
 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Tuesday, 23 November 2010 

                 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) took the chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers. 

MINISTRY CHANGES — RESIGNATION OF MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT; YOUTH 

Statement by Premier 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [2.01 pm]: I take this opportunity to briefly inform members of 
the following change to the ministry, which came into effect following the resignation yesterday of Hon Donna 
Faragher, MLC, as Minister for Environment; Youth. Hon John Day, MLA, has now been appointed Minister for 
Planning; Culture and the Arts; Environment; Youth. For the information of members, I table an updated list of 
the new ministry and the new administrative arrangements for the representation of ministers between the 
houses. 

I take this opportunity to thank Hon Donna Faragher for the work she has done as Minister for Environment; 
Youth over the past two and a quarter years, and I remind members that when she was appointed to the ministry 
at 33 years of age, she was the youngest woman ever appointed to the Western Australian cabinet. In that regard 
she provided a fine example to young people, particularly young women, that they can succeed and take on 
responsibility at the highest level. I also particularly compliment her on the work she did on a number of 
approvals for major projects, particularly for the work done on the Kimberley wilderness parks. I wish her and 
Scott well for the birth of their child, and I have no doubt that in the future Hon Donna Faragher will return to 
the ministry. 

[See papers 2909 and 2910.] 

INDIGENOUS RECONCILIATION EDUCATION — PALS PROGRAM 

Statement by Minister for Indigenous Affairs 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Indigenous Affairs) [2.02 pm]: I rise to invite my 
parliamentary colleagues to recognise the success of the 2010 PALS program. PALS, which stands for 
Partnership, Acceptance, Learning and Sharing, is an initiative of the Department of Indigenous Affairs in 
partnership with BHP Billiton. It is a school-based program that encourages young people to strengthen the 
relationships between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people through developing PALS projects that engage 
local communities. Since the PALS program began in 2004 with the participation of 11 schools, PALS has 
expanded to have more than 200 schools participating in innovative PALS projects across Western Australia. To 
2009, more than 25 000 students had been involved in the program, but I am happy to report that in 2010, recent 
estimates show that as many as approximately 77 000 students have been involved in PALS programs since their 
inception. In 2009, a commissioned survey reported that 96 per cent of participating students said that their 
PALS project had increased their knowledge of Aboriginal people, and their culture and way of life. Students 
expand their knowledge of traditional Aboriginal culture and lifestyle, and explore how it has been impacted on 
over the past 200 years by external factors such as European settlement, government policies, religion, 
technology and education. PALS works to translate this new level of understanding into a positive change of 
reconciliation in the wider community. 

This morning, I hosted a function for students from two of the recent winners of the PALS reconciliation 
awards—Settlers and Baldivis Primary Schools—who gave special presentations of their winning projects. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Go Baldivis! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I recognise the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the member for Warnbro who represent 
those schools. 

Baldivis Primary School was a winner in the arts and culture category, and used a focus on music and Nyoongah 
language to discover the rich and diverse culture of local Aboriginal people, resulting in translations of some 
famous Rolf Harris songs. Settlers Primary School was the overall winner, and its PALS project, “Recognising 
the past: looking forward”, was designed to help the school learn more about the environment, arts and culture, 
and involved both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students and adults. 

I invite my fellow parliamentarians to view an exhibit of PALS projects displayed this week in the Aboriginal 
People’s Gallery, and I would welcome their support in encouraging schools in their local communities to 
become involved in the PALS reconciliation program. 
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APPROVALS AND RELATED REFORMS (NO. 4) (PLANNING) BILL 2009 

Statement by Minister for Planning 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [2.05 pm]: As part of our commitment to improving 
and streamlining the planning approvals process, the Liberal–National government recently progressed through 
Parliament the Approvals and Related Reforms (No 4) (Planning) Bill 2009, which enables key changes to the 
Planning and Development Act 2005. 

The amendments modify the Planning and Development Act 2005 to make Western Australia’s planning system 
more transparent, consistent and efficient. These reforms are also in line with the state’s undertaking at the 
Council of Australian Governments to reform Western Australia’s planning system. 

On Tuesday, 16 November, the Governor in Executive Council proclaimed the majority of the provisions of the 
act to come into operation on 22 November 2010. These provisions include an extension of the use of existing 
strategic instruments, such as improvement plans and planning control areas; a mechanism for local planning 
schemes to be updated to implement state planning policies; a clearer head of power for the use of documents 
ancillary to planning schemes, such as structure plans and detailed area plans; enabling the state to collect data 
on local development decisions in order to monitor the effectiveness of reforms to the approvals process; and 
amending the existing power under section 76 of the act to clarify that the minister may require a local 
government to prepare or submit a scheme amendment for approval. 

A very minor drafting error to section 76(4) of the approvals act will be rectified through a legislative process; 
however, in the meantime, I commit to tabling any section 76 orders in both houses, as well as tabling the 
reasons for my decision. This commitment is also outlined in the accompanying planning bulletin 102/2010. 

As mentioned previously, the bulk of the new provisions commenced on 22 November. The provisions enabling 
development assessment panels will not be proclaimed until the associated regulations have been completed 
mid–next year. Planning bulletins that explain the practical effects of these changes in more detail have also been 
prepared, and these can be found at the Department of Planning’s website. 

I very much look forward to seeing the benefits of this reform in 2011.  

TRAPPED MINERS — PIKE RIVER MINE, NEW ZEALAND —  
WATER CORPORATION SUPPORT 

Statement by Minister for Water 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre — Minister for Water) [2.07 pm]: Today the Western Australian government, 
through the Water Corporation, has offered to send a robot, or a remotely operated vehicle, to assist with the 
rescue of the trapped miners at Pike River mine near Greymouth, New Zealand. The vehicle is a robust, skid-
steered, remotely operated vehicle, equipped with cameras, lights, and communication and gas-testing 
equipment. It is controlled via a fibre optic cable and has a range of up to six kilometres, depending on the length 
of cable on hand. The technical staff at Western Australia’s Water Corporation inspection services have offered 
their time to get the robot ready, and I thank them for their services. Five members of the team will be on their 
way to New Zealand today.  

I can confirm that the Western Australian government—including my office, the Water Corporation and the 
Premier—has worked with the Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and the New Zealand 
government to expedite the transport of the vehicle and the operators to New Zealand. The robot is now on its 
way to the Pearce Royal Australian Air Force base and will be flown to New Zealand on an RAAF plane around 
3.00 pm today. 

This offer could not have been made possible without the foresight of Barry Holloway and Shaun Brennan from 
the Water Corporation’s inspection services who thought, once they had heard of the breakdown of the first 
robot in New Zealand, that we might be able to help. The offer was sent to Phil Kneebone—whom members 
would all know as the spokesman for the Water Corporation, and a Kiwi himself—who got the ball rolling. 

I wish the Water Corporation inspection services team well on its mission to New Zealand. Let us all hope and 
pray that we hear some good news over the next day of finding the trapped miners alive.  

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

ELECTRICITY COST INCREASES 

744. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

Before I ask my question, on behalf of the member for Mandurah I acknowledge the presence in the gallery of 
student counsellors and staff from Riverside Primary School in Mandurah. 

I refer to the Premier’s personal responsibility for families suffering vastly increased family bills. 
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(1) Is the Premier aware that, based on information provided by his government’s Office of Energy and the 
Australian Consumers’ Association, his price hikes in electricity mean that the hourly cost to run air 
conditioners has risen by 67 per cent since he came to government? 

(2) Does the Premier concede that for this summer, households will pay $270 per room to run split-system 
air conditioners in their homes? 

(3) What does the Premier say to the many elderly and many young mothers who will need to run air 
conditioners for extended periods and will endure massive bills as a result? 

(4) Does the Premier plan to announce any relief in the midyear review or does he intend to ensure that 
these people have a miserable, poor and hot Christmas? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)–(4) An interesting question. I certainly recognise that for elderly people and for people who are unwell and 
perhaps bedridden, air conditioning can be an essential part of living in a hot climate. But tell me, 
Leader of the Opposition, when did air conditioning become a necessity of life? Yes, in the Pilbara, in 
the Kimberley and in very hot places, but when did it become a necessity of life to have air 
conditioning? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: When three-quarters of our households took it up! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not have any air conditioning in my house. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You live in Cottesloe! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is an interesting observation that suddenly now in our Mediterranean climate in Perth 
and in the southern part of the state, air conditioning is now deemed to be a necessity. I do not think it is, but I 
recognise that there are many people in the community who require it. It is interesting, Mr Speaker: when does 
an item that was perhaps 10 years ago seen as a luxury suddenly become widely used and suddenly become a 
necessity? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Go out to the hot eastern suburbs and see what people are doing! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, this government focuses on the real needs of the community. The Leader of 
the Opposition will move a matter of public interest motion today. We will debate that and we will talk about 
what this government has done to address the real needs, the genuine needs, of the people in Western Australia. 
Air conditioning Perth homes is not at the top of my list, I have got to say; it is not. It is not a necessity in a 
Mediterranean climate such as Perth has. 

This is about the tenth time the opposition has run the same debate, and we will engage in this debate a little 
today. We will have a little to say about the values of opposition members and their performances in government 
and what their values seem to be today. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This government has never hidden from the fact that we have increased electricity prices 
very substantially, and we have not missed the opportunity to remind the public of Western Australia that we 
inherited a situation in which Verve Energy had around $800 million in debt. 

Mr F.M. Logan: No. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Not in debt, but in accumulated losses. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Exactly. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That was the reality. And we remind people that when the member for Cockburn was the 
energy minister in the former government, this state actually ran out of electricity. I think people would prefer to 
have electricity—that is their first necessity. The second issue is the price of electricity. The member for 
Cockburn as energy minister could not keep the lights on. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You’re losing the plot! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The opposition failed to provide an essential service. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I remember it well. For four days this state did not have electricity. There was no storm; 
there was no inclement weather; the former government just ran out of electricity.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: That is not right!  
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: “That is not right!” I remember it. Does any other member remember it? We all remember 
it. The media remembers it. The public remembers it. The former government ran out of electricity. Members 
opposite could not maintain an essential service. Now they are concerned about air conditioning in Perth 
households. The Leader of the Opposition should get his values right, because he is right out of touch with 
modern Western Australia. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I think you will find I am in touch on air conditioning, my friend! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition is right out of touch with helping people in genuine need.  

ELECTRICITY COST INCREASES 

745. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. Given that the Premier inherited the strongest financial position ever in the 
state’s history, why will he not remove his planning assumption of a 22.3 per cent increase in electricity prices 
from his financial plan in the midyear review?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

That is at least the fourth time the Leader of the Opposition has asked me that question, so I will give him the 
answer again. This government will make decisions on advice. It will make decisions on electricity, gas, 
transport and other services at the time of the annual state budget. The midyear review is an updating.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: So you will utter soft words but you won’t back them up.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition has no point! The former government may have treated the 
midyear review as a mini budget, this government does not; we simply update the figures. The policy decisions, 
such as electricity prices, will be made as part of the 2011–12 budget.  

MINING ROYALTIES — FEDERAL TREASURY SECRETARY’S STATEMENT 

746. Dr M.D. NAHAN to the Premier:  

Is the Premier aware of comments reportedly made by the federal Treasury secretary, Ken Henry, to a 
parliamentary inquiry yesterday that the Gillard government could threaten states like Western Australia with 
financial penalties if the states raise royalties? Could the Premier explain the impact on Western Australia’s 
economy and state–federal relations if the commonwealth carried through Secretary Henry’s threat?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

I thank the member for Riverton for his question; he is a very astute follower of public finance in Australia. I 
want to read an article on the front page of The Australian Financial Review under the headline, “Threat to state 
mining royalties”. The article reads — 

Federal Treasury secretary Ken Henry has said the Gillard government could threaten resource-rich 
states with financial penalties to deter higher mining royalties.  

I wonder which state he had in mind. Which state do members reckon it was? Which state was he thinking of? 
The article continues — 

He told a parliamentary inquiry yesterday the commonwealth could use its financial clout over the 
states to defuse the standoff between miners and the government over who will foot the bill for any 
future rises in royalties.  

He says — 

“Principally the commonwealth’s power comes through states’ reliance on the commonwealth for 
funding such a large proportion of their funding,” 

I will make a few observations about that article. First, this is the secretary of the Treasury speaking. It is the 
secretary of the Treasury making political threats from one level of government to another. What is he doing? 
What does he think he is doing? He is one of the most senior public servants in Australia. He is entering again 
into the political debate and using his position as a senior public servant to threaten a government and, basically, 
to threaten Western Australia. I think, this time, Ken Henry has clearly overstepped the mark. If he wants to be a 
politician, he should stand for Parliament. If he wants to be secretary of the Treasury, then he should perform his 
duties in an apolitical and professional way. This is not professional conduct by Ken Henry.  

The mining resource rent tax—his little baby—and its predecessor, the resource super profits tax, is simply a 
mess. It is a daily saga of confusion and ineptitude. It was poorly thought out and it has been hopelessly 
implemented.  
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However, let us get back to the threat. I think members—at least member on this side—understand that under the 
mineral resource rent tax that is now estimated to raise about seven and a half billion dollars in the first couple of 
years, two-thirds will come from Western Australia. It is discriminatory between the states, and it is 
discriminatory within the mining industry; and there is a whole lot of constitutional doubt over it. But Ken 
Henry, presumably on behalf of Prime Minister Julia Gillard, is now saying if Western Australia does not hand 
over control of the mining industry—in effect, if we do not hand over our royalties, if we do not commit to 
never, ever increasing our royalties again—the commonwealth will take money off us. They are going to try to 
intimidate and threaten the one successful state, the leading export state and the leading investment state in 
Australia. Let us put the threat into some context. Ken Henry says, and presumably so does Julia Gillard, that he 
is going to take away more money. Let us look at the GST share. We get 68c in the dollar back. As members 
now know, New South Wales, Victoria and also Queensland all get in excess of 90c in the dollar back. But what 
is the forecast? The latest briefing, which I had only yesterday from our state Treasury, shows that on current 
trends with the policies of the Gillard government, by 2013–14, we will get 43c in the dollar back. What is left to 
take? It is the Gillard Labor government in Canberra that will do nothing. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Why does the Leader of the Opposition not stand up for this state? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I do! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Why does he not stand up for this state and refute the Gillard government and Ken Henry? 
The Leader of the Opposition has an opportunity now. He can get a question. The next call will be his. 

