or no
rights for children that were the result of in-vitro fertilisation that were used
then for same sex couples. The law as it was would not provide those
children with the rights to have the identity of their biological parents known to
them when they grew up. I thought that we'd already seen with adopted
children what a problem that is if people don't know who their real parents are,
so I raised that in debate and McGinty took that up and agreed to amend the
bill accordingly. The government itself amended the bill on the basis of my
concern. I never talked about that much because I don't think my colleague
Giz Watson really approved, being a very strong gay and lesbian rights

-

think she thought that that might put some people off sperm donation. As far
as I'm concerned, so be it if that's the case, because I think it's very important
to protect the rights of the children in that way. There were mandatory police
checks in private schools on which I encouraged Alan Cadby. I think it was
the only amendment that he ever got up and it was with my help to extend
mandatory police checks to private schools. I've talked a lot about how I sort
of really spearheaded the debate on drug law reform in Western Australia.
There were also a few things that happened out in the electorate that I'm
pretty proud of. Most particularly, I had the honour of being asked by the late
Frank Nannup to provide the gravestone to mark the unmarked grave of
Winjan, the great Nyoongah leader in the Mandurah-Peel region, who died in
the 1920s and whose grave had never been marked. That was finally
rectified and Frank asked me if I would provide the gravestone. That was a
great honour. We stopped the construction of the Donnybrook chip mill in the
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wrong location [which would have been] a disaster for local planning and a
disaster for regional transport. That was an achievement. And really, from
1997 onwards I was continually on a bandwagon in the south west about
moving heavy freight vehicles and heavy freight loads off the road system and
onto rail. So I think I had a lot of influence on how that has become a major
issue. It saw, for example, when the Albany chip mill was constructed, that it
was constructed with a rail link to the port of Albany, and has probably helped
to prevent the total demise of the south west railway between Bunbury and
Manjimup, although it will, unfortunately close, to my regret, south of
Greenbushes. I've got on my list here, lastly, to also mention that we saw the
protection and the naming, in honour of Len Howard, of a major wetlands in
the Peel region, which was the old coast wetland. It is now officially reserved
and named the Len Howard Wetland. I had pulled a few strings to help that
come about, so that was great. That was what was on my list of things that I
think I really did make a difference on.
RC

Right. Out of all those issues that you've just mentioned,

Chrissy, it may be difficult for you to answer this: what do you consider to
have been the most significant?
SHARP

I think [it was] forests. Although, with forests there was a

multitude of us and I was in the privileged position of being the voice in
Parliament, and therefore that was very important and influential, but I by no
means achieved that alone. That was a wonderful collaboration across the
community. That and probably the GM free issue, but I think perhaps history
might judge that my blocking of the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition Bill
[was the most significant] because bio-security is a really long-term issue.
Once a pest, disease or weed becomes established in a location, it is very,
very hard to eliminate. If we can keep the Western Australian system of
agriculture and our natural ecosystems some of the cleanest and least
contaminated in the world, through better administrative processes and
federal recognition of that, I think that that would be a great achievement.
RC

On the other side of the coin, as it were, Chrissy, on reflection,

what do you consider to have been some of your disappointments and
perhaps frustrations during your parliamentary career?
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There were quite a few frustrations as you'd expect, and some

