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THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) took the chair at 9.00 am, and read prayers. 

MIDLAND RAILWAY MUSEUM 

Petition 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [9.01 am]: I have a petition couched in the following terms — 

To the Honourable Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of Western 
Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned, call on the State Government of Western Australia to create a Railway Museum 
on the grounds of the Midland Railway Workshop site which should include but not be limited to the 
reopening of the Railway Interpretive Centre. We believe that the Governments railway walk on the site 
is no more than a token gesture and does not truly reflect the highly important role that the Railway 
Workshops played both in the local history of the district and the overall history of the State of Western 
Australia. The Railway Workshops played a significant role in the building of this State and is an iconic 
part of the State’s history with most West Australian families having had some link to this place. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly and call upon the State Government to support the proud history 
of the area by creating a Railway Museum that will reflect the cultural development of the State, create 
a much needed tourism attraction in a major regional centre and give people a place to reflect on the 
very important role that railways played in building this great State. 

I certify that the petition conforms with the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly and that it contains 645 
signatures. 

[See petition 65.] 

PAPER TABLED 

A paper was tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

Removal of Notice — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland): I advise members that private members’ business notice of motion 1, 
notice of which was given on 20 June 2013, will be removed from the next notice paper unless written 
notification is provided to the Clerk requiring that the notice be continued. 

WA PARLIAMENTARY DIABETES SUPPORT GROUP — LAUNCH 

Statement by Minister for Health 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [9.03 am]: Today is World Diabetes Day and marks 
the launch of the WA Parliamentary Diabetes Support Group, which will work to raise awareness in this place of 
diabetes as Australia’s fastest–growing chronic condition. As a doctor and health minister, I am well aware of 
the seriousness of diabetes for not only individuals and their families, but also the burden it places on the health 
system. Indeed, as I read this statement to the house, one other person will be diagnosed with diabetes in 
Western Australia. In fact, today a further 28 people will be told by their general practitioner or health 
professional that they have developed the condition.  

Diabetes is now the nation’s fastest–growing chronic disease. More than 108 000 people in Western Australia 
live with the condition, of which around 11 per cent have type 1 diabetes and 87 per cent have type 2 diabetes. 
As for the cost to our health system, it is estimated that more than $1 billion is spent in our hospitals managing 
the outcomes of people with diabetic complications. In WA, a conservative estimate is that 30 per cent of all 
hospital beds in this state are taken up by people with diabetic complications. Diabetes is the leading cause of 
non-traumatic amputation in Western Australia. People with diabetes are also 25 times more likely than the 
general population to go blind or suffer from diabetic retinopathy. Diabetes can also shorten a person’s life by 15 
years. However, things are far worse for Aboriginal Australians who live with diabetes. Today in Western 
Australia, an Aboriginal person is three times more likely to develop type 2 diabetes than a non-Aboriginal 
person. Hospitalisation rates for Aboriginal people are 15 times higher than for non-Aboriginal people, while 
major amputations are 38 times more likely.  
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As a government, we are working with various groups and peak bodies such as Diabetes WA, which is training, 
educating and helping people to manage their condition to the best of their ability. The government also supports 
healthy lifestyle messages and information for prevention and management through the Department of Health, 
with campaigns such as LiveLighter, My Healthy Balance and Get on Track, and by supporting organisations 
such as Healthway. However, to truly ensure that diabetes and the burden it places on the entire state is known 
across the Parliament, I am pleased to announce that today marks the official launch of the WA Parliamentary 
Diabetes Support Group. I would like to acknowledge the executive members of the WAPDSG: Andrea 
Mitchell, Roger Cook, Paul Papalia, Alyssa Hayden and Hon Robin Chapple. I know that the group’s chair, 
Andrea Mitchell, is looking to expand the membership further, and I encourage my parliamentary colleagues to 
take the time to get active in this space; I am sure their electorates would thank them for it. I look forward to the 
work that this group will do in continuing to raise awareness of diabetes in this place and within members’ 
electorates. 

2013 PERTH AIRPORT WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TOURISM AWARDS 
Statement by Minister for Planning 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [9.06 am]: I rise on behalf of the Minister for 
Tourism to update the house on the outcome of the 2013 Perth Airport Western Australian Tourism Awards, 
which I attended last Saturday on behalf of the Premier and the Minister for Tourism. The awards were held at 
the Grand Ballroom, Crown Perth, with almost 850 guests representing the state’s tourism industry. A record 
number of entries were received for this year’s awards with 147 finalists vying for glory, up from 129 finalists 
last year. Pleasingly, there were many first-time entrants. 

The tourism awards were established in 1972 at the suggestion of caravan industry pioneer Mr John Wood, of 
the Fleetwood Group of Companies, as a tangible way of recognising and rewarding excellence in the tourism 
industry. At that time and for many years afterwards there was only one award, the Sir David Brand Award for 
Tourism, named after Western Australia’s longest-serving Premier, who was also Minister for Tourism. The 
award process and gala ceremony were originally organised by the state government through its tourism agency. 
However, they are now coordinated by the peak industry body, the Tourism Council Western Australia. Forty-
one years on, the awards have grown to 32 categories covering the full range of tourism products, from 
accommodation to visitor servicing and everything in between. There are four special categories: the Forum 
Advocating Cultural and Eco Tourism Golden Guide Award; Sir David Brand Young Achiever Medal; Sir David 
Brand Medal; and the pinnacle of industry achievement, the Sir David Brand Award for Tourism.  

Winners of 27 category awards will compete against state and territory winners across the country at the Qantas 
Australian Tourism Awards, to be held in Sydney on 7 February 2014. A complete list of the worthy WA 
winners for 2013 is available on the Tourism Council’s website at www.tourismcouncilwa.com.au. I am pleased 
to advise members that the major award for overall excellence, the Sir David Brand Award for Tourism, was 
won by Kings Park and Botanic Garden for its outstanding achievements in promoting and servicing the WA 
tourism industry. A number of operators and organisations were also inducted into the hall of fame, having won 
their category for three consecutive years. Lady Brand represented her late husband on the night, having 
celebrated her ninety-second birthday the day before. In the event’s 41-year history, Lady Brand has attended all 
but one awards function, which in itself is an impressive achievement. The state government is a strong 
supporter of WA’s tourism industry, which employs 89 000 people and generates $7.5 billion for the state’s 
economy. I wish WA finalists every success at the national awards in February and encourage all members, their 
families and friends to sample the state’s award–winning tourism products. 

REGIONAL MOBILE COMMUNICATIONS PROJECT 
Statement by Parliamentary Secretary 

MR P.T. MILES (Wanneroo — Parliamentary Secretary) [9.10 am]: On Friday 25 October, I attended two 
Regional Mobile Communications Project site launches in the wheatbelt region. I was accompanied by Shane 
Love, the member for Moore, and Hon Jim Chown, member for Agricultural Region. The launches celebrated 
the completion of two new telecommunications towers in the towns of Miling and Woodridge and acknowledged 
the collaboration between the many parties involved. On behalf of the Minister for Commerce, Hon Michael 
Mischin, MLC, I had the opportunity to make a brief speech at both launches as part of the official proceedings, 
and to speak with other attendees. 
To give members some background about the RMCP, in January 2012 Telstra was awarded a $39.2 million 
contract from the Liberal–National government to implement the project. It will deliver about $106 million in 
value to the state. The RMCP is improving mobile communications in almost every region of Western Australia. 
It will provide reliable, near-continuous mobile and broadband coverage along major highways and in nearby 
and selected regional, rural and remote communities. I am sure members are all aware of the many and far-
reaching benefits of reliable coverage for regional communities and businesses, emergency service operations 
and the delivery of government and other services. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 14 November 2013] 5977 

 

Of the 113 RMCP towers planned across Western Australia, 74 have been completed to date, with Miling and 
Woodridge being among the most recently completed sites. The new Miling and Woodridge towers will bring 
the coverage in and around the towns closer to the speeds experienced in capital cities. I will give members an 
example of how this new coverage is transforming lives and livelihoods in these regional communities. Miling 
Hotel owner Gordon Burns said the coverage was critical for his business in the hospitality industry. People had 
been put off staying at the hotel due to the lack of mobile and internet coverage. Since the town’s new tower was 
activated, bookings for accommodation and the restaurant at the hotel have picked up tremendously. 

I commend Telstra for organising these launches and the relevant agencies involved in the delivery of this very 
successful project. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND JUSTICE STANDING COMMITTEE 
Inquiry into Disability Support Services — Terms of Reference — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland): I have received a letter dated 13 November 2013 from the Chair of 
the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee advising that the committee has resolved to 
conduct an inquiry with the following terms of reference —  

The committee will inquire into and report on — 

(1) the adequacy of current processes for determining funding support for people with disabilities 
who live with their families; 

(2) the level of unmet need; and 

(3) the nature and extent of planning required to meet increasing demand for these support 
services in Western Australia in the future. 

The committee will report the outcome of this inquiry to the house by 8 May 2014.  

MIDLAND VEHICLE LICENSING CENTRE 
Grievance 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [9.13 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Transport, and is about the 
privatisation of vehicle licensing centres and, more particularly, the closure of the Midland vehicle licensing 
centre.  

Midland has had a government vehicle licensing centre for decades. Indeed, I suspect it has had one for at least 
50 or 60 years, possibly longer. My great-grandfather drove one of the first vehicles in Midland. He was a 
bicycle repairman and he also made bicycles at his workshop on Great Eastern Highway. My grandmother was 
born there in 1910 and was the eldest of his children. She told me that as a little girl she would often go with him 
in the T-model Ford that he used to drive, which was one of the few vehicles in Midland at that time. At times it 
doubled as a taxi, town ambulance, undertaker’s vehicle and any other form of emergency vehicle that was 
required.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Hopefully not all on the same journey!  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Sometimes there was a bit of doubling up! My grandmother told me quite a few 
interesting stories. I have only a short time for this grievance.  

The above highlights a couple of things. First, vehicles have been in Midland for a very long time. Second, 
Midland has always been and will continue to be an important regional centre. Members can imagine my 
surprise when, just in the last week or two, my office received numerous phone calls and visits from people who 
wanted to know why the vehicle licensing centre had closed. I looked at its website and at statements from the 
government and learnt that the centre was due to close on 30 November. However, some of my constituents told 
me that it had already closed. Upon checking that, I learnt that despite its advertised closure of 30 November, the 
centre is running on reduced hours and appears to be open half-days rather than full days. This is very much 
privatisation by stealth. Yes, I am aware of the trialling that would involve private workshops conducting vehicle 
inspections, rather than government, in some country centres. But I never for one moment imagined that the 
Midland licensing centre would close.  

The lack of fanfare surrounding this announcement is interesting. The Premier and the Minister for Transport 
have not been to Midland to announce the closure of a government facility in that region. They have not said 
what is happening with the land on which the licensing centre is located nor have they said whether this is part of 
some cash grab or massive asset sale. There has been no proper communication with the people in my electorate 
about what alternate services are available. Yes, if people look at the vehicle licensing website they will find 
alternate places to take their cars. However, I want to know why the Midland vehicle licensing centre was 
singled out, as I understand it, to be the first major closure of a licensing centre in the metropolitan area. Why is 
the government privatising those services? What will happen with the property on Great Eastern Highway? How 
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can I be sure that the level of service will not diminish? Midland is a major regional centre that has a lot of 
caryards and businesses that need to license their vehicles. As I understand it, there has been high demand for the 
licensing centre in Midland. How do we know that those businesses will not be negatively affected?  

I am also concerned about the government’s level of hypocrisy. When Labor was in government, we put 
government services into centres such as Midland, because we acknowledged that it was a major regional centre. 
It was a Labor government that, in the late 1980s, decided to locate the former Department of Land 
Administration, now Landgate, in Midland. During my tenure as minister for police, I was able to commit to the 
police facility at the Midland railway workshops site to locate the forensic and traffic branches. Midland is the 
centre of a growing region. Yesterday in Parliament we saw evidence of the growth in suburbs such as 
Ellenbrook and Aveley. The local high school will need 29 demountable classrooms because of the growth in the 
area. It is an important area of growth. Constituents, business owners and car dealers in my electorate do not 
want to travel to Welshpool or Osborne Park to license their vehicles. I am aware that some local mechanics are 
now licensed to undertake this process. How do we know that they will cope with the demand without there 
being inordinate delays? No doubt some of the workshops are already struggling to keep up with the workload of 
their existing clientele. How will they deal with this extra responsibility? How do I know that there will not be 
long queues of people waiting to license their vehicles? Why were the people of Midland and the surrounding 
region not told about the government’s plan to privatise this service ahead of the last state election? Midland had 
more visits from the Premier in the first three months of this year than it had in the past five years. I note that the 
Premier has not been quick to visit Midland since. The Premier and other ministers made lot of announcements 
in the first three months of the year during the election period. They made a lot of promises for Midland, none of 
which has come to fruition; yet when something real like this happens—when a major government service is 
effectively closed and privatised—there is no announcement by the minister, no fanfare and no press call. I am 
aware that the Minister for Transport has since been to my electorate. He addressed a breakfast of the Chamber 
of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia. He did not advise people at that breakfast that he was about to 
close the vehicle licensing centre in Midland. This is a loss of service for the people of Midland. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I didn’t get to that breakfast.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: If the minister did not get to it, it is no wonder that he did not tell them anything. I am 
glad I did not get out of bed to listen to what the minister had to say!  

The minister has still not been to Midland. I look forward to him visiting Midland to explain to its people why he 
is closing their vehicle licensing centre.  

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Minister for Transport) [9.19 am]: Unfortunately, the member for Midland 
cannot claim for Midland the title of the first major vehicle inspection centre in the metropolitan area to be 
closed. There were six and now with Midland there are five. The first one that closed was in O’Connor.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: That is not major compared with Midland. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It most certainly was major. That was closed about 18 months ago and replaced with a 
series of authorised inspection centres—exactly the same as will happen with Midland. Why? Because it 
provides better service to the people who want to use those centres. One of the most common complaints that I 
receive—although I receive fewer of them now—concerns pressure on the resources and the delays at vehicle 
inspection centres. There are lots and lots of delays. There is no trial of authorised inspection centres as they 
have been in regional Western Australia for many, many years. I remember taking my bus to Bruce Butler Autos 
in Busselton every year and Bruce would conduct the inspection. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: You would expect that in country areas. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member said it was a trial, but it is not a trial because it has been happening in 
regional areas for many years. The Midland centre has closed and the staff from the centre will be relocated to 
Welshpool or Osborne Park. What is replacing the Midland centre? There have been a number of new authorised 
inspection centres announced, not just in the Midland area, but across the eastern suburbs. I will read out a 
couple: Notte Works Midland Autoplus will do light vehicles; Steve’s Motorcycles in Bellevue will do 
motorcycles; Auto Response in Stratton; and Day Auto Electrical Service in Midvale. There are a significant 
number of them, including Scania in Kewdale, that will do heavy vehicles. The list goes on and on: M and D 
Suspension and Mechanical Repairs in Belmont; AME Automotive in Canning Vale and so on. There are 10 new 
authorised inspection centres opening to provide services to people who live in the eastern suburbs. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: They are existing businesses; they are not new centres opening. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: They are new authorised inspection centres. People will be able to take their motor 
vehicle to one of those places and have it inspected. All the feedback I receive says that this is a much better 
system than using a Department of Transport vehicle inspection centre for a whole range of reasons. I have not 
received a negative response from anyone who used to use the O’Connor centre. The member mentioned motor 
vehicle dealers. One of the other initiatives that we have again started is a mobile authorised inspection centre. 
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They are heavily utilised by motor vehicle dealers. They go out to the dealership, conduct the inspection, do all 
that they have to do, issue whatever paperwork they have to issue and request repairs if they are required. 

There has been tremendous reform in this space. In my view, this has been overwhelmingly endorsed because I 
have not received any complaints from the public about it, and businesses are lining up to offer their services. I 
do not know if these businesses are busy. Ultimately, I suspect that they would not have become authorised 
inspection centres if they did not think it was in their commercial best interest to do so. They are private 
businesses and entitled to make a profit, but they are also expected to provide a service to the public. This is 
excellent reform and I anticipate that in due course, as opportunities present, there will be more authorised 
inspection centres, not less.  

Member for Midland, what is really interesting is that in the financial year ending 30 June 2012–13, 
44.5 per cent of completed vehicle examinations occurred at vehicle examination centres and 55.5 per cent 
occurred at authorised inspection centres. Clearly there is a demand and I believe that percentage will move 
more in favour of authorised inspection centres with the closure of Midland and the opening of these 10 new 
authorised inspection centres. In the metropolitan area there are now four vehicle examination centres 
remaining—Welshpool, Warwick, Kelmscott and Osborne Park—and there are 26 authorised inspection centres. 
This is all about delivering quality service to the public of Western Australia. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Is the minister going to deal with what is happening to the property on Great Eastern 
Highway? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I do not know what is happening to the property on Great Eastern Highway. I do not 
know if we own it or lease it. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Yes, you do own it. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I cannot answer that because I do not know. What I do know is that the site would have 
required extensive upgrading and repairs. That was part of the decision to close it. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: It is a very big site. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: This is good reform; very good reform. If it is a big site that the government no longer 
needs we will probably sell it—although no decision has been made on that. There has been huge reform in the 
vehicle examination space.  

There is another really interesting area of reform that I will quickly let the member for Midland know about. I 
happened to be at the West Perth post office the other day and people can now pay for their licence and a range 
of other things at the West Perth post office. Effectively, there is a Department of Transport — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: You have been able to pay for your licence at a post office for a long time. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Not at West Perth because it only just opened, and not across the metropolitan area. This 
is being extensively rolled out across the metropolitan area. Why? Again, because it will provide a better service. 
The other reason is that it is actually a cheaper transaction for the taxpayer. There is a heck of a lot of change 
happening in this space.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Is the minister going to privatise the practical driving test as well? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: As the member alluded, there is a practical driving test trial in Bunbury. It is an 
interesting question, member, because there has always been private assessment for heavy combination and 
multi-combination vehicles. The next two classes down, which are heavy rigid and medium rigid, are being also 
being trialled as independent assessments in Bunbury. If that works—the trial is going along quite nicely—I 
anticipate that that will be rolled out in more areas around the state. It is an entirely sensible reform. The total 
focus of this is on improving service levels to the public. I think that the people who live in Midland and the 
eastern suburbs will get a much better level of service from this particular initiative and it will be at the 
member’s peril if she attempts to unwind it. 

FEDERAL FARM ASSISTANCE PACKAGE 
Grievance 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [9.26 am]: I thank Minister Redman for taking this grievance on behalf of the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food. As he is a previous Minister for Agriculture and Food, I am keen to hear his 
opinion. My grievance concerns the federal farm assistance package that was announced by the federal 
government on 27 April this year. It came from a national rural roundtable held in October 2012 under the 
previous federal Labor government. It is a concessional loan fund available as an assistance package for viable 
farmers in the six states and the Northern Territory. An available amount of $420 million was announced which, 
between the six states and the Northern Territory, meant an allocation of $60 million for the state of Western 
Australia. 
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There were some other very important components, including tax relief deposits and the raising of income 
thresholds. However, the thrust of my grievance is around the farm assistance package announced by the 
previous federal government. Queensland signed up for its $60 million on 11 July and Victoria signed up on 
12 July. The plan was that the federal government would assign the money and the states would implement the 
program. For Western Australia, to get the spread and give this assistance package sufficient traction for 
sufficient farmers, it was decided that a maximum of $200 000 for around 300 farmers would be available as a 
concessional loan for viable farmers to help them through the difficult times and pressures they have been 
facing. In 2010, we had the worst drought on record. In 2011, we had a good crop but it was actually decimated 
by frost, and a wet harvest meant poor prices. In 2012, we had a below average crop and this year we have a 
record crop.  

However, that must be put into context; in the eastern and northern wheatbelt there has been half the seasonal 
rainfall in the growing season. Of the eight million hectares of grain sown in Western Australia, 
one million hectares faces significant pressures in farming. Yilgarn, Westonia, Dalwallinu, Perenjori, Coorow, 
Morawa, Mullewa, Chapman Valley and Northampton are bracing for a 10 to 30 per cent bottom yield of the 
average six years. My point is that there is still significant strain on farmers. Often these statistics are difficult to 
find. I have said in this house before that I am concerned that the Department of Agriculture and Food does not 
have statistics on the number of farms that were not able to put in their full cropping program because of 
insufficient finance. One-eighth of this wheat and grain area faces a dismal year. Despite all the publicity about a 
bumper crop, significant areas are facing strain. I believe the banks are waiting to foreclose and exit a lot of this 
space once there is a good crop in the bin. Despite the positives in the equation of any forbearance deed, nothing 
changes the banks’ view of debt and equity in farming. That dispels the issue of throwing good money after bad.  

The thrust of my grievance is that the state government talked about administration, bad debts and interest rates 
in implementing this $60 million. It goes to show that if we leave money lying around, someone will pilfer it. I 
suspect that that has happened in the concessional loan fund area because, in recent times, the federal Minister 
for Agriculture has reallocated them, he says, to better reflect the number of farm businesses in each jurisdiction 
and to ensure that the loans are available to farmers in areas of greatest need by reason of current seasonal 
conditions. The $60 million that we were to get is now only $50 million. I believe that there are potentially 50 
farmers in this equation who will be dudded because this $10 million has gone east. I understand that there are 
also pressures in Queensland, but a significant number of farmers in Western Australia are facing next season 
under significant financial strain. Minister, it is really important that we get on with implementing this program. 
We have seen what happens if money sits around and we fluff around in the implementation of this funding. 

In closing, it was a great privilege to meet Larry Anthony the other day and give him some advice. I hope that on 
his trip—as he is a Queenslander—he did not come over and tell the National Party of Western Australia that 
this plan was to be implemented without it. I hope that the National Party members stood up for farmers and told 
him that we need that $10 million and to implement this plan very quickly for next year’s season for these 
farmers under financial duress. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood — Minister for Training and Workforce Development) 
[9.34 am]: I thank the member for Eyre for his grievance. He quite rightly raised a number of very valid points. I 
am responding on behalf of the Minister for Agriculture and Food, Hon Ken Baston. The member is quite right, 
when we went into this year’s season, the early indications were that it was going to be quite a poor season and 
there were a number of calls from the farming community for support from the federal and state governments. 
After Hon Ken Baston and the Premier visited some of the agricultural regions, the state government announced 
and delivered a $7.8 million package to grain growers to support them with the challenges they were facing. 
Some of the funding was in a community package. In April this year, the federal government offered a 
$60 million farm finance package. There were a range of challenges to deliver that package. Since then, there has 
been some turnaround in the season. I highlight the point the member made, that irrespective of that turnaround 
and the discussion in the rural media about the performance of the grain sector in Western Australia, where in 
some cases record crops are expected—we do hope that is the case as the grain comes into the bins—there is still 
about one million hectares under significant stress out of the eight million hectares that make up the agricultural 
areas. The stress in that one million hectares comes on the top of a number of seasons in the last two or three 
years in which there has either not been a harvest or there has been a very difficult season. The point that the 
member makes that there are some challenging seasons is very valid. The member for Moore just reflected on 
the number of areas in his electorate, to the east of Mullewa for example, that are harvesting 0.1 tonnes per 
hectare of wheat. That will not bank anything; they will be lucky to get their seed back from that. 

The concessional loans package was offered to Western Australia. In WA, we did not have a mechanism for the 
delivery of the package and a number of things needed to be sorted out with the federal government. As the 
member knows, Hon Ken Baston took that up quite vigorously with the federal government at the time. It is 
worth noting that the first we heard of the package in Western Australia was when it was announced. There was 
no discussion with Western Australia about putting the package in place. In the last six months there have been 
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three agriculture ministers, which made building a relationship to get these packages out in an efficient way a 
challenge. The member highlighted that Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria have delivery mechanisms 
in place and have been able to roll out the package. In Western Australia, we had to build one, which involved 
enacting a lending institution and processes for debt recovery, loan repayments and business quality assurance.  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Minister, it was because you didn’t have a functional, operational RBDC. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The Rural Business Development Corporation is there, but in terms of having a mechanism 
for the delivery of that, the member is quite right. 

I would stand right beside the member on the point that he made about the decision to take another $10 million 
from the offer to Western Australia and give it to areas on the east coast. There may be an argument that that is 
where needs exist, but I am not sure that the issues emerging in Western Australia were fully interrogated, 
particularly the one million hectares that has suffered over the last number of years. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: Did you stand up to Barnaby? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I think the member will see—is he talking about the National Party? 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: Absolutely.  
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The National Party has stood up to him. The member for Central Wheatbelt, Mia Davies, is 
on the public record and I am putting my position on the public record. Historically, this shows where Western 
Australia sits in the mix of the national scheme. We regularly have a challenge getting Western Australia’s fair 
share. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am on a short time frame, member.  

Another point that we should take up vigorously from Western Australia’s perspective is getting in place the 
national drought reforms that we are signatories to. There is a new government in place and we need to keep 
driving this because it has a range of initiatives that support a better mechanism for the challenges that we face in 
Western Australia, because we have not fared very well out of the others. Hon Ken Baston has highlighted to me 
that we are very close to an agreement; we have undertaken to share the cost of administration, bad debts will be 
the responsibility of the federal government, and a number of guidelines will come out. We hope to have funds 
available in February and March next year for the first round for 250 eligible farm businesses. That is assuming 
that all of those eligible farm businesses access the full $200 000 of loan funds at an interest rate of 4.5 per cent. 
I have some feedback on the criteria for those loans for the member’s constituents. They will be productivity 
loans aimed at growing the profitability of the farm business; they will not be loans for debt reconstruction. 
Business viability will be part of the selection criteria and loans will be capped at $200 000 over five years at an 
interest rate of 4.5 per cent. The loans are for businesses with an off-farm asset threshold of $421 000 and will be 
open to all agricultural sectors including dairy, pastoral, horticulture and cropping. The loans will be 
administered by the Rural Business Development Corporation. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Will there be any equity criteria—a bit like the state assistance package, which made a lot of 
farmers ineligible because there was a very narrow band of 55 to 65 per cent equity in order to get the loan? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: One of the points I made about criteria is business viability. I am assuming that in an 
assessment of business viability, equity will be one of the factors taken into account.  

Minister Baston has certainly taken up this issue vigorously. He has written twice to Minister Joyce about 
putting those mechanisms in place. Hopefully, resources can start flowing by February–March next year for the 
new season’s cropping. In a timeliness sense in terms of the next cycle, that is probably good timing. I make two 
really strong points; namely, the Liberal–National government in Western Australia does not support the 
reallocation of the resources that were put to Western Australia or offered up—the $60 million now back to 
$50 million. That is indicative of where Western Australia sits in the game. We have all had the GST debate; this 
is just another one of those and I am not sure that the necessary interrogation of the circumstances in 
Western Australia has occurred to validate that decision.  

DISABILITY SERVICES — RESPITE CARE — KIMBERLEY 
Grievance 

MS J. FARRER (Kimberley) [9.41 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Disability Services, and concerns 
the lack of support and respite services for parents and families of children with special needs in the Kimberley. I 
have received representations from a number of parents concerned about cuts to their funding and lack of respite 
service in the Kimberley. Under the Disability Services Commission, funding is allocated to the Kimberley 
Individual and Family Support Association, KIFSA, for respite care to assist the primary carer and their 
immediate family to take a break from their caring role, but many families have seen a reduction in this funding 
or are unable to access this limited service.  
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I recently received a letter from Ms Roxanne Birch clearly outlining her experience with cuts to her son’s 
funding and the lack of an available respite service. She says — 

In 2012/2013 my funding was cut by $1100 due to my son being in a certain age group. This financial 
year 2013/2014 my funding is cut by $1312. In the letter I received, it states that the funds are available 
to me “under the same arrangement.”  

I’m a single parent with no help from families or agencies when it comes to respite. My son’s 
disabilities has him abusing me physically to the point where I have to ring the police and/or our local 
GP. I have to drive 200kms twice a week for family support. Sometimes we don’t get there due to my 
son’s meltdowns, which happens quite regularly as Kununurra KIFSA staff would verify this. When I 
get a chance whilst I’m in Kununurra, I try and catch up with other families who have a family member 
with disabilities. 

The letter further reads — 

So yesterday I caught up with a family member who receives the Brokered Respite Funding. He 
brought up the subject of how they’re going to spend their funding of $1250 a quarter while I get to 
spend $875 a quarter! I was shocked as I thought all families were cut back. 

Roxanne goes on to talk about some of the hardships she has faced since her son finished full-time schooling. 
Due to a lack of any facilities in the Kimberley, she has no option but to become his full-time carer. Since her 
son completed school in 2008, she has had to cease all employment to provide full care for her son. In 2011, he 
was also diagnosed with severe depression and started harming himself physically. There are not sufficient 
agencies or organisations to cater for those who require respite care from the 18 to 40-year-old group in the 
Kimberley region. Therefore, Roxanne has faced these difficulties largely on her own. I acknowledge that there 
is one house in Broome that caters for this type of care, but it has a waiting list also and is simply not accessible 
for those in the central or East Kimberley region.  

Roxanne went on to say — 

The small amount of respite funding that I have received, I have put that towards a holiday for both 
myself and my son as I don’t have a carer or place for my son to attend whilst I have a break. I know 
that he’s my son and he’s my responsibility but all I’m asking for is a break by myself to revive & relax 
even if it’s only for a weekend. 

I know that Roxanne is not the only family member or carer in the Kimberley who is experiencing these issues 
and who needs a little respite. The pressures and strain on many Kimberley families are immense due to the lack 
of these services. Roxanne’s letter is just one of many that I have received from families struggling with the lack 
of respite services, and I know that this is a difficult issue for those in remote communities also.  

I also know of the experience of a young girl from one of the outer communities of Halls Creek who did not 
have any family members. She was on her own, and she needed a lot of support. She was cared for by different 
members of the community, but sometimes people move around a lot and it reached the stage at which she was 
just left on her own. She was picked up one day by one of the nurses from the Aboriginal Medical Service and 
taken into Halls Creek, where she was also placed in what they call the “old people’s home”. It is not a place for 
somebody who has such disabilities, but she was placed in there. Sometimes such people do get very aggressive, 
and she started doing all sorts of things: her behaviour pattern changed, and she was doing the wrong thing. 
Disability Services staff asked for her to be taken out of that home because of the trouble she had caused through 
whatever she had done there.  

I was told that she was placed in a hotel with a person who was caring for her. She spent the weekend in a hotel 
while Disability Services in the Kimberley were looking for a placement for her. After the weekend, she was 
brought down to Broome and placed there for a little while—I think for a couple of weeks. She was taken back 
up north again to Halls Creek and sent to another old people’s home in Warmun. As long as I can remember, she 
has been there for this whole length of time. These are the sorts of things that people always talk about when 
they say they want respite accommodation to be put up to support some of these families. I do not know what is 
happening with her now, but probably when I go back I will have a look.  

I respectfully request the minister’s urgent consideration of this issue, as it is an important issue for a lot of us up 
there. I think that we can do much better to ensure a better quality of life for these children who are now 
progressing through to becoming adults and for their families or carers across the Kimberley.  

MS A.R. MITCHELL (Kingsley — Parliamentary Secretary) [9.47 am]: I thank the member for Kimberley 
for raising this matter in the grievance today. It is certainly an issue that the Minister for Disability Services is 
aware of. It is a matter that has not been fully addressed yet. Certainly, similar situations are brought to our 
attention not only in the Kimberley, but also in many other parts of regional and remote Western Australia that 
we must look into. I am sure members are aware that Hon Helen Morton visited East Kimberley early in 
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September this year. She spent time with many families and many people who are experiencing difficulties and 
challenges because not many services or options are available. Unfortunately, I cannot respond specifically to the 
people the member has mentioned today as I do not have that information, but I can certainly look into some of 
those matters on her behalf to see what is available. However, I am happy to talk more generally.  

The member raised the issue of young people between the ages of 18 and 40 years who are being placed in an 
old people’s home. I agree that they do not belong in these homes. There is a severe lack of work opportunities 
and living arrangements that I know the Disability Services Commission is very keen to address. One of the 
things that I was most impressed about when I first met DSC staff was their approach to having people with 
disabilities live in accommodation suitable for them and to providing suitable support. 

I know we have not achieved everything we set out to do. The member mentioned that there is one place in 
Broome for respite. Five houses were built in regional Western Australia, but only one was in the Kimberley. 
The member is right: it is a long way between Kununurra and Broome; it is not just down the road. Therefore, it 
is a start but we are not completely there yet. 

When the minister was in the Kimberley, as I said, she spent a lot of time with people. The minister also went to 
Wyndham, but she did not get to Halls Creek and I am sure that will be on her agenda very soon. The people she 
met raised the issue of the distances they are expected to travel to get respite and support. A wonderful disability 
services coordinator in Kununurra, with her staff, is doing the best she can, but there are limited opportunities 
that she can use. The number of people who seek opportunities for respite is increasing and we have to see what 
is the best we can do for everybody.  

The Disability Services Commission funds two agencies to provide people with services for their family. As the 
member mentioned, some people arrange their own respite and support and others use facilities that are available 
to them. Another 10 people have individual plans. That is the variation that occurs within the system; it is not 
simply one amount to satisfy everybody. I think that a relationship needs to be built up with the disability 
services coordinator to determine how that assessment was made and what they sought to achieve within that. I 
can also let the member know that two senior commission officers will travel to East Kimberley in the first week 
of December to assist in looking at what can be done in that area. They have set project time lines that they have 
to work within to make sure that they get information back to the director general of Disability Services.  