Ken Henry also makes the point that the commonwealth provides all this funding. If we take the GST and add to 
it all the other grants of the commonwealth, we also see an interesting picture. It is true that back in 2001 
commonwealth grants, including GST, contributed about 50 per cent of the total revenue of the state of Western 
Australia. This year it is down to 42 per cent. By 2013–14, it will be down to 36 per cent. What is left to take? 
We are being plundered by Canberra and plundered by the likes of Julia Gillard and Ken Henry. This state is 
penalised by Labor in Canberra for its success. Bob Brown, the leader of the Australian Greens, has closed down 
every investment prospect in Tasmania and crippled the Tasmanian economy, and Labor in Canberra has 
awarded him with increased grants. It tells us something about the way in which the Labor Party approaches 
things. 

Finally, let us look at the economic policy context of this. Ken Henry’s, Julia Gillard’s and Kevin Rudd’s 
argument has been that the mining companies do not pay enough. That is their view. They did not substantiate it, 
which they could have done had they wished to. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition is on the record as saying that the mining companies do not 
pay enough. The former minister, the former member for Armadale — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Tell the truth! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I always tell the truth! Something you always fail at! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I formally call you to order for the first time today. If members 
want to persist in this sort of behaviour, it will be a very, very short question time today. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The argument coming out of Canberra was that the mining companies do not pay enough. 
Part of the Labor government’s policy solution was to say that the states cannot increase royalties. That is just a 
bit inconsistent, I would have thought! The current direction of government policy out of Canberra, which 
presumably the federal Treasury and Ken Henry support, is that higher interest rates are a way of slowing the 
boom. Perhaps the Leader of the Opposition can tell me how raising domestic interest rates in Australia is going 
to slow the Chinese economy and the demand for commodities. I cannot quite get it. I will tell him something 
that raising the interest rate does do. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Raising the interest rate increases the cost of home mortgages, reduces retail spending and 
damages the housing industry, which is interest rate–sensitive. That is what it does. The other thing it does is that 
it raises the value of the Australian dollar, which makes imports cheaper in Australia and costs jobs in 
manufacturing. That is the policy prescription of Labor. That is the one that the opposition is locked into. 
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PUBLIC DENTAL WAITING LIST 

747. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 

My question is to the Minister for Health — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Joondalup, I will give you the call if you want to take the call in this place, but I 
am formally going to call you to order for the first time today. The member for Kwinana has the floor at the 
moment. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I refer to the blow-out in the number of patients on the public dental waiting list. 

(1) Will the minister confirm that the patient waitlists for dental surgery have now blown out from 11 285 
in 2008 to a staggering 17 900 in 2010, with an average waiting time now of over 12 months? 

(2) Will the minister confirm that there is a significant underspend of more than $2.5 million in the 2009–
10 budget on dental health services, and that at the same time the unprecedented number of patients on 
the waiting list has grown? 

(3) Will the minister confirm that 172 jobs funded in the budget have not been filled? 

(4) Will the minister explain why, as demonstrated by his actions, he regards the dental health issue as such 
a low priority? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

I thank the member for the question.  

(1)–(4) I have to say that it is an area with which we have struggled, as did the former Labor government. I well 
remember raising this issue with the former Minister for Health when the current opposition was in 
government, and he had exactly the same difficulties. The difficulties are caused by the fact employing 
people to work in this area, particularly in school dental health, is extraordinarily difficult; there are just 
not enough dentists out there who want to work within the public health system. That is why the 
commonwealth government, as part of its Australia-wide health reform, included the prospect of having 
a Medicare equivalent levy to try to improve dental health treatment across Australia. It is a very 
difficult issue. The reality is, in my view, that dentists and dental assistants are not paid enough, and 
that competition with the private sector is too strong. We have been working hard to try to get people 
into those positions; as the member for Kwinana has quite rightly said, the budgets are in place to cover 
those areas but there is a huge shortfall in full-time equivalents because we just cannot get people into 
those positions. 

I do not know what the answer is; I do not know how to fix it. If the member for Kwinana has any 
ideas, I would be happy to listen to them.  

PUBLIC DENTAL WAITING LIST 

748. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 

I have a supplementary question. If the minister does not know what to do about it, how can we be guaranteed 
that he is going to improve the system, as was his claim at the last election? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

I would like to see the words in which I claimed I would improve the dental health system in this state. I do not 
recall making any such statement.  

Several members interjected.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I recognise, as did the former Minister for Health, that this is a very difficult area to deal 
with.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: What’s your plan though? You can’t just stand there and say it’s difficult; you’ve got to have a 
plan! 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: There is not a miraculous solution.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Are you going to train people? Are you going to raise wages? Are you going to recruit from 
overseas? What are you going to do? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am sure that if there was a miraculous solution, the former Treasurer—now Leader of the 
Opposition—would have done it last time! Tell me what the former Treasurer did in seven years! Come on, tell 
me what the former Treasurer did to improve the number of dentists, dental assistants and people being treated!  
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Mr E.S. Ripper: Have a look at the number now—it is a lot worse than it was; what are you going to do about 
it?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is because not enough dentists want to work within the system. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: There is no silver bullet; there is no magic solution.  

Mr R.H. Cook: We know what we could do with a silver bullet! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, well—bang!  

I think it will take an Australia-wide change in the way we fund our dental programs, and we have had 
discussions along those lines with the federal minister. I think, collectively, we need to work at finding an 
Australia-wide solution because Western Australia is not the only state with this difficulty; it is replicated in 
every other state and territory. 

POLICE COMPLEX — WESTERN SUBURBS 

749. Mrs L.M. HARVEY to the Minister for Police: 

The previous Labor government — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: No preamble! 

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, member. I formally call you to order for the first time today, member for 
Girrawheen. The member for Scarborough has the call. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: The previous Labor government’s soft-on-crime approach to law and order left Western 
Australia Police significantly under-resourced. Could the minister please update the house on the latest 
investment this Liberal–National government has made in police infrastructure, with specific reference to the 
western suburbs police complex and what that will mean for the suburbs of Subiaco, Claremont, Cottesloe and 
Wembley? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

On behalf of the member for Churchlands, I acknowledge the students from Hale School who are in the gallery 
today.  

To answer the member for Scarborough’s question, yes, we certainly are investing more money in policing and 
police resources than the previous Labor government did, and we are using more innovative ideas, which is 
going down very well with the police.  

Mr J.R. Quigley: Like stop-and-search! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: What is that noise? What a funny noise! 

Yes, member for Scarborough, it gives me great pleasure to announce—obviously again—that the government is 
investing $27.5 million in the new police hub in Claremont. It will replace the four very old, very antiquated out-
of-condition police stations in Subiaco, Claremont, Cottesloe and Wembley. At least two of those, I think, date 
back 100 years or more and are totally inadequate for policing in the modern day. 

They are not up to health and safety standards. The police and the police union are delighted that we are 
investing that money; in fact, we are bringing the funds forward by two years to try to ensure the new western 
suburbs hub is ready within a good time frame. It will mean better and more efficient policing. Administrative 
services being replicated in four separate stations now will all be contained in one new police hub. That will 
mean more police officers will be out on the beat in their patrol cars and they will be able to respond to calls 
much more quickly than they can at the moment. Every police car has a tasking and data information system, 
which is almost a mobile police station, so they can be contacted. I give assurance to the people who live in those 
four suburbs where there are existing police stations that their areas will be constantly patrolled. In fact there will 
be more patrols throughout their suburbs than there are at the moment. It is a great step forward for policing in 
WA. Police hubs are now the way forward. The hub in Claremont is the one we will be looking at immediately, 
and we will be looking at others very shortly, which will give some comfort to some other members.  

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION — REGIONS POLICY 

750. Mrs M.H. ROBERTS to the Minister for Education: 

I refer to the Department of Education’s recently announced regions policy.  

(1) Can the minister explain how 75 network principals in eight education regions across the state, who will 
be responsible for their own school and up to 20 other schools, will be able to carry out many of the 
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current duties of district director without any commitment of additional resources let alone any fair 
increase in remuneration for what is clearly a substantial increase in responsibility?  

(2) Knowing the importance of standards in education and the vital link with performance management, 
can the minister outline how the new regional executive directors will manage the performance 
management of principals in their region; for example, how will the new regional executive director for 
the proposed Fremantle–Cannington region manage 239 principal performance managers, each 
requiring two meeting sessions—that is 478 sessions in 200 days of the school year? How can this 
possibly be a relevant or effective process for all the principals concerned?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(1) I hope I can remember all that. The first question was about network principals, who will have the 
responsibility of — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Responsibility, but no resources.  

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, Minister for Education. The member for Midland has asked a very detailed 
question. The minister should be entitled to endeavour to answer that question. Leader of the Opposition, I call 
you formally to order for the first time today. The Minister for Education.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. The new arrangement will indeed provide for much better 
professional development and support for schools working in networks. Already a number of networks have 
been developed across the state, particularly in the metropolitan area, where senior high schools are working 
together to provide the best possible programs and choices for students. In the Fremantle district at the moment 
there is the Peron Alliance of Curriculum and Teaching group of schools, and senior high schools in the eastern 
suburbs and in the northern suburbs that are already working together to provide the very best they possibly can. 
The eight regions will contain 75 networks and they will vary from probably about four schools up to 20. I 
cannot imagine that a lot of the networks will have 20 schools, but in the metropolitan area, where schools are 
close together, that will be possible.  

Resources will be redirected from the current district organisation and provided to free up network principals. 
Resources will be available to those principals where they can provide extra assistance in their own schools or 
assistance of other sorts so they can be leaders among the schools in their areas.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: What are those resources?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: That will be determined by the number of schools in the networks. Resources will be 
redirected from the districts, as they are now. 

(2) The member for Midland’s second question gave an example of the Fremantle–Cannington region in 
which there are 239 schools. In fact, in that region there will be two people appointed; not only a 
regional executive director but also an assistant. Between the two positions, they will be able to manage 
standards performance management very well indeed. I have no doubt that through support from central 
office those standards performance management processes will be perfectly put into place.  

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION — REGIONS POLICY 

751. Mrs M.H. ROBERTS to the Minister for Education: 

I have a supplementary question. Will the minister outline to this house how network principals will be able to 
take on the duties of existing district directors without any substantial resources? The minister has just 
nebulously said —  

The SPEAKER: Minister for Education.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

There are currently 14 districts and district directors within those districts. There will be 75 networks. The 
network principals will not be taking on the work of the district director; they will be taking on a leadership role 
in their networks, particularly in the area of curriculum and curriculum development, and the implementation of 
the national curriculum. They will not be taking on the duties of a district director. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I formally call you to order for the first time, along with the Minister 
for Education.  

LUPIN EXPORTS — INDONESIA 

752. Mr I.C. BLAYNEY to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 

I am pleased to be part of a government that is working tirelessly to extend and enhance Western Australia’s 
trade interests. Recently, this has resulted in a landmark wheat shipment to Saudi Arabia. Can the minister please 
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inform the house of further evidence of the Liberal–National government’s commitment to fostering our 
international trade relationships and what this will mean for our important agricultural sector? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

I am looking a tad tired after working tirelessly for the agricultural community in Western Australia! 

Thanks very much to the member for Geraldton for the question. He has an ongoing interest in this area, 
particularly after the announcement we recently made of a wheat shipment into Saudi Arabia, which was the first 
shipment there for 20 years. That was on the back of a trip we made to Saudi Arabia to make links to meet 
market specifications. I am pleased to announce that last month we exported our first container of de-hulled split 
lupin kernels to Indonesia. Indonesia is a significant market. It has about nine times the population of Saudi 
Arabia. We do not have to go too far to have a multiplying impact on a potential market opportunity for Western 
Australia. Even Indonesia’s president will be briefed on lupins. He is going to be asked to give it the same tax —  

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: This is very important, Mr Speaker. All the opposition can do is mock the progress we are 
making in agriculture in Western Australia.  

It is a significant step forward. We will ask the Indonesian government to give lupins the same tax status it gives 
to American soya beans. The Indonesian market is a market of 240 million people. One of Indonesia’s staple 
diets is a product called tempeh. Traditionally, tempeh is 100 per cent soya beans. Because of the challenges of 
growing soya beans in Indonesia, they have to import a lot from the United States. We have worked with a 
number of key people in Western Australia to produce tempeh that is made from 30 per cent lupins. The first 
container load of lupins has gone to Indonesia to be turned into tempeh, to potentially secure a market that will 
be extremely significant to Western Australia given Indonesia’s close proximity. In the short term we expect the 
market will grow from 50 000 tonnes to 300 000 tonnes a year. The department and I, the WA lupin exporters—
principally Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd—and the Western Australian trade office in Jakarta have worked 
very, very hard to achieve this outcome. I recently visited Indonesia where we were able to meet with key people 
to secure this opportunity. I might add that, with lupins, it is really a win-win for not only Indonesia, with a 
market opportunity and a key product, but also for our farmers, who are looking for some rotational crops—that 
is, a break crop that can break a range of disease cycles and put nitrogen back into the soil. There are a range of 
opportunities. There are also huge advantages for Indonesia relating to price, as securing another product can add 
to its key products over there. The nutritional component of lupins is high, particularly dietary fibre. The 
extraction rate from lupins is higher than it is from soya bean, and Western Australia being a close partner to 
Indonesia helps with its food security. Blind taste tests in Jakarta recently showed that it is very hard to tell the 
difference between soya beans and lupins, which means that the consumer market will warmly accept lupins as a 
percentage — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Which port are you going to be using?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: It is one container at this stage, which is going in as a bulk shipment.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Out of Geraldton?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am not exactly sure what port it is but I am happy to find that out for the member for 
Perth. I wish to highlight the fact that this side of the house—the Liberal–National government—is pursuing 
these opportunities on the back of visits to these countries and that it has a vision for the future of agriculture in 
Western Australia.  