spectacular failures. I see one of my most spectacular failures was the failure
to prevent the development of a mineral sands mine in Ludlow Forest. It was
an issue that had been stopped by successive generations of conservationists
from about the 1950s onwards, and yet, here we had a so-called green Labor
government in 2001 proposing to allow a mine in an area of Ludlow which
was not national park because it was interspersed with some pine plantations.
But throughout the pine, and interspersed with the pine, was the best young
regenerating Tall Tuart of the lot at Ludlow. Look, I was passionate about that
issue and put enormous energy into working with the community and with the
ferals that were blockading it, and I raised the whole issue that under the
Wildlife Conservation Act they were going to destroy stygofauna living under
the ground, and tried technically to stop it through that, through the
troglobytes actually, and we failed. I cannot, even to this day, bear to go near
it now. It just broke my heart because I just thought Judy Edwards didn't get
it. She was obsessed with old growth and that the particular area of the mine
did have over a thousand old growth Tuart (some of them wonderful). What
she never understood was it had the best young growth. If you're going to
have a great national park in a hundred years time, then you need to have...
There was always a problem, you see, for the foresters to regenerate the
Tuart. That was some of the most successful areas of regeneration that have
now been mined. Boy did I put up a fight. For example, we had the most
fantastic event at the Bunbury Shell, where we had a free concert, including
John Butler, the famous guitarist. We did a free concert there with well over
2 000 people as a fundraiser and awareness raiser in the Ludlow campaign. I
vowed on that day that Labor would lose the seat of Bunbury, and they did, so
they paid for that, although, of course, they did not lose government. Yes,
that broke my heart. In the previous term, the other one that broke my heart
was again a special place in the south west and that was the Creery
Wetlands, that large wetland next to the new bridge at Mandurah, which is
now being developed under the flag of Mariners Cove as a canal
development. That was one of a series but the most important area on the
edge of the estuary that I worked with Len Howard, Vic Beacham, Judy
Trembath and a lot of people in Mandurah (great, great community people) to
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try and protect that internationally significant area of Ramsar and adjacent
areas. The outcome was meant to be a compromise whereby the actual
Ramsar area was, of course, protected, and that was the area that was
inundated, the area of inter-tidal zone. However, the drier area of the Creery
Wetlands was integral to... That was where all the trees were, where the
roosts were for the birds and so on. That's all gone and that should never
have happened.
RC

Just for the sake of the tape, Chrissy, what was the name of the

wetlands?
SHARP

The Creery Wetlands.

RC

Creery?

SHARP

C-R-E-E-R-Y.

RC

Thank you.

SHARP

What other failures. Well, the Creery Wetlands is part of a

spectacular failure to prevent residential sprawl, removing more and more of
the remnant vegetation on the Swan coastal plain. Ironically, the area of
greatest conservation crisis in terms of bio-diversity of the flora is the Swan
coastal plain. Of course, that's no surprise really because that's where
everybody lives in Western Australia. Over three quarters of the vegetation
associations in the Swan coastal plain are threatened. I did a lot of work to try
and advance that to try and prevent rural sprawl around Mandurah. So much
of the remnant vegetation has gone in places like Dalyellup, south of Bunbury,
where Satterley has got a big housing development that removed Tuart forest.
[It is] outrageous stuff. Not only were Satterley allowed to remove Tuart
forest, but they were also allowed to completely re-sculpture the landscape to
remove the primal dunes and reconstruct the landscape. It was just so
heavily impacting. When I first went there I called for a moratorium on the
removal of any more Tuart. I produced the figures showing that of all the
major forest types in the south west, it was the Tuart that had the least
protection because, thanks to all our struggles over the forest, the level of
reservation of Jarrah, Karri, Marri, and even Wandoo, is far, far higher. There
was only about seven per cent of the original Tuart that is in secure reserves.
I called for a moratorium. I did all sorts of things. I tried to block the Peel
region scheme in Parliament etc, etc, but all to no avail, and we just see this,
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ever-expanding development, particularly immediately adjacent to the coast.
We will, I think, regret it because we are losing stuff that we can never
replace.
Another spectacular failure comes back to forests again. Having been
involved in such a successful campaign with the old-growth policy, the change
of government and the implementation of the 853 000 hectares of new
reserves, that was all wonderfully successfully. But the flip side of the coin,
which was the necessary restructuring of the timber industry, was such a
failure. It was a golden opportunity for government to rewrite the style of a
native type forest timber industry, to radically reduce it in scale and really put
it in the realm of being small-scale fine woodcrafts only. Not only did it fail to
do that, but it actually starved the fine woodcraft sector of any resource
security, so that when the requests for proposals process, as it was called
(which was the sort of tendering process for new timber contracts) was
finalised, of course a lot of mills went, and it was a huge reduction, but the
ones that were left with no resource security were in the fine woodcraft sector,
and that was the one sector that deserved... Because of its small-scale (such
a fraction of the resource being taken, so few trees but such high value in the
product and the way that it fitted in with local economies, community scale
development and so on) it was hung out to dry. That was just a stuff-up. I
guess how it all came to bear for me was the very worst thing of all. It was
like my ultimate nightmare was when Sotico, having very improperly secured
from Gallop the first time Gallop dared to show his nose in Manjimup after
he'd ended old-growth logging, a letter of comfort to Sotico saying, "It's all
right chaps; whatever else happens, you'll still have 70 000 cubic metres."
This was two years out from determining what the final sustainable yield
would be, and what the outcome of the requests for proposals and which
timber mills most deserved the resource from a public interest perspective.
No. Gallop just promised them the lion's share, just very early on in the piece.
I considered that it actually corrupted the probity of the requests for proposals
process. Of course I ran that argument and so on, failed, but the final straw
was when Sotico got its 70 000 cubic metres, it then went on (as we knew it
would) and deserted the local furniture industry, who had put up a local
consortium bid to buy them out, and instead, sold to the highest bidder, which
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was Gums of Tasmania. So [that is] the most notorious forest company in
Australia, which is destroying the most important cool temperate rainforest in
the world in Tasmania, as well as spectacular old-growth Eucalypt forest.
What they're doing in Tasmania is just disgraceful and their collaboration with
the Labor government in the state of Tasmania is a disgrace. Here they are in
Western Australia. I was so sickened when that happened. I rang the
Premier; I rang the minister; I was almost hysterical [seeking] that they should
intervene to prevent this happening. Of course, I failed and ended up with
such a migraine headache that I actually had to be put in hospital to stop
myself from vomiting. I was vomiting for two days because I was just so
sickened that it had come to that that we'd done so well and yet we'd now
-