The member mentioned the Kimberley Individual and Family Support Association. I am aware, as the member 
may also be aware, that the association has written to the Minister for Regional Development requesting 
royalties for regions funding to purchase some possible accessible accommodation—a unit from a 
decommissioned village in East Kimberley—and relocate that to its current site in Kununurra. However, before 
that can occur, a fair bit of planning needs to go ahead, certainly within local government and the Department of 
Housing. That process is part of the work that the two commission officers and other staff are looking at to 
determine whether it is possible and whether there is funding for that accessible accommodation into Kununurra.  

There are recommendations for expanding respite capacity in East Kimberley. As I said, the two senior 
commission officers will have that task. They will get back to the director general to ensure that we are looking 
at the opportunities and options that are available and how we can best develop some of those services and 
respite facilities in East Kimberley, rather than expecting people to, as the member said, travel a long way from 
their family support network. Yes, those families need respite and the carers need a break, but they also do not 
want to be too far away. Moving people out of their area can disorientate them quite a bit, which does not help 
with their fitting in and making the most of that respite opportunity for their carer.  

The issues that the member for Kimberley raised are valid. The minister is very cognisant of the issues facing 
East Kimberley. As I said, although she understands these issues, in her visit there she was made very much 
aware of them by the personal experiences that were relayed to her. Because of that, I think the member will find 
that there is a commitment by the minister to improve the services and respite opportunities for people with 
disability, particularly in the 18 to 40 years age group. That age group is very real and one that they are looking 
at to achieve improvement. I thank the member for Kimberley for raising this grievance with us today and we 
will certainly look into these matters for her and keep her informed of the progress. 

KAPINARA PRIMARY SCHOOL 

Grievance 

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [9.53 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Education, Hon Peter 
Collier, MLC. Representing Hon Peter Collier is Hon John Day and I am grateful that he is in the chamber to 
hear this grievance on behalf of the minister today. My grievance to the Minister for Education concerns the 
outdated and unsatisfactory preprimary playground equipment plus the need for financial support for capital 
works at Kapinara Primary School on Catesby Street in City Beach. Kapinara Primary School first opened in 
1967. Third generation children now attend this iconic school and current students are still using the original 
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freestanding metal play equipment with no permanent fixtures. The current preprimary play equipment at the 
school has been labelled unsafe and disgraceful. On 14 June 2012, the school parents and citizens association 
made a submission to the Department of Education to upgrade the kindergarten and preprimary playground 
equipment. The school’s submission was declined by the department, which in one line stated that the school’s 
submission for the funding was unsuccessful and it may reapply in 2013. On 22 February 2013, the school 
reapplied only to be knocked back a second time.  

The school’s P&C is an active and dedicated group of parent volunteers who work tirelessly to support the 
various projects identified by the school as vital. Without the P&C’s work, the school would rely entirely on 
education department funding. On receipt of the latest refusal, the P&C committee decided to split the 
playground project into two stages. Stage 1, the kindergarten project, was approved by the P&C on 22 October 
2013 and an amount of $24 000 entirely sourced from P&C fundraising efforts was committed for a January 
2014 commencement with completion one week prior to the start of term 1. The preprimary playground project, 
stage 2, is on hold pending further funding. The budget estimate for stage 2 is about $80 000. It is a significantly 
larger area that requires greater preliminary earthwork activity given that there is no straightforward access point 
to the area, plus the additional natural-based equipment that is to be sourced. On completion, this playground, as 
intended, will remain for future generations. A major fundraiser, the Kapinara community fair, was held on 
Saturday, 9 November on the school oval. I attended this fair and was encouraged at seeing a strong attendance. 
The money raised from that event shall contribute to the upgrade of the preprimary playground.  

While the school’s P&C is tirelessly working to raise funds for the playground, this project is not the only 
submission that has been declined by the Department of Education. Kapinara Primary School has also been 
subject to several other funding knockbacks from the department for much-needed capital works. These include, 
first, the old library conversion into two classrooms at a cost of $20 000, which was fully funded by the school, 
plus $5 000 as a 50 per cent contribution was raised for the carpet upgrade. Second, painting of the school 
passageway at a cost of more than $13 000 was fully funded by the school. Third, air conditioning in each 
classroom at a cost of over $70 000 was fully funded by the P&C. Fourth, there was a request for the school car 
park extension. Through extensive negotiation and consultation, the education department acknowledged that the 
car park was a priority matter. Plans were developed and submitted with a completion date of August 2013. 
However, on 29 July 2013, the project was suddenly declined due to a lack of funding. There is no indication as 
to when it may proceed. Fifth, the school cable and electrical upgrade project still requires funding. Sixth, two 
further vital projects need completion at the school—namely, a preprimary verandah upgrade and a toilet block 
upgrade. These projects have occupational health and safety implications. The preprimary toilet block project 
reached the feasibility stage; however, on 2 September 2013, the school was advised by the department that the 
project had been put on hold due to a lack of funding.  

Identifying which schools take priority over others in terms of capital works, building deterioration, wear and 
tear and infrastructure replacement is a difficult position for the department. Whilst I appreciate this position, I 
question the rhetoric of the department, quoting in its correspondence to the school that Kapinara school is not a 
priority at this point in time. I believe that the priority of capital works for all our school playground equipment 
and school infrastructure should be based on need, not on postcode. To meet the increasing population of 
students and the changing needs of Kapinara Primary School, I request that the minister review all previous and 
current funding applications for the school, taking into account the history I have outlined today. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [9.58 am]: I acknowledge the member for 
Churchlands’ interest in this issue and his diligence in advocating for his local community, and the students and 
families at Kapinara Primary School in particular. The background to this issue is that in direct terms the 
provision of playground equipment is the responsibility of individual schools. However, grants are made 
available to schools for minor works and they are able to use this funding, often together with contributions from 
the school community, to purchase new equipment. In addition, the playground equipment shade shelter program 
has provided grants of up to $20 000 to schools that are considered eligible according to their assessment in 
relation to disadvantage and/or need. The program was announced originally in 2011–12 and is funded through 
to 2016–17, to a total of $6 million. So far, there have been three rounds of the program, with each round of 
applications heavily subscribed by primary schools, district high schools and education support centres across 
the state. 

It is also worth putting in context the capital works program across the government school education system in 
Western Australia. In the current financial year, $582 million has been allocated for new schools and to improve 
infrastructure for government school students across the state; and over the current four-year forward estimates 
period, a total of $1.475 billion has been allocated. That is a very large amount of government funding for the 
construction of new schools and the upgrading of existing schools. The increase in the number of students in 
government schools has placed significant pressure on the capital works program for the building of new 
schools, the replacement, refurbishment and maintenance of existing schools, and the staffing of additional 
classes.  
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As I have said, in the current year, 2012–13, an additional $4 million has been allocated over a four-year period 
for the playground equipment shade shelter program. An average of 50 schools are provided with funding in 
each round. In the most recent round, 274 schools applied for a share of the $1 million available through that 
program. A success rate of 50 schools out of 274 indicates just how competitive the process is, and obviously 
judgments need to be made about which schools have the greatest need. Schools receive funding in their annual 
school grants for minor works, and they can put those funds towards the replacement of playground equipment. 
The next round of funding for playground equipment grants will be advertised in March next year. Kapinara 
Primary School is, of course, encouraged to apply for that funding, as are other schools around the state that have 
similar needs. A comprehensive assessment will be done of the needs at Kapinara, as is the case with other 
schools. It is interesting to note also that over the last three years, $727 533 has been expended at Kapinara 
Primary School on maintenance items, including replacement of the roof, and minor works. Obviously that does 
not assist in the provision of play areas for children at that school. But a substantial sum of money has been 
expended at that school for necessary works. That is an indication of the demands that are placed on the 
consolidated fund and the overall state budget for funding for the upgrading and improvement of schools across 
the state.  
I am advised that Kapinara Primary School will be given every consideration as future capital works programs 
are compiled and decisions are made. The member for Churchlands has made a strong case on behalf of 
Kapinara Primary School. However, that request needs to be considered in the context of all the applications that 
are made across the state and the many needs that exist. We recognise that a strong argument has been put by 
Kapinara Primary School, and I am sure the needs of that school will be considered fairly in the context of the 
relative needs of other schools across the state, their geographic location and the age of the playground 
equipment.  

BARROW ISLAND AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 13 November. 
MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [10.03 am]: I was 30 seconds into my speech yesterday afternoon when 
private members’ business was called on, so I will now continue my remarks on the Barrow Island Amendment 
Bill 2013. I note that the Premier is not in the chamber at this time, but I am sure he will be here shortly. The 
position of the Labor Party is that we will be asking some questions on this bill and we will be seeking 
clarification on a number of issues, but we intend to support the passage of the legislation. I will detail the 
four issues on which we seek clarification. We also intend to go into consideration in detail for some brief 
clarification about a clause in the amended agreement that is particularly confusing. I am sure that clause was 
written by some lawyer, and it is probably the exact wording that needs to be put in the bill, but it is very 
difficult to follow.  
The first question is: has any part of the 34 hectares of the additional land that will be made available to the 
Gorgon joint venturers been cleared at this stage? As members would know, the original Barrow Island 
agreement provided for 300 hectares of land for the Chevron-led partners to use on Barrow Island, in addition to 
the land that had already been cleared by what was originally West Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd and is now 
Chevron. I think Santos is a joint venture partner in that project. The joint venturers can use the land that was 
cleared under the procedures for the old WAPET leases, which comprises the Chevron oil and gas leases on the 
island. However, they are restricted to the 300 hectares of land. The joint venturers are now asking for an 
additional 34 hectares of land. I appreciate that Chevron briefed the Leader of the Opposition and me the other 
day, and it has provided maps of the additional 34 hectares that it is seeking to use and has explained that some 
of that area will be for lay-down and some will be for operations. I also appreciate the briefing that the 
Department of State Development provided to me on 28 October. We would like to know whether any of the 
34 hectares of land has already been cleared, because that is an important issue to us.  

The second question is: why are no environmental offsets proposed for the additional 34 hectares of cleared land 
on Barrow Island? We need confirmation that the Environmental Protection Act 1986 will apply to the additional 
34 hectares of land that is to be cleared by the Gorgon joint venturers; we are sure that it will apply, but we need 
to get that on the record. I understand from talking to others that under the Environmental Protection Act 1986 
different levels of environmental approval can be undertaken by the Environmental Protection Authority. 
However, that is a separate issue. Therefore, it will be interesting to see how the government responds to that 
question. 
I note that there is not a single member of the government in the chamber. The Leader of the House has now 
come back into the chamber. 

Quorum 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Mr Acting Speaker, I first want to draw your attention to the state of the house. I am not sure 
that we have a quorum. My second point is that there is a convention in this place, if I understand it correctly, 
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that when a bill is before the house, the responsible minister is typically in the chamber. Unless some 
arrangement has been made that I am not aware of, the responsible minister for this bill is the Premier. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): I understand that the Premier has been delayed in a meeting. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Does the Leader of the House want to modify something to make the convention stand?  

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am sure the Premier will be here as soon as he can be. I will ask the Clerk to ring 
the bells to call a quorum. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will make an observation for my colleagues on the government backbench: they are 
not members of the government; they are members of the governing party. That is why when I said that there 
was not a single member of the government present, I was telling the truth to the chamber. They may get excited 
about the idea that they are not actually members of the government, but that is the truth. We seek clarification 
about what is going to happen to the Environmental Protection Authority. 

The final question we have will probably be a little more controversial. We want to know about the 
government’s decision to sell land at Elizabeth Quay to Chevron. According to the advice that we have from the 
Department of State Development, Chevron made a formal application for the additional 34 hectares of land on 
Barrow Island on 3 September this year. Previously, there were draft applications and discussions between the 
department and Chevron on this issue. Last week the government announced that Chevron had purchased land, 
according to the Minister for Planning, and that it had paid more than the Department of Planning’s land 
valuation. We want to know how that happened.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: No, I never said that.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister did say that. He said the payment made by Chevron exceeded the expected 
outcome for the land by the department.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: It exceeded the initial estimates of value in the initial costings of the project, which were 
deliberately somewhat conservative. It is a good thing for the state that a higher amount has been achieved, but it 
is a realistic amount.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is interesting that at the time the government was negotiating with Chevron and its 
joint venture partners for an additional 34 hectares on Barrow Island, the government was also negotiating the 
sale of land at Elizabeth Quay. On which occasions did the Premier, who is also the Minister for State 
Development, have meetings with Chevron, and what discussions occurred? Did any discussion about the 
additional land at Barrow Island occur at the same time as discussions about Elizabeth Quay? I want to make a 
point about this, because the Premier likes these things. In 2003, the Premier, who was the Leader of the 
Opposition at the time, spoke about Chevron’s decision to pay an environmental offset in the original agreement. 
The Leader of the Opposition said — 

When I put it to ChevronTexaco only a couple of weeks ago that this payment would draw it into a 
political process—it has happened today—it was quite shocked. It had not thought through the public 
implications of this component of the agreement. 

I will also point out what he said about a decision of the former 1980s Labor government dealing with the 
Argyle Diamond project. He said — 

That was the corrupt act. It was extortion. That is why I am sensitive when I read that $3 million is to be 
paid on the successful passage of this agreement Bill. They are not the words of the agreement, but that 
is effectively what will happen. If this Bill is passed, on 1 January $3 million will be handed over for 
the icon project. What is the icon project? I do not know, but it will be announced by Dr Geoff Gallop, 
Premier of Western Australia, in a major publicity event in a pre-election year. That is what this is 
about. It is not to the same scale, but it is exactly the same as Northern Mining and Argyle Diamond. 

The member for Hillarys spoke briefly. He said — 
I, like him, —  

Meaning the now Premier —  

have concerns about what the Government will do with the $3 million. Earlier the minister said that the 
decision would be made in consultation with the joint venture partners.  

The Premier, when he was Leader of the Opposition, then said — 

I thank the member for Hillarys. I make the point that there is something inherently unsavoury about 
this arrangement. It has been dressed up as an environmental project. I hope it is a good environmental 
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project. We in this House who have a little understanding of politics and the timing of elections know 
that this will be used blatantly by the Labor Government and the Labor Party for self-promotion in a 
pre-election year. I put the point, but maybe not so bluntly, to the ChevronTexaco proponents that they 
have now been drawn into a political process because they have allowed themselves to be party to an 
arrangement like this. People in this State, and certainly those in the business community and more 
widely, remember these types of arrangements … Essentially, $3 million will be handed over. The 
Government will have a trust account structure. We all know that a political decision will determine 
how this money will be spent. It will be a major public relations promotion for the now Premier to 
enhance his green credentials. That is all this is about. Three million dollars is not a huge amount in one 
hit; nevertheless, it will be used to give maximum splash to the Premier. ChevronTexaco is 
compromised by this, not that it realises it.  

That is what the current Premier said in 2003 on the passage of the original legislation for the bill that we are 
dealing with today.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I will not interrupt you other than to say —  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Premier has a lot of time to respond during his second reading reply.  

The West Australian recently reported on the fact that Chevron has a lease arrangement for office space in the 
QV.1 building which will provide enough office space for Chevron until 2023. An article in The West Australian 
on 8 May 2013 states — 

The new lease secures Chevron’s tenancy in QV1 until 2023.  

The government needs to answer this question: what was the government’s involvement in discussions with 
Chevron in respect of Elizabeth Quay? Was any part of that discussion done at the same time as discussions 
about the expansion of the project to the additional 34 hectares on Barrow Island? As we have already asked, 
why have no environmental offsets been proposed by the proponent to take an extra 34 hectares from a class A 
nature reserve on Barrow Island? The government needs to explain itself here. The government has form on this. 
I have pointed out what the Premier said at the time of the passage of the original legislation. He needs to be held 
to account to the standard that he himself has set.  

On 14 October 2003, when discussing the environmental offset arrangements during the passage of the original 
legislation, the now Premier said —  

I said to ChevronTexaco Australia Pty Ltd that I am disappointed that it, as a major international 
company, would be party to such an arrangement. I say that now, and I will say it publicly … It is not 
the way in which international business is conducted.  

He went on to say — 

I am ashamed of what has happened with this project, because the Government had such a great 
opportunity to do so much for the State … 

That is what the Premier’s standards were when the Barrow Island Bill was passed in 2003. Where are his 
standards today? I can answer that, if the Premier wants. On 14 September 2004, the Premier said — 

… if someone says something on behalf of a political party and then does the opposite in the most 
blatant and crass way, that is a political lie. That is my standard.  

The Premier has an opportunity to explain himself. Was he involved with the political lie or is there a clear 
separation between the negotiations for 34 hectares on Barrow Island and the sale of land at Elizabeth Quay? It is 
disappointing that the government would act in the way that it has on this matter and bring the legislation to this 
chamber while dealing with Chevron on the issue of Elizabeth Quay; a project in which the government has not 
been able to sell a single piece of land to a property developer. As I keep saying, not a single property developer 
in Australia has bought any of the land at Elizabeth Quay, but Chevron, an oil and gas company, has bought land 
at Elizabeth Quay. It needs to be properly explained to the people of Western Australia and this Parliament 
because, as the Premier quite rightly says, this is the place in which scrutiny occurs—not anywhere else, only in 
this chamber. An article in The West Australian on 8 May 2013 stated — 

“Traditionally large corporates don’t tie their money up in property assets.” 

“I think renewing at QV1 was always an option for Chevron and you would expect this means it is not 
about to build another 50,000sqm because QV1 will be its headquarters.” 

Mr Cresp said it was a short-term setback for Elizabeth Quay. 

Mr Cresp is a person that The West Australian considered to be an expert. I am not quite sure which property 
company he comes from. I will quote this expert again from the article in The West Australian — 

“Traditionally large corporates don’t tie their money up in property assets.”  
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Dr M.D. Nahan: What did BHP do?  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: BHP does not own Brookfield tower; the member should know that. It is connected to a 
Canadian property trust. Surely he knows that.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, this is a very interesting subject. I am having a bit of trouble following 
the member for Cannington so I would appreciate it if members kept the interjections down.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: If Chevron took a lease on property in Elizabeth Quay, we could understand that but the 
fact is that it has purchased the land and that needs to be explained by the government. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Ask Chevron.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am not asking Chevron; I am asking the Premier. What was the link that the 
government created between the 34 hectares of land and Elizabeth Quay? The Premier, in breach of the 
conventions of this Parliament, walks off again. 

Mr A.P. Jacob: He’s getting a glass of water!  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I want to return to the Premier’s position — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Send me off to the Corruption and Crime Commission for getting a glass of water! Perhaps I 
should lease the water. Am I allowed to drink it?  

The ACTING SPEAKER: I would like to hear the member for Cannington in silence please.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is like yesterday when the Minister for Energy again made an improper implication 
about the commercial arrangements, yet he is not prepared to back that up with action. We have the same 
situation here, in which the Premier is asked completely legitimate questions about a very important decision and 
he makes fun of these issues. I know that the Premier must be embarrassed by the position in which he has 
placed the joint venture partners. His behaviour in this matter has led to the questions that I am raising. There has 
been plenty of scuttlebutt about the fact that the Premier has been putting pressure on Chevron to buy land at 
Elizabeth Quay. Did that pressure include discussions about the 34 hectares on Barrow Island? Was that part of 
the deal? Did he have a meeting or meetings where the two issues were discussed at the same time? The Premier 
will have plenty of opportunities to stand up. The Premier discussed the two matters together.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: But not interrelated, no. You can walk and chew gum at the same time.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Here we go. This is the Richard Nixon defence. When the Labor Party did the deal with 
Chevron over the original project, the payment of the environmental offset fund was a “corrupt act”, according to 
the Premier. That is a direct quote from the Premier’s mouth; it is recorded in Hansard. What does he say now? 
He says, “You can walk and chew gum at the same time.” He sat down with Chevron and negotiated the two 
issues at the same time during the same meetings. That was improper. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member opposite implied a corrupt act and therefore impugned my reputation. To just 
comment on that — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You can’t make a personal explanation while I’m speaking. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member opposite has used the term “corrupt act” in relation to negotiations that I may 
have had, reflecting on the increased land area on Barrow Island. He sought to link that to the sale of land on 
Elizabeth Quay. That is an allegation of corruption in this house and I ask him to withdraw.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Further to that point of order, the member for Cannington was quoting the Premier when he 
used to use the words “corrupt act” on a daily basis. He used the words “corrupt act” when he came in here to 
talk about the previous Gorgon deal. The member was quoting what the Premier said at the time, when the 
Premier used the words “corrupt act” without a substantive motion.  

Mr P.T. MILES: Standing order 92 refers to imputations of improper motives and personal reflections. That is 
what we are talking about here. The member for Cannington has made an improper imputation on the Premier 
and he needs to withdraw. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): Members, I would like to refer you to standing order 92, which 
states — 

Imputations of improper motives and personal reflections on the Sovereign, the Governor, a judicial 
officer or members of the Assembly or the Council are disorderly other than by substantive motion.  

In that case, I would have to accept the Premier’s point of order and ask the member for Cannington to withdraw 
what he said.  
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am happy to do so if you could just direct me to the words that I used.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Unconditionally, I withdraw. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. You may continue. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I say again that when the Barrow Island Bill was brought to this chamber in 2003, the 
environmental offset fund was called a corrupt act by the Premier. Today we find out that the Premier sat in a 
room and negotiated 34 hectares of land in a class A nature reserve to be given to the Gorgon joint venture 
partners without any environmental offsets at the same time as he negotiated a deal with Chevron to sell the land. 
On 8 November 2013, ABC Online stated — 

The Planning Minister John Day said Chevron paid more for the land than what the Government had 
budgeted for. 

We need to understand how that happened. We need to judge the Premier’s behaviour, not on the standards of 
the Labor Party, not on the standards of any other person, but on the Premier’s standards. The Premier said that it 
was a corrupt act for the former Labor government to get an environmental offset fund in respect of the original 
Gorgon deal. According to the Premier, the passage of the Barrow Island Bill was a corrupt act and not the way 
international business is done. The people of Western Australia are entitled to know, and this Parliament needs to 
demand a proper explanation, why discussions were allowed to take place on the sale of Elizabeth Quay and 
34 hectares on Barrow Island not by the Labor Party, but by the Premier of Western Australia. He has to explain 
himself because this has led to a problem for everybody in Western Australia. A project which the Premier 
opposed at every step but which was supported by the Labor government has delivered thousands of jobs. The 
Labor Party has working people at its core. The Labor Party is about jobs. That is why it supported the Chevron 
joint venture getting the land on Barrow Island despite the then Leader of the Opposition saying that it was a bad 
decision and was missing the best opportunities. In spite of all that, he has brought to us this expansion 
arrangement and is asking us to support it. But he will not explain properly why in negotiations he is connected 
to these two issues. That issue needs to be confronted by the Parliament of Western Australia, the Premier, his 
cabinet colleagues and everyone in this state, particularly this Parliament. As the Premier said, this is where 
accountability occurs—nowhere else; not at meetings and not in press conferences, but in this chamber.  

The Premier likes to claim the Gorgon project as his own because the final investment decision by Chevron 
Australia was made after the change of government. It is interesting that when the Premier spoke in 2003 he 
made the point that locating the project offshore would not be in the state’s interests. In fact, interestingly, about 
moving the project onshore, he said —  

All the Government had to do was negotiate the scenario that I have outlined; namely, strip out the CO2, 
reinject it into Barrow Island, bring the gas onshore, and have as much development as it can get in a 
purpose-built industrial estate. That is the big picture. That is what should happen.  

He said further on — 

Gorgon will say that it will cost $1 billion more to bring the gas onto the mainland. That may be right. 
However, big deal! This is a 40, 50 or 60-year project. The revenue in taxation payments alone will be 
some $18 billion. The Government should have negotiated these things.  

But what did he do when he came to office and had the capacity to renegotiate the arrangements with the joint 
venture partners? He implemented the Labor Party’s plan for the project. He did not go ahead with his own plan 
for the project; he went ahead with the Labor Party’s plan and he has never explained himself on that issue. 
When talking about stripping the CO2 offshore and bringing the gas onshore, he said — 

That would be the best of both worlds. It would give the Gorgon proponents the certainty to go into the 
market and say that they can access the gas reserve and bring it onto Barrow Island. … They can then 
build the LNG plant and sell gas for export as LNG, and they can sell gas to Australian and 
international companies that build gas processing plants adjacent to the LNG plant. Forty or 50 of those 
plants could be built on the mainland.  

The Premier said that when he was in opposition, yet it was not what he did when he came into government and 
had the levers to do it. It reminds me of the Premier’s claim that it was he who delivered the Karara iron ore 
project to Western Australia. Interestingly, on 22 July 2008, which was, of course, before the Premier became 
the Leader of the Opposition again and before the 2008 election, Gindalbie Metals Ltd put out a media release 
that states in part — 

Gindalbie Metals Limited and its joint venture partner … have further reinforced their strong 
commitment to the timely development of the A$1.8 billion Karara Iron Ore Project in Western 
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Australia after placing firm orders totalling approximately A$70 million for key long-lead equipment 
items for the project’s construction phase.  

The orders represent the first major equipment purchase for the Karara Project and are expected to be 
followed by a series of project and contract milestones as the Karara Project moves into the 
implementation phase.  

It states further on — 

Commenting on the announcement, Gindalbie’s Managing Director, Mr Garret Dixon, said: “This 
represents another important milestone for the Project and demonstrates the confidence that we have in 
the timely completion of the approvals process. A commitment to secure these important long-lead 
items is essential now to ensure that the project meets all of its critical development milestones, 
particularly given the extensive lead time required to manufacture these large items of equipment.  

Again, that shows that the Premier likes to talk about stuff, but he does not do the things; it is a range of other 
people. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, that is true, with other people, as the Premier knows. I was not in government but 
the former government did.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I assure you that you didn’t. Members opposite argued against us for sorting it out and 
allowing development to take place.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What rubbish. The Premier makes up things. We know what the Premier does and he is 
doing it again.  

On 19 December 2011, when Woodside announced it would delay a decision on the James Price Point precinct, 
the Premier said to the media that it was a good decision because it meant that Inpex could come onshore. I 
asked the Premier about that.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I didn’t say that.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: You did. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I’m still trying to find the quote where you claim I said the deal was corrupt. I certainly said it 
was grubby. I found that. 

Ms R. Saffioti: No; it’s in consideration in detail. Go and find it.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Premier should find it. I quoted the page number; he should look for it. My question 
started —  

I refer to the Premier’s statement in the media in December 2011 that the delay to an investment 
decision by the Woodside-led Browse project would allow the Inpex-led Ichthys LNG project to use the 
proposed James Price Point gas processing hub, and I ask: 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We all know that the Premier has no ticker. My question continues — 

(a) did the Premier have any discussions with Inpex between 19 December 2012 and 13 January 
2012, and if yes, on what date(s), and with whom;  

The answer was no. It continues — 

(b) on what date did the Premier become aware that Inpex were proceeding with the Ichthys 
project using on-shore LNG facilities in the Northern Territory; 

He said that it was 13 January 2012, when Inpex announced its decision to proceed. The Premier likes to talk as 
though he knows things. When he is in a press conference and has a problem, he throws out something that has 
nothing to do with the problem in front of him, hoping the media and others will follow that road. When 
Woodside made its announcement in 2011, he created the furphy that Inpex would come onshore. I make two 
points about that: firstly, the Premier never did anything. He was the Premier of the state, yet from the day he 
made that comment to the day Inpex decided to go to Darwin, the Premier had no contact with the company. If at 
the time of the Gorgon legislation, the Premier had done what he had said and called on a minister to “Roll up 
your sleeves and get involved in things”, why did the Premier not go and see Inpex? We know why: Inpex had 
already made its decision perfectly clear. I quote from the transcript of the Economics and Industry Standing 
Committee hearing of 22 November 2010 as follows — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Where onshore would have been appropriate? Did you make a request for any 
particular location onshore in the Kimberley?  
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Mr Townsend on behalf of Inpex replied — 

The process was such that we had selected the Maret Islands and were developing that, and then the 
Northern Development Taskforce commenced its process; so in effect with that process ongoing we 
chose to cooperate with the Northern Development Taskforce and work with the Northern Development 
Taskforce to assist in their thinking around onshore locations. 

I then asked — 
You did not have a view that this spot would have been good or this other spot would have been better 
or anything like that? 
Mr Townsend: Well, we did have views which we communicated to the department at the time, in 
terms of each location was assessed, and we offered key insights into what we saw as being the pros 
and cons of each site.  

I asked a follow-up question — 

But you did not have a preferred location on the Kimberley coast? 

Mr Townsend: Our preferred location was always the Maret Islands. I hate to dwell on that.  

The point I am making is that at no time did the Premier try to get Inpex to come onshore to James Price Point; 
yet he was happy to suggest in the media that that was somehow a solution to the problem he had created by 
forcing the Browse joint venture partners to consider that site. Interestingly, it was well known, because in 2010–
11 Shell publicly said that it preferred to pipe the gas to the Burrup. It was well known around the industry 
because Shell had talked about it publicly and there were rumours, which, of course, we cannot confirm, that 
both BHP Billiton Ltd and Chevron would have preferred the Burrup site. That site would have secured onshore 
gas for Western Australia and ensured an onshore LNG processing facility. Instead, the Premier had to do it his 
way, twice messing up—now we will find out whether he has done it properly the third time—the purchase of 
the James Price Point precinct. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: We purchased it. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We do not know. We will see what happens next time it goes to court. Twice the 
Premier has been to court and both times he has lost—so two out of three—and we will see what happens the 
third time. 

It was to buy a site that nobody wanted to use. Now the Premier goes to the media and says, “If the floating LNG 
project proceeds, we could use the James Price Point precinct as a supply base for the offshore floating LNG 
facilities.” Yet that is not permitted by the state agreement act covering James Price Point that the Premier 
brought into this chamber and had us pass. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: We can soon change that. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am sorry—the Premier can change that? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is what we are doing now; we are changing it in the agreement act. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It can only be changed with the agreement of the other party to the state agreement. You 
know that yourself, don’t you? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The state owns the land. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What discussions has the Premier had with the other parties to the James Price Point 
agreement? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Quite a lot. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What is their position? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Including the federal minister. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Do they support your change or not? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Including the federal minister on two occasions. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am not talking about that. I am talking about the state agreement act that the Premier 
asked us to pass through this Parliament that prevents the use of James Price Point as an offshore base for 
floating LNG projects. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: So, if we have a proponent for an offshore base, we can bring in an amendment to the 
agreement, can’t we? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. The agreement is not with the proponent for the offshore proposal. The agreement 
is with the Indigenous landholders, so what is the Indigenous landholders’ position on this issue? 
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Mr C.J. Barnett: For goodness sake! They want to see some development. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have asked the Premier a question. Either he can answer it or he cannot. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I can. Unlike you, we want to see development of the Browse gas fields to the benefit of 
Western Australia. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, I would like to see it being done onshore but the Premier is the one who messed it 
up and that is why it is not being done onshore. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is also interesting to note that on 14 October 2003 the Premier said in respect of the 
federal resource rent tax — 

Resource rent tax was designed for the oil industry, not gas production. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: True. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What is Tony Abbott’s view about that? Has the Premier talked to him? Is he going to 
give the Premier some change to the system for the petroleum resource rent tax for the Gorgon project, because 
the Premier criticised the former Labor government for not having done those deals with the federal 
government? 

The Premier said — 
Under the North West Shelf, the State underpinned the project. It took huge risks and incurred costs 
with take-or-pay … contracts and financing the Dampier–Bunbury pipeline. 

The Premier goes on — 
That is not the case with this project. 

He goes on — 
The ratio could be 70:30, or whatever. The State should get a significant share. Approximately one-
third would be about right. 

How is the Premier going on that issue with his friend Mr Abbott, the Prime Minister of Australia? Has he 
agreed to that revenue-sharing arrangement? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: This is the most deranged speech I have ever heard. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am just asking a question. The Premier criticised the former Labor government — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You are just hypothesising about a lot of nonsense. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am just asking the Premier to answer a question. He said that there should be a one-
third share of the PRRT arising from the Gorgon project. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, you’re dead right. That’s what I said 10 years ago and I think I was pretty on the money. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What negotiations did the Premier have with the commonwealth for a share of the 
PRRT from the Gorgon project? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There is none. There is no share. We get nothing. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Okay. What were the negotiations? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: We get nothing out of Gorgon. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: You were Premier before the project — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You thought you got $100 million and it’s never turned up. You got nothing. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: You were the Premier at the time the project proceeded. What was the deal the Premier 
did? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The agreement had been done. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What were the negotiations the Premier had? This is great, is it not? The man likes to 
talk but does not like to do any work. He said — 

To get an LNG plant on Barrow Island is a big project, but it is not the main game and not the big 
picture for this country or State in terms of finance or the development of the gas industry. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is right. I was right on the money. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have plenty more to say because the Premier spoke lots. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I made a long speech. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I know, yet the Premier has not acted on a single word of it in government. He was so 
impressed with his words that he ignored them when he got into power. 