STANDING COMMITTEE ON ESTIMATES AND FINANCIAL OPERATIONS REPORT —  
AGENCY ANNUAL REPORTS 

753. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I refer to the comments the Premier made last week when he claimed that a Legislative Council committee had 
focused only on the annual reports tabled late by the former Treasurer.  

(1) Is the Premier now aware that the committee followed up on all 17 late annual reports, of which 10 
were the former Treasurer’s responsibility, and that the former Treasurer’s claim that the delay was due 
to agencies making final amendments before the reports could be tabled is simply untrue? 

(2) Will the Premier now correct the record and confirm that the real reason the reports were tabled late 
was due to sloppy administrative practices in the former Treasurer’s office?  

(3) Does the Premier now accept what the whole of Western Australia knows—that the former Treasurer 
has a history of administrative sloppiness and a history of misrepresenting the truth?  
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(4) What action will the Premier now take to address these character flaws before he reappoints the 
member for Vasse to the cabinet?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

(1)–(4) Unfortunately, I do not have a copy of the report with me.  

Mr R.H. Cook: You threw it away! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I tabled it in the manner it deserved. If I had the report with me, it would show that all the 
reports listed relate to the portfolios that the member for Vasse had when he was a minister. From memory, of 
the 10 reports, something like eight were four days or fewer late. This is a crisis for the state—four days late! I 
beg the question: what was the agenda of the upper house committee? Was it so offended and so concerned 
about parliamentary democracy in Western Australia that reports were four days late? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You don’t care about accountability, do you? You don’t care about the fact that he was sloppy. 
You don’t care about the fact that he didn’t tell the truth to the committee. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The biggest issue for the Labor Party — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Is your standards. That’s the biggest issue. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, if you are asking a question and you want to get an answer, I suggest 
that you do not interject. I formally call you to order for the second time today.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If this is a major issue for the Leader of the Opposition—that some relatively minor 
reports are four days late—I think he needs to get a sense of perspective. He really needs to focus on the issues 
that affect the people of Western Australia instead of on nonsense like that.  

STANDING COMMITTEE ON ESTIMATES AND FINANCIAL OPERATIONS REPORT —  
AGENCY ANNUAL REPORTS 

754. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. In view of the Premier’s over-the-top comments in the house last week and his 
imputations regarding the motives of Hon Giz Watson, now that he knows that those imputations were false and 
wrong, will he apologise to Hon Giz Watson for what he said in anger in his intemperate comments last week?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

I am not sure what the Leader of the Opposition thinks I said. Would he like to repeat the comment? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You said she had impure motives for pursuing this matter. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I did not.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Yes, you did. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Impure motives? I do not think so.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I have given the supplementary question to the Leader of the Opposition, not to anybody else.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I merely raised the question of why the Greens (WA) in the upper house were focusing 
their entire efforts on the member for Vasse and I was wondering whether there was a connection. I could not 
think of the answer myself. I simply wondered, “Is there some connection? Is there something I am missing to 
explain why the Greens in the upper house would deploy, including their extra staff member, a huge research 
effort into the reports being four days late?” I cannot find the answer. If that offended Hon Giz Watson, so be it. 

OFFICE OF MULTICULTURAL INTERESTS — STRATEGIC PLAN 2009–13 

755. Mr P.T. MILES to the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 

The minister is aware that my electorate of Wanneroo is one of the most culturally diverse in the state. More than 
35 per cent of its population was born overseas and 14 per cent of those born overseas are from non–English 
speaking countries. In May 2009 the minister set a new direction for the Office of Multicultural Interests and 
endorsed a strategic plan for 2009–13, which was to be assessed and reviewed annually. Can the minister update 
the house on what OMI has achieved so far and what the future of its reporting holds? 

The SPEAKER: Before the minister answers, I formally call to order the members for Warnbro and Willagee 
for the first time today. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

I thank the member for Wanneroo for his question and ongoing interest in citizenship and multicultural interests.  
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The Liberal–National government takes great pride in Western Australia’s cultural diversity, as I think everyone 
in the chamber should. The “Office of Multicultural Interests: Strategic Plan 2009–2013” was launched in 2009. 
That plan focused on the future, and on participation, equity and promotion. I am delighted and very pleased to 
report to members that significant achievements have been made in the first year of the strategic plan. We 
established the ethnic organisations fund, which was important, and we implemented the statewide community 
engagement strategy. The community engagement strategy’s first consultation was on employment and was held 
in March 2010, its second was on transport and was held in June 2010, and its third was on families and was held 
very recently. Regional consultations were held in Karratha, Port Hedland, and Broome in September this year. 
We also established the Interagency Settlements Group, which was — 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: The member for Mandurah might like to join them. I formally call the member for Mandurah 
for the second time today. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: We established the Interagency Settlement Group to coordinate all the programs and 
services available to migrants and humanitarian entrants into Western Australia. That group looked at what the 
commonwealth and Western Australian governments were doing to see whether we could better coordinate our 
efforts for those most in need. We also produced a planning guide for local governments called “Implementing 
the Principles of Multiculturalism Locally”. Local governments can now look at their whole community when 
they do their strategic planning. We also reviewed the community grants program to align it with OMI’s 
strategic plan for better strategic outcomes, and produced a revised interpreter card and two brochures providing 
key information and language services policy targeting community and state government agencies. The online 
version of the community brochures has been translated into 10 languages. We also finalised the teachers’ 
resource kit for Western Australian secondary schools called “A World of Difference”. The plan has been further 
refined based on what we learnt in the first year. Future reporting will include detailed commentary on the 
benefits resulting from this government’s investment in this area. I have also requested a review of the guidelines 
for grants to ensure that we have a more targeted focus. These are just a few of the things that we have been able 
to achieve. I want to take this opportunity to congratulate the entire staff of OMI for the very good work that 
they are doing in this field. 

DRUG AND DRINK–DRIVING REDUCTION — OPERATION RAID 

756. Ms M.M. QUIRK to the Minister for Police: 

I refer to the launch in Perth later this week of the national program Operation RAID, which will be targeting 
drug and drink-drivers.  

(1) Is the minister aware that surveys in Western Australia show that fewer than 30 per cent of drivers 
recall having been random breath-tested in the past six months? 

(2) Is the minister aware that the government has broken an election promise to put two more drug buses on 
the roads? 

(3) Is the minister aware that in Western Australia, 225 000 fewer drivers are random breath-tested 
annually than was the case five years ago? 

(4) Is the minister aware that in Western Australia the number of drivers tested for drugs annually is less 
than one-quarter of the number of drivers tested for drugs annually in South Australia? 

(5) Does the minister concede that despite his promises, he has failed to deliver on the repeat drink-driver 
strategy and the review of drink-driving penalties? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

(1)–(5) The member for Girrawheen will be delighted to know that later today I will be giving notice of a 
motion to introduce the bill that the member has just mentioned.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: Which one? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The increased penalties for drink and drug-driving. I will be introducing that bill this 
week. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Will you be tabling the review as well?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will be introducing the legislation that is needed to increase those penalties. We take 
drink and drug-driving very seriously in Western Australia. The member has criticised me constantly in relation 
to the two drug buses, saying that it was an election promise; and, yes, it was. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: And you’ve broken it, haven’t you?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, we have not broken it.  
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Ms M.M. Quirk: Where are they?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We are still in government. I think we are still in government. Are we not still in 
government? We are still in government, and the opposition is still over there. We are only halfway through our 
first term—our first term of three terms, at least, of being in government. So, we have another nearly two and a 
half years to complete all our policies. That was not one that we promised to do in our first 100 days, obviously. 
That was one that we said we would introduce; and we will introduce it, because we do keep our promises, 
unlike the opposition. 

The other question was about the reduction in the number of people tested for drink and drug-driving. I have to 
tell the member that the police take the view now that they get better results from focusing their operations in 
specific areas where they are more likely to pick up, and they are picking up, more people who are under the 
influence — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: There are more drunks on the roads. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, no, no. We are just picking up more people, because we are concentrating on those 
areas. The member knows that and I know that. I do not think the member is silly. In fact, I am surprised that the 
member’s name was not on that list that we saw at the weekend. I am very surprised that we did not see her 
name on that list. I know that the member should be on the list, because she is more credible than certainly the 
member for Mindarie, for instance, and she knows a lot more about law and order. So I am surprised. I think the 
member would be more acceptable as a possible future leader. I know that the member talked to the Leader of 
the Opposition and urged him to keep the member for Mindarie out of her affairs; but unfortunately he does not 
understand plain and simple English —  

Mr M. McGowan: Answer the question! You’re being asked about a serious matter—drink and drug-driving. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It certainly is. The member for Rockingham did nothing about that when he was in 
government; nothing whatsoever. He was a useless minister, and that is why they called him “Sneakers”!  

Mr M. McGowan: That is why they call you idiot!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yeah! Okay! 

The member for Girrawheen knows full well what we are doing. I try to keep her abreast of all that I am doing in 
policing and in drink and drug-driving. We are well on our way to completing our election promises. We will do 
all of that, and we will get tougher on drink and drug-driving. Can I say that I am absolutely disgusted at the 
Greens’ member in the upper house, Alison Xamon, who seems to think that I live on another planet because I 
want to take away people’s licences — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You’re not the only one!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Leader of the Opposition agrees with her, does he? Does the Leader of the Opposition 
agree that people who drink and drive should keep their licence and should keep drinking and driving? Shame on 
him! 

Ms M.M. Quirk: We supported the bill.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, indeed. But I am going to use this opportunity to have a go at Alison Xamon, 
because I think she lives on another planet completely. She is a very strange person, in my view. I have seen the 
amendments that she wants to put to the bill for the immediate disqualification of drivers’ licences for people 
who hit .08 and above. The member wants to take out whole sections because she thinks that people are innocent 
until they are proven guilty. Does that apply to rapists, armed robbers and murderers? Should they be let out on 
bail because they have not been convicted yet? What a stupid comment from a very, very stupid member! I have 
to say that.  

DRUG AND DRINK–DRIVING REDUCTION — OPERATION RAID 

757. Ms M.M. QUIRK to the Minister for Police: 

I have a supplementary question. Is it not an embarrassment that — 

Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 

THE SPEAKER: I formally call the member for Mindarie to order for the first time today. I have given the call 
to the member for Girrawheen. It is not an opportunity for the member to suddenly start yelling across the 
chamber.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Is it not an embarrassment that Operation RAID is being launched here, in light of Western 
Australia’s deteriorating record on removing alcohol and drug–impaired drivers from our roads? 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

No, it is not. I do not agree with that at all. I think we have a good record of catching people who use drink, in 
particular, and drugs when they are driving. We have a very good record, which will be intensified over the 
Christmas period. I am sure we will be announcing that there will be a lot more police officers under the strategic 
targeted enforcement program. We have every intention of catching as many people as we can who are abusing 
the road rules by drinking and driving and putting the lives of others at risk. One thing we take very seriously 
over this side is road safety. Indeed, we take very seriously those people who flout the law and put the lives of 
others at risk.  

SCHOOL CROSSING ATTENDANTS 

Petition 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [2.55 pm]: I have a petition with 22 signatures that has been signed as complying 
with the orders of the house — 

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

We, the undersigned, say: 

• Walking to school is a positive and practical means of encouraging children to be physically 
active and exercise daily; 

• The children who live on the river side of Guildford Road, in Bayswater, and who attend the 
Bayswater and St Columbus Primary Schools, want the right to be able to walk to school 
safely, with the assistance of a school crossing attended by crosswalk attendants.  

Now we ask, that the Legislative Assembly: 

• Give serious consideration to the special circumstances of traffic speed and volume, and poor 
visibility, which exist on Guildford Road, near the intersection with Leake Street; and 

• Reinstate the Type A school crossing on Guildford Road, near the intersection with Leake 
Street, so that the children who live on the river side of Guildford Road, and who attend 
Bayswater and St Columbus Primary Schools, can walk to school safely.  

[See petition 347.] 

GUILDFORD HOTEL 

Petition 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [2.57 pm]: I present for tabling a petition that has been endorsed by the clerks and has 
5 986 signatures, but I do believe that there may be 200 that are from overseas or elsewhere. I am not aware of 
the Speaker’s current policy on hanging chads and other issues with petitions. The petition reads —  

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

We, the undersigned, say that the Guildford Hotel, which is listed as a Permanent Entry on Western 
Australia’s Register of Heritage Places and which was damaged by fire in September 2008, is in a 
perilous state. We say that the building urgently needs the protection of a roof to avoid further structural 
damage.  

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to direct the Minister for Heritage to identify and remediate 
urgently all factors blocking the placement of a roof over this magnificent landmark, which defines both 
the heart of Guildford and the State’s tourist gateway to the Swan Valley.  

Further, we ask the Legislative Assembly to take all actions required to secure permanently for all 
Western Australians the restoration of the building’s external facade and wrought iron belvedere and, at 
the same time, to permit a sympathetic renovation to the building which will restore its economic 
viability and future longevity.  