established a new problem.
There're two more things I want to deal with under failures. Of course, one
that's had quite a lot of prominence is the issue of the Wagerup Refinery,
which was the subject of a committee inquiry. That was instigated by
committee member Jim Scott. Jim had done a lot of work on Wagerup before
I even got into Parliament and during my first term. Jim moved that the
committee do an inquiry, which we did. It was a very difficult inquiry
technically in that the science around the air pollution issues is very, very
complex. We also suffered from a lot of loss of staff and so on, and it really
dragged on in the committee because we lost our research officer. But
anyway, we baffled through and I was determined that this inquiry should
touch on whether or not Alcoa should be encouraged to expand the Wagerup
Refinery because, while we were inquiring into the current problems, they
were floating publicly that they intended to virtually double production at
Wagerup. Given that we had a parliamentary committee, and a lot of
parliamentary resources had gone into a cross-party collaborative inquiry into
that issue, I wanted us to include in our inquiry a recommendation or two on
the expansion proposal. However, just as we were finishing the inquiry
(indeed, before we finished the inquiry and before that had been finalised) the
government, or... What was the name of the minister for resource
development? He's now retired. His name escapes me for the moment.
Anyway, the minister made some kind of public announcement that made it
clear that he was favourable to the expansion proposal. I was very concerned
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about this public statement and sought an immediate meeting with the
minister, which took place, and said, "Look, Minister, we'll be reporting in less
than three months' time. Please give us the time to complete this three and a
half year inquiry report. This is a difficult issue for government. We're giving
you a lot of background and a lot of good advice, which is non-party. This is
about a solution. Give us the time." Instead of the minister cooperating in my
request, within a couple of weeks, Alcoa announced publicly that it would go
ahead with its expansion ambitions and referred its expansion proposal to the
Environment and Protection Authority for assessment under part 4 of the EP
Act. As soon as it did that and the minister was made aware of that... The
committee, which, as a parliamentary committee dealing with the environment
always had a working rule and a sort of informal guideline that we would
never double guess the EPA. If the EPA was assessing something, even if
we got a petition about it, we wouldn't go there; we would leave the EPA to do
its statutory role and we would look at other things. That meant that the
committee never came up with the culmination of its work on the Wagerup
inquiry, and effectively, the Minister for State Development fettered the
findings of that inquiry in that way and led me, as chair, with the backing of
Jim Scott, to do a minority report at the back of the Wagerup inquiry report
explaining that the inquiry could have been that much more valuable had the
government encouraged us to provide it with advice. Of course, that issue still
hangs in the balance as we speak today. It doesn't affect a huge number of
people but, by golly, if you happen to live in Hamel or Yarloop, you're just
living in the wrong place at the wrong time. It's destroyed the lives of a lot of
people. I feel enormous sympathy for that community.
The last failure is a funny one really. It's to do with the setting aside of the
new forest reserves. I just want to touch on the irony of an amendment that I
made to the Reserves bill on 19 December, I think it was, 2004. We were just
completing the three bills that were implementing the new old growth policy. It
was a great moment. However, I had concerns raised with me just a couple
of months out from that by the Institute of Foresters who were requesting that
the area known as the Wellington Discovery Forest, a 600 hectare site just
west of Collie, between Bunbury and Collie, in very high quality Jarrah forest,
which they'd been managing as a silvicultural demonstration site, should not
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be part of the National Parks, so that they could continue with the use of the
site as they'd been doing since the early 1990s so they'd been doing it for 10
-