The Premier said — 

This State will advance with Gorgon on Barrow Island. It will be good. It will have huge construction 
and huge benefits. However, the Government missed the glittering prize. Why did it miss it? It was 
because it could not see the big picture. It rushed in to try to say that it was getting development under 
way, which will not happen before 2008 at the earliest. 

He continued — 

For a whole host of reasons it is years away. The Government has simply given it away. 

Yet when he came to power, what the Premier did was implement the Labor Party’s plan for the Gorgon project. 
Everything that the Premier has touched in state development over his entire life as state development minister—
nearly 13 years—has not achieved anything. Not any of the vision of the 40 or 50 gas processing plants has been 
achieved. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Been to Hearson Cove? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, I have and I know what is there. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Seen the gas plant? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: There is a project that the Labor Party supported and that the Premier said should not 
have been built there. He said that Hearson Cove was — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I established Hearson Cove. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Premier went to Sydney to a conference on rock art to say that Hearson Cove 
should not be used by industry. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Premier also said in this Parliament that there should be a debate about rock art. 
That is what the Premier said. He said that there should be a debate in this chamber on the question of the rock 
art on the Burrup Peninsula. And he said that one of the challenges to the Burrup rock art was the placement by 
the Labor Party of a gas processing plant in Hearson Cove. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There’s no rock art in Hearson Cove. There is no rock art. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is exactly what the Premier said in this chamber. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There is no rock art in Hearson Cove. It’s a flat tidal area. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Why then did the Premier say that before that project proceeds, there should be a debate 
in this chamber about rock art in respect of the Burrup Fertilisers plant? Why did he say that? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There is no rock art where the plant is. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I did not ask that. I asked the Premier why he said that there should be a debate in this 
chamber on the question of rock art before the approvals of the Burrup Fertilisers plant were granted. Why did 
the Premier say that? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Hearson Cove does not have rock art. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I did not ask that. I asked the Premier why — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s in the crystal ranges nearby but not in the cove. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This is the typical Colin Barnett—I am sorry, my apologies. This is the typical Premier 
of Western Australia. He cannot come to terms with the fact that when he says something, he should do 
something. He thinks that it is just good enough to say something. Back in the 1990s we had the scandal of 
Kingstream. I have to make it clear here that I am not saying that the Premier duped anybody in respect of 
Kingstream. I am saying that the Premier, as Minister for State Development, was duped. He was duped into 
thinking that there would be a project at Oakajee to build a steel mill. In fact it was nothing like that at all. All it 
was was about milking the stock exchange and the Premier was duped into participating in that process. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Point of order, Mr Acting Speaker. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: Not a personal explanation! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, but I would not have thought the member for Willagee would comment. Mr Acting 
Speaker, the member opposite has just implied — 
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Mr P.C. Tinley: Why not? Why would I not comment? I own a seat in this house; why would I not comment? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am taking a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): Member for Willagee, I would appreciate it if you did not 
interrupt. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Acting Speaker, the member opposite has just implied that I was duped or somehow 
involved in a scam to milk the stock exchange. That is impugning my reputation. I would ask that he apologise 
and withdraw. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Talk about robust debate! You got up the other day and talked about robust debate. You will not 
allow anything, will you? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Duping, rorting the stock exchange, whatever. 

Dr A.D. Buti: What about what you said the other day about the member for Willagee? What were you trying to 
imply there? What were you trying to imply, Premier? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I will ask you to withdraw that comment immediately, 
please. 
Dr A.D. BUTI: What comment? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: You just — 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I withdraw. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: On the point of order, I made it clear and said that I am not implying that the Premier 
was responsible. I said that at the start of my commentary to make it clear that I was not implying any improper 
motive on behalf of the Premier. So I do not understand how there could even be a point of order when I made it 
clear that I was not implying any improper behaviour on behalf of the Premier. I said and quoted the fact that he 
was not personally responsible for it but that he had been duped into being involved in it. That is not to accuse 
him of any improper behaviour at all. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I actually was listening quite carefully to your comments, member for Cannington, 
because obviously I know quite a lot about the Kingstream project as well. I took from what you said that the 
stock exchange had been duped, but that was it. So, I did not take it that there had been any suggestion that in 
any way the Premier was involved with that, and I will accept your explanation. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you very much, Mr Acting Speaker, because that is exactly what I said. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You just said I was involved. You said it then. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This is typical of the Premier. It is his way or no way. He cannot handle it when people 
point out the facts. In 13 years as the state development minister, he has never achieved anything. His vision for 
state development has been thrown in the dustbin of history. He has failed. I have been to the Maitland industrial 
estate, which the Premier said should be the glittering prize of a gas processing precinct. There is a liquefied 
natural gas facility there; it is the trucked LNG facility that supplies country power stations. It is interesting that 
the Minister for Energy said it needed to supply probably another eight power stations to make it fully viable. 
That is what is at the Maitland estate. The Premier talks about his glittering prize of 40 or 50 gas processing 
projects at the Maitland estate, but where are they? When the Premier retires from this place, he will go on to 
what I am sure will be a spectacular career. He has demonstrated ability in this chamber—there is no question—
and everybody on our side recognises that. A person cannot get elected as Premier without having any talent. I 
am sure that when he leaves this place he will have another interesting career probably in business or whatever 
he chooses; it is up to him. However, he will look back on his career and see that he has not achieved the things 
he set out to achieve and that the things he wanted to do have not happened. That will probably be very 
disappointing for him in his future.  

I want to point out a few other things the Premier said during the debate. He said — 

Any company can comply with the letter of the obligations of an agreement Act. The real issue is 
whether the minister—it is not a matter of answering questions—is willing to roll up his sleeves and 
become directly involved in the project and its procurement. The minister might not like doing that, but 
that is the only way to effect change.  

He went on to say — 

… the fact that the project is on Barrow Island, and the fact that there is no Australian partner, will 
make local content that much harder to achieve. The way to get true local content is to have an ethos in 
this project that it is Australian. We have to think Australian first.  
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Of course, while the Premier had the power to do something about the question of Australian participants in this 
Gorgon project, he did not do anything about it. He simply followed along the proposal that had been left to him 
by the Labor Party. I am not saying it was the wrong thing to do to follow our proposal; I am just making the 
point that he did not do what he said he would do. The Premier, who has failed at Oakajee and James Price Point, 
said — 

When things go wrong, the minister has to become directly involved. 

He said that, yet he continues to fail all the time on his pet projects. What he said about the environmental offset 
fund is also interesting. He asked — 

Would it not be more appropriate for this Parliament to decide what the icon project shall be?  

That is an interesting question, because given that the Premier negotiated for the purchase of Elizabeth Quay 
with Chevron while he negotiated the 34 hectares of additional cleared land on Barrow Island, and then went on 
to trumpet the success of the sale of the land in the media, why would the Premier not have brought that matter 
to the Parliament and let us decide whether that was the best way to proceed? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There are no linkages. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: There is a linkage; the Premier has linked them. The Premier did that.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You make the accusation of a linkage and we’ll see how you fare. Go outside and make the 
accusation of corrupt linkages. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Of course, I am going to, Premier; do not worry about it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You won’t. Go on; you make the linkage.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Of course I will. The Premier said that he discussed them at the same meetings. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You make the linkage. If you imply anything wrong with the purchase of that land, walk out 
that side there, walk to the top of St Georges Terrace, make the accusation and see how you get on. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am going to, Premier. I am about to. I have 18 minutes. Go and sue me. You have got 
no chance, mate—no chance at all—because you have admitted it was linked.  

The Premier came to this place and told us that at the same set of negotiations at which Chevron, on behalf of its 
partners, negotiated 34 hectares of cleared land on Barrow Island, the Premier talked to Chevron about buying 
Elizabeth Quay. I wonder what Chevron’s partners think of the Premier’s behaviour. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Ask them. Go and ask them. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Does the Premier know what their position is? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Go and ask them. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am asking the Premier. Is the Premier aware of the position of Chevron’s partners? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Chevron is the proponent. They are not buying the land; Chevron is buying the land. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Why were the discussions taking place at the same meeting? 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Why not? For goodness sake, you talk to people. That is what being a Premier or a minister is.  
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Of course, you talk to people. You didn’t; that is why you lost Inpex. You wouldn’t answer 
the phone when they rang you. Ripper wouldn’t answer the bloody phone! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: You lost Inpex, not us! We did not lose Inpex—you did. You lost Inpex.  
Mr C.J. Barnett: They wouldn’t answer the phone in the election campaign! It’s hilarious. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! We could sit here all day arguing about who lost Inpex, but it is not going 
to get anywhere.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I think it is unbelievable that the Premier who would not talk to Inpex—the Premier 
who told me in answer to a question on notice that he did not talk to Inpex—said between the time he said that 
Inpex should go to James Price Point and the time that Inpex decided to go to Darwin that it was great that 
Woodside had delayed the decision on James Price Point because it meant Inpex could go to James Price Point. 
That was on 19 December 2011. On 13 January 2012, Inpex said that it would go to Darwin. What contact was 
there between the Premier and Inpex between the time he said that Inpex should go to James Price Point and the 
time that Inpex went to Darwin? There was none—not a single word. The Premier worked so hard and did not do 
anything! He did not do a single thing for a month; there was not one contact. Yet, he said that it was good 
because Inpex could come here. What did he do? Did he get off his backside and go to talk to Inpex? He said 
that we did not answer the phone. The Premier did not make a phone call; he did not do a single thing.  
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I also make the point that the Barrow Island agreement is in respect of all the joint venture partners. This is 
another important issue that the Premier needs to let us know about. Were the other joint venture partners aware 
of the decision by the government to negotiate two separate issues at the one set of meetings? The Premier needs 
to tell us that. This is not a question for the joint venture partners; this is a question for the Premier, because, as 
the Premier says, scrutiny is done in this chamber. Therefore, we want the Premier to tell us whether that is the 
case. The Premier does not like the fact that he gets held to account on these issues. He talks a lot, he has not 
achieved very much, and he has not been capable of getting his vision for state development implemented in this 
state. As he says, he has failed on Oakajee and he has failed on James Price Point. I should say, as he says, that 
he failed twice on Oakajee. However, he is happy to claim credit for projects that the Labor Party set out such as 
Karara or the expansion of the Geraldton port, which has facilitated midwest projects. The Premier is happy to 
claim credit for the Gorgon joint venture project that he followed through, not on the course he set the project, 
but on the course the Labor Party set. As I said, he has failed on James Price Point. Having implemented an 
agreement, he now has to go back to the native title parties and ask them for their permission to change that 
agreement. Then he will have to come back to the Parliament and ask us for our approval to change that 
agreement. Where exactly is the plan? Let us take James Price Point as the example. If the Premier wanted to use 
that James Price Point precinct for a floating LNG supply base, why did he not include that in his agreement? 
Why is it that he comes back to us all the time to fix up his mistakes? That is what the problem here is. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Can you help me out here? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Probably not; I do not think the Premier is capable of being helped! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You might be able to help. I might be wrong here, but at the beginning of your speech you 
quoted that I described a project as a corrupt deal. I have just had a look through my speech. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: As a grubby act. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Grubby act? No, you said “corrupt deal”. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Corrupt. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You said “corrupt deal”. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is what I said—“corrupt”; that is right. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: With respect to Gorgon. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I certainly made a comment about a corrupt act relating to Argyle Diamond. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Premier said that this project was the same as Argyle Diamond. That is exactly 
what the Premier said. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think from the interchange that the member has—goodness me!—made an error in the 
Parliament. He has made a comment that I described this agreement with Gorgon as corrupt. I did not. I certainly 
called it, 10 years ago, a grubby deal. I used the word “corrupt” in relation to Argyle Diamond, which was the 
start of WA Inc, when the Burke government basically extorted $50 million. If the member has accused me 
today of referring to this as corrupt, I demand he withdraw that, and, on the standard of the Labor Party, refer it 
to the Procedure and Privileges Committee and have him hanged at dawn!  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): I am not going to accept the point of order, but I will ask the 
member to be careful in what he says, and, of course, there is a record that will be checked. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you very much, Mr Acting Speaker. The Hansard of 14 October 2003 states — 

I said to ChevronTexaco Australia Pty Ltd that I am disappointed that it, as a major international 
company, would be party to such an arrangement. I say that now, and I will say it publicly. 

Let me get that into context. The current Premier said previously — 

It is almost like extorting $40 million from the proponents in exchange for access to Barrow Island. 

Mr M. McGowan: Extorting? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, because I read it out — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): That is enough! Excuse me, Premier! I have been on my feet for 
about half a minute. If the house chooses to ignore the Acting Speaker’s role in this, people will be chucked out 
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for the rest of the day, and longer probably. We need to have some order in this house. We have a second reading 
contribution being undertaken. I am assuming it is the member for Cannington who is meant to be on his feet. It 
is a little hard to tell. Member for Cannington, please speak to me. Do not direct your comments to the Premier. 
And, Premier, please do not scream across the chamber at the member for Cannington. Member, you have the 
floor. Please bring some order to your presentation. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Hansard states — 

That was the corrupt act. It was extortion. That is why I am sensitive when I read that $3 million is to be 
paid on the successful passage of this agreement Bill. They are not the words of the agreement, but that 
is effectively what will happen. If this Bill is passed, on 1 January $3 million will be handed over for 
the icon project. What is the icon project? I do not know, but it will be announced by Dr Geoff Gallop, 
Premier of Western Australia, in a major publicity event in a pre-election year. That is what this is 
about. It is not to the same scale, but it is exactly the same as Northern Mining and Argyle Diamond. 

It is exactly the same, and the Premier said that Argyle Diamond was a corrupt act. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, it was. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. Premier, I will read it again. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, excuse me! I have instructed that you direct your 
comments through the Chair, and that needs to happen now. I will start calling people, including the Premier, if 
this continues. Please debate the second reading of this bill. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you very much. I am very obliged to you, Madam Acting Speaker. 

The Premier said that that was a corrupt act in respect of what he described as the scandal of Argyle Diamond. 
Then he said that it is exactly the same in respect of Gorgon. The words are “exactly the same”. If it was a 
corrupt act in regard to Argyle Diamond, he was saying that it was exactly the same in respect of Gorgon. That is 
why — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Member for West Swan, member for Albany and the Premier, please do 
not engage in a debate across the chamber while a member is on his feet. I do not understand what you do not get 
about this. Thank you. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: As I was saying, there is only one way to read those words. The Premier said that the 
Gorgon deal between the Labor government and the Chevron joint venture was exactly the same as the deal done 
between the former Labor government and Argyle Diamond. The Premier said that the deal between Argyle 
Diamond and the former Labor government was a corrupt act, and he said that it was exactly the same thing 
when he referred to the Gorgon joint venture deal. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member is clearly trying to rewrite history and, in doing so, impugn my reputation. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Premier, I am sorry; under what standing order is the point of 
order? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Standing order 92, impugning the reputation of a member of Parliament. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Impugning the reputation of a member of Parliament. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. I stand by everything I said on this 10 years ago. I regarded the dealings between the 
Burke government and Argyle, and in particular Northern Mining, as corrupt, and indeed it started the — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, Premier. I think I understand. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Further to that point of order, the Premier keeps on standing up and making debating 
points and using a point of order to make a debating point. If he is going to continue to disrupt this debate in the 
way he is, he should not be allowed to make a point of order. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members. I will clarify that I agree that it is not a time for debating. A 
point of order is a point of order. Premier, I do not think that is a point of order. We will continue with the 
debate. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you very much, Madam Acting Speaker. 
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Tabling of Paper 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I appreciate that you were not here 10 years ago, Madam Acting Speaker. May I seek 
permission to table, and therefore allow you to read, the quotes from 10 years ago so they can be considered 
carefully? I seek to table the speeches and the quotes from 10 years ago. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes, absolutely; please do, Premier. Thank you. 

[See papers 1148 and 1149.] 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, please continue. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am obliged that the Premier has tabled a public document that I am reading from. It 
does assist the debate very greatly by him tabling a document that is publicly available and that I am reading 
from, and reading from in full, because I have nothing to hide here. It is interesting that the Premier says — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Did I say the Gorgon deal was corrupt? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Premier! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Did I? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did not; I did not! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Premier, I call you for the first time. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In respect of ethics, the Premier said recently, as quoted in The West Australian of 
6 November 2013 — 

“The bar is too high now,” … 
The Premier walks out again. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As the Premier walked across the chamber, he used unparliamentary terms. He described 
members of our side, including the member for Cannington and me, as “absolute grubs”. I call on the Premier, 
when he returns to the chamber, to withdraw such language as he used. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): I did not hear any of that language being used. If the Premier used 
it—the Leader of the Opposition is quite correct—it is not appropriate language. I did not hear it so I cannot 
attest that it was used. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am nearing the end of my speech. In respect of the proposed sale of port assets to Len 
Buckeridge—it is relevant to what we are dealing with here—the Premier is quoted in The Weekend West of 
9 November 2013 as saying — 

“They have to trust the Government. The deal, once it’s completed, will be made public. There may be 
some confidential aspects to any agreement … this is a big commercial negotiation and the public will 
have to trust this Government and have to trust me. 

That is the problem we have been left with in respect of the bill that we are debating today. The Labor Party 
supports the deal. We think that an extra 34 hectares of land on Barrow Island is a good idea, because it will take 
account of the particular needs of the project and ensure that the thousands of Australian jobs that the Labor 
Party delivered to this state will be able to continue. The problem is that the Premier, by his own actions, has 
now raised this Elizabeth Quay question. We cannot just trust him. We have to get to the bottom of it. The 
Premier has to explain why he allowed the Elizabeth Quay matter to be connected directly to the matter of the 
amendment to the Barrow Island agreement. 

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Excuse me! Leader of the House! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Premier has told us what happened. We now need to get to the bottom of what 
happened. As the Premier said back in 2003, this is the place where accountability takes place, and that is why 
we need to get to the bottom of those matters.  

A government member interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Forrestfield—or the member sitting next to him, member for 
Joondalup! 
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MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [11.09 am]: I thought it was a schoolchild in 
the gallery from the intonation! 

I rise to indicate my support and that of the Labor Party for the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. I want to 
go over the history of this project in a moment, but I also want to acknowledge that the member for Cannington 
made a very interesting and well-researched speech. As the Premier has said before, the member for Cannington 
understands his shadow portfolio very, very well. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There he goes again. The Premier just said that the member for Cannington works hard; 
on other occasions he has said that the member for Cannington understands his shadow portfolio well. The 
member for Cannington has shown in his speech that he understands the history of state development matters. As 
we all know, on energy matters there are very few members in this house who have the knowledge that the 
member for Cannington has. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: My source for that is the Premier; he has said that in this place. When the member for 
Cannington stands and speaks on these matters in this place, he speaks with some authority and some historic 
knowledge.  

I speak with some historic knowledge of the Gorgon project, considering that I was the minister who provided it 
with environmental approval in December — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Oh, well done! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Premier! 

Dr A.D. Buti: You are so juvenile! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: He’s claimed credit for it about seven times already. 

Dr A.D. Buti: It’s not Play School, Premier. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I was saying, I provided it with environmental approval in December 2006, and I will 
refer to those matters in a moment. But it has also become apparent—even if we did not need the evidence that 
has just been provided—that the Premier is out of control. He is actually out of control. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: He’s lost it! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: His behaviour in this place is childish—childish, erratic and abusive. To walk across the 
chamber — 

Point of Order 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Standing order 97 states — 

A member who persists in irrelevance or tedious repetition, either of the member’s own arguments or of 
the arguments used by other members, may be directed by the Speaker to discontinue the speech. 

I would think this is tedious and — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Member, a personal opinion is not really a point of order. I do not 
find that that standing order applies. Leader of the Opposition, continue with your presentation. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr N.W. Morton interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Forrestfield, I call you for the first time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I find it unusual and strange that the Premier acts in the way he does. He walks across the 
chamber — 

Point of Order 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I refer to standing order 94, “Relevance”, which states at (1) — 

A member’s speech must be relevant to the question under discussion. 

The Premier’s behaviour has absolutely no relevance whatsoever in this circumstance to the bill being 
considered. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you for reminding us about the standing order. I remind the Leader of the 
Opposition that this debate needs to be kept relevant to the bill in hand. 
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Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I find it amazing that the Premier walks around the chamber referring to people in this 
place as “grubs”. That is — 

Point of Order 
Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I do not know what the Premier’s behaviour and his walking around the chamber has to do 
with this bill. I do not know what point the Leader of the Opposition is trying to make here. I do not know what 
he does not understand about standing order 94, but I ask you to enforce it. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr P.T. MILES: Point of order! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: There are no points of order on this, as far as I can tell, unless you are raising a 
different matter. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr P.T. MILES: The member for Mandurah made an unparliamentary remark to the member for Jandakot. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I withdraw “Smokin’ Joe”! 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I actually thought that was a compliment—but anyway! 

I raise this matter because the member for Cannington made a speech on issues of state development relating to 
this bill, and I was merely referring to the Premier’s interjections during that debate. I thought that was quite 
relevant. I just find the Premier’s behaviour incredible in relation to all these things.  

I also found it interesting that during his speech the member for Cannington spoke about a matter that I was not 
really aware of. He talked about the Elizabeth Quay development and the fact that the Gorgon joint venture 
partners, Chevron in particular, were seeking approval for an expansion of the footprint on Barrow Island. The 
member for Cannington asked a question—I thought it was a good question—about whether both matters were 
linked in the same meeting and the same conversation between Chevron and the Premier. He asked what I 
thought was an interesting question. The Premier’s response was to indicate that, yes, the matters were discussed 
in the same meeting and the same conversation. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Raised by me. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The matters were raised by the Premier. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You might remember you weren’t at that meeting. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I was not at that meeting, but the Premier has now indicated two things: first, that the 
matters were discussed at the same meeting; and, second, that the matters were raised by him—the issue of the 
land at Elizabeth Quay. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, it was. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It was? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The point that the member for Cannington was making is that the government has a lot of 
political capital tied up in the Elizabeth Quay development. Obviously, selling land in that development is of 
political advantage to the government, and given that the Chevron proponents need to expand their footprint on 
Barrow Island as a matter of commercial imperative, it may well be inappropriate to link two essentially 
unrelated issues in the same meeting, whereby one issue provides political advantage to the government and the 
other provides commercial advantage to a proponent. In light of that, I think the Premier should provide a full 
explanation as to the content of the meeting and the discussions, and any minutes that may have been taken of 
that meeting. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I don’t take minutes. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier does not take minutes. He often has a staff member present who does take 
minutes of these meetings. I am suggesting to the government that a serious matter of propriety has been raised 
by the member for Cannington. It has been confirmed by the Premier that the two issues, which I think should be 
kept separate, were raised in the same meeting — 

Mr J.H.D. Day: I will respond. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is up to the Premier to respond. Was the minister at the meeting? 

Mr J.H.D. Day: No, I wasn’t there. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: How is the minister going to respond? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Minister for Planning and I have something in common: we both were not at that 
meeting. We probably have something else in common: the Premier tries to bully us both, but he actually does 
bully the Minister for Planning! 

The fact is that both matters were raised in the same meeting. They are quite serious matters, and a full 
explanation to the Parliament is needed from the Premier. What did the Premier say to Chevron in these 
meetings? Did he link the fact that it would get approval for expanding its footprint on Barrow Island with the 
purchase of land at Elizabeth Quay; and, if it purchased that land at Elizabeth Quay, it would be at a price 
elevated above market price? I think those are important questions; they are important questions of propriety. 
The Premier can set the record straight here. Instead of reacting in the way that he usually does—wildly angry, 
abusive and hostile—he should just answer the questions. He should release any minutes and any 
correspondence, and answer the questions about what happened in this meeting or meetings. How long was the 
meeting? Whom was it with? What was the context of all these discussions? There are serious matters of 
propriety involved here, and it is up to the Premier to answer these questions. We are not alleging — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, you are. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Let me say it again: we are not alleging that the Premier acted improperly. We are saying 
that he needs to answer serious questions about those two matters being linked. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What are you alleging? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier did not listen to me. We are suggesting that he needs to answer the questions 
about how the matters were discussed during the course of this meeting and what propositions the Premier put to 
Chevron as to whether or not it would receive approval for an expansion of its footprint on Barrow Island if it 
were to purchase land at Elizabeth Quay; or was it implied that approval would be provided to Chevron along 
those lines? 

They are fair questions, and the only reason we are raising these matters now is that the Premier confirmed in his 
interjections across the chamber that both issues were discussed in the same meeting. That is the only reason we 
are raising them; the Premier confirmed it.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: The allegation was made by the member for Cannington quite clearly, and well beforehand. 
You weren’t even in the chamber!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: But the Premier confirmed the essential facts of what he was saying, which is that both 
matters were discussed in the same meeting. The Premier confirmed it! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You tried a grubby exercise on Tuesday and you’re having another grubby exercise today, and 
you will fail like you did on Tuesday because you don’t have any substance for what you say. That is why the 
public gave you the lowest vote of any Leader of the Labor Party in 90 years—“Sneakers”!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: What is apparent to me is that the Premier does not have the temperament for the job. That 
is what is apparent to me. The Premier cannot actually restrain this latent hostility and anger that burns away 
inside of him — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No anger there, mate.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: This incredible latent hostility and anger — 

Point of Order 

Mr P.T. MILES: My point of order is on relevance. Under standing order 94, the Leader of the Opposition is 
going way off track from what we are actually talking about here today, and I ask you to bring him back to order. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): I remind the Leader of the Opposition to stay on the debate about 
the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I call on the Premier, during his response to these issues later today, to provide a full 
explanation of this meeting or meetings, and everything that happened in relation to this deal. If the two were 
linked in any way, shape or form, that would be improper. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What evidence do you have? Any evidence?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will repeat again that the Premier has admitted both issues were discussed in the same 
meeting.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: What evidence? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: And the Premier has admitted that when they came to see him to talk about the expansion 
of the footprint at Barrow Island, he brought in the Elizabeth Quay discussions. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What’s your evidence? What’s your case? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Exhibit A in the evidence is the Premier and what he has said! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No case, no evidence, no accusation—just grubby politics! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is absolutely no wonder that the Premier did not study law at university if he cannot see 
that the evidence provided is his own! The Premier would not be a good witness in court because he would be 
confessing all the time and then wondering why people said he was guilty!  

The bill allows for an expansion of 32 hectares of the footprint of the Gorgon project at Barrow Island. The 
original legislation that went through the house back in 2003 allowed for 300 hectares; it will be expanded by 
roughly 10 per cent. The environmental approval was provided in 2006 after a comprehensive process. The 
Environmental Protection Authority advised me that it was the most comprehensive environmental assessment it 
had ever undertaken, and actually it recommended against approval. Contrary to the advice I received from the 
EPA, I provided approval subject to the most stringent environmental conditions ever imposed on any project in 
the history of Western Australia. There were a whole range of measures, including the injection of CO2 gas 
produced by the gas field into the deep aquifers under Barrow Island; it was the biggest CO2 injection project in 
the world until that point in time—I suspect it still is. There were a whole range of environmental offset 
initiatives.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Did you sort out the liability for the CO2? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am sorry, Premier; I am making my speech. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The liability for CO2 if it escapes; did you sort that out?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am sorry, Premier; I am making my speech. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You did not do that, did you? You didn’t get to that. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am making my speech.  
Mr C.J. Barnett: Oh precious—get on with it!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I can understand why Richard Court had the views he did.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: The people of Western Australia have spoken twice.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The thing is, there is always another election. That is what the government always has to 
remember. There is always another election. They come and they go. One day we are up, the next day we are 
down.  

Mr M.H. Taylor: Not against you, you little ripper!  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Bateman just made an unparliamentary remark. I know he normally uses 
Twitter for his abuse, but could he please withdraw the remark?  

Mr D.A. Templeman: I withdrew “Smokin’ Joe”; you could withdraw your little one! 

Mr M.H. Taylor: I fail to understand why I have to withdraw “you little ripper”.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bateman, I do think it is inappropriate for you to be calling across the 
chamber. I think I have made that point several times, and not too quietly, over the last half an hour.  

Ms R. Saffioti: Stick to Twitter, mate! Stick to trolling the member for Warnbro! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I repeat: there is to be no yelling across the chamber, and certainly not inappropriate 
language. I actually did not think that was inappropriate, but I do think that yelling across the chamber is.  

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I can hear that!  

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: In any event, the project was approved in December 2006, contrary to the advice of the 
EPA with strict environmental conditions, a range of which involved offsets negotiated between the EPA and the 
proponents. It was a very significant package of offsets to do with flatback sea turtles in particular, which, I must 
say, having visited the island and seen them, are amazing and beautiful creatures. Barrow Island was and 
remains a beautiful environmental jewel for Western Australia. I recall there being a lot of objection to the 
project, but I stand by it. It is the biggest industrial project in the history of Australia, and more than 
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5 000 people are directly employed on it. It is the biggest CO2 injection into aquifers project in the world, which 
is the way the world needs to head in the future if we are going to in any way deal with climate change. It will 
provide a 300-terajoule input a day into domestic gas supplies. Also, the project came onshore, and Western 
Australia will be the beneficiary of tax benefits such as payroll tax and other onshore benefits and the 
employment opportunities generated from this project. It was a good deal for the state.  

The member for Cannington outlined all the objections the Premier made as Leader of the Opposition back in 
2003. It was a comprehensive speech, and I have read it. It was well researched. Its premises I disagree with, but 
it was well researched and quite a knowledgeable speech back at that point in time. The objections all 
surrounded the fact that, in the current Premier’s view, Western Australia could have got a better deal than that.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He agrees, and he says it again—we could have got a better deal.  

The thing about it is that these projects, as we now know following in particular Browse, will not necessarily 
come onshore. We got a great project for this state: the legislation; the environmental approvals; the domestic 
gas; the gas injection; the jobs; the investment; and the environmental offset program. We got a great project for 
Western Australia.  

The Premier says we could have got a better deal; we also could have not had a project. With Browse we have 
seen Western Australia not getting a project. The head of Chevron, Roy Krzywosinski—one of the most senior 
businesspeople in Australia—said the conditions applied to the Browse project means that it is going offshore. 
That is what can happen when the people undertaking these projects or governments involve themselves in ways 
that make it too difficult for people to invest. That is what happened with Browse. Read this article in The 
Australian of 25 October 2013—I am amazed it has not had more attention—that quoted the head of Chevron, 
basically the biggest investor in Australia in these days.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will quote. This is what he said directly to a parliamentary committee — 

Our preference … was to bring the Browse gas down to the Burrup and backfill the North West Shelf. 
But, because of the retention lease conditions, to only look at James Price Point was not considered. 

… our message to government is to let the industry take a look at the wide range of alternatives to 
figure out what the best option is. 

Basically, he said that the project was lost because of the intervention of this government and the former federal 
government. 

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am not verballing. That is what he said. If we talk to anyone at Chevron, they will tell us 
exactly the same thing. A $40 billion project has been lost due to this government’s intervention. That is what 
the government has achieved. When the Premier stands and says that he has failed, that is the most honest thing 
he has ever said in this place. When he said that he failed with Browse, he did. I accept this: he was trying to get 
the champagne of deals. He was trying for the Moet or the top-shelf cognac. The Premier was trying to get it 
onshore and establish a new industry in the Kimberley with a benefits package for Aboriginal people and the 
like. The Premier was trying for the top shelf, but in so trying he ignored the commercial realities and the 
looming threat of floating liquefied natural gas. The consequence of that was that in reaching too far, he lost it. 
Instead of getting a project onshore and backfilling Burrup, as the head of Chevron, one of the most senior 
business people in Australia, said, we got nothing.  

Mr D.C. Nalder: Like Inpex.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Honestly, the member for Alfred Cove would not know.  

That is the consequence. Our gas reserves are finite and I would like to see them exist for a long time for this 
state, because I do not know what we will do post these. I do not know the answer to that. The Premier and I will 
not be here. In fact, probably none of us will be, but our children and certainly our grandchildren will be. Having 
a stream of projects into the long distant future is a good thing, particularly if they come onshore. I strenuously 
object to floating liquefied natural gas, but the Premier has to understand that by his actions he lost this one.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You have given up. Any idea what your federal government’s position may have been?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Please! I know what the new federal government’s position is—FLNG. That is what Ian 
Macfarlane said. All I am saying to the Premier is that when he intervenes in the ways in which he does and 
when he thinks he knows more than the people involved in business, sometimes he works out that he knows 
less. Maybe he should have worked with the proponents, as we did with Chevron to get Gorgon. The Premier 
was very critical of that legislation. Maybe he should have worked with Chevron and got the outcome that we 
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achieved with Gorgon; legislation was passed to get it onshore and environmental approvals were given contrary 
to the advice of the EPA, and a great project is now underway. We worked very closely with Chevron to achieve 
that outcome. I respect Chevron for doing so; it was its biggest investment around the world. Chevron is a 
multinational company based in San Ramon in California. It can pick and choose where it goes. This was its 
biggest project around the world and it chose to come here. Chevron worked well with Geoff Gallop and Clive 
Brown. Criticisms were made how we should have achieved a Charlie Court–Malcolm Fraser deal as was 
achieved back in 1977, which is what the Premier is suggesting. All that criticism went on but instead we got a 
project, payroll tax, domestic gas, the gas injection, 5 000-plus jobs and a huge environmental offset program.  