Finally, we ask the Legislative Assembly to identify and remediate all weaknesses in Western 
Australia’s Legislative Acts so that the scenario exemplified by the damaged Guildford Hotel building 
can never happen again. 

[See petition 348.]  
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NEWMAN – MARBLE BAR ROAD 

Petition 

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Pilbara) [2.59 pm]: I have a petition that reads as follows — 

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

We the undersigned call upon the Legislative Assembly to put urgent pressure on the Barnett Liberal–
National State Government of Western Australia to allocate funds to secure the immediate upgrading 
and sealing of the inland Pilbara road from Newman to Marble Bar so that the heavy traffic loads on 
this road can travel in increased safety. 

We ask the Legislative Assembly to draw to the attention of the State Government the current 
dangerous condition of this busy central Pilbara road and call upon the State Government to fund the 
road’s urgent upgrade and maintenance. 

The petition is signed by 111 signatories and I certify that it is in conformity with the standing orders of the 
house. 

[See petition 349.] 

Nonconforming Petition 

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Pilbara) [3.00 pm]: I seek leave to table a copy of the same petition with 136 
signatories but it is not in conformity with the standing orders of the house.  

The SPEAKER: The first petition can be tabled, member for Pilbara, and we record the fact that you have 
brought the second petition to this house but it cannot be officially tabled. 

TOM PRICE — DIALYSIS TREATMENT FACILITIES 

Petition 

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Pilbara) [3.00 pm]: I have another petition that reads as follows —  

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

We the undersigned petition the Legislative Assembly of the Western Australia State Parliament to call 
upon the Barnett Liberal–National State Government to install a dialysis machine in Tom Price for the 
treatment of dialysis patients from Tom Price and the surrounding communities in order to save these 
patients, some of whom are very elderly and fragile, the distress of travelling to Perth for treatment 
when this could be easily managed in their home town.  

We ask the Legislative Assembly to obtain from the State Government an acknowledgement of the 
likelihood of an increase in the number of dialysis patients and the urgent need for the community of 
Tom Price and the surrounding areas to have ready local access to dialysis treatment facilities. 

The petition has been signed by 147 signatories and I certify that it is in conformity with the standing orders of 
the house. I indicate that I will pass a letter to that effect to the Minister for Health. 

[See petition 350.] 

HOUSEHOLD COST INCREASES 

Petition 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [3.01 pm]: I have a petition that has been certified as conforming with the 
standing orders of the house. It reads — 

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

We, the undersigned, say 

1 The State Government’s recent increases in fees and charges to householders are 
disproportionate and unfair. 

2 Many people are struggling to get by and these increased charges are causing unnecessary 
hardship. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly 

3 To voice the case of householders aggrieved by these increases in fees and charges. 
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4 To give relief for WA householders trying to balance the household budget. 

The petition is signed by 19 people. 

[See petition 351.] 

CANNING BRIDGE PRECINCT VISION 

Petition 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.02 pm]: I have a petition from one petitioner that reads as follows — 

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

I, the undersigned, say that the most recent community consultation process in relation to the “Canning 
Bridge Precinct Vision,” was not conducted in good faith. I say this because much of the residents’ 
feedback from the March 2010 community submission process that opposed aspects of the Vision was 
completely and utterly ignored by the City of Melville when that council unanimously endorsed the 
Vision in October 2010. Based on their own consultant’s “Report on Submissions”, the most frequently 
raised issue was the proposed building heights/densities. Of those who expressed an opinion on the 
topic, 92% (225 out of 244) are opposed to the building heights and densities proposed in the document 
and want that aspect scaled back very significantly. Of the 19 who support the heights/densities, 6 do 
not even reside in the area. 

Now I ask that the Legislative Assembly insist that the pertinent authorities, in particular the City of 
Melville and the WA Planning Commission:  

1. Restrict building heights to 5 storeys in the area that is currently referred to as the Canning 
Bridge Frame. 

2. Restrict the heights of the buildings in the area that is currently referred to as DC1 to below an 
imaginary line joining the top of the Raffles building and the 6 storey block west of Sleat 
Road. 

3. Restrict the Precinct to the “Original Study Area”, which is nominally an area with a boundary 
800 m from the Canning Bridge Railway Station. 

[See petition 352.] 

Petition 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.04 pm]: The second petition is signed by 49 petitioners and reads as 
follows —  

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

We, the undersigned residents of Western Australia, say that the draft Canning Bridge Precinct Vision 
(‘the CBPV’) proposes zoning changes that are: inappropriate and too substantial for the precinct; that 
exceed the Canning Bridge Station Precinct Study area (‘Study area’); that create inequities and 
unfairness for numerous residents; that are entirely inconsistent with the existing character of the 
locality; and that will significantly increase traffic congestion and related traffic issues in the precinct 
and for everyone driving through the precinct. Further, there has been inadequate consultation with the 
community concerning the CBPV.  

Now, we ask the Legislative Assembly to refer the CBPV for further investigation into:  

1 The need to seek further comment from the Community. 

2 The desire to confine any plans to increase density to the Study area.  

3 The need for a comprehensive traffic analysis before progressing further.  

4 The need to secure funding for traffic improvements in the precinct before progressing further.  

5 The desire of allowing the existing City of Melville’s Community Planning Scheme No. 5 
zoning to be utilised to its maximum potential before moving forward on any plans to increase 
density.  

[See petition 353.] 
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ANIMAL WELFARE UNIT INSPECTORATE 

Petition 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [3.05 pm]: This petition conforms with the standing orders of the Legislative 
Assembly. It contains 25 signatures and reads as follows —  

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

We, the undersigned, say that the welfare of livestock animals in Western Australia is not being 
properly protected, and the Animal Welfare Act 2002 is not being enforced, because the State 
Government has refused to adequately fund the Animal Welfare Unit Inspectorate to employ six 
permanent, full-time General Inspectors. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to fully fund the employment of six permanent full-time General 
Inspectors in the Department of Local Government’s Animal Welfare Unit Inspectorate to ensure that 
the welfare of livestock animals involved in live export, transportation and the abattoirs is regularly and 
routinely monitored and reports of cruelty or neglect are investigated promptly.  

[See petition 354.] 

PAPERS TABLED 

Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 

ECONOMICS AND INDUSTRY STANDING COMMITTEE — FRANCHISING BILL 2010 INQUIRY 

Appointment of Member for Southern River — Notice of Motion 

Mr D.A. Templeman gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 

That the Legislative Assembly appoints the member for Southern River to the Economics and Industry 
Standing Committee for the duration of the committee’s inquiry into that member’s private member’s 
bill referred to that committee on Thursday, 18 November, and further that the member for Southern 
River be appointed with full voting rights for this inquiry. 

BILLS 

Notice of Motion to Introduce 

1. Railway and Port (The Pilbara Infrastructure Pty Ltd) Agreement Amendment Bill 2010. 

Notice of motion given by Mr C.J. Barnett (Minister for State Development). 

2. Fish Resources Management Amendment (Fees) Bill 2010. 

3. Fish Resources Management Amendment (Fees) Bill (No. 2) 2010. 

Notices of motion given by Dr K.D. Hames (Deputy Premier). 

4. Road Traffic Amendment (Alcohol and Drug Related Offences) Bill 2010. 

Notice of motion given by Mr R.F. Johnson (Minister for Road Safety). 

MANUFACTURING AND ENGINEERING — LOCAL CONTENT AND JOBS 

Notice of Motion 

Mr M. McGowan gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 

That the Barnett government be condemned for its failure to act on the important issues of local content 
and jobs in the manufacturing and engineering area. 

BARNETT GOVERNMENT — WAGE INCREASES, AND REDRESS WA 
PORT INFRASTRUCTURE — PUBLIC FUNDING 

Removal of Notices 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): In accordance with standing order 144A, the orders of the day that 
appeared on the last notice paper as Nos 1 and 2 under private members’ business, Matter of Public Interest — 
Government Wages and Funding Cuts and Public Funding of the State’s Critical Port Infrastructure, have not 
been debated for more than 12 calendar months and have been removed from the notice paper. 
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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN LIVING STANDARDS 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, I advise that today I received within the prescribed time a 
letter from the Leader of the Opposition in the following terms —  

I wish to raise the following as a matter of public interest today. 

“That this House condemns the Premier for his decisions to attack the living standards and quality of 
life of Western Australians.” 

Yours sincerely, 

ERIC RIPPER MLA 
LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION 

Members, the matter appears to me to be in order, and if at least five members will stand in support of the matter 
being discussed, and they have, the matter can proceed. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [3.09 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Premier for his decisions to attack the living standards and quality of life 
of Western Australians. 

During question time we saw an arrogant Premier speak in complete ignorance of the way in which Western 
Australians live today. What he said about air conditioning was completely out of touch with the realities of life 
in the hot eastern suburbs. I want to tell the Premier that it might not be the case in Cottesloe, but as I travel 
about the eastern suburbs I see many smaller, obviously less valuable properties with air conditioning, because it 
is hot and they are a long way from the beach, and people care about that. The Premier’s comments in question 
time today were arrogant and out of touch. 

This government’s huge increase in utility costs is robbery in company. The first offender is the Premier of this 
state, and the second offender is the former Treasurer, the member for Vasse. The first offender now wants to 
bring the second offender back to the scene of the crime. It is interesting that at last the Premier has decided to 
stay in the house during debate on a matter of public interest on this issue. All too often during the past weeks of 
Parliament, the Premier has scuttled out of the house whenever the opposition has raised the issues of the cost of 
living and people’s living standards. He has tried to avoid accountability and to contemptuously dismiss the 
opposition’s attempts to argue on behalf of ordinary Western Australians that this government is hurting them 
with its savage electricity bill increases. At last the Premier has decided to stay, and he now has to justify and 
explain his 46 per cent increase in electricity prices, his almost 30 per cent increase in water prices, and the other 
things he has done. 

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The member for Vasse has no credibility. Until he starts telling the truth to parliamentary 
committees, the opposition will not accept any comment from him. We will not take any comment from him 
until he can demonstrate that he can tell the truth. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Thank you, member for Vasse and Leader of the Opposition. I 
do not want to start calling people in this debate. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: He’s got the biggest voice yet you’re not going to name him first! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am going to start with you, member for Perth. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: There are double standards in this house! 

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

Mr J.N. Hyde: He went to town and you did nothing! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Perth, I call you for the second time. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Double standards. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Perth, I call you for the third time. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Not only must the Premier justify the harm he has done to Western Australian families, he 
also needs to explain his future price increases for electricity and water. The Premier cannot have it both ways; 
he cannot offer soft words in press conferences and then put tough figures in the budget papers. What appears in 
the budget papers must back up what he says at press conferences, and vice versa. He is telling us that there will 
be only modest increases in utility costs next year; meanwhile, his own financial plan includes assumptions of a 
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22.3 per cent increase in electricity and an 8.4 per cent increase in water. It is the case that, particularly in the 
eastern suburbs, people will have to choose between funding the cost of Christmas and funding their air 
conditioning through the summer. Pensioners in my electorate will be forced to make a decision: how much will 
they spend on entertaining their families, and how much will they have to keep aside for the $272 cost of running 
an air conditioner in one room over the summer? They will be forced to make that choice. When they go out to 
play the traditional game of Christmas backyard cricket, despite the huge increase in water prices, they will find 
that their lawn is in pretty poor condition as a result of the water restrictions that this government has imposed. 

The Premier is deceiving the public; he is not telling the truth. He is saying that there will be only modest 
increases, when his own financial plan has huge price increase assumptions. I want the government to 
understand that there is real community anger about this. The government seems to be in a state of denial about 
the real views of people in our community. The opposition has run a campaign on this issue, and we have had 
hundreds, indeed thousands, of these postcards returned to us. It is the biggest community response that I have 
ever seen in my 22 years in Parliament. There is huge community anger about this; the public supports our 
Enough is Enough campaign and blames the Premier, who is now absent from the chamber, for what is going on. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am not hesitant at all about calling members on either side. I want to hear the 
Leader of the Opposition; members will get their chance to reply. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, Leader of the National Party. I call you for the first time. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Here he is; the Premier has come back for the debate. 

Let me tell members what some of these people have been saying. In a postcard from Charles, 77, and Joanna, 
73, of Bedford, they asked why they, as pensioners, did not profit from the state doing so well. Jane from 
Dianella said that she could no longer keep up or guarantee that she would be able to pay her gas bill, despite 
frugal living. Arlene from Port Kennedy asked why she was paying more to use less. Another person who 
returned a postcard wrote that the Premier’s ugly increases were coming close to forcing him to sell his home, 
and that gas was also at a painful price. Yet another one wrote to say that he was a pensioner, that the increases 
were hurting very much, and that there would be no more steak for dinner. Finally, just to make sure that 
government members understand that this is hurting Western Australian families, another person wrote, very 
simply, that she was a single mum and that things were not getting any easier. This is hurting Western Australian 
families, and the Premier has to take responsibility for that. 

The opposition contacted the Office of Energy and looked at its figures; we spoke to the Australian Consumers’ 
Association and we calculated the figures. People such as mothers at home with young children or elderly people 
need to run their air conditioning for a significant time, and it is going to cost them, over summer, $272 to run 
one air conditioner in one room. Our assumptions in making those calculations were very conservative. That is 
the sort of cost that the government is imposing on the people of this state, but the Premier’s answer in question 
time was quite frankly of the “let them eat cake” variety. It was an appalling answer and was completely out of 
touch. 