years. I decided to go out and have a look at the place because I'd never
visited it. I went with Mr Don Spriggins, who is a retired forester from the
Institute of Foresters and former regional manager for the Forest Department
in Bunbury, the central forest region. I was persuaded of the merits of his
argument and also persuaded that this site could be a very useful thing
because it was, in a way, an opportunity for two things: it was an opportunity
to implement a model for the very small-scale fine woodcraft of very best
Jarrah practices. In the rest of the Jarrah forest you still had a very intensive
system of logging, albeit on a much reduced area, but what was still open for
logging was still very intensively logged. Nowhere was there a sort of smallscale type model happening with best practice. Also, the other role that this
place could perform was that there was nowhere in the forest that was
actually set aside for research. Therefore, everywhere in the forest has to be
managed according to the detail of the Forest Management Plan. So there is
nowhere that you could say, "Oh, this is a bit of reasonably representative
Jarrah forest that we can play around with; that we can see [what happens] if
you do this or that; or even just to simply have long-term measurement of,
because all the monitoring sites in the forest, if you look at the history (and
you may be aware of this) have altered over time because different foresters
come and go, different departments come and go, and so you'll find that one
site is monitored for 20 years and then fashions change and they no longer
monitor it. So we've got no long-term sites to monitor long-term changes in
the Jarrah forest. I feel that's a really useful thing to do. It was only 600
hectares within the context of not that far under a million hectares that we
were reserving. I decided to back the institute and to move an amendment
which would still maintain it as an A-class reserve that had the added
advantage that it, by law, kept the Forest Products Commission right out of
the picture, and any trees that were removed could only by sold by tender to
local artisans (so again, it was that model) and that it wouldn't become part of
the National Park, because then no logging would be possible. It all
happened very quickly at the last moment in the way I tended to deal with
things and amendments, because I would have that many bills to deal with. I
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informed Beth Schultz and there was a WAFA meeting coming up. It all
happened over a space of a couple of weeks. I went to the meeting
RC

-

Just for the benefit of the tape, Chrissy, you said a WAFA

meeting. Would you like to explain

-

SHARP

WA Forest Alliance meeting.

RC

Thank you.

SHARP

I remember it very well. That WAFA meeting was just an awful

experience for me. It was actually on the weekend of my birthday in
November 2004. I was singularly exhausted. We'd just finished the Wagerup
inquiry without a research officer, etc. I was completely exhausted. I went to
this WAFA meeting and said, "Look, I think this is a great idea, besides which
I hate this attitude of the winner takes all. We've just had this huge victory
where we've seen this massive change in land use in the forest system and I
think we can be generous and magnanimous in victory and allow the Institute
of Foresters one little bit, which they've already got, and not say, 'No, we're
going to take the last hectare from you.' I just felt we could be more generous
than that."

END OF TAPE SIX SIDE A
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In short, I thought it was time and appropriate, and even useful

that we should build some bridges at that particular point. I am, if I can
branch out from that, of the view, Ron, that in many ways we have thrown the
baby out with the bathwater in that the forest movement in Western Australia
in its critique of the logging system here (and I am as passionate, if not more
passionate than anyone about that critique) completely failed to see any value
at all in forestry. I am not of that view. I guess it's partly to do with the fact
that I run a business that is about growing trees. I understand a little bit more
about how trees grow and what it takes to make a forest grow, perhaps, in a
practical way. I felt that we were throwing out the baby with the bath water in
that we couldn't see that large areas of forest have had their structure so
destroyed by gap creation and clear felling that we need good forestry in order
to enhance the recovery of the structure of the forest and to have better oldgrowth forest in that regeneration area for future generations. Trees are
about growing, so they're not just about trees at the end of their life. It comes
back to the Ludlow thing too. It's about trees at the beginning of their life, and
about regeneration and about having good systems of regeneration. I think a
lot of conservationists are so sort of freaked out by all the destruction that
they've kind of gone into freeze mode, and they don't see that maybe some
management is needed there to see some sound regeneration happening,
particularly in a drying climate and over-dense stands of Jarrah regeneration,
which we might lose the lot of if we're not careful. So I thought the Wellington
Discovery Forest was a great idea. It completely failed to have the backing of
the movement and Beth Schultz in particular was pretty agro. I was so
exhausted that I didn't handle it terribly well at all either, and it has since led to
me really breaking my relationship with Beth. Really, I feel that I want to go
off in a new direction in the future. When my family affairs permit, I would like
to do some work on restoration forestry around that area.
RC