With this project, it is an expansion of 10 per cent on the footprint. I think the Environmental Protection 
Authority should look at a further offset program for the environment. That was always done before. A-class 
reserves are very special. I have been there a number of times. I have looked at it and it is very special. It is not a 
jungle or an amazing rainforest. It is one of those arid Western Australian environments, but it is free of feral 
animals, when very few places in Western Australia are. This island is 28 000 hectares, from memory, and has 
flatback turtles. Around the coast are flatback turtles and sharks and there is also amazing terrestrial wildlife on 
the island, which is free of feral animals. To take another 32 hectares of that deserves an offset. The state 
government and the EPA have an offset policy because we acknowledge that if we are to do something in a 
particularly pristine area, we need to try to make it up somewhere else. There is scope here for the EPA to 
recommend to the minister—I do not think it will be young Santa; I think it might be someone else—that there 
be a further offsets package here. I have expressed that to the company and that is my view. It does not need to 
be of the scale of what happened before; I do not think that is the case. What happened before was a very 
substantial offsets policy, but I think that there is some scope. The environment in that part of the world is under 
pressure and threat from seaborne marine pests. There is the threat to the turtles. Of course, on the mainland 
there are other far more significant environmental threats, such as feral animals and the impact on endangered 
species. The EPA has the opportunity to look at that via a proper process, which is why we have an offsets 
policy. We should comply with the offsets policy and go through the proper and aboveboard process whereby a 
recommendation is made to the minister; that is the way to do it. It should not be done through secret meetings.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Who had a secret meeting?  

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will come back to the original point; that is, the Premier has admitted to this meeting and 
I think he ought to release any details of it and give a full explanation of the meeting. That is the appropriate 
thing for the Premier to do. If the Premier does not release that, people will rightfully say, “What are you 
hiding?” If the Premier does not release it, that is what I will say. Chevron is an ethical company and a good 
company for Western Australia. The people at Chevron are good people and they have shown great faith in our 
state. Every time I meet them, I find them to have our state’s interests at heart. I respect them for that. I have 
always found them to be engaging and always thinking about what they can do for Western Australia to make it 
a better place, because they understand they are from somewhere else and they are investing in this state and 
they need to get on here. I have always found them that way and I respect that. I say to the Premier that to avoid 
any perception or any feeling that those two issues—the expansion of the footprint and the purchase of the land 
at Elizabeth Quay—may have been inappropriately linked, he should provide an explanation and release the 
information. It is a simple enough thing for the Premier to do and that is why I suggest that the Premier should 
do it.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [11.37 am]: I am interested in making a few 
comments in response to the issues raised by the member for Cannington and then reiterated by the Leader of the 
Opposition about Chevron’s decision to purchase land in the Elizabeth Quay project area.  

The government made the decision approximately three years ago to go ahead with the project, as has been 
covered on many occasions. It has been discussed and proposed in a range of forms over decades, but we made 
the decision to allocate the up-front funding that was necessary to enable the project to go ahead. Therefore, it 
was inevitable that at some stage land would be made available to the private sector to purchase for the 
development of buildings in the precinct. I want to debunk the conspiracy theory that the opposition has 
proposed. Members opposite have asked for questions to be answered and I will do so in relation to the sale of 
land to Chevron.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Members! 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is important to understand with this issue that Chevron approached the government; it was 
actually the East Perth Redevelopment Authority, the redevelopment authority just prior to the Metropolitan 
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Redevelopment Authority being established. In other words, Chevron approached one of the state government’s 
agencies approximately two and a half years ago and expressed an interest in purchasing land and asked whether 
we would be prepared to have direct discussions with it on a confidential basis. It did have a site in mind. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I call you for the first time. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I think that interjection was fairly facile, so I will ignore it. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Chevron approached the government approximately two and a half years ago. We needed to 
make a decision on whether we were prepared to enter into confidential discussions and negotiations with it, 
rather than wait to put the land on the wider market. That was an issue that I discussed with the Premier at the 
time and it was subsequently endorsed in a cabinet decision. Obviously, we needed to weigh up the benefits of a 
company of the standing and financial capacity of Chevron undertaking direct negotiations with the government 
against the potential benefits of putting the land on the wider market and seeking expressions of interest. We 
made the judgement that, given that it had come to us and it had a serious interest, it would be desirable, if 
Chevron was going to complete the transaction, to have it in the precinct as a catalyst for the development of the 
whole project. That was essentially the basis of the decision we made. I am not aware of anybody being critical 
of that decision. Other parties have expressed a similar interest in more recent times in having direct negotiations 
on an individual basis with us, but we have rejected that proposal because we think it is appropriate for the rest 
of the land to be put on the wider market, as has been done with lots 9 and 10; we are close to the completion of 
negotiations on the development of a hotel and residential apartments on those sites. Lots 5 and 6 are also on the 
wider market, and expressions of interest are being sought. 

In relation to this particular transaction, we made the decision that it was in the state’s interests to proceed with 
those negotiations, if we could come to a conclusion. 
Ms R. Saffioti: When was that, minister? 
Mr J.H.D. DAY: That was approximately two years ago. 
Ms R. Saffioti: When was this meeting with the Premier? 
Mr J.H.D. DAY: Chevron came to us approximately two and a half years ago. Subsequently, negotiations have 
been undertaken by the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority and its property advisers. Those negotiations 
have been undertaken in a completely proper manner on a commercial basis. It has taken more than two years to 
reach a conclusion. There has not been any suggestion of this transaction being linked to other approvals that 
may be given to Chevron, and certainly that will not be the agenda of the MRA, which has been acting as a state 
agency in a completely ethical and proper manner. If there is any suggestion that negotiators from the MRA and 
their property advisers have been influenced in some other improper way, I would like it to be made and the 
evidence provided, because it really is quite fanciful and that simply has not been the case. 

Obviously, the price was one of the main points of discussion in those negotiations. It has taken over two years 
to reach a conclusion. I think a fair price is being paid. It is of benefit to the state and it is a good outcome. Other 
terms of the contract also needed to be negotiated and they have taken some time to reach a conclusion. 
Obviously, it is in everybody’s interests that there is certainty. It was in Chevron’s interests that it have a 
conclusion to the negotiations and it was in the state’s interests that there be a conclusion to the negotiations if 
agreement could be reached about the price and other conditions. On my comments about the price achieved 
being higher than the valuation, as I explained by way of interjection earlier, the initial business case that was 
done for the project assumed a lower value of the land than has ultimately been achieved. It was appropriate to 
take a more conservative approach, given that that was about three years ago. It is a good thing for the state that 
a higher amount than that has been achieved. I also think it is reasonable from the purchaser’s point of view. It 
works out to about $9 200 a square metre, which is higher than any amount that has been paid for land in the 
CBD previously. Given the quality of development happening around the precinct and the public investment that 
is being made, much of which will be recovered through land sales—a point that the opposition misses 
sometimes—it is a good outcome for Chevron. It is also a good outcome for the state and will help to make the 
project a reality. 
It was Chevron that came to the government, seeking to undertake this transaction. The negotiations have been 
undertaken by the MRA and its property advisers in a completely proper manner. There is simply no evidence 
that I am aware of—I am sure it does not exist—of any improper relationship in this transaction and other 
approvals that may be given to Chevron for its further expansion on Barrow Island. 

As an aside before I conclude, it is interesting that an article in the property section of yesterday’s The West 
Australian had very positive comments about this announcement. Amongst other things, Property Council of 
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Australia executive director, Joe Lenzo, said that Chevron’s purchase was a good game starter for Elizabeth 
Quay. He is also reported as saying — 

“If Elizabeth Quay is going to achieve the potential that the Government and the private sector are 
talking about it needed something like this as a kick-starter,” … 

There was another comment by Ian Edwards, the state director for asset services at Knight Frank, who said that 
Elizabeth Quay was likely to be a work in progress for the next 15 to 20 years. Later in the article, he is quoted 
as saying, “Chevron definitely kicks it off in a very positive way.” 

I hope that debunks the conspiracy theory that the opposition has come up with in relation to this issue. All the 
negotiations for this land sale have been entirely proper. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [11.46 am]: I rise to support the passage of the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 
2013, but also to make a few comments about the request by Chevron for an extra 32 hectares of land to be 
excised from the A-class reserve. First of all, I want to talk about the original legislation and make some 
comments about the statements made by the Premier in 2003 during the passage of the first Gorgon Barrow 
Island bill. I point out to the house how ironic politics is sometimes. Today the Premier is speaking on the 
second reading of the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013 and he supports the expansion of the footprint for the 
Gorgon project on Barrow Island, yet in October 2003, the Premier, as the member for Cottesloe at the time, did 
anything but support a footprint for Gorgon on Barrow Island. I take members back to Hansard — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I just make the point that I was the first person to suggest the use of Barrow Island for the 
geosequestration of CO2 and in my speech said that that should happen on Barrow Island and that major LNG 
should be onshore. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The Premier certainly did. He gave a historic overview of the use of Barrow Island for oil 
and gas. He talked about how very early on in his career he had spoken to Chevron about the use of Barrow 
Island and he indicated that he made an early suggestion to it for a case for CO2 stripping at Barrow Island and 
injection. How the Premier got to that point in the early days is beyond me, given that Chevron probably had not 
even thought about the storage of liquid CO2 in deep aquifers at that time.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: As I said, at that time it was patently obvious that Gorgon would not get up if they were going 
to vent 12 per cent by volume CO2; that was already a show stopper in the 1990s.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is right in terms of the sale of LNG. As the Premier knows, purchasers will not take 
volumes of LNG with massive amounts of CO2 in it because they are then responsible for that CO2. I think the 
international benchmark for the amount of CO2 within LNG that purchasers will accept is four per cent. 
However, given that the Rio conference was only in 1992, where the whole concept of greenhouse gases and 
environmental and climate change were debated, I would say that the Premier was way ahead of everybody else 
on the entire planet in terms of CO2 stripping and reinjecting it into the island.   

Mr C.J. Barnett: No; the companies were coming to me with the reality that 12 per cent CO2 was too high. 
They would not be able to develop it. Rio, Kyoto—the debate was raging at that time.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I will go to what the Premier said in Hansard. I certainly concur with the Premier’s views on 
the stripping and reinjecting of CO2, which he put on the record in Hansard at the time. However, that was all 
the Premier believed should have been on Barrow Island. In Hansard of Tuesday, 14 October 2003, the member 
for Cottesloe said — 

However, there is no technical reason that the LNG plant—or, indeed, any future gas processing 
plants—needs to be on Barrow Island. That would minimise the environmental impact on Barrow 
Island. An LNG plant is a helluva large plant. Anyone who has been to Barrow Island will know that 
there are not many hills there. It will be a very large structure. Everyone will see it. A CO2 stripping and 
reinjecting facility would be a far smaller structure and could stand by itself. The gas could then be 
brought onshore to the mainland.  

He then went on to argue the case for bringing it onto the mainland at the Burrup Peninsula and for there to be 
future gas processing and downstream industries using gas other than LNG. I also remember that whilst the 
Premier was arguing that the LNG CO2 reinjection plant should go onto Barrow Island, the actual LNG trains 
should be on the Burrup. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Onshore.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Onshore. The member for Cottesloe did refer to the Burrup. I remember that, at the same 
time, he had his green hat on. The green hat was another tool in his criticism of the then Labor government over 
the carvings on the Burrup Peninsula. If the Premier remembers, he was up there with all the greenies defending 
the carvings on the Burrup—putting himself over the stones, defending them to the last minute and suggesting 
that future expansion of the Burrup and the pollution that could come from future LNG plants could possibly 
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destroy these remarkable carvings. I find it quite ironic that at the same time as he was arguing for an LNG plant 
the size of Gorgon to come onshore and possibly go to the large industrial hub of the Burrup, he was arguing that 
future industrial expansion of the Burrup could lead to destruction of the carvings.   

Mr C.J. Barnett: If you read my speech carefully, you would have seen that I talked about Maitland and Cape 
Preston in it.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Maitland is not very far away from the Burrup, as the Premier knows.  

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I accept that the Premier argued for Maitland and has always done so, but he also suggested 
that the Burrup should be expanded to a larger industrial processing complex. The point I am making is that the 
Premier tends to have it both ways. In 2003 the Premier argued against the establishment of the Gorgon plant on 
Barrow Island, yet now the Premier is ironically asking for an expansion of the footprint of that plant for Barrow 
Island.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: The project has gone ahead on Barrow Island. The world’s moved on.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I know. I just thought I would raise these issues with the house, Premier. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Irony —  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Irony in politics is a fascinating thing.  

Those are not the only issues I want to raise. I will refer to the reasons that Chevron has requested an extra 
32 hectares be added to its existing 300 hectares, which were excised from the A-class reserve. Those extra 
hectares are needed because the area at which the Gorgon LNG trains and associated equipment are assembled is 
constrained. Chevron argues that the extra 32 hectares will give it a greater lay-down area and the ability to 
speed up construction of the LNG trains, which is correct.  

The opposition will support the request of both Chevron and the government for the passage of the Barrow 
Island Amendment Bill. However, I will put on the record some criticism of Chevron in its request for the 
32 hectares. First, I believe that Chevron severely underestimated the logistical challenge of doing such a large 
project on Barrow Island. A comparison of the way work is proceeding onshore at Wheatstone with the way 
work is proceeding offshore at Barrow Island, an A-class reserve, shows it is significantly different. Things at 
Wheatstone are proceeding quickly, efficiently and in a productive manner, whereas offshore at Barrow Island 
work is difficult and constrained—hence the request for this legislation. Why is it constrained? Because it is an 
island. It is a massive logistical challenge to take sterilised equipment that meets environmental guidelines to 
Barrow Island.  

When I was the Minister for Industry and Enterprise, Chevron requested a series of areas around the Australian 
Marine Complex in Henderson, which is in my electorate. One of the propositions it put to me as minister was 
for a roll-on, roll-off loading berth at the Australian Marine Complex common-user facility, which it would pay 
for and then hand back to the government. As minister, I believed that the expansion of the common-user facility 
at Henderson was a fantastic deal for the state of Western Australia and, consequently, I agreed. Chevron paid 
$36 million to build a roll-on, roll-off facility, which ended up becoming a normal wharf. At the time I suggested 
that rather than doing only one part of the wharf, it should do two parts because we did not know exactly what 
logistical demands would be faced in getting equipment to the island. Chevron said no, that one wharf would do. 
Shortly after the project was given a financial investment decision and was underway, Chevron came back to me 
and said it needed another wharf. It was pointed out to Chevron that it could have had a second wharf up and 
running over a year ago. Chevron constructed a second wharf only to find that it still did not have enough room. 
It had to bring in a temporary wharf from China at a cost of tens of thousands of dollars a week. It was anchored 
as a third wharf at the common-user facility. This gives members an inkling of the logistical challenge of getting 
the equipment from Perth to the island. It also gives members an inkling of how Chevron, I believe, 
underestimated the logistical challenge it faced.  

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The point I am making is the underestimation of the logistical challenge experienced by 
Chevron in the construction of the LNG trains on Barrow Island. Another component of the underestimation of 
the logistical challenge is Chevron’s choice to go to full modularisation in the construction of the LNG trains. As 
the house knows—I have put this on the record numerous times—the modularisation of the LNG trains has 
primarily been undertaken overseas. This is one of the largest industrial construction projects in the world and 
the largest ever undertaken in Australia, particularly in terms of value. At present, Chevron has over 8 000 
people directly employed in the engineering, construction and delivery of the Gorgon LNG trains on Barrow 
Island. For the largest engineering and construction project ever undertaken in Australia, how much of that work, 
particularly the engineering, design, fabrication and manufacturing of the equipment on Barrow Island has 
actually been done in Western Australia or Australia? In comparison with the scale of the project, very little 
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work has been done here. One of the reasons that very little work has been done in Western Australia is because 
the company chose modularisation of the LNG trains, which made it far easier for the company to have the 
fabrication work done overseas, mainly in Asian construction yards.  

It then becomes a logistical challenge to get those large pieces of infrastructure for the project onto the island in 
a way that complies with the environmental conditions that were set down in the original act. Hence, there have 
been numerous times when there were massive constraints on the unloading of pieces of equipment at the island. 
At numerous times barges have been backed up and waiting offshore for a time to unload on the island. The 
backlog of barges off the island has then had a waterfall effect on the Australian Marine Complex itself. There 
have been problems at the common user facility, all the storage areas around the facility at the AMC, and around 
Perth, which have been a cascading logistical challenge caused by the constraints at the island and the way this 
project was designed, constructed and brought to fruition.  

That is all understandable; it is a massive project. There are always engineering challenges on a project of this 
scale, particularly if the project is on an offshore island. All of those things are understandable. What is 
unacceptable is when a finger is pointed at Australian workers and at Australia, generally, about productivity. 
When there are logistical challenges that constrain the time line and the cost of construction in Western Australia 
and Australia, it is not good business practice, it is not helpful and it is certainly not good for the reputation of 
Western Australia or Australia that a finger of blame is pointed directly at the project’s workforce and the cost of 
doing business in Australia. The company has to take some level of responsibility for the choices that it made on 
the way that the project was built, where it was built and how it was built. Those logistical challenges are all self-
inflicted. There is no point blaming Australian workers and raising the issue of productivity because of the 
choices made by Chevron.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I put to the house and the company that it would have been better if the LNG trains on the 
island were stick built, as opposed to modular. This process would have been better for the company, Western 
Australia and Australia, particularly the engineering, fabrication and construction businesses. Smaller sized parts 
could have been taken to the island, minimising the impact, the logistical challenges and the lay-down area that 
have all constrained the company on the island. Stick built, rather than modular built, LNG trains would have 
made the logistical challenges easier for the company. There would still have been logistical challenges, because 
it is a difficult environment to work in, but the process and the supply chains would have been easier to handle. 
The capacity for Western Australian companies, particularly fabrication companies, to grab more of the 
400 000 tonnes of steel that will go into the Gorgon LNG trains would have been available had this project been 
built in an entirely different way. 

I raise these issues as part of the debate on this bill. The opposition has always supported the project; we do not 
oppose the bill. The opposition has supported that the project is offshore and on Barrow Island. We support the 
passage of this bill and the expansion of the project’s footprint on the A-class reserve, but the debate should not 
go on without criticism of the company for the way this construction has taken place and the way it has created 
logistical challenges, hence the necessity for this bill. It does not help the reputations of Western Australia and 
Australia when a company the size of Chevron, which has chosen to do a modular construction on an island, 
criticises the workforce, the economy and the cost of doing business in Western Australia and Australia because 
of the choices it has made on where and how the project was to be built—a modular build on an offshore island.  

This bill has to give the opportunity for us to make those criticisms. We support Chevron in what it does; we 
welcome its investment, but it does not go without criticism when Chevron points the finger of blame about its 
time frame and its cost of doing business in building the LNG plant offshore because it points the finger of 
blame not only at Western Australia itself, but also at the workers of Western Australia. The state, the country 
and the workforce have to be defended, and I am glad I have had the opportunity to do that.  

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [12.10 pm]: I rise to speak to the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. I 
begin by saying it is a matter of public record that I had opposed the Gorgon project going on Barrow Island; that 
was when I was director of the Conservation Council of Western Australia. Even prior to my becoming director, 
I was involved in a campaign against the project. However, I note that I am in good company. I have actually 
looked back through my records and found an interesting letter that I wrote to the Premier in 2004, who was then 
the Leader of the Opposition. The letter begins — 

Dear Mr Barnett 

Barrow Island  
Thank you very much for meeting earlier this week with the Conservation Council of Western 
Australia, The Wilderness Society and the Worldwide Fund for Nature.  

It was pleasing that through our discussion we were able to find many areas where we hold similar 
views.  
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We were especially encouraged by your position regarding the Gorgon proposal, and thought that the 
enclosed brochure would be of interest.  
As discussed in the meeting we will soon be sending you and Brendon Grylls a copy of our election 
policy document The Environmental Challenge.  
Yours sincerely  
Chris Tallentire  

As I said, I was opposed to the project then on several grounds. One of those was around the dredging. We have 
seen the massive dredging exercise that was undertaken to enable LNG tankers to gain access to the island. A 
second ground of opposition and, perhaps, the most significant of all concerned the potential for breaches of 
quarantine procedure. There was much discussion through the course of the campaign about the nature of the 
quarantine practices that would be put in place by Chevron. I am pleased to see that through the rigours of the 
campaign, a set of standards, including a protocol, was put in place that we could describe as being amongst the 
most rigorous in the world in terms of quarantine procedures. The company really took it to heart that it must do 
everything in its power to make sure that no quarantine breaches occur. In the past, throughout the island’s 
history, I note there have been occasions when, for example, black rats had managed to get on the island when 
quarantine breaches had occurred that way. But overall, through the construction phase of this Gorgon project, 
we have seen very little in the way of quarantine breaches.  

The third major area of concern around which the campaign against the Gorgon Barrow Island project was based 
concerned the CO2 omissions associated with Gorgon gas that are 14 per cent at source in the reservoir. Fourteen 
per cent is very high when compared with the North West Shelf, where the CO2 emissions are more in the region 
of two to three per cent. This necessitated the company to develop the geosequestration proposal, which was 
examined and, indeed, the company is sticking by its commitments to a geosequestration project.  

Having found myself in a situation of formerly opposing the project and having seen the government of the day 
then give the green light to the project, I have decided to take the position that it is better to not turn one’s back 
on something that is precious because of the environmental values there, but rather to adopt a position of 
vigilance: to keep on at the company and those involved with the project to make sure that it is undertaken in an 
environmentally sensitive way and that the commitments made are honoured. That is the position I have taken 
with this project. Ideally, I think it could have gone elsewhere, but the fact is the position we face is that the 
project is on Barrow Island and that we must make the best of it.  

In dealing with the project as it stands, 300 hectares were previously given over to the company. That is in 
addition to access to other areas—namely, some 175 hectares of already cleared land. There is some ambiguity 
about the company’s commitments to that 175 hectares. I think there was some discussion that rehabilitation 
would be undertaken; however, we now find that the company needs an extra 32 hectares of land. Indeed, I 
accept the argument that giving the company this extra 32 hectares will enable it to operate in a way that respects 
the very important quarantine procedures. It is important that the company is able to organise its laydown areas 
in such a way that they are close to the construction area and can continue to develop the project that way. 

Before proceeding, I will talk a little about the environmental values of Barrow Island. In 2004 or 2005, as a 
guest of Chevron, I was given the opportunity to visit the island. I was accompanied by Russell Lagdon, 
Chevron’s general manager for environment, and Cameron Poustie from the Conservation Council of Western 
Australia. We were given an excellent guided tour of Barrow Island. We had done lots of research, so it was 
fascinating to get to the island and actually see a selection of the animals that the island is home to. There are 
species on the island that we do not see on the mainland for a number of reasons, primarily because the 
introduction of cats and foxes on the mainland wiped out some of these species. Another reason for this unique 
assemblage on Barrow Island is that it has been separated from the mainland by the ocean for about 8 000 to 
10 000 years, so it has incredible values because of that factor as well.  

I think my first awakening to the environmental values of Barrow Island would have been through the television 
series In the Wild presented by Dr Harry Butler, which used much of Barrow Island for its footage. I recall as a 
youngster seeing on ABC TV footage of Harry chasing after perenties, one of the most impressive reptile 
species. Of the reptile monitor-type species, I think the perentie is second in size only to the komodo dragon. The 
perentie is an amazing animal. Harry would actually chase after these animals, capture them and then hold them, 
which I think shows a high degree of bravery. There are many other animals on the island, though. Something 
that characterises them is their amazing tameness; they are not afraid of humans. I recall that at the Barrow 
Island camp, we would sit with Russell Lagdon and enjoy the quota of beer that people are allowed on the island, 
which I think is two mid-strength cans of beer, no more than that. It is a very commendable practice that 
Chevron has in place. We would sit down at the camp and a golden bandicoot would be at our feet before we 
knew it. It is amazing to see these animals, many of which are listed under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act as vulnerable species or threatened species, such as the black-flanked rock 
wallaby, which is probably the most vulnerable species in terms of conservation status, and the spectacled hare-
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wallaby. There has been some concern about the number of deaths of animals, particularly spectacled hare-
wallabies, during the construction phase. I know that has not received any rebuke from official bodies; it seems 
to have been accepted that somehow that was part of the construction. Nevertheless, it is of concern.  

The project has had some quarantine problems, particularly in the marine waters with the presence of sea squirts. 
Sea squirts sound like an innocuous thing, but, such is the way of marine pests, once they colonise an area, they 
can be incredibly damaging. However, there is a question about whether these sea squirts were in place prior to 
the construction. I think it is fair to say—certainly, Chevron has given me assurances—that Chevron’s 
endeavours to clean the hulls of vessels coming to the island have been extremely thorough. Chevron has done 
that to a very large degree, probably more than we would find anywhere else in the world, recognising the 
potential dangers that incursions of species such as sea squirts would pose to the island.  

I also want to put on the record a bit about the history of Barrow Island. For those members who are interested in 
this—it is fairly easy to research—the significance of Barrow Island was first realised as far back as 1908 when 
the then President of the West Australian Natural History Society, Dr Cleland, urged the then Premier, N.J. 
Moore, to proclaim Barrow Island, in his words, “as an absolute fauna and flora reserve for all time.” That 
proclamation was made, and the government of the day had the vision to listen to that plea and in February 1910 
declared Barrow Island an A-class nature reserve. Our forefathers deserve to be commended for that.  

We then had the advent of the West Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd enterprise in the 1950s and the realisation that 
there were significant oil reserves beneath Barrow Island, and over time we have seen the construction of some 
450 Lufkin pumps and a pipeline that connects those pumps and enables the oil to be taken to the various 
cisterns and tanks that are used to store the oil before it is shipped to global markets. That is often held up as a 
sign that there can be co-existence between a nature reserve and industry. There is some merit to that argument, 
because the presence of an active oil industry on Barrow Island, originally by WAPET and now by Chevron, 
stops the arrival of casual visitors to Barrow Island that would bring with them the various pest species that 
would be so damaging to the fauna of the island. However, we do need to recognise that when commitments are 
made towards nature reserves, there is good reason for those commitments to be honoured. 

The need to protect the fauna of Barrow Island has added to the cost of this project. I note that when I had my 
meeting with the Premier in 2004, the cost of this project was talked about as being $11 billion, and everyone 
was saying, “Wow! How massive is that!” It is now a $52 billion project. There has been a 470 per cent 
escalation in the cost of this project. I find that remarkable. I do not think many sectors would be able to 
withstand that sort of price increase. But such is the way of these projects, and such is the analysis and 
preparation that goes into these things, that that is what has occurred. It is a massive cost increase. I do not think 
we would see that sort of cost increase in the public sector very often. But in the private sector it seems that to go 
from a cost of $11 billion in 2005 to a cost of $52 billion in 2013 is the way things are done.  

The purpose of this bill is to authorise the excision of an additional 32 hectares of land for this project. It is a pity 
the Minister for Environment is not in the chamber. I am concerned about what further stage of environmental 
assessment will be done for that additional 32 hectares of land. I accept that the company needs this extra land. 
But, unlike many members opposite, I believe in due process. We need to follow due process in working out 
where that 32 hectares of land should be located.  

I acknowledge that it is very hard for the general public, including those with skills in the area, to get to the 
island. I note that many people all over the world have knowledge of the environmental values. My question is: 
will there be due process to work out where the best location is for that 32 hectares? Obviously the company 
wants it to be contiguous with the existing area; that is understandable. There probably is a way that this can be 
contiguous, but what about the location from an environmental perspective? I know the company is mindful that 
there may be warrens for Barrow Island boodies, otherwise known as burrowing bettongs. That design and 
layout needs good process. We must get away from this idea that all wisdom and expertise resides either in a 
government agency or in a company; other wisdom resides in the broader community sector. I recall from 
campaigning on this project back in the early 2000s that we would often be contacted by people who had moved 
on to work on projects in the North Sea or in the United States who had technical knowledge of factors around 
Barrow Island and would provide us with information. We need a good process that enables that kind of 
expertise to come forward. That is why I put it to the Minister for Environment that he needs to look at 
section 45C of the Environmental Protection Act. Section 45C(2) states — 

The Minister must not give approval under subsection (1) if the Minister considers the change or 
changes to the proposal might have a significant detrimental effect on the environment in addition to, or 
different from, the effect of the original proposal. 

I fear that there is a view here that we can just add on this 32 hectares without any further assessment. I do not 
think that would enrich or improve the quality of the project. It would be beneficial to the quality of the project 
and the overall outcome if we ensured that a decent process was run. I ask that the environment minister accept 
his responsibilities under section 45C(2).  
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I acknowledge that it does get us into a chicken-and-egg situation. It would be better practice if the 
environmental assessment was done for these sorts of projects prior to the excision. I acknowledge there is also 
an argument for an excision taking place and then a determination being made about what the environmental 
parameters might be. Perhaps it is a chicken-and-egg situation, but there must be rigour in that environmental 
assessment process. I look forward to hearing from the environment minister about how he will deal with this 
excision and how he will treat it in terms of the existing approvals, and what sort of process will be examined for 
further approval for the additional 32 hectares.  

It is a matter of public record where I stood on this project, but I now take the view that the project is there; 
therefore it is incumbent on me and all of us here to ensure that this project continues in a way that is as least 
damaging as possible to the very special environmental values on Barrow Island. It is a sanctuary. It is a unique 
place that is home to animals that do not exist anywhere else. It is important that it is kept in its current 
condition. Chevron really is doing its best to embrace the significance of the area. Its documents point out how 
unique the area is in terms of the flora and fauna, the subterranean fauna, the invertebrate species and the many 
animals that are not always initially apparent on arrival at the island. It can seem like an arid landscape but in 
fact it is a very unique place. I support this bill, which enables Chevron access to an extra 32 hectares on 
Barrow Island.  

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [12.30 pm]: I rise to add my comments in support of the Barrow Island 
Amendment Bill 2013. Given the colour and light with which the debate was opened, for the benefit of members 
who are not so engaged in this part of our economy, it is important to understand some of the background. We 
could easily be forgiven for thinking that Gorgon is a fairly new part of our economic landscape but it has been 
around for some time—about 35 years. It may be worth tracking back a bit further than just recent history to 
understand how much has gone on around this and how long it has taken to get to a $50 billion-plus investment. 
It has been very instructive for me to look at this in conjunction with other projects such as Browse and others 
that will come along, like the Canning Basin and the extraction of tight gas. Those things are obviously really 
important to the future of the state and, as the Leader of the Opposition has identified, what is in it for our kids 
and grandkids. It is probably a classic motivator for why members are here in the house and also why we might 
take an interest in these projects.  

Gorgon refers to a grouping of about 10 gas fields. It is a mega field by any definition. It is situated in the 
Barrow sub-basin or the wider area of the Carnarvon basin. The Gorgon gas fields are about 130 kilometres off 
the north coast of Western Australia. Barrow Island is a bit closer. The water depth is approximately 200 metres. 
The Jansz-lo gas fields cover an area of 2 000 square kilometres—that is one of those 10—in water depths up to 
1 300 metres. Barrow Island is about 70 to 85 kilometres off the Pilbara coast, depending on where the 
measurement is taken. Onslow, which is of some interest to it, is about 140 kilometres west of Karratha. The 
distances, depths, size and span of Gorgon is huge. It is a massive piece of dirt and water. I suppose it is an 
imposition environmentally, as we heard from the member for Gosnells, not only on our physical landscape, but 
also our economic landscape. It is really important. As I said, it has been going for about 35 years. Two hundred-
plus wells have been drilled in the Barrow sub-basin itself, within the Carnarvon basin. That is a huge amount of 
investment or risk capital over 35 years.  

In 1973, the West Tryal Rocks gas field was discovered and sale and purchase agreements were set up in 1976 or 
1977 through West Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd, the original investors. That activity has continued in various 
incarnations and permutations as people and different companies got involved and as technology met the 
capacity to exploit. WAPET was the operator on behalf of various joint ventures comprising Chevron, Texaco, 
Shell and Ampolex, the exploration division of Ampol itself. Chevron and Texaco merged in 2001 and Mobil 
took over Ampolex, which later merged with Exxon to form ExxonMobil. We are talking about the largest 
global players in energy—oil, gas, you name it. In 2000, Chevron became the operator of all of WAPET’s 
petroleum assets and basically took it over.  

Gas was discovered in Gorgon in 1981 by the famous—famous within the company—Gorgon 1 well. It received 
preliminary environmental approvals from the Western Australian government in 2007 and from the federal 
minister the following month. There was a lot of agreement, even after the 2006 Environmental Protection 
Authority non-approval, so the joint venture had to go away and do a lot of other work to make sure it met the 
stringent requirements. Final state approval was, I think, late 2009.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: About then  

Mr P.C. TINLEY: I think federal approval came almost simultaneously. Federal conditional approval was given 
for expansion, but I suspect the expansion component brought another set of economic and internal problems for 
the joint venture partners. For the benefit of members who may not be aware, the largest players in it now, which 
is an interesting mix, is Chevron with a 47 per cent share, and obviously the project operator—these are all 
Australian subsidiaries—Shell Development (Australia) Pty Ltd, a 25 per cent owned subsidiary of Royal Dutch 
Shell; and Mobil Australia Resources, as I said, a 25 per cent subsidiary of ExxonMobil Australia. We can see 
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the aggregation of some of the biggest players, principally, I am sure to bring on not only expertise but also to 
share the risk. The plant will consist of three to five LNG trains and a nominal product capacity—this 
information is old; there is much more up-to-date information—of five million tonnes per annum. As has been 
mentioned, its attempt to be the largest CO2 stripping and sequestration operation in the world is breathtaking. 
Fifteen per cent of the natural gas stream is made up of CO2 and needs to be stripped out and sequestered into the 
aquifers well beneath the island. It is a massive undertaking. I suspect that if there has been a cost overrun or 
unexpected additional costs, a significant amount may well be attributed to the absolute necessity, as the Premier 
pointed out, to sequester the CO2 to meet not only Australian but also world standards.  