It is not only electricity prices. Electricity prices are just part of a pattern of outrageous revenue raising. The 
government has ripped off the utilities with dividend payments, and has forced the utilities to rip off Western 
Australian families; that is what is going on. It is a double rip-off; first of all, rip off the utilities, then get the 
utilities to rip off the people of the state. It is not confined to electricity prices alone. The government has raised 
the emergency services levy; it has withdrawn budget money from the Fire and Emergency Services Authority 
and increased the levy, so the burden is passed to Western Australian families. Because they get the bill with 
their local government rates, the government hopes that they will blame local government. It is the same with the 
waste levy; the government has withdrawn money from the Department of Environment and Conservation, then 
increased the waste levy. It then hopes that because the increases are on the local government bill, local 
government will cop the political blame for its revenue raising. 

The tragedy of all this is that it is not as if people are going to get a better electricity service; the government is 
under-investing in the electricity network. There is a $650 million gap between what the Economic Regulation 
Authority says is required efficient investment in our network, and the investment that the government has 
allocated. This is the third or fourth time I have raised this issue in Parliament, and my statement has never been 
contradicted or challenged by the government. The government’s arrogant silence on this issue speaks volumes. 
It will not even deal with what I think is an important argument: that it is underspending on the electricity 
network. Premier, underspending on the electricity network has consequences. They might not be immediate, but 
ultimately there will be more fires like the Toodyay fires and there will be more blackouts as a result of this 
government’s underspending on the electricity network. People are therefore paying through the nose for a more 
dangerous system and for a system that is deteriorating. We have been here before. 
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Mr C.J. Barnett: You have. You lost the power supply. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Premier has been there—in 1994, my friend. The Premier presided over the worst 
breakdown in the electricity system in the entire history of the state in 1994, and he did not take ministerial 
responsibility. I remember that he blamed his agency; that is what he did. 

We have been here before. The crisis that we had in February 2004 was due to the previous lack of investment in 
the electricity network. That is what caused the blackout. Cause one was the Premier’s sweating of the assets 
when he was the Minister for Energy in the run-up to the election in 2001. That finally had a consequence in 
2004 because there are long lead times in the electricity system. The second cause of the events in 2004—which 
were in effect a shortage of gas with electricity consequences rather than a straight electricity shortage—was that 
man, the Premier, privatised the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline. He sold it to a failing company. There 
was a dodgy behind-the-scenes deal on tariffs, which could not be honoured because it was contrary to the law, 
and that company refused to invest in the expansion of the gas pipeline. 

Therefore the Premier’s lack of investment in the electricity system and his dodgy privatisation of the Dampier 
to Bunbury natural gas pipeline were the causes of those events in 2004. I say that only because I want to 
demonstrate to the public that there are consequences from the lack of investment in the electricity network, and 
the Premier is going to visit those consequences on the state once again. He has done it already, he has form, and 
he is doing it again. He is asking people to pay through the nose and he is not investing in the system. 

What the Premier must do is freeze the increases. He has done enough—46 per cent on electricity in two years 
and 30 per cent on water. He must say, “Enough is enough, we’re going to freeze the increases.” He has to do 
more than say it; he has to put it in his financial plan. I am fed up with and sick of the Premier deceiving the 
public of Western Australia. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Go home, little boy! Go cry in the corner somewhere! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It makes me angry to see the way in which he misleads the public and fails to tell the truth. It 
is time that the Premier backed up his press releases and it is time that he backed up his thought bubbles at press 
conferences with real figures in the budget. It is deceptive, it is misleading and it is unbecoming of someone in 
the Premier’s position not to put figures in the midyear review financial plan that back up what he is trying to tell 
the public in his press releases. Enough is enough, Premier. He must freeze the increases and put those 
assumptions into his own financial plan. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.23 pm]: The Premier’s performance in this place in the past couple of 
weeks has been nothing short of perhaps the most arrogant performance of a Premier that I think Western 
Australians have seen for quite some time. The Premier can mock the Leader of the Opposition with his 
statement that he should go cry in the corner, as though the Leader of the Opposition’s feelings for Western 
Australians are not real. The Premier can mock the Leader of the Opposition with his performance in question 
time today asking when air conditioning has become an essential service and he can mock the Leader of the 
Opposition with his statements that he can live off the pension. The Premier can live off his pension but I doubt 
that he could live off the pension that pensioners in my electorate and all across Western Australia are living off. 
The Premier has told the Leader of the Opposition to get his values right. This from the man who cut payments 
to Redress WA! This from the man who cut funding for paupers’ funerals! It was only a backlash from the 
people of Western Australia that forced him to reverse that decision. The only person in this place that has his 
morals and values wrong is the Premier. I think the Premier knows that the decision he has made in respect of 
fees and charges is biting him. It is coming back to bite him, it is biting all his backbenchers and it is simply a 
matter of who tells the truth. Who is out there telling the truth to the people of Western Australia? 

It is worth having a look at the transcript of some of the radio interviews that the Liberal Party ran during the 
2008 election campaign. I will quote from one — 

I mean if he couldn’t make things work with eight years of boom, what’s going to happen now that 
things are slowing down, prices are rising and interest rates are up. 

Another one — 

Strange, but I haven’t seen Alan Carpenter running ads talking about how the cost of electricity will 
increase by 72%. 72%! 

My power bill will almost double, how does he expect us to pay for that? 

What the Premier did by those ads was clearly give the impression to the people of Western Australia that under 
him electricity prices, water prices and the standard of living for all Western Australians were not going to 
increase dramatically. That is exactly what the Premier did, which is why we are seeing these sorts of responses 
here. 
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I have with me a small sample of some comments from people in Victoria Park. I am probably going to find one 
from the member for North West in here somewhere; I know that he will be upset when he is shopping on 
Sunday in Vic Park and wondering why it is that his fees and charges have gone up. But, Premier, I will quote 
from a few people. According to my notes, Ms Watson said — 

Everything has gone up except wages. We were hurting before, now we’re desperate. Very much so. I 
am hurting as I am a sole breadwinner. Definitely. I have to lean on my family. The increases are 
crushing. 

According to my notes, Ms Smith of Carlisle, a single pensioner, said — 

Very much so; gas too. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We know another great legacy from the member for Cottesloe was with gas and the sale of 
Alinta. Another comment, according to my notes, was — 

I am on the disability pension. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: It’s all in the same handwriting! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, Leader of the National Party, they are not in the same handwriting. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: These are comments from real people and they are from your electorate, Mr Acting Speaker 
(Mr J.M. Francis) — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: And they are from the electorates of members opposite. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: And they are from Riverton. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Thousands, Mr Acting Speaker—thousands from all over the electorates of government 
members. I have got some from the electorate of the member for Ocean Reef and I have got some from your 
electorate in Nedlands, Mr Leader of the National Party. I have got some from Nedlands even—from his 
electorate. It is extraordinary! Is there a National Party member who actually lives in the bloody regions? It is 
outrageous! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Acting Speaker, the member for Vasse yelled out to the Leader of the Opposition, “What 
did you say?” I will quote from the 2008–09 budget. I know that the member for Vasse is up there in his seat 
flicking furiously through the budget. I will quote from page 96 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook of the 
2008–09 budget — 

In response to the Office of Energy’s Electricity Retail Market Review … Draft Recommendations 
Paper released on 4 April 2008, the Government announced a transition to cost reflective tariffs for non-
contestable customers … which includes households and small businesses, from 2009–10. This 
involves a 10% increase in 2009–10, with further annual increases to be phased in over a six to eight-
year period. 

It goes on — 

The CSO — 

That is, community service obligation — 

… is estimated at approximately $273 million in 2009–10, $291 million in 2010–11 and $215 million in 
2011–12. The cumulative value over the forward estimates is $779 million. 

The former government made the decision to ensure that the people of Western Australia would not experience 
46 per cent increases in electricity in two years. 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That was a decision made by the Leader of the Opposition when he was Treasurer to protect 
people in the Deputy Premier’s electorate—people who the Deputy Premier does not seem to care about and 
people he does not get up in this place and advocate for. I am sure I have some comments from his electorate 
here as well. 

As the Leader of the Opposition said, the Premier has form; he is sweating the assets. That is what is going on. 
The wonderful thing about the freedom of information applications is that occasionally something slips through 
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the net and occasionally we get something back. We saw in the most recent budget what the Premier has done. 
He is gouging families and saying, “How do I get that money back into consolidated revenue? I’ll increase the 
dividends payable by the utilities.” The smash-and-grab continues. 

It is interesting to note that the Premier makes the point that it is all about controlling the infrastructure—
controlling where the government is spending its capital. But, interestingly, that is not exactly what Western 
Power is saying internally. It makes a couple of points, and I will read from an email from someone called Mr 
Hutchinson within Western Power — 

We need to reduce debt by $964M across the years 2012/13 and 2013/14 to come back to DTF’s 
position in the SDP 2009. 

The SDP is the strategic development plan. Then there is a letter from the Minister for Energy to the chair of 
Western Power, Mr Barnaba, stating that if Western Power — 

… requires additional borrowings to finance the dividend payment, you will need to request an increase 
in your borrowing limit to the Department of Treasury and Finance. 

What is going on now is that Western Power is borrowing to pay the increased dividend, at the same time that 
the Department of Treasury and Finance is saying that it has got to pay off $1 billion in debt over the next three 
years. This is the reality of the Premier sweating the assets. The documents also go on to show what was 
motivating the Premier to increase those dividends. Again, this is another Western Power submission from the 
executive to the board — 

Government however was unwilling to support a change from the dividend policy — 

Because Western Power got back to the government and said that it probably could not handle what the 
government proposed — 

as part of the Mid Year Review process, due to the following: 

(a) it was considered outside the scope of the allowable parameter adjustments; 

(b) General Government operating surplus was already under pressure … 

There is one reason and one reason only that the Premier increased the dividend payments payable by the 
utilities. He wanted to increase the smash-and-grab on Western Australian families to ensure his government’s 
spending was being financed by these backdoor taxes that he is imposing on Western Australian families. That is 
the reality. What we are seeing here are thousands and thousands and thousands of real people, Western 
Australians, who have had enough. They have had an absolute gutful of being looked to as an alternative revenue 
source for the government. 

We made the decision when we were last in government to protect families from outrageous rises and to protect 
their standard of living. This government, facing the largest amount of revenue received by any state 
government, has made the decision to attack Western Australian families and to ensure that, as the summer 
months approach, the thousands of pensioners who have filled in these forms cannot afford to keep their air 
conditioning on and cannot afford to water their gardens simply because this Premier, in his arrogant, petulant 
and nasty way has decided he could live off a pension. Enough is simply enough. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.31 pm]: I read with great interest this matter of public interest. 
It had a ring of familiarity about it but there was one expression that was different from those in previous 
motions. It refers to an attack on living standards and then it adds “and the quality of life of Western 
Australians”, implying that this government is attacking the quality of life of Western Australians. I ask 
members to think what would be the quality of life of Western Australians if the Labor Party was in government 
and the Leader of the Opposition was Premier. What would the quality of life be? Let me paint a picture of the 
quality of life of Western Australians under a Ripper government. What would we have? We would have 
brothels in the suburbs and towns of this state. That was Labor policy. Does that improve the quality of life of 
Western Australians? I do not think so. Labor had open slather on brothels, prostitution and pimps. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They are all yelling and screaming. Is their laissez-faire approach on prostitution no longer 
their policy? 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Thank you, member for Armadale! I tried to ensure that the 
previous two speakers were heard in as much silence as was possible, and I would expect the same right to be 
extended to the Premier. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That affects the quality of life, and not for the better. 

Several members interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Let us look at another aspect of quality of life. One of the greatest forces of devastation in 
our community is drugs. What is Labor’s policy? We would still have people growing two cannabis plants per 
adult per household under the Labor policy. Whose quality of life suffers? It is the drug dealers. The only quality 
of life that will diminish is that of the drug dealers. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members! It is getting ridiculous. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The interjections are getting ridiculous. I am going to start calling people. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: That is the second time today, member for Girrawheen. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will tell the member for Girrawheen what I will talk about. One of the qualities of life 
that has improved under this government is that prisoners on transfer are safe—something she ignored and failed 
to do as a minister. On the policy of the other side, we get prostitution and pimps, home-grown cannabis and 
drug dealers, and we get a lack of public investment in prisoner safety. There is a wide difference in policy. 

Let me tell members some of the other things about quality of life. Let us talk about Esperance. One of the worst 
failings on environmental management happened under Labor, under Hon Alannah MacTiernan, the minister, 
who failed to act and failed to exercise her ministerial responsibility, as a result of which we had the lead 
pollution of Esperance. That is something the Labor Party is in denial about. This government cleaned up 
Esperance. It spent millions and millions of dollars in restoring the environment and investing in infrastructure. 
That was something that the Labor Party ignored. On drugs, on prostitution and on environment, there are big 
differences. 

Let us go to some of the lighter issues. Under a Liberal–National government, people can go shopping in Perth 
until nine o’clock at night. That affects quality of life. People are allowed to shop and go out to spend money. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, Premier. I do not know what I have to do to make people behave. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: Sit him down! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Joondalup; that is the second time today! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Under this government, seniors can travel free on public transport. There are seven million 
such trips a year. Their quality of life is a lot better. People in country areas have got an improved Royal Flying 
Doctor Service—an institution the Labor Party described as an “interest group”. It is a 74-year-old institution, 
which is just an interest group to Labor. This government and this minister funded the Royal Flying Doctor 
Service and the patient assisted travel scheme. Where is the member for Perth when you want him? People in his 
electorate can now continue to know that they have an emergency department and outpatient services because 
there will continue to be a Royal Perth Hospital under this government. There was going to be no Royal Perth 
Hospital under members opposite. They dare to come into this house and talk about attacks on quality of life. No 
government would have attacked the quality of life and the values of the people of Western Australia more than 
a government of the Ripper clan. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, Premier. Member for Forrestfield and member for Kwinana, both for the 
first time today. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Let us look at recreational activities. Only a couple of weeks ago the Berlin Philharmonic 
Orchestra came here. For music lovers it was the highlight of their life. Some 10 000 people around the state got 
to watch it. I am not a revhead, but the member for Wanneroo is. For revheads, V8 Supercars are back for a five-
year contract, courtesy of a Liberal–National government, and the track is going to be upgraded. That is about 
the quality of life for Western Australians. What did Labor do? It did absolutely nothing. 