Just for the benefit of the tape, again Chrissy, you mentioned

Beth Schultz. Would you like to explain who Beth Schultz is?
SHARP

Thank you, Ron, for reminding me that not everyone is familiar

with all of this. Beth is a very eminent conservationist. She's vice-president
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of the Conservation Council and is I think the only person in Western Australia
who has been active in the forest movement for longer than I have. I started
back in 1975 and I think she'd already been going for a year. I've worked with
Beth over campaign after campaign and supported her and asked hundreds
and hundreds of questions in Parliament for her, and all sorts of things, and
was very disappointed that she couldn't tolerate my deviating from the
politically correct line by just a little inch at the end of a very long story.
RC

Thanks for that, Chrissy. How did you feel when you actually

left Parliament?
SHARP

In the leaving, I guess my very last speech in Parliament, my

valedictory on my final day sitting was a bit of a mess-up. I'd failed to
communicate with the chair that I was intending to give a longish speech
summarising some of my input into Parliament and I was cut short, so I never
gave a proper valedictory. In fact, (and this is all a bit silly) I was so tired and I
actually started crying when I was speaking because I'd been cut short and I
felt this was a great injustice to me when I'd worked very hard. So it was sort
of a bit of an unfortunate way to finish what had been a very productive time
there. Then of course, I got back to an office that I'd had no time to even pack
up, because to the very last week I'd been too busy with the re-enactment of
the one vote, one value legislation. So I had to seek special dispensation
from the Premier to have an extra week to pack my office, which was done in
an enormous scramble and 72 boxes of material came home with me, and
I've been doing that since then and just finished. It took me a year. How did I
feel? I felt immediate sense of relief that I'd managed to get over the line
without dropping any major dangers, and could finally rest. For about six
months I would wake up every morning in my bed, in this home here on the
farm and think, "Oh, I can stay home today." That was such a profound relief
because I knew I was on the verge of a sort of nervous collapse really. Also, I
felt great because I felt Paul Lewellyn and his background in renewable
energy was going to be a great spokesperson in a new critical area of green
politics. So I was leaving things in good hands.
RC

On reflection, Chrissy, what impact do you think your

parliamentary career has had on your outlook on life?
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I'm so grateful for having had the opportunity to do that work. It

was a great privilege. It's certainly been the highlight of my life, I'm sure. So I
feel humble and I feel grateful about it. [How has it affected my] outlook on
life? I'm sure it's increased my confidence and enormously increased my
knowledge. Perhaps the only negative thing that it's done is that and this is
-

a bit of a twist really so many people in the community are very cynical about
-

politics and politicians. I found when I became a politician, having previously
been an EPA member, that I seemed to have lost a whole level of human
rights, in that you became the butt of rudeness and quite inconsiderate
behaviour by quite a few not everybody people, because you were a
-

-

"politician", in inverted commas. Ironically, what I found it did for me in
dealing with these issues and dealing with the general public in that public
role for eight years was that it made me more cynical about people. So it was
like the flip side in that I saw that in issue after issue, a lot of people (not
everybody thank goodness, and there were some wonderful people I worked
with, and I have touched on a few of them but not all of them) are so narrow
minded and see things only from the perspective of their own personal selfinterest rather than looking at things from the perspective of the public
interest, the common good. So I feel much more cynical about human
goodness [compared with] perhaps the rather naïve person that I was when I
entered Parliament.
RC