The investment figure of $50 billion that is floating around—I would be happy to hear by interjection a different 
figure—is the largest single private investment in Australia, notwithstanding public investment such as the 
Snowy Mountain scheme and the National Broadband Network. I am sure that a private venture risking capital 
of this magnitude will be a case study for business schools well into the future. As the member for Cockburn 
said, we cannot help but look at the challenges the joint venture partners have had at Gorgon and with 
Wheatstone. That could be an unfair comparison, not simply because one is land based and one is offshore but 
because, as companies have gained experience undertaking these massive projects, we cannot help but think that 
at some point intellectual capacity is transferred from Gorgon to Wheatstone and they have learnt their lessons. 
As they say, a lesson is not learnt until it is enacted at the next opportunity for the action. I hope Wheatstone 
does not run into the challenges Chevron finds itself in.  

It has been a privilege to be a member of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee of this Parliament 
that is inquiring into floating liquefied natural gas and to have the benefit of insight from most of these 
companies, which is all on the public record, so there are no problems there. It was very interesting, and it is 
important that we as a Parliament understand, that the Gorgon project has overrun its costs by a significant 
amount. The numbers vary enough to worry the joint venture partners and the other investors. The evidence 
given to our committee in a public hearing by Mr Roy Krzywosinski, the managing director of Chevron, was that 
90 per cent of those overruns were what he called “in-country factors”. That got me very interested and I think I 
followed up with a few more questions to try to unpack and tease out what those in-country factors would be 
contributing. This bill is a good example of some in-country factors. It requires Chevron to find an additional 
envelope of 32 hectares of land to get it right. It points to the fact that its ambitious plans at the start could have 
benefited from more detailed planning. We heard about a range of issues. However, Mr Krzywosinski continued 
helping us. He did not have anything in front of him at the time to unpack for us some of that 90 per cent, but he 
was particularly interested in the cost of labour. Quite often productivity is about the cost of labour. He went on 
to talk about the effects of weather when trying to transport stuff from down here at the CUF—common user 
facility—in Henderson all the way up north to Barrow Island. Chevron originally anticipated having fewer than 
20 transport barges—I say that without having the actual number with me—but it now has in excess of 100 
barges simply because of the way it needs to move stuff. These are problems that we as people who are 
interested in the economic future of the state are trying to unpack. I certainly hope through the committee I am 
on that we can get inside some of these things to try to understand the role of public policy and the role of 
executive government in this project so that we can work out what can be done to assist and not have these sorts 
of things happen again. 

As I said at the start of my speech, what will come after this? Browse has its own problems. I look forward to 
hearing the response of the Premier as Minister for State Development. Perhaps in his comments he will dip 
across to Browse to give us his thoughts on how we may extract our toll from it in whatever way we can. More 
important to me is what we learn from these mega projects and what we now need to do when we consider the 
Canning Basin and the extraction of tight gas, as that will be a vexatious problem for our community. The whole 
idea of fracking and the science behind it cannot be ignored. It will be absolutely essential to bring the 
community along with us if we are to find the next set of jobs and economic opportunities for Western Australia. 
It is therefore absolutely essential that we understand it. 

This project obviously has not been without concern. As the member for Gosnells said, the impact on the 
ecology of Barrow Island has attracted a certain amount of criticism from conservation groups. I saw some of the 
flatback turtles on that A-class reserve when I was there on a visit. It was a great thing to see. They can also be 
seen further north along the Pilbara coast. One of the many problems that people had to contemplate was the way 
the project would affect the hatchling area of the flatback turtle and the shadow that would project onto the 
beaches. They came up every time with solutions for attending to these different problems. Plenty of other 
species are found there that are either not found on the Australian mainland or that have some derivative or 
variation in their make-up through evolution. 

There has also been criticism of the adequacy of the quarantine process. Members might not know that every 
single piece of machinery that goes up there has to go through a fairly stringent quarantine process up to and 
including shrink-wrapping equipment. Massive amounts of plastic are used to shrink-wrap plant and equipment. 
I am not talking about small items; I am talking about major pieces of equipment. 
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Picking up on the member for Gosnells’ point, concerns have been raised about the effectiveness and capacity of 
CO2 sequestration; only time will tell the effectiveness of that. I am more concerned about reports of deaths of 
native animals on Barrow Island. There are unconfirmed reports that there have been up to 1 550 accidental 
deaths of animals on the island since construction began. I have not been privy to the latest report that captures 
and identifies quarantine problems and native flora and fauna issues.  
However, we cannot deny the economic benefit of this project. I do not think there is a person in this house who 
would deny the direct and indirect economic benefit of this project on the state of Western Australia. There will 
be 6 000-plus jobs during construction and 3 500 direct and indirect jobs through the life of the project—that is 
on a 30-year projection—and a range of other local expenditures, which I will come to in a little while in relation 
to the localised benefit. I cannot help but see in detail, particularly from my position on the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee, the absolute debacle that floating liquefied natural gas will create for our 
economy. A technology developed for stranded oil and gas fields will now likely be deployed to a mega field, 
and a pipeline will run directly to Darwin. I have forgotten the cost of it. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: It will cost $5 billion. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: I thank the Premier; it will cost $5 billion. If it was good enough for Inpex to put a line to 
Darwin, notwithstanding all the whys and wherefores and ins and outs of Inpex that we debated before, how is it 
that FLNG can somehow all of a sudden be more cost-effective or more economical than onshore development? 
There is a lot in that statement. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: I do not think members of any political persuasion—any member in this house—can think 
that FLNG will somehow be of any benefit whatsoever to the state. Why? The principal reason is that the state 
revenues that will accrue to it will go to the federal government. If anyone thinks we will get a fairer share out of 
any federal government, they are dreaming. The best people who know how to deploy the dividend from the 
endowment of this state are those in this chamber. Only people in this state know how best to deploy the benefits 
of the state endowment. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: However, member, the state at the time had one bargaining chip and that was the use of 
Barrow Island. It was the only thing the state had to bargain with. In terms of the revenue-sharing arrangement, 
our bargaining chip was the use of Barrow Island, which is a state-owned territory and an A-class reserve. I am 
not suggesting you read my speech from 2003, but if you did, that was the point I was making. It was our chance 
to share the royalties, as we do on the North West Shelf. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Now the Premier has raised it—I do not want to make this debate about FLNG because it is 
about Barrow Island—the challenge for the Premier and his government is how we extract a fair value from 
Browse. I am sure the Premier is ensconced in it deeply. When I say “fair”, that is comparative to what we could 
have received had the project come onshore. Notwithstanding that, I have highlighted the history of this project, 
to show members who are not aware of it, the long 35-year gestation, if you like, that has brought us to this 
point. This bill specifically asks for an additional envelope. I am not inclined to reach back to my service history, 
but there is a very old saying in the Army when it came to the pack we would put on our back to carry over many 
kilometres: the bigger your pack, the more you will find to put in it. My concern with this is that the additional 
32 hectares that have been asked for will simply represent a bigger pack to put more stuff in. That is fine, and I 
am sure it is all beneficial. Maybe the Premier can enlighten us about any conversations he has had, and whether 
there have been any representations from the company, about what it has done about the utilisation of the land it 
currently has, the tonnage of stuff that has gone up the coast on that island and the amount of stuff—I do mean 
just stuff—that is there that has not been utilised. What is the back-loading plan for the amount of equipment? 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 6025.] 

FLOREAT PARK PRIMARY SCHOOL — VEGETABLE GARDEN 
Statement by Member for Churchlands 

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [12.50 pm]: I want to take this opportunity to congratulate Floreat 
Park Primary School. The school community has created a point of engagement and excitement within the 
school. A vegetable garden has been built to provide real-life context learning, interweaving the theories and 
practices of growing, harvesting, preparing and sharing fresh seasonal foods. The sustainably built vegetable 
garden aims to teach students the benefits of fresh food. Through skill-based learning, students are encouraged to 
develop their cooking skills by using the produce from the garden in their school cooking program. It is great to 
see students and teachers also identifying healthy food options and learning the WA Department of Health 
“traffic light” system for food. By setting good examples and engaging children’s curiosity, as well as their 
energy and their tastebuds, we can provide positive and memorable food experiences that will form the basis of 
positive, lifelong eating habits. I congratulate Floreat Park Primary School on this project. 
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MAUREEN BYRNE AND ALINJARRA PRIMARY SCHOOL 

Statement by Member for Mirrabooka 

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Mirrabooka) [12.51 pm]: I would like to recognise the passing of Maureen Byrne on 
Friday, 1 November 2013. Maureen demonstrated all the things that are good about the people of the electorate 
of Mirrabooka and Western Australia. She fought for a better life for all people in her community, while 
ensuring that her family enjoyed the many privileges of being Australian. Having experienced hardship and 
conflict in London through war and postwar scarcity, Constance Maureen Hatchley migrated from Britain, 
married Neil, and raised a family of four successful daughters and six adored grandchildren, who will miss her 
support and hugs. Maureen gave and received immeasurable love and was grateful for her life. This extended to 
an 11-year commitment to Mirrabooka Primary School as a volunteer mentor through the school volunteer 
program. Rest in peace after your illness; you will live on in people’s hearts.  

Alinjarra Primary School celebrated its twenty-fifth anniversary at a family fun day on Sunday, 3 November. It 
was a great day when many old school friends met up and families enjoyed a range of stalls, rides, children’s 
activities and performances. I congratulate the school and the parents and citizens association for organising such 
a great event, in particular Melissa Joyce, the organiser, for her herculean efforts to ensure there were lots of 
things to do, and a show bag and a cookbook to mark the significant birthday. The principal, Lesley Meyers, and 
P&C association president, Nicole Denton, should be proud of their school as the day illustrated the school’s 
motto of “Friendship”, which is reflective of their ethos of providing a positive, cooperative, safe and caring 
learning environment. Well done to all those who made it a great day. It reflects the Alexander Heights 
community commitment to public education—a commitment the parents are willing to fight for in the face of the 
cuts to funding in 2014. The school is one of the leading schools in our area and I thank it. 

BLUE LIGHT DISCO — BELMONT 

Statement by Member for Belmont 

MRS G.J. GODFREY (Belmont) [12.53 pm]: On Friday, 11 October, a Blue Light disco was held in Belmont. 
Many parents and grandparents had raised the issue that not many activities or events within our electorate were 
catering for young people. With the help of the police and community youth centre staff and Mr Aaron Judge, 
manager of the Belmont Sport and Recreation Centre, we decided to run a Blue Light disco for children aged 
eight to 12 years. Sixty-five children from Belmont enjoyed dancing to the latest music hits. The PCYC staff 
organised the disc jockey and games, which were the highlights of the night. The best dancers were presented 
with prizes of a skateboard and a giant stuffed giraffe. The children were delighted and all agreed they wanted 
another disco to happen.  

The main idea behind this event was to show our young people that it is possible to have a great time dancing 
and socialising with friends, and a chance to be involved in creating a sense of community in our area. In 
Belmont, we have to show young people that they do not need alcohol or drugs to have fun. I thank the PCYC 
staff, the Belmont Sport and Recreation Centre and my staff for their support in making this a successful event 
for the Belmont community, and I hope it is the first of many. 

VIETNAMESE REFUGEES 

Statement by Member for Girrawheen 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [12.54 pm]: Last month I attended the unveiling of a sculpture in the City of 
Vincent, erected in gratitude to the people of Western Australia who gave safe haven to the Vietnamese who 
came here as refugees by plane and boat almost 40 years ago. The local Vietnamese community raised a large 
amount of money to construct this statue. I think it is us who should be grateful to the Vietnamese Western 
Australians who have enriched our community. Descriptions such as hardworking, family minded, conscientious 
and valuing education, although clichés, nevertheless sum up the path they have taken since arrival.  

Fast-forward to the 300 Catholic asylum seekers currently detained in the Yongah Hill Immigration Detention 
Centre outside Northam. They fled religious persecution, predominantly in the town of Vinh, where clergy are 
assaulted, faithful set upon and churches desecrated by large groups of police, army, militiamen and thugs. 
Fearing ongoing persecution, hundreds of desperate souls resort to taking the perilous boat journey to Australia 
to seek asylum. It is of concern that the Department of Immigration and Border Protection allowed Vietnamese 
police to enter the detention centre to interrogate the detainees. After interrogation, some have been so frightened 
they have taken desperate measures such as self-harm, attempted suicide and escape. The families of the people 
interviewed, still in Vietnam, have faced increased persecution, including harassment and arrest. It seems that the 
Department of Immigration and Border Protection is “screening out” to refuse large numbers of Vietnamese to 
even enter the refugee determination process. The time for rhetoric and slogans is over. We must act humanely, 
in accordance with our international obligations. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 14 November 2013] 6015 

 

MORLEY PRIMARY SCHOOL — WATERWISE SCHOOLS PROGRAM 
Statement by Member for Morley 

MR I.M. BRITZA (Morley) [12.55 pm]: In August, Morley Primary School celebrated 10 years’ involvement 
with the Water Corporation’s Waterwise Schools program. With a little help from the Waterwise Schools 
program, teachers at Morley Primary School have been educating students about the need to value, protect and 
conserve our water sources since the school joined the program in 2003. I would like to say a big thankyou to 
teachers and students at Morley Primary School for their excellent work over the past 10 years as a Waterwise 
School. In fact, the whole community has taken a hands-on approach to being water wise, including visiting 
water catchments and the Swan River to learn about water quality, making 3-D models to understand our 
waterways and creating an organic water wise garden. Their excellent work will help students pass on the 
Waterwise message and ensure that our water future is in safe hands. I especially commend Morley Primary 
School’s Waterwise coordinator, Amanda Box, and principal, Yvonne Arnott, who worked diligently to 
implement the program and to ensure the school kept up its water wise behaviours to achieve the 10-year 
milestone. Now in its eighteenth year, the Water Corporation’s Waterwise Schools program takes a long-term 
approach to water education and behavioural change, and complements the curriculum across all major learning 
areas, particularly science. I am delighted that there is such a proactive primary school in my electorate. 

VIOLET SANDS 
Statement by Member for Victoria Park 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [12.57 pm]: I rise today to acknowledge the passing of a dear friend, 
neighbour and constituent, Violet Sands. Violet was in her late 90s, and I will say no more than that about her 
age because Vi was adamant that no-one would ever know her real age; it was a philosophy she stuck to for the 
more than 20 years I knew her. Vi was the treasurer of the Carlisle Ward Residents and Ratepayers Association 
for nearly 20 years and was a passionate constituent and advocate for her community. I saw her just a few hours 
before she died, and right up to the moment of her passing she was still alert and fighting the good fight for 
perhaps her most famous battle—to stop the redevelopment of the Red Castle Hotel site in Lathlain; she lived 
right next door. I note on my files that there was a letter from Geoff Gallop in 1994, stating that she had 
campaigned against the redevelopment of the site for 27 years, which suggests she fought against it for nearly 
50 years. 

Vi lived across the road from me in Lathlain when I was growing up and all through my school and university 
years. She never married, but undertook to look after her sister, Mavis, who passed away some 12 years ago. She 
was from England originally, and her only direct family in Australia was her cats. I offer my condolences to 
everyone in Lathlain and Carlisle on the passing of a wonderful constituent.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm  

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

MINERAL ROYALTIES — REVIEW 

765. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 

I refer to the royalty review that the government’s budget papers state will reap $180 million per annum. 

(1) Why is the former Minister for Mines and Petroleum, Hon Norman Moore, who knows as much as 
anyone about the details of the royalty review, leading the charge against the government’s own royalty 
increases? 

(2) If the former minister, who was Minister for Mines and Petroleum in the Premier’s government, is 
against this policy, does that not demonstrate how poor this policy decision is?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
(1)–(2) The government has initiated, through the budget process, a review of royalties. We have been very 

open with the mining industry about that, and indeed the process began under the former minister, Hon 
Norman Moore. It is now largely under the auspices of the current Minister for Mines and Petroleum 
and the Department of Mines and Petroleum, and also the Department of State Development. It is an 
objective process, designed to recover for the state as a sale price 10 per cent of the, if you like, value of 
the mineral at the mine head. That is the principle enshrined in the mining legislation, and we believe it 
is appropriate that Western Australians—the owners of the natural resource—should be paid a fair 
price. Ten per cent is not a high price, and indeed many companies in other parts of the world will pay 
significantly more than that. We will go through and assess the way that royalty is determined for all the 
major mineral products, and if we find an anomaly, we will correct it. If it is a significant anomaly, I 
imagine we will probably have a phase-in of any change that takes place, but the principle is quite clear.  
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As to Hon Norman Moore working with the gold industry, the last time I looked he had left Parliament. 
He is a free agent and can work with whoever he wishes. That presents no problem for me at all. Yes, 
he is extremely knowledgeable about the mining industry and the mining industry will present its case, 
as it should. This review is an invitation for it to present its case. I do not expect there will be major 
changes, but who knows? If anyone in this house believes companies should not pay the true value, then 
please stand and tell me about it.  

MINERAL ROYALTIES — REVIEW 

766. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 
Again, is the Premier’s former colleague, the much-respected former mines minister, Hon Norman Moore, 
correct in saying that gold in particular cannot afford to pay these increases?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
What increases?  
Mr M. McGowan: You just said there have been increases. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Come on! The review has yet to be conducted; it is underway! 

Mr M. McGowan: But we know how much it is going to get. 

Mr R.H. Cook: But you’ve already budgeted $180 million! 

Mr M. McGowan: You’ve budgeted $180 million. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The review is yet to be conducted; it is underway. So, I do not know whether the gold 
royalty or any other royalty levied at some stage in the production chain truly reflects the 10 per cent mine head 
value. That is why we are doing the review. When the review is complete, we will have a result. As I just said, if 
the Leader of the Opposition was not listening, if we find a difference—an anomaly—we will then talk to the 
industry about how we correct it. If it is a significant one, I imagine any change would probably be phased in. 
We will take into account the economic state of the industry. If the Leader of the Opposition believes we should 
be selling gold or alumina or anything else under price, please get up and tell me. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — TRANSITION BRANCH 

767. MR N.W. MORTON to the Minister for Housing: 
Before I ask my question, I acknowledge the year 6 students from Matthew Gibney Catholic Primary School in 
the Speaker’s gallery this afternoon, along with their principal, Mr Ashley Arnold. I thoroughly enjoyed having 
lunch with them today.  

Could the minister please advise the house what steps the government has taken to ensure that public housing 
continues to be delivered to those most in need?  

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 
I acknowledge the member for Forrestfield for a very good question. He is a very strong supporter of the housing 
affordability strategy and, in particular, the philosophy of transitioning people out of social housing and into 
their own homes. As people know, the Department of Housing manages 40 000 houses right across Western 
Australia. The Department of Housing’s transition branch has two units specifically devoted to transitioning 
people out of social housing and supporting them into other forms of affordable housing. The tenancy 
compliance unit, which was established —  

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Armadale! Member for Armadale, I formally call you to order for the 
first time. Member for Girrawheen, do not talk when I am on my feet, please.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: The housing transition branch, as I said, has two units that are devoted to transitioning 
people out of social housing into their own affordable houses. The tenancy compliance unit has made 1 664 
properties available for people on our waiting list since the unit was established by the Liberal–National 
government in October 2009. What does that mean? In September 2010, our waiting list had reached 24 136 and 
as at September this year it had been cut down to 21 040. Therefore, the tenancy compliance unit is doing a 
really good job. It is supported by the housing pathways unit, which was established in February this year. This 
is one of the issues that came out of our affordable housing strategy. This unit helps to ensure that public housing 
is not a destination and that people transition through public housing. The destination is someone’s own house. It 
works for those people who might have the ability to pay for a house in the private sector and can transition out. 
Since February this year we have moved 26 people into homeownership, 45 people into community housing, 
43 people into private rental properties, 18 people into our rental pathways scheme and two people into National 
Rental Affordability Scheme housing. The third unit in the housing transition branch is the bond assistance unit. 
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This unit has provided 34 639 interest-free loans for people who want a private rental. These interest-free loans 
provide the up-front bond and two weeks’ rent. Since 2010, 34 639 people have been assisted.  

These three units combined help the Liberal–National government deliver on its promise to produce 20 000 
affordable homes for the people of Western Australia by 2020.  

KWINANA BULK TERMINAL — SALE 

768. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Premier: 
Before I ask my question, I acknowledge the birthday of the member for Swan Hills. No doubt he has written to 
his constituents to tell them all he is 21 years old! 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Surely you can tell from the photo.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: His hair is the same colour!  

I refer to the Premier’s failure yesterday and on Tuesday to reveal who proposed the idea of including the sale of 
the Kwinana Bulk Terminal as part of the potential settlement of legal action with Mr Buckeridge. 

(1) For the third time I ask: who proposed the idea of including the sale of the Kwinana Bulk Terminal as a 
component of any settlement of legal action?  

(2) Is it not ridiculous to say that the idea may have been proposed by the mediator of the Supreme Court 
action? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
(1)–(2) My answer is the same. I do not know, other than the fact that the proposal by the Buckeridge Group of 

Companies was to develop a port facility and what he would call stages 1 and 2. I do not; I regard them 
as entirely distinct proposals. The one that the government is supportive of is a land-backed port area 
for bulk products. It is in the area where the Kwinana Bulk Terminal is located. It is hardly surprising 
that that might be part of what I imagine was discussed 13 years ago and over subsequent years. 

In terms of what is happening now, litigation is underway in the Supreme Court. A formal mediation 
process is underway under the supervision of the Supreme Court. Those proceedings are, as the member 
knows, essentially confidential; they are court matters. I do not know what has been discussed within 
them. I do not know what will come out of those mediation proceedings. It may include the transfer of 
ownership of that at some price; I do not know. As a government, we will sit back and let the Supreme 
Court proceedings hopefully get to a mediated agreement and then we will decide whether we proceed. 
But they may not get there. This may all just fall apart. I cannot answer any more. I do not know. 

KWINANA BULK TERMINAL — SALE 

769. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Whichever party proposed the idea, it is neither confidential nor commercially 
sensitive. Will the Premier undertake to provide that information next week so that when I ask him for the fourth 
time, he has an answer? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
I do not know the answer to that. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: As Premier, I am not going to interfere in the mediation before the Supreme Court—full 
stop. 

SENIORS — RECOGNITION 

770. Mr F.A. ALBAN to the Minister for Seniors and Volunteering: 
I thank the opposition for the birthday wish. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr F.A. ALBAN: Those on my side have not been quite as kind! They usually get excited — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: This is turning into a big birthday party, member for Swan Hills! Can you start your question 
again? 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: My question is to the Minister for Seniors and Volunteering. 
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Several members interjected. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: He deserves a clap! It gets better than that. 

I note that Seniors Week kicked off on Sunday. Can the minister explain whether it is something that we just 
celebrate in the city or are activities planned throughout Western Australia? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied: 
I thank the member for Swan Hills for his question, and I wish him a happy birthday. I am not quite sure whether 
I have seen him with a Seniors Card, but let me know! 

Ms M.M. Quirk: He works more than 25 hours a week. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Yes, he does. The shadow Minister for Seniors and Volunteering is spot-on; he works more 
than 25 hours a week. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: This week kicked off Seniors Week for 2013. It has been a great week so far. It was good 
to see a great event on Sunday at the Kings Park State Reception Centre, where we launched the 2013 WA 
Seniors Awards. All the nominees were at the event in the afternoon. This is the twenty-eighth year that Seniors 
Week has been held in WA. The events around the state are getting bigger and bigger. We have funded 85 events 
throughout the state, with 50 in regional areas, to help communities celebrate Seniors Week. Members will be 
aware, as I have updated the house on many occasions, that seniors are a growing population, with over 250 000 
Seniors Card holders. It is a population that is growing very fast in our community. On Sunday, I had the great 
opportunity to announce the winner of the WA Senior of the Year Award, Errol Bartlett-Torr from Denham in 
Shark Bay. Errol is a fantastic individual in his small community. He is a founding member of Volunteer Marine 
Rescue Shark Bay, so he has participated in a lot of rescues, putting his life at risk. Also, Errol is a sound 
technician, so he is always on hand to help with Blue Light discos, movie nights and award ceremonies. In his 
profession as a photographer, he also takes photos of all the events. Errol is a great person to win the WA Senior 
of the Year Award because he does so much for his small town of Denham. It was a great afternoon on Sunday 
to celebrate with him. 

Yesterday we had Have a Go Day at Burswood Park. I note that the Leader of the Opposition and the member 
for Girrawheen were there. This event started 20 years ago. In the first year, 400 people attended, but yesterday 
over 12 000 people attended Have a Go Day at Burswood Park. It is a fantastic event. This year’s theme was 
about embracing technology. Seniors and I had a game of tenpin bowling. I did some archery as well. Of the six 
arrows I fired, only one hit the target, so I am not a very good shot! It was great to see so many people getting 
out to Have a Go Day yesterday. On Sunday there was also the grandparents and kids day at Perth Zoo for 
Seniors Week. There were a number of events around the state. It is great to be part of a government that not 
only sponsors seniors in our community, but also provides them with opportunities to have a day in the sun and 
to show that seniors do great work in our community.  

EAR BUS PROGRAM — SOUTH METROPOLITAN AREA 

771. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the announcement by Telethon Speech and Hearing that the very successful ear bus program in the 
south metropolitan area will be discontinued when funding runs out at the end of this year.  

(1) Can the minister confirm that funding will not be available for the ear bus program in 2014?   

(2) If yes to (1), how can the minister possibly justify this cut when the ear bus provides such an important 
service that helps predominantly Aboriginal children to get a better start to their education and life?   

(3) What will Indigenous communities across WA do if the minister cuts funding to the one service that 
helps children to overcome glue ear and to learn properly?  

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)–(3) That would be an excellent question if there were any truth in it. Sadly for the member, there is not. I 
was hoping that the member would ask me about Perth Children’s Hospital and the great new day care 
centre that we have moved across. I saw it in his press release.  

Mr R.H. Cook: What is happening with the ear bus? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I was hanging out for that question.   

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Get a dorothy, then. Hurry up! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park!   

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is very disappointing that the member has now asked a different question.  
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Mr R.H. Cook: You’d better sort out your backbench, then. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: As luck would have it, yesterday I had a meeting with my staff about funding for non-
government organisations. This government provides in the order of $70 million to $80 million of funding to 
non-government organisations for a range of things. I am sure that the Treasurer will be interested to know that 
we fund lots of things that we should not.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: That is news, is it?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: For example, all the Aboriginal medical services across this state are supposedly funded by 
the commonwealth, because it is its responsibility—our responsibility is to look after houses. However, those 
services also get significant amounts of money from the state government. In fact, 10 to 20 per cent of their 
money comes from the state government. The problem is that if we were to cut that money, which has been 
provided for a long time—it is the same with environmental health services—there would be no money for them 
to do those things. That would be a disaster in terms of providing proper health services in those communities, 
and we would then have to fund it ourselves. In going through the funding for NGOs, funnily enough, one of the 
things that came up was the Telethon ear bus contract. I did not notice when the contract runs out—it may be 
that the time is coming up shortly—but in reviewing it there has been no suggestion from me or my staff that that 
funding should not continue. So, firstly, there are no cuts—that section has not been cut, but gets a CPI increase 
every year. Secondly, I have given no indication that I will cut that service. In fact, I think it is a fantastic 
service. The member will know that on top of the funding we provide for that program, we provided an 
additional $6 million to put a 0.2 or 0.3 Aboriginal health worker in a large number of remote Aboriginal 
communities specifically to do ear health work. They will be running around those communities with 
tympanometers to measure ear pressure, checking ears and linking through iPads to consultants to make a 
diagnosis and to provide ongoing treatment of children’s ears. The member for Eyre yesterday talked about the 
huge number of children in those remote communities with hearing loss. This will actively address that. On the 
one hand, we will have the Telethon ear bus going out to provide its fantastic service; on the other, our health 
workers will be in the community to check and fix the ears of Aboriginal children at risk.   

EAR BUS PROGRAM — SOUTH METROPOLITAN AREA 

772. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 
I have a supplementary question. The minister said that there will be funding, but will he guarantee that the 
service will be ongoing in 2014 in south metropolitan schools?   

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
We do not fund all of the Telethon ear bus service; we fund a component of the service. 
Mr R.H. Cook: You fund the south metro service. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I am not providing a guarantee, because I have not made the decision. What I am saying is 
that I have expressed no intention and have no personal intention of cutting off the funds that we currently 
provide. Whatever service is provided is largely up to Telethon Speech and Hearing. 

WANDOO REINTEGRATION FACILITY 

773. Mr P. ABETZ to the Minister for Corrective Services: 
Can the minister update the house on the Wandoo Reintegration Facility, which opened 12 months ago?  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS replied: 
I thank the member for Southern River for his continued interest in restorative justice that has a reintegration 
focus.  

For the information of members, Wandoo, the old Rangeview Remand Centre facility, has been operating for 
12 months. It reopened its doors in November last year to take in 18 to 24-year-old male prisoners who have 
been targeted in a way so as to stop them repeatedly going through the revolving door of the corrections system. 
We want to pull them out of the mainstream prison population; we want to give them the best chance to succeed 
in life once they are released. The reason for this is that, as we all know, employment is one of the key ways to 
stop people from reintegrating into the prison system. Prisoners at Wandoo do a number of different programs, 
such as dogging and rigging, first aid, getting their driver’s licence and food sense preparation. In fact, most of 
the courses they do come from the state priority occupation list so that these prisoners upon their release are as 
job ready as possible. 

It is worth looking at some of the statistics to measure the success of Wandoo. Thirty-eight prisoners have been 
released from Wandoo in the past 12 months, of which only four have reoffended. One prisoner was at Wandoo 
for a significant amount of time, but the other three were there for periods of less than three months and did not 
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complete all their programs. But having only four of 38 prisoners reoffend on release puts the recidivism rate at 
about 11 per cent, which is significantly lower, by about one-third, than the one-year recidivism rate in the 
general adult prison population. This shows us that it is not only working, but also that it is a worthwhile cause. 
Of the 38 prisoners who were released, only four reoffended. That means that 34 of those prisoners managed to 
keep themselves from returning to the justice system, so 34 of the 38 have managed to get on with their lives. 
The good news is that they are out there now making a positive contribution to society. They are no longer 
wasting their lives and their human capital. It also means that there are far fewer victims. This government is 
intent on trying to find new and innovative ways to reduce the recidivism rate in Western Australia. I would like 
to — 
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I call you to order for the second time.  
Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I think we should give credit where it is due and congratulate the 34 individuals who have 
managed to get on with their lives and stay out of the corrections system. Good luck to them all.  

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMALGAMATIONS —  
BAYSWATER AND BASSENDEAN — RATING SYSTEM 

774. Ms L.L. BAKER to the Minister for Local Government: 
The City of Bayswater and the Town of Bassendean use different rates in the dollar to calculate household rate 
charges. Can the minister tell my constituents living in Bayswater, who currently pay a lesser rate, whether they 
will be charged more after an amalgamation with Bassendean or whether Bassendean ratepayers will be charged 
less? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied:  
I thank the member for the question. Working out the best rating system has been a contentious issue in the 
reform process. For the benefit of members, I will point out some facts about the current rating system. Each 
year, councils go through a process of looking at a budget. They go through their community forward planning 
and look at the projects they wish to go on with in the next year. They adopt that budget and in that budget they 
adopt a rate increase. That is how rates are worked out at the moment. The whole council votes on a budget to 
put in a rate increase. Clearly, one of the issues that all members in this chamber will have come across their 
desk is that there is inequity in rating because each council does it differently. That is one of the areas on which 
the Local Government Advisory Board will do some work. From my perspective, the lowest rate can be no more 
than two times the highest rate in the parameters under the act.  