On a serious topic, for the first time there has been a Mental Health Commissioner and a dedicated Minister for 
Mental Health. What did Labor do? It did absolutely nothing for eight years. Opposition members talk about 
quality of life. They did absolutely nothing. The list goes on. The number of young people in training programs 
has gone up by 32 per cent in the past year. The quality of life and the opportunities for those young people are 
far, far better under this government. Let us look at the Kimberley and the Ord River scheme, which is a great 
project led by the Minister for Regional Development. There are 50 young Aboriginal people working on the 
project. What has happened to their quality of life? I think it has improved. They have now got real 
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opportunities, real pride and real dignity. Labor members are a hapless, inept, divided, disgruntled and miserable 
group—look at them; they are hopeless! They come in here and bring a motion on about the quality of life.  

In September 2008 the people of Western Australia made a very clear decision about their lives and they got a 
Liberal government. It just goes on and on. Where do we stop? Never, ever have I seen a leader of a political 
party so comfortable as the Leader of the Opposition, so destined to stay there and never to come back to this 
side of the house, because Western Australia does not deserve someone who is incompetent and inept and who 
basically fails to stand up for this state. He is the only state development minister ever to lose a project—not to 
China, not to America—to Darwin. He has set a new standard for ineptitude. I could go on but many members 
on this side want to talk about the achievements of this government.  

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [3.40 pm]: Again today we have heard the breathtaking arrogance of this 
government and of the Premier. Again, he confirmed that 90 per cent of what he says is wrong or lies—90 per 
cent of what he says is wrong or lies.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Are you going to pay that $170 000 back?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: How is the Premier’s super? How is the Premier’s $2 million? Is he going to go to the new 
super scheme? Come on; is he going on it?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I am not.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier said today, “Air conditioning; who needs it?” Does the Premier have air 
conditioning in his car? Does he have air conditioning in his office? People such as pensioners are in their homes 
all day, not in air-conditioned offices, and they do not drive around in air-conditioned Calais; they are in their 
homes struggling with the heat. Young mothers are home struggling with the heat. Women with new babies are 
at home struggling with the heat. What absolute arrogance for the Premier to say, “My house in Cottesloe 
doesn’t have air conditioning.” The Premier should turn off the air conditioning in his office and take the air 
conditioning out of his car if he wants to stand by those sorts of claims. What absolute arrogance to say that air 
conditioning —  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you have air conditioning in your house?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have a 10-month-old baby; of course I do. He should take the air conditioning out of his 
office and his car. He should tell everyone in Western Australia to take out their air conditioners because under a 
Liberal government it is too expensive to have them. Is that what he is saying? Is he saying that all Western 
Australians should get rid of their air conditioning because it is too expensive? That is what he is saying. I reflect 
upon what he said in 2004 on air conditioning.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In 2004 he said in this place — 

Think of the stories that were heard in our electorates and on talkback radio of young mothers with 
children who did not have power during these days of hot weather. Young couples had bought homes 
and put in airconditioning but could not use it.  

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: He’s just a hypocrite. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Acting Speaker — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Leader of the House, I do not need the point of order; I heard the 
comment. Member for Joondalup, please stand up and withdraw.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It continues — 

Elderly people in nursing homes were distressed because they did not have airconditioning and were 
made uncomfortable unnecessarily.  

In 2004 air conditioning was a necessity; now it is a luxury. During the debate with the Leader of the Opposition, 
the Premier claimed that in 1994 he took responsibility for the power blackout.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: An article in The West Australian of 25 March 1994 reads — 
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The State Government ordered a full report and Energy Minister Colin Barnett blamed the weather and 
not staff cuts for the chaos. 

… 

Outside State Parliament yesterday, Mr Barnett said the combination of a four-month drought, humidity 
of up to 99 per cent and a spate of bushfires had led to a build-up of dust and salt on transmission lines 
which made the blackout inevitable.  

It was going to happen; it was inevitable.  

An opposition member: It was the blackout we had to have. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It was. The Premier said he did not accept responsibility and ruled out compensation for 
businesses. Another lie. Again and again in this place 90 per cent of what he says is wrong or a lie.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You said it’s a lie, didn’t you? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I did. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That terminology is not permitted in this house and I ask the member to withdraw it.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you members. Member for West Swan, I think I heard you say it. If you did, I 
am going to ask you to withdraw it.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I did not call him a liar; I did say he lied. If that is unparliamentary, I withdraw. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, we need an unconditional withdrawal. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I withdraw that comment. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, one at a time.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Acting Speaker, you are quite right, but as the member for West Swan got up to 
withdraw the comment, the member for Pilbara accused the Premier of lying and I ask that he withdraw also.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, Leader of the House. Member for Pilbara, I did not hear that, but if you 
did make that comment —  

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I withdraw. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you.  

Debate Resumed 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier comes in here and talks about brothels. What has this government done about 
brothels? Nothing. Has it closed down a brothel? No. As the member for Girrawheen said, the number of drug 
laboratories in Western Australia is increasing. This is a Premier who says anything and does nothing. We have 
seen it year upon year. He says anything and does nothing. He expects us not to check. He goes through day by 
day expecting people not to check on what he says. Well, they do. They realise that in 90 per cent of cases what 
he says is wrong. As I said, this is a government that has its priorities wrong. It is okay to invest public funding 
into Oakajee and it is okay to subsidise overseas mining companies, but it is not okay to subsidise families and 
pensioners. It is okay to pour millions of dollars into his electorate but it is not okay to subsidise families and 
pensioners. Leader of the National Party it is okay to fund talking toilets and plastic cows, but it is not okay —  

Mr B.J. Grylls: Too right it’s okay and I look forward to telling you exactly what we are doing with royalties 
for regions.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is okay to fund talking toilets and plastic cows, but it is not okay —  

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister for Regional Development.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Minister for Regional Development is out of touch if he does not think these increases 
in household charges — 

An opposition member interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. As each day goes by, the Leader of the National Party is more and more out of touch. 
He sits there laughing continuously about fees and charges and does not have the guts to stand up and explain his 
government’s action. 
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Mr B.J. Grylls: I will. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I look forward to hearing him explain the increases in fees and charges.  

As we said, the government has its priorities all wrong. It is okay to subsidise mining companies; it is okay to 
pour millions of dollars into the Premier’s electorate; it is okay to fund talking toilets and plastic cows; but it is 
not okay to subsidise families and pensioners. This is what is happening under this government. It is somehow a 
horrible thought to subsidise pensioners and families. Another hot summer is imminent, and as happened during 
last winter when we heard that pensioners were unable to turn on their heating, they will not be able to afford to 
turn on their air conditioning. That will mean suffering for normal people living in their households trying to get 
by. This government does not care.  

Opposition members: Hear, hear!  

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [3.48 pm]: I would like to point out that the subsidising 
of families the member for West Swan talked about comes from exactly the same families who pay state taxes 
and charges. It does not come from some mystery box.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: It comes from payroll tax.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It comes out of all the taxes. Pensioners as well as others pay taxes that end up with this 
government.  

I want to clarify a few of the comments that have been made by members of the opposition when they spoke 
about this huge impost on families through rises in utility charges. I might emphasise here that I am not talking 
about single families or pensioners, only because I do not have those figures. I do have figures for the average 
household, consisting of two adults and two children. I want to quote from an article that outlines the changes in 
utility prices, particularly electricity prices, that this government has brought in because of the actions of the 
former government. The opposition would have us believe that that component of a standard bill of any 
household creates a huge impost for the average family. I am saying that it does not. I will explain why. My first 
evidence comes from an article in The Weekend West of Saturday, 13 November, which was just recently. It has 
a table showing the average weekly necessities for a family of four and goes through the average costs for those 
families, which are: mortgage and insurance, $545; food, $250, which includes dining in and dining out; 
electricity, up to $27; gas, up to $11; council rates, up to $20; water rates and charges, $10; phone and internet, 
$50; medical cover, $44; car loans, $145; and car running costs, which is for two cars, $145 per week. When we 
add up the cost per week of all the utilities of government, it comes to just under $50. That is about the same as it 
costs each week to run a phone. It costs the same to pay for all of a family’s utilities as it costs to pay for the 
phone. It is about the same as it costs for medical cover, one-fifth of what is spent on food and far less than what 
is spent on running a car. I say once again that it costs $50 a week for the phone and internet. The cost of utilities 
for each family represents a very small percentage of total cost.  

What do people get for $50 a week? They get to switch on the lights, they get sewerage, they get to turn on the 
taps to get water, and they get to turn on the gas so the stove works. An average family gets all those things for 
$50 per week, which represents a very small component of the total household bill. What were those increases? 
How much did those charges go up? I have in front of me the Western Australian Council of Social Service 
report entitled “The Rising Cost of Living in WA” that was published in August 2010. It shows that the average 
weekly income per household in July 2010 was $882 and the average 12-month increase in total utility charges 
was $6 a week. That means that 1.3 per cent of total weekly income is accounted for by that increase in utility 
charges. The total increase in disposable income was $29 per week, weekly income went up by $45 and total 
expenses across the range of household expenses went up by $16 per week. The report states — 

Figures show that from 2009 to 2010, expenses for the WACOSS Household Model have increased by 
approximately $16 per week, or 2.33%. During the same period, income levels for minimum wage 
earners in WA have increased by $45 per week, or 5.37%. 

In a 12-month period, the family’s disposable income has increased by $29 per week, or 19 per cent. There has 
been a 19 per cent increase in disposable charges. For the opposition to suggest that the increase in utility 
charges by this government represents a significant increase in the cost of running a house in this state is quite 
clearly wrong.  

I want to talk briefly about health. What things have increased in health services — 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We have very little time, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Thank you, member for Mandurah. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I wanted to talk briefly about some of the areas in which the health services in this state have 
improved significantly under a Liberal government. First, I want to talk about waiting list surgery numbers. The 
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number of people who have had surgery after being on the waitlist in this state has increased by record numbers 
this year. We have a record low number of cases over boundary; for the first time ever it was over 91 per cent. 
We have a record low number of people waiting longer than eight hours for a bed. We have gone—we will see 
this in the figures that come out shortly—from being one of the worst states in Australia to being in the top two, 
if not being the top, in Australia. We are the only state that funds the patient assisted travel scheme to the extent 
we do. All the other ministers and states are extremely jealous of the amount of funding that this state has for 
PATS.  

There was some negative commentary in the newspaper the other day about Western Australia’s BreastScreen 
program. We are the best in Australia. We are the only fully accredited service for breast screening in the whole 
of Australia.  

I was at a Parkinson’s disease function this morning, at which we committed an extra $90 000 for Parkinson’s 
disease. The nurses said that we are the envy of Australia; in fact, they get accolades from around the world. At a 
recent conference in America, a Parkinson’s nurse said to them, “You Aussies do it right”. Western Australia is a 
model for the world in the way we fund Parkinson’s nurses. We funded two of them under the former Liberal 
government and the third under the current Liberal government. We saw absolutely nothing during the seven and 
a half years of Labor government.  

Dr Loh from the anaphylaxis working party wanted me to go to the national conference in Sydney. Sadly, I could 
not go. He said that Western Australia is the envy of every other state and that we are leading Australia in 
anaphylaxis management. The capital investment by this government in hospitals is a record. Our most recent 
announcement was on childcare services; we have committed a record amount compared with the previous 
government. For the opposition to say that the quality of levying under this government has in some way reduced 
is an absolute furphy. It is not true. I have outlined some considerable improvements in health in this state. I 
think that is a reflection of our commitment in a huge range of areas. Some other government members will also 
be telling this house about the huge improvements we have seen under this government.  

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Attorney General) [3.56 pm]: I would like to reflect again on the issue of 
quality of life and, in particular, look at law and order, prisons, the justice system and the courts. I recall the first 
two tasks that I had as a minister and the first two pieces of legislation that I brought to this place in 2008 after 
the Liberal–National government won the election and we first came to government. The first piece of legislation 
was a bill to compensate 1 730 Western Australians that the previous government had unlawfully and wrongfully 
sent to jail. We have short memories in this place. It is intriguing listening to the member for Warnbro on regular 
occasions talk about people who should not be in jail and people who should be moved out of jail. The 
government of which he was a part jailed 1 730 people unlawfully. What was even more interesting than that is 
that when I came to government and became minister, when the briefings rolled up and I looked at them, I found 
that one of them, to my surprise, showed that the previous government wrongfully jailed 1 730 people, knew 
about it for two years and did nothing. A cynic might say that maybe it was waiting until after the election to 
acknowledge its wrongdoing and failure and compensate those people. Maybe a cynic would take that view. To 
come into this place and talk about the quality of life, why do we not ask those — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Well, people in jail — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Why don’t you ask Andrew Mallard who asked the Liberal government to allow his appeal 
and the Liberal government wouldn’t? They kept him in jail. Why don’t you ask those sorts of people? We paid 
$3 million for your actions.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Have you got that out of your system? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Previously, the member for Mindarie did a great thing to save one man from being 
wrongfully imprisoned and his colleagues then found another 1 730 and popped them in jail for no reason. What 
a wonderful record that was! 

The second piece of legislation was the truth-in-sentencing legislation. That came into play in about 2003. I 
might refer to something that a Supreme Court judge said on the sentencing of Robert Bropho. He said that, with 
a maximum penalty of 20 years, he thought a sentence of 10 years’ imprisonment as the starting point of a 
sentence properly reflected the nature of Mr Bropho’s offending behaviour.  