How do you see the future for the Greens party and the Green

movement in Western Australia?
SHARP

I think that the jury's still out on what role the Greens party will

play in Australian politics. Indeed, there's about 80 Greens parties active
throughout the world, so it's a global movement. Whether it will be the
Greens party that's the vehicle for bringing about a whole reconsideration of
our place in this world and how we conduct our human affairs in a sustainable
framework, or whether the influence of the Green movement will bring [about]
the socialist left wing, or, indeed, why not the right wing? I think it's not clear
yet to what extent the Green movement will just become a kind of lobby to the
left that will move the political debate, but never become, itself, the centre of
the debate. It may go like that or it may be that if we continue to have
governments that seem to be of a different era and so ignorant about the
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pressing problems of climate change and so on, it could well be that we will
see the Greens grow more and more and, in the not too distant future, even a
Greens government, either at state or federal level.
RC

I've reached the end of the questions I had for you, Chrissy, for

this interview. Are there any other matters that you'd like to discuss before we
finish?
SHARP

I did make a list here. Yes, I would like to just round up for the

record. I made a list of events and publications that I did whilst I was in
Parliament, which I thought it might be useful to include. I'll just read from that
list. I organised two important public seminars on climate change in 2001
called "Whether the Weather is Climate Change". There was one in Perth
and one in Bunbury. They were excellent and really contributed to the
political debate. They also helped us because I had just manoeuvred the
government through an amendment that caused the Labor government to
have to institute a state greenhouse strategy. "Whether the Weather" was a
very good process. In 2002 I organised an Eco-Forestry Forum in Bunbury
and it was the first time after all of that acrimonious forest debate that, in the
same room, we had people from the Forest Products Commission, the
industry and the conservation movement discussing a way forward together.
So that was the Eco-Forestry Forum in Bunbury in 2002.
I haven't made a list but I think I chaired something like 15 inquiries through
the committee work and dealt with hundreds of petitions in my second term
and 56 petitions in 2004. I don't know what the total was for the four years. In
2000 I wrote, with some help from Brian Flay, a very astute researcher for the
Greens, and with a marginal input from Dee Margets, a Greens discussion
paper on salinity, which came up with a whole institutional framework for
dealing with salinity. In 2004 I was the mover and shaker to produce, for the
Greens party, the document "From Global to Local; the New Wave Forming",
which is an economic policy report and policy document for the Greens. I not
only chaired this process, but also wrote a section on it on localisation, which
develops the theme that, with the inevitable decline in oil as a transport fuel,
we will see an inevitable contraction in the distance that produce is traded
across the world. So both food and other products are likely to re-localise to
an extent. I attempted to look at some of the characteristics of how that
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change would play out. We published the papers of the "Whether the
Weather" seminars and also of the Eco-Forestry Forum at the Bunbury
Rowing Club, which I just mentioned. That was on 16 March 2002. I was
producing quite a lot of written material over the time, too. The other thing
that we haven't talked about and just to quickly list: I introduced five private
members bills during my two terms. There were the two bills around
cannabis, the Poisons Amendment (Cannabis for Medical and Commercial
Uses) Bill in 2000, and the Misuse of Drugs Amendment (Cannabis
Cautioning Notices) Bill in April 2000. There was the High Conservation
Value Forest Protection Bill introduced in April 1999 that we've talked about. I
also introduced a private members bill to regulate land clearance, which was
the Environmental Protection (Land Clearance) Amendment Bill, which I
introduced into the Legislative Council on 19 December 2001, which really put
a lot of pressure on the government to make their own moves. The bill was
never debated but very clearly signalled that the system of land clearance
was out of control and that they, as government, needed to move on that.
Lastly, I have mentioned my Wildlife Conservation (Fauna Protection)
Amendment Bill, introduced on 14 November 2002, which was debated in the
Council but failed, but put up a very strong argument which, I am very pleased
to see, did find support in the Forest Management Plan soon afterwards in
that there needed to be a greater protection for fauna habitat. However, the
actually legal anomaly that that private members bill attempted to fix, that the
state is exempt from the requirements of the Wildlife Conservation Act with
regards to fauna (it does have to protect flora through that old act, but it still
isn't bound with regards to fauna), that loophole still exists because we are
still waiting for new biodiversity legislation to plug that hole. Of course, there
were other debates on major government legislation throughout the eight
years that I was there.
Thank you very much, Ron, for the opportunity to get all that off my chest, as
it were, and feel that I've put it into good hands, and that my efforts in state
Parliament are recorded in some central location. Thank you for that
opportunity.
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Yes, finally Chrissy, I'd like to take the opportunity of thanking

you for agreeing to give your time to take part in the parliamentary oral history
project.
SHARP

Thanks Ron.

END OF INTERVIEW