The member has raised the point of looking at the cents in the dollar between two councils that come together 
whereby there is quite a variation in difference. The Local Government Advisory Board will do some work on 
that and come back to the two councils to work out how it can best get them to work together. It is all about 
delivering services to ratepayers and how we can come up with a model that, in bringing the two councils 
together, provides a fair and equitable rating system across the new identity born. Keep in mind that the new 
council will have to be elected, and one of the areas it will have to address, as I said at the start, will be to set the 
rates as it tries to work out the problem. The member for Maylands has raised a very good point. Some work will 
need to be done by the Local Government Advisory Board to see how we can fix the anomaly of one being 
higher than the other. To come back to the original point, we are trying to build economies of scale. There are 
more people in Bayswater than in Bassendean—there are over 80 000 people in Bayswater and there are 25 000 
people in Bassendean. That local government will be increased by quite a large number. It will be a very good 
local government, and the cost will come down in terms of the delivery of services, so there will be a saving 
straightaway, from bin services, to mowing lawns, to all the other services that it provides. So the rates will 
become comparative. I cannot give the member a clear answer today, but I know that there will be better delivery 
of services under the new identity as we move forward. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMALGAMATIONS —  
BAYSWATER AND BASSENDEAN — RATING SYSTEM 

775. Ms L.L. BAKER to the Minister for Local Government: 
I have a supplementary question. Does the minister not think that this is homework that he should have done as 
Minister for Local Government before he released this half-baked reform? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied:  
No, I do not, member. The reason, importantly, is that the Local Government Advisory Board is going into the 
public submission period, and the member’s ratepayers can get on board and put in their submissions to the 
advisory board. The community can get involved in this process. This is important. The advisory board will 
come back with a report, and we will then have something that we can look at and areas that we can talk about. It 
is up to the advisory board to do that work.  
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SUPERTOWNS PROGRAM 

776. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Minister for Regional Development: 
The Liberal–National government’s SuperTowns program is helping a number of regional towns prepare for 
significant population growth. Can the minister update the house on how this program is benefiting communities 
such as Manjimup and Jurien Bay? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 

I thank the member for Moore for the question. This is a unique opportunity to talk about the SuperTowns 
program and what it means. The reason for this program is that we watched the growth in the Pilbara, which 
occurred without any planning and without any work to address the challenges of growth, and which has created 
some major anomalies and challenges for the community. We have looked at the southern half of the state, and 
we have identified communities that are likely to experience above-average growth. We want to plan for that 
growth by ensuring that infrastructure is made available, and we want to work with those communities to 
identify their areas of interest and their strategic advantages so that we can grow that into the future.  

The member for Moore has in his electorate Jurien Bay and Morawa, both of which are part of the SuperTowns 
program. Manjimup is also part of this program. Interestingly, on the weekend, Manjimup launched one of its 
major projects under the SuperTowns program. It has received funding for two major projects—$6.9 million for 
the agricultural expansion project, and $5.7 million for the Manjimup town centre revitalisation project. I am 
really excited to see the level of interest in the agricultural expansion project in Manjimup. The Weekend West 
did a great job on the weekend of highlighting that project. We need to remember that Manjimup has been the 
victim of government decisions and the community has had to undergo substantial change off the back of 
changes to the forest industry. The state government is continuing to invest in Manjimup to help it build on its 
strategic advantages. The branding for Manjimup, which is being pushed out into surrounding communities, is 
“Genuinely Southern Forests”. The “Genuinely Southern Forests” region covers Manjimup, Northcliffe, Walpole 
and Pemberton. That will help people to grow the local food industry and market that to the world. The member 
for Warren–Blackwood had 250 people at the launch of that project. That indicates the strong engagement of the 
local community in that project. The government is very confident that off the back of the planning and the 
marketing and the branding around “Genuinely Southern Forests”, as well as the investment in town 
infrastructure, we are setting up Manjimup for a strong future. 

As I have said, the member for Moore also has in his electorate Jurien Bay. I was in Jurien Bay at the weekend 
for the Indian Ocean Festival. That was well attended by the local community. They are developing a visitor and 
civic precinct. The fences are up and construction is underway. Those members who have not visited Jurien Bay 
recently should take the opportunity to call into Jurien Bay on Indian Ocean Drive. It is a fantastic little 
community, and it is looking forward to strong growth into the future. 

CITY OF PERTH — PARKING MANAGEMENT 

777. Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the proposed changes to the boundaries of the City of Perth and the potential impact on the Perth 
parking management area. 

(1) Will the minister rule out an expansion of the Perth parking management area? 

(2) If the minister does not rule an expansion of the Perth parking management area, how will this impact 
on parking fees for patients and staff at the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre and students at the 
University of Western Australia? 

(3) Will any changes result in the currently free parking area at Crown Resort no longer being free? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied:  
(1)–(3) I thank the member for Mandurah for his question. The member is referring to a parking levy around 

the City of Perth. As I understand, the idea of this parking levy, which is the same cost as a one zone 
ticket on a train or a bus, is to make sure we get people to utilise public transport and keep cars out of 
Perth. That is the goal behind the parking levy program. The member asked if Crown, QEII and the City 
of Vincent will be involved in the reform process that we are going through and the new boundaries. 
The answer is that that work has to be done by the advisory board. The process has to go through the 
Minister for Transport. The interesting part is that we are trying to get the money into — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Yesterday the minister said he would toy with freezing rates and this morning the 
Premier slammed it down. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, you have asked a question; let the minister answer the question and 
then you can ask a supplementary. 
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Mr A.J. SIMPSON: So we understand one thing, member for Mandurah: Crown is private land, so that process 
is up to them. QEII is under the Minister for Health, and therefore under the jurisdiction of health. The rest of the 
process will be trying to work with the City of Perth. The parameters have all been set and we have to go through 
the process to work out where the city will grow. 

CITY OF PERTH — PARKING MANAGEMENT 

778. Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN to the Minister for Local Government: 

I have a supplementary question. The minister did not answer the question! Why is he imposing changes to 
important aspects like free parking in regard to changing council boundaries when he has not even considered 
the basic facts such as the issues affecting people and parking? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied:  
There is no change at the moment. We are working through the reform process and reform is going full steam 
ahead. We will work through the issues of the day. The City of Perth still has its current boundary, Crown is 
private and QEII is the responsibility of the Minister for Health. We will work through the process. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I call you to order for the first time. 

WATER CORPORATION — WATER SAVING INITIATIVES 

779. Ms E. EVANGEL to the Minister for Water: 
Can the minister please update the house on the Water Corporation’s latest water saving initiatives, especially 
those in the electorate of Perth? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 
I thank the member for Perth for her question that quite rightly highlights the importance of preserving water in a 
state like Western Australia. Clearly her interest in this shows deep support of any measures we can take to do 
so. When encouraging the community to save water at various levels there is a need to freshen up the story, the 
ideas that are out there, and the innovation unit, so that people come to the party and help to reduce water 
consumption. Over the past few years the Water Corporation has shown a number of levels of innovation in 
achieving just that. A lot of programs have been rolled out for households, including Home Smart, the 
showerhead replacement program, H2O Assist and the Target 60 campaign. All of these measures mean that we 
have had a drop in water consumption from 191 000 litres per household in 2001 to 132 000 litres in 2012. That 
is a saving of six gigalitres of water. From an industry perspective, we have introduced a number of water 
efficiency management plans for large water users. This program has saved eight billion litres of water a year, 
which is a substantial saving. At the local government level, I am sure all members here are familiar with the 
Waterwise council program. There are 20 endorsed Waterwise councils and 25 councils working towards their 
Waterwise status; once again, another initiative.  

The next step is to look at city office buildings in Perth. Notably, offices in the CBD, East Perth and West Perth 
use more than 1.5 billion litres of water each year, roughly the same as about 5 000 residential households. They 
are substantial users.  

A joint study last year by the Water Corporation and the City of Perth indicated that over 30 per cent of sites 
have greater water use than is considered typical. That suggests to us that there is not only scope for innovation 
but also water saving. As a direct result of that study, the Water Corporation has joined forces with the City of 
Perth and the Property Council of Australia to create a new Waterwise office program. The program is open to 
all office owners within the City of Perth that have a net lettable area of 5 000 square metres or more. It will 
establish baseline water use for the commercial office sector and set industry benchmarks to guide efficient 
water use. It will also provide advice on things that offices can do to save water. There will be recognition of 
offices that perform well in that area by having bronze, silver and gold status that they can articulate to the 
community about their significant savings.  

I am really pleased that an organisation such as the Water Corporation, particularly partnering up with various 
groups in the community, is able to freshen up ideas around where we can put effort to save water. Looking at 
the City of Perth and looking at offices are two target areas. I am very pleased with that initiative. I hope it will 
come to a very good outcome for water in Western Australia.  

NURSES — ENTERPRISE BARGAINING AGREEMENT 

780. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Treasurer: 
I refer to the Treasurer’s statement in this house on 9 June 2009 that the government asked the Treasurer to “lead 
government wage negotiations on EBAs across all government agencies”. I also refer to the government’s 
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decision to award a 14 per cent pay rise to nurses earlier this year and to the Treasurer’s statement during budget 
estimates this year regarding nurses’ conditions — 

There is actually a risk that the arbitrated settlement of the dispute around some of those conditions may 
further inflate the totality of that wages outcome, so that is something that is still being worked on.  

Now that nine months have passed since that agreement was reached, what has been the impact of the conditions 
on the totality of the wages outcome?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 
When I made that statement on 9 June 2009 I did so in my capacity at that time as Minister for Commerce.  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: No; the question was to you as Treasurer.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Irrespective of that — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: It was a dorothy dixer to you as Treasurer. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I put you on notice that if you shout out while the question is being 
answered you will not get a supplementary.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am simply explaining how it works. The Minister for Commerce, who looks after the 
labour relations section of the Department of Commerce, has responsibility within government for progressing 
those. I was then, and for nine months after, the Minister for Commerce. That is the situation. Of course as 
Treasurer I have a very strong interest. The Department of Treasury works very closely with the Minister for 
Commerce and with the relevant line ministry in relation to wage negotiations. In relation to the particulars 
around the conditions that sit off the back of nurses’ pay, I have not had any recent advice on that so I cannot 
give the member any detail.  

NURSES — ENTERPRISE BARGAINING AGREEMENT 

781. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Treasurer: 
I have a supplementary question. In light of the fact that the Treasurer confirmed during budget estimates that the 
conditions will inflate the totality of that wages deal, and in light of the fact that the Treasurer’s wages policy at 
the time would have entitled nurses to a wage increase of 8.25 per cent, why did he not apply the wages policy to 
that particular negotiation?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 
What I said at the time of the estimates hearings, as I recall, is there is a possibility that the settlement of the 
conditions attached to the nurses’ agreement would impact on the wage outcome. Clearly, there is a possibility of 
that happening. I do not know at what stage that negotiation is, but in relation to wages policy there is a very 
interesting contrast and a very interesting test, I suspect in the next week or two, for the opposition.  

Point of Order 
Mr B.S. WYATT: My question was very specific in terms of two aspects: firstly, the total cost that the 
Treasurer could not answer nine months later; and secondly, why was the then wages policy of the government 
not applied?  

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am simply saying that at least we have a wages policy. At least this government has a 
wages policy, which is not — 

Point of Order 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Perhaps the Treasurer can also confirm if he has actually applied the wages policy to the 
nurses’ deal? 
The SPEAKER: There is no point of order. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Does the member not want to hear the answer? Here is the answer: when the opposition 
was in government, it did not have a wages policy. Soon the opposition has to negotiate — 

Point of Order 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Perhaps the Treasurer can confirm, again, why, despite having a wages policy in the first 
term, he did not apply the wages policy? 
The SPEAKER: Thank you. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: And soon, for the Leader of the Opposition — 
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Point of Order 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Perhaps the Treasurer can confirm that he did not apply the wages policy of the first term of 
the government. That is what I am looking forward to from the Treasurer. 

The SPEAKER: Okay. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: In the next week or two — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I will take another one. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member can keep going all day and I will get up and give the same answer. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am not looking at the member, I am looking at the Leader of the Opposition, because 
there will be a test. 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Can the Treasurer outline whether he passed the test of applying the government’s wages 
policy in the first term? 

The SPEAKER: There is no point of order. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: On the point of order, the member for Victoria Park is acting like a jack-in-the-box. He is 
effectively trying to ask about five or six supplementary questions. 

The SPEAKER: We know that. There is no point of order. Treasurer, wind this up, please. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is simple; there will be a test in this place in the next couple of weeks, and I bet my left 
leg and my right leg that the opposition will oppose it, because the Leader of the Opposition has no backbone! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: That concludes that question. 

WORLD DIABETES DAY 

782. Mr G.M. CASTRILLI to the Minister for Health: 
I note that diabetes is a growing health concern in Australia. Given that today is World Diabetes Day — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I call the member for Girrawheen to order for the third time. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Could the minister please outline to the house some of the excellent programs available 
here in Western Australia to help people with type 1 or type 2 diabetes? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

I will be brief because I gave a ministerial statement for those who were here, and we had a morning tea to 
recognise World Diabetes Day. I want to congratulate the members of the parliamentary diabetes support group: 
the member for Kingsley, the member for Kwinana, the member for Girrawheen, the member for Warnbro, the 
member for East Metropolitan and Hon Robin Chapple from the Greens party. A collection of members across 
this Parliament recognised World Diabetes Day and that diabetes is becoming the fastest-growing chronic health 
condition in Australia. It is surpassing cardiac and respiratory diseases as the most common chronic condition. It 
is also linked with the growing problem we have with obesity in this state. Some of us might resemble that 
remark. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: You said that yesterday. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, but that was about a different thing. I saw the Speaker rubbing his tummy, which is 
what encouraged me to make that comment. The Speaker should not have done that. He is sitting up very 
straight. 

I will answer the question with some of the programs that we are doing. The Department of Health has allocated 
$14 million over four years to the better health improvement program for integrated services to help people with 
diabetes, including the metropolitan healthy lifestyle program, chronic conditions self-management program, 
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chronic conditions service coordination and multidisciplinary care and service coordination for persons with 
diabetes.  
Diabetes is becoming a chronic condition because people are not looking after their health. It is critical for 
people with the potential for diabetes to make sure that they have a proper diet, regular exercise and control their 
weight. Together, those three things will prevent the onset of one of the most common chronic conditions in our 
health system. 

BARROW ISLAND AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [2.45 pm]: I wish to wrap up my comments on the Barrow Island Amendment 
Bill 2013. For the benefit of those members who were not here earlier, obviously this side of the house is 
wholeheartedly supporting the thrust of this bill. Most of the time I have spent on my feet I have been talking 
about the history of this project over the past 35 years and the challenges faced in bringing the Gorgon gas field 
to market. As we all know, it is not quite there yet. The purpose of this bill is to add an extra 32 hectares of land 
as a lay-down area.  

I was happy to go to the briefing on this bill that was organised for the member for Cannington by the 
Department of State Development to discover a little more about what is involved in these additional 
32 hectares. Although it has been said that it is an additional lay-down area, one of the key things I wanted the 
Premier to address, if he can, is any discussions with or commitments from the company about the back loading 
of the extensive amount of equipment and gear that has gone up there to support the near 6 000 workforce as it 
constructs the three trains. I understand that several areas inside those 32 hectares will be subject to further a 
lease application to determine how that bit of dirt will be broken up and used. It was not very clear from the 
briefing exactly what is in the entire 32 hectares. Also, what makes those 32 hectares so essential and why is it 
not 35, 37 or 40 hectares? Will there be another circumstance in the future, particularly if the project expands, in 
which more space will be needed? 

As the project goes from construction through to production, I imagine there will be a significant downsizing of 
a range of things, not least of which are its 6 000 rooms, although I note there will be a significant requirement to 
support a surge of workforce on the island through shutdowns et cetera. By and large, the footprint will probably 
not change but the usage might. I am really keen to hear from the Premier what he does or does not know about 
bringing the project to production. Will there be a reason to contract the envelope of dirt that the company 
occupies; and, if so, what is the process by which land is returned to the A-class reserve? What are the 
remediation requirements and/or other environmental aspects that need to be attended to to ensure that the dirt on 
this A-class reserve is managed in the best possible way? 

I cannot leave this debate about Gorgon without coming back to local content and to the direct benefit that has, 
or has not, accrued to the people of Western Australia via the businesses that could support it. We know from 
information—I think it is about 12 months out of date now—that the Australian Steel Institute produced for its 
members, and through publicly available documents, that 190 000 tonnes of steel were used in the Gorgon 
project. How much of that 190 000 tonnes of steel construction was manufactured offshore? Unfortunately, I 
have to report to the house that 100 per cent of that 190 000 tonnes has gone offshore. Anybody in this place 
who thinks that is a good outcome for the people of Western Australia and a good outcome for the development 
of skills in this state is deluding themselves. Whilst I support Chevron and I do not question any of the dollar 
figures that it says it has contributed to the local economy through local content, it is really important for 
members of the house who do not quite understand local content to know exactly what we are talking about. 
Broadly, there are two divisions of local content. There is what I term skilled local content or skilled work and 
the second component is what I would term a grudge buy. A grudge buy is one we have to make; we have no 
choice but to make it—for example, civil works. We cannot import a hole in the ground. We need to actually dig 
it here; we need to use local contractors. Therefore, we are confined in where we can take the work; we cannot 
offshore it. We cannot outsource meals, accommodation and flights; the sorts of things that come indigenously to 
the project from the geographic space they occupy cannot be outsourced. It is really important that we as a 
Parliament acknowledge as this bill goes through this place, that this project, although it has been a boon for 
Western Australia and will be for many years yet—it has been a boon by any measurement in comparison to 
what I think FLNG will deliver in opportunities for our future generations—it has fallen well short of the mark in 
what it could produce and deliver for the skill component of the work.  

We know that if the skill component is not designed here, there is very little chance of making it here. The 
design process in pre-FEED and FEED—that is, the front-end engineering design part of a project—is exactly 
where the standards by which construction and fabrication will be undertaken are determined. It is absolutely 
essential that in our public policy settings, we on both sides of the house look carefully at these projects and at 
where in pre-FEED and FEED we can insert a negotiated outcome that services the skilled requirements of this 
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state. That will provide skilled pathways, not just the muscle jobs, or in what we might call smokestack 
industries, that many would say we have passed our capacity to support. I do not agree with that notion. I have 
been in businesses in Naval Base, Henderson and Kwinana and I have seen how much innovation and 
modernisation there has been. I have seen the collaboration they have attempted to do across businesses to win 
work, but they are up against a tide that has, at its beck and call, a global supply chain through these 
modularisations. The work is outsourced to single-source engineering, procurement and construction 
management companies that have a relationship with global suppliers that is not necessarily about price, but the 
convenience of working together.  

Although we are happy with the thrust of the bill and we are happy with Chevron, I think there is a lot more that 
both sides of this house can do to address the future challenges in developing the skill services sector that we 
will obviously need to take advantage of our future resources. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [2.53 pm]: I rise to speak on the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. My 
colleagues, the Labor opposition, support this bill. I know that the member for Cannington will raise some 
particular questions in consideration in detail. As I said, we support the bill. Indeed, we were responsible for the 
Gorgon project on Barrow Island.  

The member for Willagee went through some of the history of the Gorgon project and I too will go through a 
little bit of the history, to also put on record the Labor government’s instigation of and support for this process. 
On 15 October 2001 cabinet considered a request by the Gorgon joint venturers to process gas on Barrow Island. 
Cabinet agreed as a matter of priority that the Gorgon gas project and the foundation evaluating the gas 
processing project were not to be excluded from locating on the Barrow Island A-class nature reserve. The 
government set in train the most thorough environmental process undertaken in this state. In July 2003 cabinet 
decided to give in-principle approval for access to Barrow Island and for the drafting and introduction to 
Parliament of the Barrow Island Bill 2003, which was to ratify the Gorgon gas processing and infrastructure 
agreement. As I said, Labor was very supportive of this project.  

Although there were significant environmental hurdles, Labor believed that this project would bring significant 
economic development, jobs and opportunities to Western Australia. That is why Labor set in train a process to 
allow this project. I remember the debate; it was not an easy time. Many members opposite would not remember 
that there was a lot of opposition to the project. This Premier was not keen for the project to go on Barrow 
Island.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s true; read the speech.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have read it; I remember that he opposed the project because he thought he could do it a 
better way. As we have seen over the past five years, that approach does not work. Governments must work with 
the private sector to facilitate its commercial considerations. That is why the Gorgon project got up. If we did 
what the Premier does, who tells people what he thinks should happen, things would not happen, as we have 
seen with both the Oakajee and Browse projects. I think the Leader of the Opposition said correctly that we can 
aim for the top shelf product, but we have to be practical and reasonable in how we deal with companies. That is 
why the Gorgon project got up. If we had said that we wanted it to be located somewhere else, it would not have 
got up. It is as simple as that.  

There were significant environmental considerations so Labor set up processes never seen before in this state. 
Those processes were implemented properly not in a way that was similar to a corrupt manner, as the Premier 
said in his speech in 2003 when he compared the Gorgon deal with what he called a corrupt act. The then Leader 
of the Opposition said the $3 million up-front payment was the same as a corrupt act.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: A corrupt act was when Brian Burke extorted $50 million from Argyle Diamond, and he went 
to jail, you might recall.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The point we are making is that the Premier said that the Gorgon deal was the same as that. 
He can say whatever he likes about the Brian Burke years.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Go out in the street and say it publicly and see how you get on with Chevron. Have a go.  

Several members interjected.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier said that the $3 million payment was the same as a corrupt act. He defined the 
Argyle Diamond act as a corrupt act and he said that the Gorgon deal was the same. At the time he raised the 
issue with Chevron.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: The US Ambassador came to my office and we discussed it.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier was there trying to undermine the Gorgon project. That is what he was doing. 
He was trying to white-ant the project. 

Several members interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Members!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier was doing that by calling some deals corrupt. Then he went in and told people 
that what they were doing was not aboveboard. That is what he did. I remember the time because it was very 
controversial. Anyone who knows Geoff Gallop would know that he worries about everything. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: He had to; he had Brian Burke behind his government. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Ha, ha! What a comedian! You should go to Melbourne occasionally. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Burke’s interference did not start with the election of Alan Carpenter as Premier. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Honestly, the Premier says whatever he wants; does he not? He says whatever he wants 
when anyone on this side dares to actually criticise or have a go. Look at him! This morning’s performance was 
terrible. Anyone who saw it would say it was disgraceful and an embarrassment. Surely someone on the other 
side could have sat down with the Premier and said, “This shouldn’t happen. You shouldn’t perform like that.” 
The Premier comes into the chamber and says things like that all the time. He says things about Geoff Gallop 
that are just honestly awful. He said things when Geoff Gallop was Premier and he says things now. One of the 
most respected leaders across Australia and across the world — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Member for West Swan, I just remind you to focus on what the speech 
needs to be. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I took the interjection. Mr Acting Speaker, you could have called him to order when he made 
an interjection. I took the interjection. The Premier sits here and criticises Geoff Gallop, who has the utmost 
integrity of anyone I have ever met. The Premier knows that and he knows that he cannot compare with him. 
That is why every day the Premier comes in here and tries to denigrate him and his then government. 

Let us go back to the Gorgon deal. Geoff Gallop and Clive Brown made it happen. They did so because they 
came to government and said, “This is what we want to do.” They could see the enormous economic and job 
opportunities for Western Australia. They also knew that there were significant environmental issues. They set 
up a process. They did not sit around a table and say, “Let’s do this without any minutes being taken.” They did 
not do that. They did not say, “By the way, we’ve got this block of land that would be really good for you to 
buy.” They did not do that. They actually set up a very tough environmental process. Let us go through it. What 
did the then Leader of the Opposition say about the Barrow Island bill back in 2003? He said that the 
government had prematurely brought the project agreement into Parliament without paying enough attention to 
detail. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s correct. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Someone said that Clive Brown did not pay attention to detail! 

Mr W.J. Johnston: I wonder if Clive Brown kept minutes of meetings. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think he did. Someone said that Clive Brown and Geoff Gallop did not pay attention to 
detail! The Labor government brought in the bill and the Premier opposed it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did not oppose it. I supported it. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You opposed the process. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Read the beginning of my speech. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier opposed the process. He opposed the location of the Gorgon project on Barrow 
Island. He said it just now. 

Mr F.M. Logan: No. He said he was going to support it but then he went on to oppose it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, no. The second paragraph of my speech reads, “The Liberal Party will support this 
legislation.” It is in black and white three minutes into my speech 10 years ago. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier just said that he did not support the project on Barrow Island. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: He just did. We all heard the first part in the first three minutes. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No; you didn’t listen. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Let us just direct everything to the Chair and not have the cross-chamber 
banter; thank you. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the Premier does not keep interrupting, I will. 

The Premier opposed the project. He wanted it to go to Maitland. As we have seen with the Browse project, 
when the Premier tries to interfere, it turns bad. It just turns bad and it happens time and again. He opposed 
Oakajee and Browse. I will give just a quick snapshot of what happened. On 12 December 2006, then 
environment minister, Mark McGowan, announced that he had determined 11 appeals on a project after a three-
point environmental protection plan was finalised that week in relation to Gorgon. In December 2006, the 
Western Australian government had effectively given the green light to the massive Gorgon gas project after 
setting a raft of tough new environmental conditions. The protection plan involved an additional $60 million 
commitment by the Gorgon joint venturers to a series of new initiatives to conserve the flatback sea turtle 
population and protect other endangered species. There was a government commitment to expand land and 
marine parks and reserves in the Pilbara and lower west Kimberley, and a series of stringent conditions on the 
project concerning dredging, quarantine, greenhouse gas reinjection, flatback sea turtle monitoring, short-range 
endemics and subterranean fauna. We basically gave the environmental approval and the member for Mandurah, 
the then Minister for Environment; Climate Change, David Templeman, released a statement in 2007 that the 
Barrow Island Gorgon gas project had cleared the final stage of the state approvals process after he had signed 
off on a set of stringent environmental conditions. The process was started by a cabinet decision in 2001 that we 
would not oppose the location of the Gorgon project on Barrow Island and was facilitated through the 2003 
agreement. It was then further facilitated through the environmental process. It was a good project and, as I said, 
it is bringing benefits to thousands of Western Australians through the employment currently of, I understand, 
6 000 construction workers operating up and around Barrow Island and, as the speech said, up to 10 000 workers 
nationally. It is a good project that the former Labor government can be very proud of. Today we are looking at 
an extension of the land required to undertake the facility. As the member for Cannington outlined, it would have 
been good to try to get some more environmental offsets. Of course, we know offsets were pursued, not 
environmental ones, but a deal was struck that hopefully the Premier can outline some details about today. 

I also raise the issues about the commonwealth–state negotiations. It is not too late. The royalties are not flowing 
yet; the project has not finished. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Phone a friend! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Phone a friend! 

The royalty flow from this project will probably be beyond the current government’s forward estimates, 
therefore it is not too late. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What royalty flow? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: The PRRT. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, to the commonwealth government. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The PRRT probably will not be paid for up to 20 years. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, that is beyond the forward estimates! 
Mr C.J. Barnett: How good a deal was that for the owners of the resource? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We are getting more benefits out of Gorgon than we are out of Browse, I tell the Premier 
that. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Tell the Aboriginal people that. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The government was going to give them jobs. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: We gave them $30 million this week; that’s a good start. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is their land. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, it is vacant crown land. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Members, the member for West Swan has the call. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is not too late. The royalty flow has not started and the project has not finished. If the 
Premier is so confident in his ability to negotiate a better deal with the federal government — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: I haven’t said that. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the Premier is, he should go ahead. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You didn’t do the deal you should have done back in the 1990s.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Why didn’t you? 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Because the agreement act has been finished. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Does the Premier know why? Because he was trying to undermine the entire project. The 
Premier was not out there trying to facilitate a better outcome for WA, he was trying to undermine the whole 
project. That is what he was doing. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I quote an article that appeared in The West Australian on 29 October 2003. It states — 

THE Federal Government has left State Opposition Leader Colin Barnett out in the cold over the 
controversial Barrow Island Gorgon gas project, saying the development should stay on the island. 

While we were trying to negotiate a better royalty deal, the Premier was trying to undermine the entire project. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You got no royalty deal. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier was trying to undermine the entire project. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Where’s your royalty deal? Have you got one? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Where is the Premier’s? He has been there for five years. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You didn’t get a royalty deal out of it. There is no royalty deal. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier has been there for five years and he says he is such good friends with the 
federal government; he should negotiate the deal.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It should have been done years ago and you failed to do it. There was one bargaining chip, and 
that was Barrow Island.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Do members know what the problem is? As I said, the Premier was out there undermining 
the project; he was white-anting it. He was talking to the company, saying it was a dodgy deal. He was doing 
everything possible to undermine the deal. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You’re not telling the truth—again. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is what he was doing. Now he is saying that we should have done this or we should 
have done that. The Premier should have been out there at the time, working with the federal Liberal Party and 
developing a better deal for Western Australia. That is what he should have been doing, instead of trying to 
undermine the entire project. 

Let us quickly go through some of the stats. It is a $52 billion investment. That has blown out or increased 
significantly from the original cost. There are 6 000 construction workers on Barrow Island. I think many 
members of this place would know of or have people from their electorates working on this project at the 
moment, and, of course, there is the domgas pipeline. As I understand, the 91-kilometre pipeline linking Barrow 
Island to the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline was finished last April. That is a great benefit for Western 
Australia, again negotiated by the then Premier, Geoff Gallop, and the then Minister for State Development, 
Clive Brown. It was a deal that will deliver, and has delivered, a lot to WA. Mr Acting Speaker, I seek an 
extension. 

Mr I.C. Blayney: Really. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Geraldton can leave, or he could get up and speak. Otherwise, he can sit 
there and suck it up! 

The pipeline is 91 kilometres. It will be a huge benefit for Western Australia in the future. Of course, the 
reinjection of the CO2 is another significant part of this project. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That was Colin Barnett’s idea too. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Was it? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes. He invented that idea. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Yes, that’s right. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I did not realise. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: He invented the idea of the CO2 on Barrow Island. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: When did he say that? 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! The member for West Swan has the call. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay. Let us try to wrap this up. As I said, it was a good project. There could have been 
more benefits. The member for Cockburn and the member for Willagee raised some issues about trying to get 
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more construction in our workshops in Western Australia. That is something that we would always prefer to see. 
It continues to be a huge issue for Western Australia in dealing with these projects. I believe the bill we put 
forward last year was a sensible, pragmatic bill to deal with this problem in trying to make the whole process a 
bit more transparent and to put public pressure on companies to try to maximise local construction. We could 
probably have done a bit better on the local construction; nevertheless, it is a project delivering significant 
benefits. 

Lastly, I want to touch upon the statement made by the Minister for Planning in his second reading contribution 
today about the very serious issues raised by the member for Cannington. In relation to the planning issues, 
nothing that the Minister for Planning said today dealt with the core of the issue, which is that in one 
conversation it was said that a benefit was being delivered to Chevron in relation to expanding its land area on 
Barrow Island. In that same conversation, the process of Chevron purchasing land at Elizabeth Quay was 
discussed. The Minister for Planning went through a process in which he said that two and a half years ago 
Chevron approached the government wanting to purchase some land or to move into the Elizabeth Quay site. A 
couple of key things were missed in the minister’s description. First of all, in May this year, I think it was, the 
newspapers all reported that Chevron had signed a 10-year extension on the QV.1 premises. The reports in the 
financial press and in The West Australian said that this would call into question or put in jeopardy any proposed 
Elizabeth Quay deal because Chevron had entered into an agreement. The Minister for Planning did not actually 
deal with that issue.  

The other key issue was that this land was sold without a tender process. Maybe I missed it, but I did not realise 
until today that, yet again, another significant government asset—$64 million worth of land—was sold without 
going through a tender process. This seems to be happening again and again; we saw the Crown deal, where land 
was sold at a discounted price of $15 million, down from $60 million, as I recall. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It was from $90 million to $60 million. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorry, from $90 million to $60 million, to get access to build a new stadium. We have seen 
deals upon deals — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No; to build a hotel. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That was for the hotel, but the government needed to get access to start work on the stadium. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, we didn’t. We own the stadium land; we don’t need access from anyone for that. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think you said you did. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: No, we don’t. I can tell you right now, we don’t. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I know the government owns the land, but under the Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement 
Act — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Remember? That was an entitlement. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You said it was an entitlement. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: There is no connection between the Burswood development and the stadium. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am not going to believe you, because I am sure we are correct again on that one. 

Buckeridge is another example of the Premier getting involved in negotiations, one-on-one, without going 
through a proper, transparent tender process. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What negotiations one-on-one? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am not going to keep taking interjections. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Give me an example of a one-on-one negotiation. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Premier, this is really not dealing with what is before us. We are 
sidetracking. I have allowed a lot of — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am on my feet, member for Girrawheen! I will not call you; you are on three calls. 
I am on my feet and I do not expect anyone to answer back, otherwise you will be going home a little early. I 
have allowed a fair amount of interjection—that is part of the robustness of debate—but I urge the member for 
West Swan to focus on the bill, and I urge the Premier to desist from interjecting too much. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier said he went over to his house and had discussions with him. That is what he 
said. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Not on the bulk terminal. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I urge you to stick to the bill. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, and can you call him to order? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have asked him to cease interjecting, but as soon as you got to your feet you again 
addressed the Premier instead of addressing the Acting Speaker, so please address the bill and address the Acting 
Speaker. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay, if you call them to order when they interject, I will address you. How about that for a 
deal? 
As I said, we support this bill, but serious questions arose today about the process. The Minister for Planning did 
not answer any of the key questions; he just created more questions. Chevron approached the government two 
and a half years ago, so there have been negotiations happening for two and a half years. At the same time, the 
government has been negotiating this agreement with the same company. We heard today that the Premier came 
to one meeting and talked about what is, in a sense, a significant concession to Chevron, and at the same meeting 
also talked about the purchase of a political icon for this government. This is not just any land; it is a project that 
the government has put a lot of political capital into.  