He then said that it was a matter of considerable regret to him that he was bound by law to reduce that sentence 
by one-third on account of the so-called truth-in-sentencing amendments to the Sentencing Act, by which the 
Parliament of this state had made a mockery of every maximum penalty in the state. Therefore, the second thing 
that we did when we came into government was repeal that absolutely disastrous law, which from that time in 
2003 had brought the criminal justice system into disrepute, and which the former government had done 
absolutely nothing about. What we have done in repealing that law has had a dramatic effect on the quality of 
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life of Western Australians, because that law had been part and parcel of what had been a state of disarray in the 
criminal justice system.  

In the past financial year, there has been a decrease of 24 163 in the number of persons in Western Australia who 
have been the victims of crime. That number is more than the number of people in an entire state electorate. 
More than an entire electorate of Western Australian citizens have not been the victims of crime in one financial 
year under this government’s aggressive policing, deterrence and law and order agenda than would have been the 
case if things had remained the same.  

Mr P. Papalia: So that’s your contribution? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Does the member think that is an impressive contribution? 

Mr P. Papalia: And people do not believe you! People do not think they are safer!  

Mr C.C. PORTER: What the member for Warnbro has said—I cannot recall the exact words, but it was along 
these lines—is that the law and order agenda run by this government is bogus, because it is having no impact on 
crime statistics. Does the member still think that is the case? 

Mr P. Papalia: You can say that all you want, but people do not believe you! People are not ringing me up and 
saying how much safer they feel. 

Mr C.C. Porter: The test of this, member for Warnbro, will be at the time of the next election, when the Labor 
Party’s policy of cannibalising the prison budget and reducing the prison population is put to the public, and our 
policy of aggressive policing and deterrence that reduces crime is put to the public. That will be the test. I will be 
intrigued to know whether the member’s rather, dare I say it, Greens left-ish policy on this issue takes its role in 
the party room. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Well, 24 000 fewer victims of crime; a decrease in burglaries — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: This is the thing. I have all the Labor backbenchers sidle up to me and tell me that we need 
to be tougher, tell me that the magistrates need to be tougher, tell me that we need to decrease crime, and tell me 
that we need more police. But then in public, in the chamber, it is all a bit more sedate, a bit more welfare-ish 
and caring — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will say that the Leader of the Opposition is one of the sensible ones. He knows what it 
means — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Order! The Minister for Regional Development. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I had not finished, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Sorry. I beg your pardon.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Mr Acting Speaker, I thought you were bringing the member for Warnbro to heel. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I was going to. Continue, Attorney General.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member for Warnbro’s response is a personal criticism of me because I grew up in 
Wembley Downs! Well, spectacular! The member for Warnbro is the one who is out of touch. If he thinks that 
3 176 fewer residential burglaries, 5 300 fewer instances of property damage, 11 465 fewer instances of theft, 
660 fewer assaults and 132 fewer people robbed is not something that the electors of this state want to see, then 
he is the one who is out of touch. The member for Warnbro should get out there and tell the truth to the 
electorate about what he is proposing, which is to try to reduce the prison population. That will have one 
inevitable effect, and that is to increase crime. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Acting Speaker, I note that the Leader of the National Party is going to attempt to seek 
the call. I note that you have already give him the call. Under standing orders 85 and 87, a member may not 
speak twice. Mr Acting Speaker, you have given him the call, and the house does not need to be bored any more, 
other than by the non-verbal speech that he gave a moment ago. So I would suggest that under standing orders 85 
and 87, he no longer has any entitlement to speak. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Thank you. I note the point of order. For clarification, member for 
Rockingham, I was going to call the member for Warnbro, but he did go quiet on me. So I will accept the 
confusion. I do not believe the Minister for Regional Development actually got a word out, so I give him the call. 

Debate Resumed 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Central Wheatbelt — Minister for Regional Development) [4.05 pm]: After two full 
years in government, the biggest charge that the state opposition can lead with against the Liberal–National 
government is that we have put up power prices quicker than it would have done. That is the biggest charge that 
the opposition can lay after two years.  

It had been a great opportunity today to come into the chamber and speak on this motion—we wish we had more 
time—so that every minister on this side could stand up and deliver what the Liberal–National government has 
been all about. As we know, members opposite buggered up the power system, and they had no plan to fix it. 
They support a carbon tax, which will drive up the price of energy extremely. There is no mention of that. All 
they have to show us is a half empty box of pamphlets from the member for Victoria Park. He will not table 
those pamphlets so that we can see that they are actually filled out. I think they have come straight from the 
printer to the Parliament and he has not sent them out. They cannot even fill up a box with complaints. This is 
after we have been in government for two years. What an absolute disgrace! They cannot even fill up a box! 
Why will the member for Victoria Park not table those pamphlets so that we can compare the Labor Party 
membership database with the names of the people on those cards? Why will the member for Victoria Park not 
table them?  

I will tell the member what I will do. If the member does table them, and if there are some dinkum people who 
are concerned about their power charges, I will write to every single one of them, and I will explain to them why 
power charges have had to go up. I will explain to them how the hardship utility grant has been boosted to give 
them support. I will explain to them that we are a good government, and that we are facing problems head on and 
getting on with the job. If he gives me their names, I will write to them. But the member for Victoria Park will 
not do that. He does not want a solution. He likes to be in opposition. It is easy for him to be in opposition. He 
gets a bit of prominence and a bit of publicity. But he does not want to stay in opposition. He wants to get into 
government, because that is where we do stuff. It is where we do stuff like making good decisions, as this 
government has done. 

In talking about the living standards and quality of life of Western Australians, I want to talk about where I think 
the previous government’s biggest failing was. That was in Halls Creek. Western Australians in Halls Creek 
were living in squalor and dysfunction. At Mardiwah Loop in Halls Creek, that was quantified to the maximum 
for me. Two years into our term of government, we have provided 21 new houses for that community. That 
community was abandoned by members opposite. The people in that community did not have to worry about air 
conditioning! They did not even have a house! Up to 25 people were living in one house, and the former 
government let that happen. Two years in, this government has provided 21 new houses in Mardiwah Loop, and 
they have air conditioning—and I am sure they are using it, because it is damn hot in Mardiwah Loop. 
Something else is happening in Mardiwah Loop. Those people who are on fixed incomes, the age pension or the 
disability pension, as many of them are, are now the recipients of the Country Age Pension Fuel Card. That fuel 
card puts an extra $500 into their budget each year to allow them to meet those extra costs that they face. So, the 
people in Mardiwah Loop are living in a new house, with $500 worth of assistance from the government to meet 
their costs of living. There is also the electricity subsidy that the member has talked about. 

When we talk about living standards and quality of life of Western Australians, I am absolutely shocked that the 
member for West Swan talked about the toilet facilities at Koombana Bay in Bunbury. She thought that was a 
disgrace; people in Bunbury obviously are not allowed to go to the toilet. She talked about the CowParade 
exhibition in Margaret River. That exhibition raised $400 000 for charity. That is what she attacked. There was 
not one mention of Indigenous Western Australians. Shame, shame, shame! Not one mention! This government 
is about improving the living standards and the quality of life of Indigenous Western Australians. That is 
something that no-one would deny. What have we done about that? We have signed the biggest native title 
agreement ever signed in Australian history—the Yawuru native title agreement in Broome—which will 
empower the Aboriginal people of the north of the state. 

We have the Ord project up and running. It is delivering jobs, economic expansion and landownership for the 
first time to the Miriuwung–Gajerrong people in the West Kimberley. We have the Karratha Land Use 
Agreement with the Ngarluma people. It has given them an income stream, land in the rapidly expanding 
Pilbara, and the Ngarluma Aboriginal sustainable housing project in Roebourne. Through the Baiyungu 
agreement in Coral Bay, we are delivering native title settlements in Newman. The people who need it most are 
being supported by this government. Their living standards are up. They are glad to be Western Australians 
under a Liberal–National government. 
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DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.10 pm]: I will not support this motion. It is a very important motion 
that the house needs to debate. There have been some major improvements over the past two years, but there is 
still a long way to go in Western Australia. The government has made some major investments. It has made 
major investments in the child health area. As the Minister for Health said just the other week, the waiting lists 
for children who need speech therapy and physiotherapy have decreased, but there are still many children on 
those waiting lists. We know that early intervention can save millions of dollars later in life. A lot more still 
needs to be done in the child health area. 

I was pleased that the Leader of the National Party mentioned Indigenous health. I would like to have heard 
more members discuss the issue of funding for Indigenous health services. A lot more funding needs to be 
directed into Indigenous health services, particularly in regional areas. We do not have an assessment measure 
for children attending school who suffer from foetal alcohol syndrome. There is no way of measuring whether 
children in regional and metropolitan schools have foetal alcohol syndrome, and, because of that, they are not 
given the support they need and so immediately fall behind in school. It is brilliant that some research has been 
done, and we can see why those children fall behind. It is not just one generation of children who have foetal 
alcohol syndrome; there are two or three generations of children, parents and possibly grandparents who have 
suffered from foetal alcohol syndrome living in our community. 

The Leader of the National Party mentioned that some progress has been made with the building of new houses 
in some areas. We know from the statistics that thousands of people in both metropolitan and regional areas are 
still without homes, so a lot more work needs to be done to house those people. We need to look at the types of 
houses that people need. Also, when houses are provided for people, they have to have responsibilities. People 
do not just have a right to a house, but there are responsibilities associated with those people being given a 
house. 

Another matter that was not discussed during this debate is the issue of alcohol. The member for Girrawheen 
interjected and asked what the government is doing about sexual assaults and domestic violence. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: We know that a major cause of sexual assaults and domestic violence is alcohol abuse. 

[Independent members’ time expired.] 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: My point of order relates to standing order 101, which refers to time limits on speeches. If 
one goes to page 55, one can see that the standing order refers to a matter of public interest. It indicates that 
government members are entitled to 30 minutes of speaking time in total. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Here we go! You’re going to be funny! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Thank you, Leader of the House. I want to hear the member for 
Rockingham in silence. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Opposition members are entitled to 30 minutes of speaking time in total, and other 
members are entitled to five minutes of speaking time in total. The member for Alfred Cove has just used five 
minutes, which could have been shared between her, the member for Fremantle and the member for Kalgoorlie. I 
put it to you, Mr Acting Speaker, and perhaps you might like to deliberate on this with the Speaker, that given 
that the member for Alfred Cove, the member for Fremantle and the member for Kalgoorlie have all agreed to 
support the government on confidence matters and matters of supply, they are now part of the government and 
therefore the opportunity for them to be considered as special members under this particular standing order no 
longer exists. I think that is a fair point that everyone should acknowledge. If anyone were to be considered an 
“other” member in this place, it pains me to say that it would have to be the member for North West, who votes 
against the government on these matters more often than any of the other three members. It is a serious point. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: One at a time! Thank you, member for Fremantle. I will give you the call on the 
point of order in a moment. I want to hear the member for Rockingham in silence. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think it deserves some consideration as to whether those three members deserve any 
special consideration. I note that the member for Fremantle is about to speak. She is no longer a member of the 
Greens (WA) and, as we all know, has committed to support the government on all those important issues that I 
have raised. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Did the member for Fremantle want to address this point of order? 
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Ms A.S. CARLES: Yes. I just want to point out that that was just complete lies, member for Rockingham. He 
actually said that the member for North West crosses the floor when the other three members do not, and he 
knows that that is a direct lie, because I am the only member who crosses the floor. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: Members opposite might think it is really funny, but it is not. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Fremantle, take a seat! I do not need a point of order on this. I accept 
what you are saying, but I cannot allow you to call another member a liar. I am going to direct you to stand and 
withdraw that comment. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: I will not withdraw that. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am going to deal with the member for Fremantle first before we go onto anything 
else. Member for Fremantle, it is unparliamentary. Standing order 92 exists for a reason. I am directing you to 
withdraw that comment.  

Ms A.S. CARLES: I did not lie; he lied. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: No-one in this house would want to see the progress of events such as those that are going to 
occur. Everyone in this house should know that if a member refuses to withdraw when he or she utters words 
calling someone a liar, the Speaker in the house has no alternative but to suspend the member. I just want to take 
a brief pause to ask the member for Fremantle to think again. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Acting Speaker — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Does the Leader of the House want to speak on this issue with the member for 
Fremantle. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, on this issue, and then I am happy to take up the issue with the manager of 
opposition business. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am happy to take your comments. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Acting Speaker, the point at issue is what you believe you heard the member for 
Fremantle say. I assure you that she did not call somebody a liar. She said that what he said was a lie. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): I clearly heard the member for Fremantle, and I clearly 
instructed her to withdraw her remarks. Member for Fremantle, I am going to ask you for the last time to stand 
and withdraw your comments. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: I withdraw. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. 

Point of Order Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Further to the first point of order, I believe the manager of opposition business has abused 
the standing orders of this house today and I will explain why. Mr Acting Speaker (Mr J.M. Francis), you gave 
him a lot of time to raise his point of order, and I would very much like — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have made up my mind on the point of order raised by the member for 
Rockingham. There is two years of precedent in this place for Independent members to speak for five minutes in 
these debates. I am going to count the five minutes that the member for Alfred Cove has had as others’ time, and 
go back to the principle of having 30 minutes a side. However, I say to the member for Rockingham that I will 
take up privately this point with the Speaker and allow him to address the house at a later stage. We have a 
couple of minutes left on the clock for both sides, and the member for Alfred Cove has used up the five minutes 
for others. I am going to resume my seat and give someone else the call in this debate. 