Just look at the comments the Premier made about former Premier Geoff Gallop, when he negotiated the 
$3 million environmental fund. The current Premier said that the then Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop, negotiated this 
$3 million to be able to go out and hold a big press conference and look really, really good. That is what the 
current Premier said. He said the whole basis for that $3 million fund was so that the Premier of the day, 
Dr Geoff Gallop, could go out and hold a big press conference about it to derive political benefit. At the time the 
current Premier, the then Leader of the Opposition, said it should be the Parliament that determined how that 
$3 million should be spent, not the government of the day because it was just being political. I saw the card table 
being rolled out at Elizabeth Quay last week and the big signature for the land being sold to Chevron for a 
project in which this government has invested significant political capital. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: A project the Labor Party opposes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: A project — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is a project in which this government has invested significant political capital. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: And financial.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: And financial.  
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the government can make $650 million out of it, good luck to it! It is not going to make 
$650 million out of it.  

Remember that the current Premier criticised Dr Geoff Gallop for signing up to a $3 million fund for the 
environment, and at the time he said it was all about political opportunism for Dr Geoff Gallop. He said that 
getting $3 million for the environment was all about doing a big press conference. Then last week and this week 
a big thing has been made about land being sold to Chevron at a price above what the government thought it 
would get—go figure!  

Mr J.H.D. Day: You heard me explain that earlier.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, I know. 
Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am just saying it. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Do you think we should have given it away for less? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am not saying that. I am saying that the Minister for Planning went on radio—I have seen 
the transcripts—saying, “Wow, look at this; we got more than we thought!” How is that? 

Mr J.H.D. Day: More than was budgeted for in the initial business case for the project.  

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I read the transcript, and it did not say what the minister is saying now. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Member for Cockburn!  
Mr F.M. Logan interjected.  
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, I will allow a certain amount of interjection, but the member for West 
Swan has the call. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Minister for Planning has been going out saying, “Wow, what a great deal; we got more 
than we thought!” Today he is saying, “No; our thinking was wrong.” Maybe he should not have gone out and 
boasted. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I understand it, the government updates its budget every year, so its current budget is its 
current budget and it got more than it thought. That is what the minister said. Obviously, the minister might not 
have said that if he was a part of the negotiations the Premier had with Chevron.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: What negotiations? There is no record of any negotiations. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Minister for Planning was not involved in that meeting.  

Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Member for Victoria Park, I call you for the first time.  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: I hope you apply the same standard to him. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: From here on, I will.  
Several members interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I said, maybe if the Minister for Planning had been at that meeting he would not have 
been out over the past week boasting that he got a great deal. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: It is a good outcome for Chevron and a good outcome for the state.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister!  

Dr A.D. Buti: Call him! It is amazing that you are not calling him, Mr Acting Speaker. It is absolutely amazing, 
when you called the member for Victoria Park. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I called the member for Victoria Park three times, and he persisted. That is when I 
called him. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Incredible.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, you have one minute left. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I said, we support the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. Gorgon was our project, and 
it commenced by way of a 2001 cabinet decision that gave the green light to proceed with the development. It 
went through a very tough and thorough environmental process. It was an appropriate process that was led by the 
then Premier, who had a lot of integrity and commitment to process and deliver outcomes for Western Australia.  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.25 pm]: I, too, rise to speak to the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. 
The members for Cannington and West Swan have outlined that the opposition will support this bill. Gorgon is a 
great Labor government project. We will always support the bill, but we will raise some questions along the way. 
I was paired this morning, but it sounds as though some of those questions generated some heat in this place. 
Looking through the draft Hansard there was definitely some heat in response to the quite astute questions raised 
by the member for Cannington. The Minister for Planning made the point that we deliberately undershoot the 
value of land. Presumably, that means the government is willing to sell land at under value, which is an obscure 
thing for the government of the day to do. It says that it deliberately makes sure that the value of land is 
considered much lower than market value. Presumably, the government is, therefore, willing to sell that land at 
less than market value until, as in this arrangement, Chevron came along and agreed to pay above market price, 
as the Minister for Planning pointed out.  

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I know I got called to order for less, so I look forward to the Minister for Planning in his 
aggressive style trying to shut me down! I am curious that the government’s policy is to undervalue land. That is 
quite interesting. If I were the minister selling government assets, I would like to think I would get market value. 
Call me crazy! However, the minister has a different standard.  

The member for Cannington raised a point and at the time I think he expected the Premier to say it was ludicrous 
and move on. However, the explosive response from the Premier suggests that perhaps the member for 
Cannington has rubbed a sore. I have previously critiqued the Premier over his, let us say, ignorance or lack of 
interest in process, particularly in the sale of crown land for the Crown hotel. The member for West Swan visited 
some of that as a result of interjections from the Premier. I now understand it better, because the Premier was 
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adopting the Minister for Planning’s strategy on public land; the government values it at $90 million and sells it 
at $60 million. I understand that is a policy of government and not only a one-off that the Premier negotiated, 
again, curiously, without minutes or notes or records of the meeting during which the decision was made. I said 
this to the Premier by way of interjection. The member for Cannington said that on one hand Chevron was 
negotiating with the government for increased access to an A-class reserve under the state agreement act and in 
the same meeting the Premier asked Chevron what it was doing for office space. The Premier then quite proudly 
said there were no minutes or record of that meeting.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: Do you really think that is what he said? He did not say that.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I just read Hansard. The Minister for Planning should look for himself. I said to the Premier 
by way of interjection that if he had records, everybody would be protected and we would have a clear 
understanding of that meeting. The Premier could come into this place and say, “Here are the minutes. Chevron 
behaved appropriately. I behaved appropriately”—end of story. The Premier now has form in ignoring process 
because he says, “Here’s the bigger picture; I’m here to get the job done.” When we are dealing with taxpayers’ 
money, that is not the way to go about doing these things. We need just a bit of process. As I said by way of 
interjection to the Premier, if he had some minutes or record of that meeting, perhaps the whole debate earlier 
today may have been a lot more amicable.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Tell me what the accusation is.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I was just looking through Hansard. The Premier was not here when I started my speech. I 
was paired this morning, so I read Hansard. I made the point that there was quite an explosive performance, 
mainly from the Premier, during debate on this bill. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Don’t turn nasty like your colleagues. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am not haranguing the Premier—yet. I am simply making the point that, as the Premier said 
by way of interjection to the Leader of the Opposition, there were no minutes of that meeting. The Premier raised 
the issue around the potential sale of land to Chevron at the same meeting that Chevron was seeking an 
amendment to the state agreement act. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, no. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier will be able to respond and if he has a different position now, he will be able to 
put that to Parliament. 

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier will be able to put that to Parliament. 

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, I do not want to have to call you. 

Dr A.D. Buti: We know that! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I do not like calling anyone. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier will be able to put that to Parliament. There is a genuine issue here. The 
Premier’s reaction suggests that there is. When the member for Cannington asked that question—I have his draft 
Hansard, so for the purposes of Hansard, I am referring to some of my notes about what the member for 
Cannington said —  

Mr A.P. Jacob: You’re not reading uncorrected Hansard, are you? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Did the minister listen to what I just said? Listen, minister. This is my recollection of what 
was said in Hansard. The member for Cannington asked on what occasions did the Premier, who is also the 
Minister for State Development, have meetings with Chevron and what discussions occurred and did any 
discussions about the additional land at Barrow Island occur at the same time as discussions on Elizabeth Quay. 
The member for Cannington raised a legitimate issue and the Premier confirmed that that indeed happened. It is 
a legitimate issue. We are talking about two significant actions that may have resulted in Chevron paying above 
the market rate for a block of land, as the Minister for Planning has said. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What are you suggesting by that? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Premier, just sit there and I will make those suggestions. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Premier! 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: Say that again. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I want to take that interjection. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think I missed a good one. It is an interesting point in light of the Premier’s opposition to 
the project. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t oppose it; I supported it. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier did. Not only did he oppose it, but also he deliberately berated the private sector 
for entering into the agreement. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: When? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It was on 14 October 2003. I have the Premier’s speech in Parliament, thanks to Hansard. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That was in Parliament, not in the private sector. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: He said — 

I said to ChevronTexaco Australia Pty Ltd that I am disappointed that it, as a major international 
company, would be party to such an arrangement. I say that now, and I will say it publicly … It is not 
the way in which international business is conducted. 

Let us not forget that the Premier had not conducted any international business in his time, but he berated one of 
the world’s largest oil and gas companies about how it conducted business. When Parliament was considering 
what I think all members will agree is an outstanding project that will generate jobs and revenue to Australians 
for many, many years, the Premier, as the then Leader of the Opposition, berated that private sector investor. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did not berate them. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: He said that. He berated it for doing business with the government of the day. He said that in 
Parliament. He went on to say — 

I am ashamed of what has happened with this project … 

Not only did the Premier berate Chevron—how dare Chevron enter into this arrangement with a legitimately 
elected state government!—but also he said that he was ashamed of the Gorgon project because it did not do 
what he wanted it to do: it should not have built on Barrow Island; it should have gone to the mainland. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I didn’t say that. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: As I have said, it is like arguing with my four-year-old sometimes, who changes her mind at 
every opportunity. Of course, the Premier’s problem is that it is all in Hansard, which gives us an opportunity to 
revisit some history, which the member for Cannington has already done. Just before the Premier came into the 
chamber, I was returning to the issue surrounding the interjection he made to the member for West Swan about 
Crown Perth, which is another great project. The problem is his resistance to putting things in writing and to the 
basic protocols of process—that is, minutes of meetings. The Minister for Planning said, “We deliberately make 
sure that we have land value less than market value and sell it accordingly”, and that is what the government did 
with the Burswood land for Crown Perth’s proposed hotel. I pursued that through questions in the upper house, 
freedom of information applications and questions to the Premier; he knows that I have pursued it at length. As 
shadow Treasurer I am interested in why — 

Point of Order 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I refer to standing order 94. We have had to listen for ages to some superfluous arguments 
about something to do with something else. It has nothing to do with the Barrow Island Amendment Bill.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Members, points of order will be heard in silence!   

Mr D.C. NALDER: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. We have been told that the opposition will support the bill, 
but then they argue about nothing to do with the bill.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: What is the point of order? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I refer to relevance to the bill, under standing order 94.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: My good friend the member for Alfred Cove has not been in the chamber very long. 
This is, of course, a second reading debate, in which we are entitled to canvass issues related to the bill because 
we are going to the question of the policy of the bill. When we move into consideration in detail and the third 
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reading we are very restricted to the content of the bill, but at this time we are able to canvass far more widely 
than that.  
The ACTING SPEAKER: There is no point of order. The second reading stage allows for a very wide-ranging 
debate. However, I urge the member for Victoria Park to try to focus on the bill and to not range too far afield 
into ancient history. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Duly noted. I think you will recall, Mr Acting Speaker, that you were sitting in the chair 
when there was some discussion between the Premier and the member for West Swan around this arrangement, 
and you obviously had no problem with it then. I am simply making some commentary about that. I have nearly 
concluded with that issue, so the member for Alfred Cove can stop fretting. My concern with that arrangement 
with Crown Perth was the fact that the Premier said in Parliament that the reason the government did that deal 
was that it was in a weak bargaining position because Crown had an entitlement to buy that land. The Premier 
assumed that our bargaining position was weak because, ultimately, Crown had that right to exercise that put 
option, effectively, to buy that land because it was part of the state agreement act. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: If the government agreed. They had an entitlement to come forward to seek further land.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Now things have shifted again! That will probably prompt a question without notice next 
week, so the Premier should be prepared. In answers that were given in the other place, we were told that it was 
an entitlement; it had the right to buy. In those answers the relevant parts of one of the annexures to the state 
agreement act—there are seven or eight of them—were quoted. Of course, when the matter came to court at a 
pre-discovery hearing, the State Solicitor said, “Actually, we note that the Premier said that there was an 
entitlement to buy that land, but we withdraw from that argument”. The State Solicitor knew there was no such 
thing. Interestingly, the Premier now knows that because he said “provided the government agrees”, which is 
something he never said previously.   
Mr C.J. Barnett: I cop that, but they had the right to approach the government for more land under the 
agreement.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: Anybody has the right to do that. I could say to the government, “You know what? I want to 
buy a block of land on Elizabeth Quay.”  
Mr C.J. Barnett: You can do that. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Of course we can; anyone can. I am going to take a second mortgage on my little property in 
Victoria Park to purchase it. I know the Minister for Planning is going to sell it below market value, so I might 
pick it up at a decent rate! That is not the response that the Premier should be giving, because ultimately his 
answers in the other place contradict what he just said about the Crown Perth land. I will conclude on that issue. 
There was also some exchange about how good the deal was. The Premier said back when he was Leader of the 
Opposition that the Gallop government did it too early and got a terrible deal for the people of Western 
Australia. He asked why it did not stand up to the commonwealth. Interestingly, the question I have for the 
Premier—I thought the Premier was leaving, so I am glad he is not. I might grab a glass of water, too; the 
Premier should have got me one! Oh. What has the Premier done with it?   

Mr W.J. Johnston: Give it to the member for Willagee first.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Member for Willagee, would you like a glass of water?  

Mr W.J. Johnston: He’s still standing!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, I am still here! I am a bit gobsmacked about this—where was I?  

There was some toing and froing.  
Despite the Premier having said in the 2004 debate that we got a bad deal for Western Australia and that we 
should have got a better deal, the Barnett government has not changed the Labor government deal by one iota. 
The question I have is: has the Premier approached new Prime Minister Abbott and asked him for some 
advances on a $100 million a year infrastructure fund?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s gone.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Well, that is new.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s gone.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is gone! I remind members that when Kevin Rudd—who yesterday retired from 
Parliament—was Leader of the Opposition, he made a commitment that when the Gorgon revenues are flowing, 
$100 million a year of that revenue will go into a Western Australian infrastructure fund. The member for West 
Swan made that point and the Premier said it is 20 years away, but either way it is obviously out beyond the 
forward estimates, so there is time to get this arrangement sorted out.  
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Mr C.J. Barnett: We sought to have it confirmed, but it hasn’t been confirmed.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier probably knows where I am going with this!  

I refer to comments made by the Treasurer in The Australian on 1 September last year, which is not that long 
ago. The article reads —  

West Australian Treasurer Troy Buswell confirmed that no funds had flowed to his state as a result of 
the pledge. 

That is right because revenues are yet to flow. We are waiting for the revenues to flow, which, in due course, 
will happen. It continues —  

He said Premier Colin Barnett, who came to power about a year after the agreement was made, had 
unsuccessfully asked the federal government in 2009 for advance payments to be made into the fund in 
recognition of the state’s infrastructure spending during the construction of Gorgon and Pluto 
“It was the big carrot for Western Australia at the election—support us and we’ll give you a cheque 
each year for $100m,” Mr Buswell said. 
The state Treasurer said yesterday he was not confident the government would ever deliver on the 
promise. 

The Treasurer went on to make the point —  
“We are having to make significant investments of West Australian taxpayers’ money to support 
projects that will ultimately deliver large wads of PRRT to commonwealth coffers,” …  

In 2009, Premier Barnett wrote a letter—I assume he wrote it; I know he does not like to commit things to 
writing—to the federal government asking for advance payments to be made into that fund. When I asked the 
Premier whether he had asked Prime Minister Abbott for those advance payments, he said that that deal is dead. 
That is news to me. I am a bit stunned that the Premier would allow Prime Minister Abbott to walk away from 
the Western Australian infrastructure fund of $100 million a year. The Premier said we got a bad deal. At least 
our mob was committed to a WA infrastructure fund of $100 million a year once the revenue flowed. The 
Premier believed in it so much, he asked, “Can we have a down payment, please? Can we get some of that early 
money?” The former federal Labor government obviously said no, but the Premier has not even asked 
Tony Abbott. He has not asked “Typhoon Tony”. He has simply said, “It’s dead. There’s no more infrastructure 
fund—nothing to see here.”  

In 2003, the Premier complained that the deal was appallingly bad, but when he had the opportunity to put a bit 
of a squeeze on the federal government and ask for $100 million a year when that revenue is flowing, he went to 
water! He not only went to water, he withdrew his threat. I remember that threat, “We either get a better deal on 
GST or we ain’t funding the federal Liberal Party.” That lasted about 48 hours. The Premier has now walked 
away from perhaps one of the key issues from which we could have got something—$100 million a year. In the 
big scheme of things, is that a lot of money? I dare say that by the time this comes on, our budget will probably 
be spending well over $30 billion a year, if not more. But it is $100 million a year that would not form part of the 
consideration of the Commonwealth Grants Commission—members, this is important—so it could not be 
redistributed. We would keep that $100 million a year. That was a valuable commitment. The Premier knew it 
was valuable, which is why he pursued it with the previous federal Labor government. But he has not done the 
same thing with the federal Liberal government. That is something he should be ashamed of.  

When members walk out of here, they should go up to the Premier and say, “Do you know what, Premier? I 
think we should take this up with “Typhoon Tony”. I think this is something we should raise, because we may 
have missed an opportunity when you said in the Parliament that this is dead.”  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We do not just walk away from $100 million a year, Commonwealth Grants Commission 
consideration exempt, without getting something in return. We negotiate a better outcome. We get something 
back for the people of Western Australia. Instead of that, the Premier has simply walked away from it. What a 
disgrace! So do not come in here, Premier, and say that the former Labor government got nothing for us. That is 
despite the fact that Gorgon is actually happening, unlike a range of projects I could go through that the Premier 
has successfully pushed completely out of consideration. It is worth reflecting on what has happened. The 
Premier has said that the former Labor government got a bad deal for us. However, the Premier has just given a 
considerable bargaining chip to the federal government. That is what has happened. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is because Labor would not deliver. Neither Rudd nor Gillard would deliver on it. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is because the revenue is not flowing. The arrangement was very clear.  
Mr C.J. Barnett: They should make a commitment to us to honour what they promised.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: It has gone. The Premier has just said that. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, please direct your comments to the bill. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier has walked away from 100 million bucks a year, CGC consideration free. That 
is something that I would have liked as Treasurer. That is something that the Premier, and the fellow sitting to 
his left, the Treasurer, would have liked, particularly in light of the way those guys are spending money. That 
would have been valuable to the people of Western Australia. Instead of the government doing the same thing 
that it did with the previous federal government and pursuing it and demanding up-front payments, the Premier 
has simply said, “That no longer applies. These aren’t the droids you’re looking for.” We do not just walk away 
from a valuable asset that the federal government has offered to the people of Western Australia without getting 
something back in return. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It offered it in the election campaign, and it never committed to it. The reason for the letter 
that you are referring to was to try to get Labor in government in Canberra to honour what it had promised at the 
election but did not do. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: On that, the Premier is right. As the Premier said, the revenue may still be 20 years away. 
That means that the Premier has time to get that commitment. That means that instead of saying, “That’s dead; 
there’s nothing to see here”, the Premier has time to get the deal done. The Premier has walked away from that. 
That is what the Premier has done today. I did not know that the Premier had walked away from that. I would 
have thought that, at the very least, the Premier would have held “Typhoon Tony” and the federal Liberal 
government to exactly the same standard to which he held the previous federal Labor government and demanded 
some upfront payments so that Western Australia would not have to wait for 20 years and might get some 
payments now, Commonwealth Grants Commission consideration free. That is the Premier’s loss. But, more 
importantly, the Premier will be gone; he will have toddled off by then. It is the people of Western Australia who 
will wear that loss. The Premier has not extracted one thing from this—nothing. That is the big loss. Unless the 
Premier continues to interject, I will move on from this particular point.  

As I said, Gorgon is a fantastic project. I am sure most members have visited Barrow Island. Injecting carbon 
dioxide below the island is, in terms of technology, an extraordinary project. It is one of the great legacies of the 
former Labor government. The Gallop government delivered a wonderful legacy for the people of Western 
Australia. It is unfortunate that this current government could not deliver the same at James Price Point. That is 
what was delivered by the former Labor government, and that is why we support this bill.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is because Labor is about jobs. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Thank you, member for Cannington. That is right. We are not called the Labor Party for 
nothing. Jobs are at the forefront of our minds when we make decisions. That is why we support this particular 
bill. However, as I said, the Premier has missed an opportunity. In walking away from this $100 million, the 
Premier has walked away from an asset from this project that could have been delivered to future generations of 
Western Australians. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Minister for State Development) [3.49 pm] — in reply: Debate on the 
Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013 has been wideranging and I intend to make some wideranging responses. 
This is the second pathetic attempt by members of the Labor Party—who I suspect will be in opposition for a 
long, long time—to try to discredit me. I have no doubt that they will continue to do it, as they fabricate material, 
slur, imply corrupt and improper behaviour, and so on. Please keep doing it, because they will stay over there for 
many, many years if that is the way they think people in public positions should behave.  

I will respond to a few things. Firstly, I thank the Minister for Planning for his comments about the first sale of 
land at Elizabeth Quay to Chevron for $64 million. As I understand, that is the highest per square metre price of 
land ever transacted in Perth. It is a pretty good result and a great start to Elizabeth Quay. I remind members 
opposite that they opposed Elizabeth Quay during the election campaign. They went out and publicly opposed it; 
this government supports it. Again, it is an example of a project that has been talked about for 40 years. The 
Labor Party talked about doing it, but did not do it. This government is doing it and we are away to a great start 
on construction, which is well advanced, and we have had the first sale of land. Indeed, to my understanding, 
other negotiations about land lots are taking place. That is the difference between a government that gets on with 
what it says it wants to do and that group opposite who do not. When they criticise the stadium, we shall remind 
them of that repeatedly. As Elizabeth Quay comes to fruition and as the stadium starts construction about this 
time next year, they will be reminded of their position ad nauseam.  

With respect to the Elizabeth Quay project, not one of the members opposite had the courage to make a direct 
accusation; not one of them was prepared to do that. There have been innuendoes, slurs and little side comments, 
but not one of them stood up in this Parliament—protected as they are by privilege—and accused me and maybe 
Chevron of improper dealing. Not one of them. The member for Cannington did not; he just implied something 
was wrong. The Leader of the Opposition did the exact same thing in his usual way—slur and innuendo—and no 
doubt he is out there chatting to the media off the record. He does that sort of stuff but he did not have the 
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courage to stand in here and make an accusation. I will pause for a moment. Does the member for Cannington 
want to make an accusation? 

Mr F.A. Alban: The silence is deafening. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, it is deafening; he is not prepared to do it. He does not have the backbone or the 
integrity to actually make an accusation. All he will do, followed by the Leader of the Opposition, is make slurs 
and innuendoes against me and, by implication, Chevron. Obviously, in my role not as Premier, but as Minister 
for State Development, I deal with major projects, and the biggest project in Australia right now is the Gorgon 
project on Barrow Island. That is what I do in state development. Since September 2010—I will not go back any 
further—I have had 25 meetings with Chevron. I actually do my job. I meet with major proponents. That is 
25 meetings in just over two and a half years. I have never been involved in anything other than the development 
of Gorgon. I have never sat down and negotiated, in any sense whatsoever, the sale of land at Elizabeth Quay to 
Chevron. I have certainly discussed it with them. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Get a hair out and split it, Premier! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will get to it. Do not giggle like a little schoolboy over there. Get up and make your 
accusation, my friend, if you are prepared to. 

Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The Premier called the member for Cannington a “little schoolboy”. That is not 
parliamentary language. Members are called by their seat or their position. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): I ask the Premier to withdraw the remark. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I withdraw “little schoolboy”. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms M.M. Quirk: He has no respect for this institution.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: From you—come on! The member for Girrawheen is the most consistent interjector and 
the most named member in this chamber, who has contributed nothing to public policy for a long, long time!  

The point is that the member for Cannington and the Leader of the Opposition—slur and innuendo—are not 
prepared to get up and make a substantive accusation in any sense. As the Minister for Planning said, long-term 
negotiations between Chevron and the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority, which is handling 
Elizabeth Quay, began in March 2011. That was a long time ago. Of course I am aware that there were 
negotiations taking place with Chevron. I am aware there were negotiations taking place with other potential 
buyers of land. I have never been involved in those negotiations or discussions.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes, you have.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: No; never ever.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Listen—never ever!  
Mr W.J. Johnston: You have. You said it here.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have not, my friend! Listen to what I am saying. I have never sat down at the table and 
negotiated the sale of that land.  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The Premier referred to the member for Cannington as “my friend”.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: There is no point of order. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I hate to repeat myself. He is either lying or not complying with standing orders—one or the 
other!  

The ACTING SPEAKER: There is no point of order. The Premier has the floor.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In the spirit of goodwill, I withdraw. The member for Cannington is not my good friend! 

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Obviously, long-term negotiations took place with Chevron about the sale of that land. I 
am aware of it. I am aware that Chevron is looking at some extraordinary architectural designs for that building. 
I look forward to seeing that being released at some stage. Of course it will come up in conversation. I have had 
25 meetings with Chevron. In fact, my staff have told me that probably the discussion that was relevant to this 
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debate was actually a telephone conversation rather than a direct meeting. It does not matter; it was over the 
telephone. This was not long ago; it was in August of this year. Chevron wanted to speak to me about its request 
to access a further 32 hectares, about 80 acres, on Barrow Island. It is not a particularly big piece of land but it 
obviously knew that would require an amendment to the agreement act. Barrow Island is about 60 kilometres 
long, so 80 acres is a pretty small bit of land on Barrow Island. It had been arranged that Chevron would speak to 
me by telephone. I suspect Chevron thought the government might not agree or might find it too hard to change 
the agreement act. We discussed that. Chevron explained to me the reasons it wanted the land. It was for lay-
down areas. It is also looking to the future. A train 4 hopefully might be built on Barrow Island, and there would 
be issues about domestic gas from train 4 and so on. That is what state development ministers do.  

At the end of that meeting, I raised—not Chevron—negotiations over the sale of land and simply urged both 
Chevron — 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not find it funny—that is what Premiers do. I simply urged Chevron to try to reach 
agreement with the MRA. Nothing was mentioned about price, because I had no idea what the price was at that 
time. There were conditions. I simply wanted the Minister for Planning, the Metropolitan Redevelopment 
Authority and Chevron to conclude those negotiations and finalise a few points that had not been agreed. Why 
would I not as Premier want to see land sold and a new construction—a major new office tower—go up on 
Elizabeth Quay? Did I sit down and negotiate? No, because that is handled by the MRA. Members opposite are 
totally wrong—other than a Premier doing his job by encouraging investment in a capital city area. What is 
wrong with that? Please tell me what is wrong. Tell me what is corrupt, improper or wrong in that. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: How did you know that something was wrong with the deal? How did you know that if you had 
to urge Chevron to — 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It was because the negotiations had been going on for over two years.  
Mr J.H.D. Day: And I had spoken to you.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: And the minister told me there were a few points — 
Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Acting Speaker, they are useless on that side! You can see why they did nothing in 
government because they cannot actually bring something to a conclusion. Why would a Premier not encourage 
development? I have never seen such a foolish group of parliamentarians.  
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, let us have some order in this place. The Premier has the call. I urge 
everyone to exercise some restraint.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The totality of my discussion with Chevron about its building and the land purchase at 
Elizabeth Quay was to encourage it and the government negotiators to sort out the final few points of dispute and 
get on with it. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Well, not dispute. The member for Victoria Park is a lawyer; there are lots of aspects 
relating to this. I probably should not say this—Chevron may not thank me for it—but from Chevron’s point of 
view, there was a certain nervousness about having Gorgon under construction, Wheatstone under construction 
and a major office tower under construction at the same time. I wanted to see the conclusions, which were as 
close as they could be to being completed, actually completed. I am now equally keen to see Chevron get on 
with the building of the new office tower. That is what Premiers do.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Maybe Geoff Gallop did not do that—he was all about process. It is what I do. I get on 
with my colleagues, members of Parliament and ministers, and we encourage development in this state. If 
members opposite are opposed to the first major tower, a beautiful piece of architecture as I understand it, going 
up, then tell us. They oppose Elizabeth Quay, the new building and the hundreds of jobs that will go with it, the 
stadium and just about everything.  

If members opposite want to suspend standing orders now and send me off to the gallows or whatever it was 
they tried to do the other day, please go ahead. If the opposition thinks there is anything wrong with a Premier 
encouraging a company to conclude negotiations and get on with the project, make an accusation!  

Ms R. Saffioti: He has, and you haven’t responded. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: What is the accusation? Come on, the member knows everything; what is the accusation? 
Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, repeat it for me, I have lost the point. What is the accusation? Tell me what the 
accusation is. There are about a dozen members of the opposition here, can one of them tell me what the 
accusation is? 
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: What is the accusation? Come on, you are a bright boy, what is the accusation? 
Mr D.J. Kelly: You’re a dud! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Oh, I am a dud—very clever. Huge research has gone into that. He is a high-flyer who is 
going to undermine the Leader of the Opposition pretty quickly, but he will have to do better than come out with 
lines like, “He’s a dud.” He can call the member for Rockingham a dud and most people will probably agree 
with him, but that alone will not get him the leadership of the Labor Party. 
Mr N.W. Morton: He wants it. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, he wants it all right.  
Mr Acting Speaker, that is it.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Keep going, this is good. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is the negotiation. If members opposite do not believe me or if the media, which I 
doubt is taking much interest in this, do not believe me, I invite them to ring up Chevron and ask whether I was 
involved in negotiations over the land sale at Elizabeth Quay.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Go and ask them. The only conversation was to encourage Chevron to finish the deal, 
which was nearly complete, and get on. 

The member for Cannington implied—I think it was him. In any case, members opposite implied that there was 
a connection and made comments to the effect that we had extracted a higher price for Elizabeth Quay in 
exchange for access to 32 hectares on Barrow Island. That is what I heard. We all heard it. That is what the 
opposition implied. Produce for me one skerrick of evidence to substantiate that. 

Ms R. Saffioti: You just said it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, produce for me one skerrick of evidence. Members opposite implied—go on make the 
accusation. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: When I get your Hansard, I will produce it. That is the evidence now. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, you said that Chevron was required to pay a higher price for the land at Elizabeth 
Quay in exchange for the state giving access to 32 hectares on Barrow Island. One of the members opposite 
might own up one day to who said it. But we all heard it. That would be improper, if not corrupt, conduct, but 
they did not have the courage to say that. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is a fact, is it? Give me the evidence then! The member is legally trained; give me the 
evidence of myself or anyone in government demanding a higher price for land at Elizabeth Quay in exchange 
for land at Barrow Island. Come on, stand up, interject and give me the evidence. 

Mr P. Papalia: Premier, it is embarrassing. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is embarrassing for members opposite because they have made allegations that are 
completely untrue—completely fabricated and completely false. The other question is: Will one of the members 
opposite get up and apologise? Will they?  

Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Come on, you always have a lot to say—apologise! 
Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Will the Leader of the Opposition apologise for accusing the state of improper conduct? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: You’ve confirmed all the allegations. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, no, no. We heard it and we will go back and check Hansard. The Leader of the 
Opposition should not look around for the media; they are not interested in him too much. I invite the Leader of 
the Opposition to ring Chevron and ask whether I was involved in negotiations other than encouraging it, during 
a 10-second telephone conversation, to complete the arrangement. He should also ask whether it was enticed in 
some way or compelled to pay more for the price of the land at Elizabeth Quay in exchange for land access on 
Barrow Island. He should ring Chevron tonight and ask. We will give him the number if he likes.  
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Mr M. McGowan: Are you releasing the minutes of any meetings?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have just told the Leader of the Opposition what happened. I had a telephone 
conversation.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Memo, briefing note, text message? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I had a telephone conversation; that is it. 

Mr M. McGowan: You said you had a meeting with them and you raised it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No. It was a telephone conversation, as the Leader of the Opposition would know if he had 
been in here. I had 25 meetings with them in the past two and a half years about all sorts of issues. During the 
telephone conversation, after we had finished talking about Barrow Island, for which I indicated my support, 
saying that we would introduce legislation, I said, “By the way, I would really like to see you conclude 
negotiations which are all but at an end.” I said the same thing to the minister. They were concluded. I now say 
to Chevron: get on with the building project; I want to see it. Members opposite may think that is improper. The 
Leader of the Opposition has come back in here with a smarmy look on his face. He should get up now and make 
the accusation. Is he going to make it? 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I do not mind a spirited debate but you are starting to raise 
your voice beyond what is necessary. It is going both ways. I am letting it go but I do not want it to go 
overboard. I am listening carefully, and I am listening to you, member for West Swan.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Acting Speaker, let us get back — 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I call you for the second time.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Obviously, the Labor Party just throws a bit more dirt and hopes some of it sticks. We 
have innuendo and members making comments about issues they know nothing about. They are wrong because 
maybe that is the way the Labor Party behaved in office. Maybe that is the way it tried to string one arrangement 
or negotiation to another. We saw WA Inc. We saw five ministers sacked during the time it was in government. 
Several members opposite were ministers in that government and members at the time. That is the difference 
between this side of the house and the other side of the house.  

This has been the second attempt in three days to run the same sort of slimy rubbish that the Labor Party is 
renowned for. 

Mr M. McGowan: You did it to yourself.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Now the Leader of the Opposition is pretending that it did not happen. Well, it did happen. 
It happened right in this chamber over the past couple of hours.  

Mr M. McGowan: You’re out of control. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Oh, I am out of control! I will continue.  

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: One of the issues Chevron has had to deal with is unionists, with the Maritime Union of 
Australia going into the existing offices basically intimidating staff and necessitating — 

Mr D.J. Kelly: Smear someone’s reputation; come on.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It happened on two or three occasions in the past two years. 

We can understand why Chevron — 

Mr D.J. Kelly: You smeared their reputation.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is a fact that union members, I think predominantly from the MUA — 

Mr D.J. Kelly: “I think.” 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I said I think they are predominantly from the MUA. They went to the offices of Chevron. 
I think the police were also required to attend.  
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Mr D.J. Kelly: “I think.” What date? Who knows? You’re just smearing.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think Chevron knows, I think the government knows and I think the police know. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: You complain about your reputation being smeared but you come in here and just throw it 
around.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I might check the records for question time next week. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: Go on; check the records. Get someone to ask you a dorothy dixer. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, thank you. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We can understand why Chevron is nervous about construction projects. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I call you for the first time.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would like to return to the debate of this bill before the house. A lot has been said about 
the Gorgon project, and it is an exciting big project and an extraordinary investment. I am pleased some people 
have read my speech of 10 years ago. We do not expect our speeches to survive a decade. I re-read it. It is 
10 years ago and the world has moved on. Nevertheless, in the context of 2003 I stand by what I said.. I will not 
be so boring as to go right through it, but I want to make a couple of little points.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Read it! The Gorgon agreement bill came into Parliament in 2003, but that was not the 
start of the Gorgon project. The gas had been discovered long, long before that. As a minister during the 1990s, I 
was involved in endless discussions and negotiations with the Gorgon joint venture. I spoke in Korea about the 
project and about North West Shelf expansions. I spoke at a high level to the Chinese about both North West 
Shelf and Gorgon projects. These projects take a long time. There had been all sorts of discussions. It is a trivial 
piece of history, but, from my perspective and to the best of my knowledge, in one of the discussions with 
Gorgon I did suggest to them, “Why don’t you look at the use of Barrow Island”. Gorgon gas has 12 per cent 
carbon dioxide. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Okay; it was 12 or 15 per cent, which are high carbon dioxide levels, and that was a very 
live issue at that time. The North West Shelf, with levels of three or four per cent, was basically acceptable, as 
the member for Gosnells said. The showstopper for Gorgon was clearly that just simply venting that gas was 
going to be unacceptable. Australia was heading toward the point of controls and limitations on carbon 
emissions. All sorts of things were looked at; namely, attracting gas processing projects that would consume and 
use the carbon dioxide. At a meeting—I am no geophysicist or petroleum engineer—almost flippantly I made the 
comment, “You’ve been on Barrow Island since 1964. You’ve got an extraordinarily high record in 
environmental management and I don’t know whether evacuated, empty oil reservoirs can be used to contain 
CO2.” I asked, “Is it worth looking at Barrow Island to see whether you can extract CO2 and reinject it?” People 
from the Gorgon joint venture who knew a lot more about it than me said, “I don’t think that’s realistic”, and I 
thought that was the end of that.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: It’s been in Norway since the 1970s.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, on a small scale. The point was made that we do not even know whether the 
geological structures at Barrow Island would be reasonable. Sometime after that they came back to me saying 
there were actually some geological structures onshore that might have the potential to store carbon dioxide, but 
they were not thinking of Barrow Island. Unbeknown to me as a minister, they went away quietly and looked at 
it—they clearly did! Someone else might have suggested internally—I do not know—but in government 
relations that was probably the first conversation, almost an aside, about using Barrow Island.  

When the bill came in 2003 under the Labor government, about three minutes into my speech—it was a long 
speech—I made it very clear that the Liberal Party would support that legislation, and we did. I was very clear. I 
quote from Hansard of 14 October 2003 — 

The Liberal Party will support this legislation.  

We did support it; there is no doubt about it. However, I certainly did go on and talk about some of the issues 
and the history of the Gorgon project. I have a fair bit of knowledge about Gorgon and where it was in the 
marketplace; it did not have a customer for the gas at that stage. I made the point that although we supported the 
agreement act, I did think it was premature. There were a number of reasons for that, but one of the major 
reasons I considered it premature is that the state government of the day had not reached an agreement about the 
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sharing of revenue and how that would be done. I think that should have been negotiated at that point with the 
commonwealth. Once the bill went through, with bipartisan support, and the Gorgon joint venture was given 
access to Barrow Island as a way of getting rid of the CO2, our major negotiation point with the commonwealth 
over commonwealth approval had been played. The commonwealth knew that the gas was in commonwealth 
waters and that it would be the big beneficiary of revenue from both company and petroleum resource rent taxes. 
The one bargaining chip Western Australia had was to say that the only way the Gorgon project could be 
developed was to reinject the gas on either Barrow Island or the mainland, which is Western Australia, and, 
therefore, they would need the state’s agreement so that the state would be entitled to a share of the royalty 
revenue or the PRRT from the project. I think that was the critical point, and that is why I argued that, although I 
supported the agreement—I certainly was not going to oppose it—the Liberal Party thought the agreement act 
was premature. That was the critical negotiation.  

Historically, the critical negotiation between Charles Court and Malcolm Fraser over the North West Shelf gas 
project in the 1980s was revenue sharing. The result was that the state government had some skin in the game. 
The North West Shelf gas was in commonwealth waters, but the state government of the day, with David Brand 
as Premier and Charles Court as Minister for Industrial Development, took a very gutsy decision. I do not know 
that I would have had the guts to do it. They entered into a 20-year take-or-pay contract to buy the gas without 
necessarily having a contract for the sale of the gas. A lot was taken by Alcoa, which was establishing, but for 
15 years or so the state government was left carrying and paying for gas it could not use or sell. Also, through 
the State Energy Commission of WA, that government took on a $1 billion project to build the natural gas 
pipeline from the North West Shelf to Perth and on to Bunbury. Again, at that time, those two massive 
commitments gave little Western Australia huge skin in the game and, as a result, it was agreed to implement a 
royalties regime on the North West Shelf and, of that money, the state of Western Australia would get 60 per 
cent and the commonwealth would take 40 per cent. That saw the development of the gas industry in Western 
Australia. If I had been the Premier of the day, I doubt that I would have done what Charles Court and David 
Brand did. But, wow—did that set up the state of Western Australia.  

With the Gorgon development, we did not have that sort of skin in the game. We were not going to buy take-or-
pay gas; we were not going to build pipelines or anything else, but we had Barrow Island as part of Western 
Australia. Even if the re-injection of the gas was onshore, it was still Western Australia. That was the bargaining 
chip that Labor failed to use, and that is the point I made in the debate 10 years ago—and I stand by that. If the 
Liberal Party had been in government, it would have played that for everything it was worth to get a guaranteed 
share of the income. We probably would have tried to get a two-level royalty or income stream, a minimum 
royalty rate for gas used and a petroleum resource rent tax on longer-term economic rental profit. As it stands 
today, Gorgon will produce gas for at least 10 years, and probably up to 20 years, before it pays a single dollar to 
the Australian people for that gas. It will pay company tax, but it will not pay for the natural resource that 
belongs to the people of Western Australia. That is why I said the Labor government rushed the agreement too 
quickly. I am not going to go through it all, but that was one of the major points I was trying to make. The rest is 
history and probably deserves to stay there.  

Barrow Island has been an A-class reserve since 1910. There are 24 species on Barrow Island that exist nowhere 
else in the world, let alone Australia. That is significant. Those species have survived because Chevron has 
done an outstanding job managing the island since oil production began there in 1964. That is why I have 
confidence.  

Members opposite said that I opposed the project. No; I supported the legislation, even though I thought it was 
premature. They said that I opposed the project going to Barrow Island. There were a couple of issues in that 
debate. At one stage there was resistance from the joint venture parties about providing any domestic gas. I am 
saying that if it is on Barrow Island and they do not want to supply domestic gas, obviously, that is not a good 
outcome. In that sense, I would argue that if they were not going to supply domestic gas, it should be brought 
onshore where we can at least get access to it. Subsequently, the joint venture partners decided they wanted to 
use Barrow Island and they would build a pipeline to bring gas on shore. That has played out and I am satisfied 
with that. What is forgotten in the debate on the agreement act is that a lot was being said at that time about 
processing gas to produce methanol, urea and a range of other things. Gas processing by cooling it down to 
minus 170 degrees or something and turning it into a liquid as liquefied natural gas is very simple. Producing 
methanol, hydrocarbon liquids or broad petrochemicals is a chemical change. That is not just cooling it down; 
that is a chemical change. I was trying to achieve more of that high value-adding to natural gas. I would still like 
to achieve it if we or a future government can do it. I am not talking about increasing the value two or three 
times by turning it into a liquid but about increasing its value up to 15 times by turning it into a high-value 
chemical product. If we were to do that, it would not be a gas industry anymore; it would be a chemical plant or 
multiple chemical plants. It was my view at the time that the big picture was to get gas onshore—I would have 
been happy with either the plant or the pipeline coming onshore—and to have the long-term development of 
chemicals around that high value-adding. 
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Does anyone think that we should develop a chemicals industry on Barrow Island? I do not, and I did not at the 
time. Yet in this agreement act that was put through Parliament in 2003, the original project was for two 
production trains on 300 hectares of land—150 for LNG and 150 for a chemicals plant. The Labor Party 
proposed chemical production and a chemical industry on Barrow Island. That is not going to happen; time has 
moved on. However, that explains some of the reasons for the position I took at the time. 

As to the onshore issue, when Hamersley Iron—now Rio Tinto—was established and the North West Shelf was 
built, large areas of the Burrup Peninsula were simply bulldozed. Thousands of ancient rock carvings were 
destroyed. Most of that happened in the 1960s and 1970s. Would it happen today? No. I think I had come to the 
view that it should not have even happened in 2003. I believe therefore that there can be some industrial 
development on the Burrup Peninsula. The area started under the previous Liberal government was Hearson 
Cove as it was a flat, open area. Some people might say that visually it spoils the area, and I acknowledge that 
argument, but it did not require the major dislocation of rock art. A corridor was established, and sure there was 
some rock art on that but that was becoming an issue and it is an issue today. We needed to find an industrial site 
for any future large-scale industrial development around the North West Shelf site or around Rio Tinto’s 
operations, and that was the Maitland site. Yet there is not much at Maitland. But who knows what might go into 
Maitland over the next 50 years? Yes, there is an issue with Maitland in that the initial proposal was port access 
through East Intercourse Island. East Intercourse Island is virtually littered with rock art so I do not think that is 
going to happen. Marine access is difficult without damaging rock art to an unacceptable level. Another site that 
could have been used and that I mentioned in my speech was Cape Preston. That was a live debate at the time. 

Members opposite have said that at the time I said, “Don’t put it on Barrow Island”. For all those reasons that I 
clearly outlined in my speech 10 years ago, I said, “Bring it onto Barrow Island, because it is clear that the right 
geological structures are there to store CO2, and build what would be a relatively small plant to extract the 
carbon dioxide and inject it down into the vacated reservoirs below Barrow Island. Bring the remainder”—clean 
gas, if you like—“onshore for the LNG plant and in time chemical plants will hopefully be developing around 
it”. Is that radical or stupid? I do not think so. That was the argument in 2003. Sure I was disappointed that that 
approach was not taken. The project at that time in 2003, which was admittedly only two trains and not three, 
was estimated to cost $12 billion. Let us face it: in 2003 I was only the opposition leader and who listens to 
them? However, I put that argument to the companies, the media and others. I suggested that they take out the 
CO2, inject it below ground on Barrow, bring the gas onshore and get some potential long-term major 
development out of it. Who listened to my point of view on the Gorgon joint venture? There is no doubt about it. 
I am sure I had meetings and discussions with them but their response was that it would cost another $1 billion. 
Here we are 10 years later.  

In 2003 when the agreement act went through Parliament, the project was going to cost $12 billion. If the 
scenario I had promoted became reality, it would have cost $13 billion. So far the cost is up to $52 billion. I 
wonder, with the benefit of hindsight and if we could rewrite history, whether Chevron and its partners would 
have brought the gas on the island, reinjected the CO2 and done the major investment and plant onshore without 
all the quarantine issues and costs that have contributed to the cost blowout. Probably the scenario I argued for in 
2003 would have been far cheaper than the $52 billion and we would have had other benefits. We would have 
had higher local content because it would basically have been built using Australian and Western Australian 
companies instead of being brought in in modular form. I am not saying I am right in hindsight, but I think it is 
fair to say that that was the argument I presented in 2003. At the time I think it was the correct argument. Maybe 
someone in the Gorgon joint venture today might be thinking that had they looked at that option it would have 
proved to be a better option for them and they would not have had that sort of cost blow-out they are dealing 
with today.  

Going to the bill itself, I think it is very acceptable. Gorgon needs more space for laydown. I know that a number 
of members have visited the site—I was probably there four or five months ago. It was remarkable to see 6 000 
people, like ants, all over this site. It brought to me an image of what building the pyramids must have looked 
like. There was activity everywhere. It is an extraordinary engineering project. It has had extraordinary 
environmental and biodiversity standards put in place. It is extraordinarily expensive, but it will be producing 
gas for probably 50 to 100 years. The Gorgon joint venturers will, despite the pain of the extra cost, make a lot of 
money out of this. I hope they do soon, because whether it is 10 or 20 years out, I, and I think every Australian, 
would like to see those companies actually pay something for the gas. They pay their taxes, but they should be 
paying a purchase price for the gas. The problem with the petroleum resource rent tax is that although it captures 
big profits at the end of a project, it does not charge a price for the gas sold. That is the advantage of our 
minerals royalty system in Western Australia: at least people pay for the mining product or the gas product that 
they extract and the commonwealth can get it later. 

The Labor Party has claimed that this project is all its doing. I do not deny that it did well. The agreement act, 
although it was premature, was pretty good. The Labor government laid the foundations for the environmental 
agreements. At the time I did not like simply signing off on a $40 million undefined package. It reminded me, 
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very directly at the time, of what happened with the Argyle Diamond mine at the time of Brian Burke. I would 
have certainly made the point to the company that I did not think that was a good way of going about things. In 
my references in Parliament I said that I would like to have seen in the agreement act some conditions laid down 
as to how that $40 million would be used or under what criteria. At the time it was basically just $40 million on 
the table. I did not think that was good government; however, it has played out in a proper way. The Labor Party 
says it approved the project. Yes, it put the agreement act through and it did the environmental approvals, with 
the conditions laid down, I think in 2007. I know opposition members will all scream and carry on, but when this 
government came to power in 2008 one of the first meetings I had was with Chevron. Chevron asked me, “What 
about Gorgon?” I had a long history with Gorgon. I was asked who in government would be responsible for 
Gorgon. I answered that I would be as Minister for State Development. Chevron’s response was along the lines 
of, “Good, we will get on with resurrecting the project”, because it had stalled. There were several reasons for 
that. One of them was that although the broad environmental parameters were set by the $40 million, the detail 
of what would be agreed to or not through agencies and the minister at the time was far from resolved. In fact, 
things had stalled over a whole lot of issues. I know that in my office and that of the Minister for Environment, 
two or three people—not myself directly—just worked intensely for three or four weeks, along with the late 
Keiran McNamara. He was seen as the problem, but I do not think he was. He worked hard to resolve it too. 
There was a huge effort from government to finalise the conditions that the Labor Party claims were all sorted 
out years earlier. They were not. The Labor government set the model and we worked to that to get it achieved.  

The other issue, and the elephant in the room, which had not been addressed, was the idea of CO2 being 
reinjected below ground on Barrow Island. Okay; it has been done in Norway, but not on this scale. What 
happens in different geological structures if the CO2 molecules start to work their way back to the surface? What 
will happen on Barrow Island in the future—it might be 10, 50, 100 or 1 000 years away—to those endangered 
species if there are large risings of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere? No-one can answer that question to this 
day. Hopefully, it will never happen. But that was the elephant in the room—a science and technical issue. The 
second elephant in the room is: How do we deal with that as a government? Who takes the responsibility if 
people die, if there are legal actions or whatever else as a result of CO2 emissions coming to the surface? Gorgon 
said—I am paraphrasing here because I do not want to be referred to the Corruption and Crime Commission, or 
whatever it is—“We are a company. We don’t know whether we’ll be around in a thousand years. We don’t 
know whether gas will be used. So we can’t take liability up to maybe a thousand years.” Therefore, it had to fall 
to government. 

The big beneficiaries of this project are the commonwealth government. It wanted the state to wear the liability. I 
and my colleagues said, “No. Talk about sharing revenue and we might be interested, but we’re not going to take 
liability for this when you are the beneficiary.” Negotiations went on for quite some time—there was lots of 
legal advice and all the rest of it—between Kevin Rudd, me and others. At the end of the day, we reached an 
agreement—I think I am right on this—under which the commonwealth accepted 90 per cent of the liability and 
the state 10 per cent, and that was the final aspect of Gorgon going ahead. Without that, I do not know that 
Gorgon would have gone ahead. I do not think that Chevron would have been able to take the risk of that 
investment if it bore that liability. Yes, those opposite did good things through government, but they should not 
suggest that it was all done and that we just came in and said, “Oh, great; get on with it. It’s all ready.” It was 
not. A huge amount of effort had to take place, just as a huge amount of effort took place prior to the Labor 
government’s agreement act in 2003. I acknowledge the agreement act; I acknowledge what those opposite did 
on the environment. But there was a lot before and a lot after. Big projects such as Gorgon and North West Shelf 
invariably go on for longer periods in planning, construction and operation over successive governments. That is 
the reality. Look at the Ord River. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Everyone agrees with that. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, but the member’s colleagues—not the member—came in here today and said, “It was 
all done by us. We did the lot.” 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They did. They said it was all done by them. It was not; it just was not. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not taking interjections. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is not. If members go back and read my speech in 2003, they will see that I talked about 
the agreement act, and I pointed out what I thought was wrong in it. The idea of using Gorgon, to the best of my 
knowledge, started with a conversation with me some time back in the 1990s. 
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Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It did. Probably no-one who was at that table currently works for Gorgon or Chevron in 
Western Australia, but that is a fact. People who went out there and thought they might find gas back in the 
1960s or 1970s can equally claim that they were the fathers of the project. The reality is that thousands of people 
played a role in this project. I do not claim sole credit. Mr Acting Speaker, I seek a very short extension. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): There is no extension on this one, Premier. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Okay; I have three minutes. It does not matter. 

In the context of the time, of the day, I stand by the speech I made in 2003. Time has moved on, the agreement 
act has gone through and environmental conditions have been laid out. There were some approvals under the 
former Labor government and some approvals under this government. The project is into construction. It has 
now, for example, gone from 10 million to 15 million tonnes. A further approval was required for that; that was 
pretty straightforward. If Gorgon goes for a fourth train, which I hope will happen, there will be further 
environmental approvals and maybe environmental benefits coming out of that. But that is ahead of us. This is 
simply 32 hectares—about 80 acres—of land. That is about the size of my little farm up at Toodyay. People can 
walk around it in about half an hour. It is not much land, and it is basically typical Barrow Island land. Of those 
32 hectares, 20 hectares will ultimately be rehabilitated. I think this is a sensible thing. I know that opposition 
members have said that they will support this legislation. I hope they do so. They have had their say. Good luck; 
that is the second crack they have had in a week. Keep doing it, please, out there, because for us, electorally, I 
just love it when they behave that way. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.  

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 and 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3: Act amended — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This is one of the questions I asked during my contribution to the second reading 
debate. We are amending the Barrow Island Act 2003, and as I indicated in my contribution to the second 
reading debate, I think the answer to this question was provided in the briefing, but just to make sure it is on the 
record I ask whether, through the passage of this legislation, we are not setting aside any aspect of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 in respect of the additional 32 hectares. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Nothing has been set aside, although I hope that the environmental process for this will be 
quick. I do not think it is controversial, although I understand that there are some people who may oppose any 
development on Barrow Island. That is obviously up to the Minister for Environment. Of course if we are, as a 
Parliament, going to make available an extra 32 hectares, the value in doing that is to do it as quickly as possible. 
If it is delayed, it somewhat defeats the whole purpose. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 4 to 6 put and passed. 
Clause 7: Section 9 amended — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Again, I flagged this in my contribution to the second reading debate. We are now 
increasing the area that the joint venture partners can use from 300 to 332 hectares. Has any part of the additional 
32 hectares that is being included in the joint venture lands been cleared? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I am advised that it has not been cleared. It will obviously be cleared, but 20 hectares 
will ultimately be rehabilitated. I think there will perhaps be further issues about land if train 4 comes on. It is 
my judgement—only that—that any decision on train 4 is at least two years away. At some time in the future 
there may be further land requested, but that is not before us now. Indeed, there was some discussion about 
including allowance for train 4, but until the joint venturers are in a position to make a decision or are about to 
make such a decision, I do not think we should be allocating land beyond what is needed now. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Sorry, just quickly: you’re assuring us that none of the 32 hectares is being cleared. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am advised that none of the 32 hectares is being cleared, yes. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: There are some people in the community who are saying that some of the land has already 
been cleared, so I just want to get that on the record. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: My advice is that that is not the case. 
Clause put and passed.  
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Clause 8: Schedule 2 inserted — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Clause 8 inserts schedule 2, and schedule 2 is obviously the guts of the agreement, so 
there are a couple of things I need to ask here. I note that clause 11 of schedule 1 of the Barrow Island Act 2003 
is “Net Conservation Benefits”. I note that schedule 2 does not seek to amend the net conservation benefits. I am 
wondering why the government chose not to seek any change to the net conservation benefits in respect of this 
more than 10 per cent increase in the area to be impacted by the joint venture?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I understand the question is: why did we not seek some further environmental benefit out 
of providing more land? The reasons are that in the first place, there was an urgency about this. If this land was 
to be made available—most of it on a temporary basis—obviously the quicker that could be done, then the better 
it would be for the project. Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, we expect at some time—certainly more 
than two years away—the Gorgon joint venture to come back to the government perhaps to seek some additional 
land. I do not know how much, but I would not think a huge amount, and that would be for LNG train 4. It is at 
that time that we would, in my view, reopen domestic gas issues and environmental issues. We did not consider 
this was of such significance that it should be done at this stage, knowing that the train 4 issue would come down 
the track. I guess at that time we would look at this land, and maybe even if there is additional land for train 4, 
and revisit some of those environmental issues. The government will probably seek more domestic gas, and it 
will probably seek maybe an update of environmental requirements.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I thank the Premier for that answer. I make the observation that both the department’s 
advisers and Chevron said it can actually fit train 4 on the 332 hectares. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, hopefully. They may need, again, a laydown area during that, because these are big units, 
as you know.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Absolutely; there is no question that they are very complex and big kit. I just make the 
observation that when the former Labor government allocated the 300 hectares, it was a two-train project. Then, 
subsequent to the approval, the joint venture partners worked out how to fit the third train in. As I say, I was told 
by both Chevron and the Department of State Development that Chevron can actually fit the fourth train on the 
332 hectares, and that one of the reasons of the shape for the extra 32 hectares is to keep the control room far 
enough away from the possible blast zone, as I am sure the Premier understands. The Labor Party is not 
opposing the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013, but we place on the record our view. We appreciate that the 
government has acted very quickly, because I think the department said the official request came in on 
3 September, and here we are in mid-November passing it through the chamber, and it will be through the other 
chamber very quickly as well.  

Just for ease, I will go on to page 6 of the bill. This is the clause that—I am sorry—I do not understand. I had the 
briefing from the department, and I appreciated its officers’ very strenuous attempts to try to get me to 
understand it. I am not going to read it out because it will make me too confused. I think, Premier, any 
reasonable reading of that clause is confusing. At the bottom of page 6 is the proposed insertion of new 
subclause (12) to go in clause 6 of the agreement. The new provision reads — 

“(12) If the Minister considers it reasonable and appropriate to do so the Minister may approve 
pursuant to clause 8(7) (including as applying pursuant to clause 10(3)) variations to any 
approved proposals to which a subclause (10) permission relates to provide for the grant 
(including by variation of any existing titles) to the Joint Venturers under the LA Act and in 
accordance with this Agreement of leases, licences and easements in respect of land within the 
Gas Processing Area beyond that otherwise allowed by the subclause (10) permission.”; and 

I am terribly sorry that I am confused by that, but could I get an explanation? I know the Premier will need some 
advice on that.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: If these very learned public servants could not explain it to the member, that may reflect 
on them or the member. I am sure I cannot do better than them, but I will try. I am advised that the clause 
amends clause 6 of the state agreement, which relates to a reservation of 300 hectares and the manner in which 
this uncleared land may be accessed. The new clause is inserted to enable the Gorgon joint venture to secure 
leases, licences and easements over the additional 32 hectares, subject to ministerial approval. I take that as it is 
allowed to use this land as it can currently use the existing 300 hectares. That is the way I interpret it.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Something that has come to mind is the issue of native title and future acts 
arrangements. I do not see any mention of that in this clause or any other clause in the bill. Could the minister 
please explain the situation?  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: My understanding is that the creation of the A-class reserve in 1910 had the effect of 
extinguishing native title on Barrow Island.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Is it not the case that by them handing back the land to Chevron and excising it from 
the nature conservation state, we are opening it up to future acts possibilities?  
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: All the land is leased by Chevron from the state. That is the usual arrangement. Chevron 
does not have freehold ownership. It is within the boundaries of an A-class reserve and those parts are leased to 
Chevron. When the project ultimately finishes, that will be returned to the state and the A-class reserve. The 
advice is correct; once that was created as a reserve, it had the effect of extinguishing what was subsequently 
native title.  

Clause put and passed. 
Title put and passed.  

As to Third Reading 
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [4.47 pm]: I move that the bill be now read a third time.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): You need to seek leave. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I seek leave to proceed to the third reading—sorry. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Is leave granted? 
Mr W.J. Johnston: No. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We have not amended it. Why? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: We had an agreement we would just finish consideration in detail and we would do the third 
reading on Tuesday. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Leave is not granted. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I worry about this a bit. There has been a lot of debate, but we have agreed on the bill. 
Getting it to the upper house is a matter of urgency. If that deal was done, I will honour it, but I just hope that 
members opposite—I do not know whether they want to make further comments—will agree to this. We went 
through the consideration in detail stage fairly quickly, and that was appropriate because it is a pretty simple bill, 
and I would think we should be able to get this through the third reading stage.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: All we committed to do was to get it through the consideration in detail stage.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I appreciate that, but it is late on a Thursday afternoon and if people want to make a few 
more comments, fine. However, we can complete this bill and get it to the upper house, which would assist 
Chevron. My understanding is that the environmental process is dependent on the legislation getting through 
Parliament.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is not what we agreed.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I move that the bill be now read a third time. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You can’t. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Premier, my understanding is that you cannot move that; leave has not been granted. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am disappointed by that, but I move — 

That the third reading of the bill be made an order of the day for the next day’s sitting. 

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 4.49 pm 
__________ 

 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 14 November 2013] 6049 

 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

CATS — REGISTRATION FEES 

1277. Ms L.L. Baker to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the new regulations under which cat breeders are required to pay an annual fee of $100 for each 
breeding cat and ask: 

(a) what is the financial modelling the Government has used to set the fees for the registration of cats; 

(b) what is the anticipated income per local government authority from the registration of cats; 

(c) what percentage of the revenue collected by local government authorities from these fees will go 
directly into strengthening the welfare of cats and addressing the feral cat problem in Western Australia; 

(d) what does the Government envisage local government authorities will do to strengthen the welfare of 
cats and address the feral cat problem following the introduction of the new fees; and 

(e) based on the Government’s extensive consultation with stakeholders about the fees for the registration 
of cats, what is the anticipated benefits for cat breeders who must now pay anywhere around $1500 
annually to continue with their vocation? 

Mr A.J. Simpson replied:  
(a)  Information on the anticipated costs associated with administering the Cat Act 2011 was provided by 

local governments. The Government took into account the principles of user pays; and affordability in 
setting the registration fees. 

(b)  The Cat Act commence on 1 November 2013 and cats are now required to be registered, presently the 
number of owned cats in the community is unknown. Consequently, income to local governments from 
registration of cats is unknown. 

(c)  Local governments have indicated that it is anticipated that the administration costs of registering cats 
and enforcing the Cat Act will be similar to the current costs associated with dogs and that the 
registration fees will not cover these costs in full. 

(d)  In addition to administering the Cat Act, which is aimed at reducing the number of cats euthanised, the 
Government anticipates that local governments, will introduce local cat laws. Local laws may include 
laws which limit cat numbers at premises, laws about nuisance cats and laws about removing and 
impounding cats. 

(e)  The maximum fee that a cat breeder will be required to pay is $120 per unsterilised cat per year. Cats 
that are owned for breeding are exempt from being sterilised. The annual breeding fee is generally less 
than the cost of sterilising a cat and should be recovered from the sale of the kittens, some of which sell 
for many hundreds of dollars each and often still at those prices breeders have waiting lists. 

PERTH CITY COUNCIL — BOUNDARIES CHANGE 

1284. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the many letters and emails that you have received regarding the Government’s proposal to take the 
Crown complex and the site of the new Perth Stadium from the Town of Victoria Park and place into new 
boundaries of the City of Perth and the Minister’s response that the Government has decided the significance of 
these attractions means they require co-ordinated planning by the capital city authority, and ask: 

(a) how has the current planning requirements hindered the significance of these attractions; 

(b) upon what advice did the Government come to the conclusion that the current planning requirements 
were hindering the significance of these attractions; 

(c) by providing two specific examples, how has the current planning requirements for these attractions 
been hindered by a lack of planning co-ordination; and 

(d) by bringing these attractions into the City of Perth, how will this result in better planning co-ordination 
as compared with the current planning regime? 

Mr A.J. Simpson replied:  

(a)–(d)  The Metropolitan Local Government Review led by Professor Alan Robson found that the current 
arrangement and severely fragmented structure of local government boundaries creates a high level of 
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duplication, inconsistencies and difficulties for business, lost opportunities for communities, confusion 
for customers and planning that is complicated, uncoordinated and un-strategic. 

The Liberal–National Government’s proposals for reform address these deficiencies and will cut red 
tape and improve community services. 

An enhanced City of Perth, which incorporates capital city functions and attractions, will provide the 
benefits of a single focus on city infrastructure and facilities that also serve the broader metropolitan 
region. 

The independent Local Government Advisory board will consider all of the submissions from local 
government and from the Minister and will assess these under criteria laid down in the Local 
Government Act. 

The LGAB will then make recommendations to the Minister in mid-2014 on all local government 
boundaries in the metropolitan area, including the City of Perth and the Town of Victoria Park. 

VICTORIA PARK TOWN COUNCIL — BOUNDARIES CHANGE 

1285. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the Minister’s statement that the financial impact of the loss of the Crown Complex on the new South 
Perth and Victoria Park local government will be offset by the retention of the residential areas of the Burswood 
Peninsula and the addition of around 7000 households including parts of St James and Bentley, and ask: 

(a) in respect of the retention of the residential areas of the Burswood Peninsula does the Minister accept 
that these are currently already in the boundary of the Town of Victoria Park; 

(b) if the answer to (a) is yes, does the Minister also therefore accept that the revenues from the residential 
areas of the Burswood Peninsula have already been factored into the Town of Victoria Park’s planning 
and budget; 

(c) if the answer to (b) is yes, how then will the retention of the residential areas of the Burswood Peninsula 
be an offset from the loss of the Crown complex and new Perth Stadium; 

(d) in respect of the addition of around 7000 households including parts of St James and Bentley, does the 
Minister accept that services will be required to be provided to these 7000 households; 

(e) if the answer to (d) is yes, does the Minister assume that there will be a surplus between revenue raised 
from these 7000 households and the cost of the provision of services to these households; 

(f) if the answer to question (e) is yes, why does the Minister assume that there will be a surplus and what 
is that assumed surplus; and 

(g) if the answer to question (e) is no, then does the Minister accept that the additional 7000 households 
will therefore not be an offset to the loss of the Crown complex and new Perth Stadium, and if not, why 
not? 

Mr A.J. Simpson replied:  
(a)–(g)  All proposals for amendment to local government boundaries will be investigated by the Local 

Government Advisory Board in accordance with the Local Government Act 1995. The Board’s 
considerations will include matters affecting the viability of the local governments. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — BOUNDARIES CHANGE 

1286. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the Minister’s statement, in justifying the Crown complex and proposed new stadium forming part of 
the City of Perth, that they are a major focus for recreation by the whole of the metropolitan area, and ask: 

(a) as more people in the metropolitan area use Cottesloe Beach and visit Hillary’s Marina and Rottnest 
Island than will attend the new Perth Stadium, do these attractions also require co-ordinated planning: 

(i) if so, how; and 

(ii) if not, why not; 

(b) are attractions that are a major focus for recreation by the whole of the metropolitan area a new 
consideration that will be applied to future local government boundary considerations, and if so, what 
are the specific requirements in terms of patronage and recreation statistics that will apply before a 
particular attraction will therefore require greater co-ordinated planning; 

(c) in terms of planning for the local government amalgamations what are the list of attractions that are 
considered a major focus for recreation by the whole of the metropolitan area; and 
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(d) will all assets that are a major focus for recreation by the whole of the metropolitan area be required to 
move into the boundaries of the City of Perth: 

(i) if no, why not; and 

(ii) if yes, by when will all these assets be moved within the City of Perth? 

Mr A.J. Simpson replied:  
(a) (i)–(ii)  Perth city is the main focus for civic, cultural, administrative, business, retail and tourism 

activity. Inclusion of the Crown complex and new stadium is consistent with the function of 
the capital city. 

(b)  The Liberal–National Government is focussing on the current reforms for the Perth metropolitan area 
and has not decided on timeframes for any future revisions. 

(c)  Not applicable. 

(d) (i)–(ii)  Not applicable. 

__________ 
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