Debate Resumed 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [4.20 pm]: At the heart of the matter being debated today is the fact that this 
government has increased expenditure by 26 per cent over two years. That 26 per cent has allowed a lot of things 
to happen, and many of them are good things, but the point of the debate is that the people who are paying the 



 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 23 November 2010] 9333 

 

money for the government to increase its spending are people who cannot afford it—namely, ordinary families, 
who have been hit very hard by the 46 per cent increase in electricity, the 30 per cent increase in water, the extra 
emergency services levy of $28 a year and the extra landfill levy tax. People are hurting, which is why the cards 
we had returned to us in such numbers—several hundred in my electorate alone—indicate that people have had 
enough and that they are paying too much for the spending of this government. However, I want to thank those 
opposite who have contributed to this debate, because it is now clearly on the record how arrogant and out of 
touch they are. They have no idea how their decisions are impacting on the lives of ordinary people, affecting 
their living standards and lowering their quality of life. 

I recently visited a lady in Joondanna who had asked me for some help. She has had a disability for some years 
and had to go for another operation. She recounted to me that when she came home from the operation, a friend 
had come to stay with her. The friend had complained and asked her, “Why is your house so cold?” This was 
about three months ago. She replied, “Because I can’t afford to heat it.” This is a lady who manages well on her 
pension and meets her bills, so to be able to pay her bills she did not heat her house in winter; she put on extra 
clothes, and her visitor, who was looking after her, found it very, very difficult. 

The Premier has simply said that there is not a problem because he has improved living standards by allowing 
people to shop until nine o’clock at night! They can go and stay in shopping centres! It does not matter that they 
cannot air condition their homes in summer or heat them in winter; their quality of life has improved because the 
Premier has allowed them to go to shopping centres until nine o’clock at night! How arrogant is that? That is his 
solution, but he has gone even further. I can go and tell the lady in Joondanna that her quality of life has 
improved because he has brought the V8 Supercars Championship Series back to Barbagallo Raceway, after 
having lost it! That is going to do wonders for her quality of life, when she cannot heat her house in winter or 
cool it in summer. That is what this Premier wants. 

The Deputy Premier actually said that utility costs are not a big item in family budgets; they are only a small 
component! The Deputy Premier goes home to sleep in his own bed at night and receives an allowance of $255 
for one night! I have to tell my constituents that that would pay their electricity bills for two months or more, yet 
the Deputy Premier says that there is no problem; it is only a little item in the budget. 

We have received thousands of cards indicating that those increases in electricity and water are really hurting 
ordinary people out there, and they are being forced to lower their quality of food, cut out some of their 
excursions and go cold in winter. That is the work of this arrogant government. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse) [4.24 pm]: I will make two points. First, the biggest factor that contributes to 
quality of life is having a job. This government took the state through the global financial crisis. Between July 
2008 and now, we have created 54 000 jobs in Western Australia. That is 54 000 Western Australians who enjoy 
a better quality of life because they have jobs. What was the Leader of the Opposition’s policy solution when the 
GFC arose? He wanted to form a committee. We went out and made sure that 54 000 people got a job.  

What else contributes to quality of life? Increased salaries. Adult full-time ordinary earnings in Western 
Australia have increased over the past two years by 4.6 per cent, which is $154 a week. That adds to quality of 
life; it is much higher than the national average. The Deputy Premier referred to the WA Council of Social 
Service report. Can members guess when, according to that report, the biggest increases in costs of living 
occurred? It was in 2007–08. Who was in government then? It was not us. The biggest contributing factor was 
rents. Why did rents go up by so much in that period? It was because between 2004 and 2006, in the land of 
plenty under the aspiring Lord Mayor of Perth, we ran out of land. The price of houses went through the roof and 
rents followed. That was between 2004 and 2006, and that is the fundamental issue. Over the past financial year, 
the cost of living, according to WACOSS, increased by 2.1 per cent—a record low outcome. Members opposite 
can stand and bluster all they like but the facts, compiled by that great traditional friend and ally of the Liberal 
Party, WACOSS, speak for themselves. WACOSS goes out with long-term funding the Labor Party put in place 
to help fund its political campaign—the member for Maylands was there, against the then opposition—and 
produces these reports. These reports clearly show that the cost of living under this government has increased at 
a much lower rate than it did under the previous government. That is what it says about the cost of living. 

With regard to electricity prices, everybody in the state understands that the reason we have an issue is the 
mismanagement of the previous government. I only wish I had time to read into Hansard a letter written by Piers 
Verstegen, published in The West Australian on 15 November 2010, but I do not. Very quickly, he states in 
part — 

Again we see the WA Opposition criticising the Premier for increasing domestic energy prices. 

… 

…political populism… 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
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Ayes (22) 

Dr A.D. Buti Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Ms A.S. Carles Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens  
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  

Noes (26) 

Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan  
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr C.C. Porter  

            

Pairs 

 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr I.M. Britza 
 Mr P.B. Watson Mr A.P. Jacob 
 Ms R. Saffioti Mr P. Abetz 
 Ms L.L. Baker Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Mr M.P. Whitely Mr V.A. Catania 

Question thus negatived. 

BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY TRAINING FUND  
AND LEVY COLLECTION AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Assent 

Message from the Governor received and read notifying assent to the bill. 

IRON ORE AGREEMENTS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 2) 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 November. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [4.32 pm]: I rise on behalf of the opposition to indicate that the opposition 
is supportive of this Iron Ore Agreements Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2010 to change a range of state 
agreement acts relating to the iron ore industry in Western Australia. We will therefore be voting in support of 
this legislation when it goes through the second reading stage in this house of Parliament, I expect probably 
today. 

We are therefore supportive of these laws. They put in place some changes to 11 state agreement acts that have 
been in existence in Western Australia for a long time now. One bill will change 11 state agreements dating 
back, as far as I can tell, to 1963. The bill will amend legislation that has been in place for almost 50 years in 
relation to a range of iron ore mines in the Pilbara owned by either BHP Billiton or Rio Tinto, or their 
predecessor organisations. These 11 state agreements were put in place over that period, stretching from 1963 
through to 1991. They include some of the more famous agreements to do with, for instance, iron ore mines at 
Mt Newman and Mt Whaleback; Hope Downs in 1992; Robe River in 1964; and more recently Marillana Creek 
in 1991. 

As we know, stretching back to the early 1960s this state’s economy really started to go ahead when the iron ore 
industry was developed in Western Australia. Until that time, Western Australia had been largely agricultural. 
We did have, of course, some discoveries of gold. There might have been some other more minor mineral 
discoveries in Western Australia that provided some additional wealth for the state, but it was really the iron ore 
industry that became the backbone of the state’s economy going back to the early 1960s. 

When we look at the revenue the state has from its royalty stream, which is of course very important in paying 
for a range of services and capital works and so forth that the state provides for the public of Western Australia, 
we find that a large part of that activity is funded from royalties, and a large part of the royalties are generated by 
iron ore. When it comes to the generation of royalties, iron ore is the elephant in the room. It is the big generator 
of royalties. It generates by far the bulk of the royalties. It generates far more than the royalties from every other 
mineral added together—gold, nickel, copper, mineral sands, alumina and so forth. If we add together all the 
royalty income from all the other minerals, we would not even get close to the royalty income that iron ore 
provides to the state of Western Australia. That gives a broader indication of the relative importance of various 
minerals or ores to the state’s economy. The fact that iron ore is the big producer of royalties indicates that iron 
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ore is really the one that provides the vast bulk of the jobs and, accordingly, the vast bulk of the income and 
wealth of the state of Western Australia produced by our mining sector. 

Of course our state’s economy is much broader than that these days. We rely upon a range of industries here in 
Western Australia. I would like to think that some industries will survive in the long term, particularly our 
manufacturing and engineering sectors, which have suffered recently and continue to suffer in matters that I will 
detail to the house tomorrow evening and which the opposition detailed to the house recently. 

The loss of local jobs from our manufacturing industry and the loss of content from our mining projects 
produced by local manufacturing is one of the most significant issues in the state, and I think it is hugely under-
recognised by the state government in terms of doing something proactive to support that important 
manufacturing industry in Western Australia. Therefore, the direct mining and processing of some parts of our 
iron ore has been an incredibly important component of the state’s economy going back 50 years now. If I were 
to judge them all and put them all against one another, I would have to say that it is the most important. On a 
scale of the income, wealth and actual jobs generated from any component of the state’s economy, iron ore 
would be number one; obviously, oil and gas would be number two; then the other various minerals, probably 
alumina, gold, nickel and so forth, would roughly tie in third position; and then it would go down from there to 
minerals sands and the others. But in terms of other industries, whether it be manufacturing, tourism, agriculture, 
racing and all those other industries that the state relies upon, iron ore is easily the biggest in Western Australia. 

Iron ore is therefore an important part of the state’s economy. It stretches back to the early 1960s. I heard a 
debate in this place once before on why the iron ore industry did not really develop before that. I do not think 
that the people of Australia and governments going back to the 1960s, 1950s and 1940s—post the Second World 
War—actually realised the strength, diversity and scale of the iron ore reserves in Australia. I think they wanted 
to preserve those that we had for our own use, considering that we once had a bigger steel industry than we do 
today, based out of Wollongong, Newcastle and a smaller one in Whyalla in South Australia. I think there is 
some iron ore processing in Kwinana and I think even in Wundowie. I think governments wanted back then to 
preserve some of the resource for their own use, so that the idea of exporting iron ore to other countries was 
actually prohibited by law up until the late 1950s. When that prohibition was lifted, upon the realisation that we 
had very substantial reserves of iron ore in this country, it meant an industry could start to be developed. Until 
then, of course, Western Australia was kept fairly poor because of that export restriction. Once that export 
restriction was lifted in the late 1950s or early 1960s, we saw the creation of the iron ore industry that had 
hitherto been fairly dormant. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The then Department of Mines recognised the scale of the iron ore in the Pilbara in the 1890s, 
but for some reason, Canberra would not accept it until, as you said, the debate grew up in the late 1950s. They 
just ignored it; they just did not acknowledge the fact. It was known as a vast iron ore province. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is a good point. I was not aware of that, but the Premier did a year of geology, so he 
is ahead of me on these things. I suspect that the Cold War and probably the continued nervousness about Japan 
and probably China, subsequent to 1945 — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: “Pig Iron Bob” was part of that ethos. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, it probably did affect Bob Menzies, to be honest, because all the Labor members 
could say that he had sold iron ore to Japan, which then came back to us in Darwin, Exmouth and Wyndham, 
and various other places, in another form. It naturally probably did affect his view of policy. Of course, those 
were the days when Australia rode on the sheep’s back. The idea that mining might surpass agriculture and the 
wool industry was probably beyond the thoughts of most people, particularly those in the southern triangle. Bob 
Menzies was a Melbourne boy who served in the Victorian Parliament and in the national Parliament in 
Canberra. It was probably outside his experience and knowledge. Of course, he had been severely politically 
damaged by the whole “Pig Iron Bob” issue that arose on 7 December 1941 and subsequently. In any event, the 
history of the matter therefore indicates that there was some reluctance. Western Australia was kept fairly poor. 
The iron ore industry became our economic saviour, as it were, in the early 1960s. It has grown enormously ever 
since then. It is the backbone of much of our state’s economy.  

When agreement acts started, one of the first was in 1964 for the Mt Newman deposit, which would have been 
around the time of the establishment of the town and the commencement of operations at Mt Whaleback. I went 
to Mt Whaleback in early 1997. I have visited three or four times, I suppose, but I went there again a few months 
ago. What was once a mountain is no longer thus. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a crater.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, it is quite interesting. In 1997 Mt Newman was a mountain. It could be seen from 
Newman as a mountain with trucks driving around it and so forth. Now it is just a hole, which shows the 
rundown of the resource. The point I was trying to make is that back in 1964 there was the commencement of the 
mining of Mt Newman, which I understand is one of the most high-grade Fe iron ore resources in the world. It is 
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a haematite reserve, which is suitable for direct shipping and is the prince of iron ores. It provided a great deal of 
wealth. The iron ore industry has now diversified. Those easy to access, high-quality ore grades are no longer as 
prevalent as they were, even though they are still there. By world standards I think we have a fair bit of 
haematite reserve left — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I think that is only true in respect of haematite. I think the other reserves are just as easy to 
access; I do not think there is a real problem. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is right, but they are more expensive to process. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Haematite is limited. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes; as I said, haematite is the prince of iron ores. That is the one that provides enormous 
profitability for the iron ore industry, because it requires far less processing and the cost of transport, shipping 
and so forth in comparison with the value of the ore is so much less. Therefore, if it has reserves of haematite, a 
company is very lucky. Some of the early state agreements related to those sorts of deposits. Mining operations 
these days generally have fewer state agreement acts, although we did pass one recently to do with Roy Hill, and 
I think we passed one last year, or maybe the year before, to do with CITIC Pacific. Those state agreement acts 
are to do with magnetite ore, which I understand is very prevalent. When people drive in the country they are 
sometimes driving on magnetite ore. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Roy Hill is not magnetite; CITIC Pacific is. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is right. Sorry; my mistake. Roy Hill is a massive reserve, I cannot remember quite 
how many tonnes, and is a high quality reserve discovered by Lang Hancock, as I recall. In any event, we are 
progressively exploiting the reserves around Western Australia. Of course, the more profitable ones are being 
exploited sooner, as one would expect, but a range of state agreement acts are still in place. 

I turn to some of the ways in which state agreement acts were originally drafted and why they were drafted. They 
were originally drafted because people wanted to purchase ore, particularly in Japan, where the iron and steel 
industry was really getting going in the early 1960s, having overcome the depredations of the Second World 
War, in which basically all the industry in Japan was destroyed. Basically all industry in Japan had gone, as had 
large amounts of suburbia in Japanese cities. Once the Japanese got themselves back on their feet, with 
American aid and the natural resourcefulness and ingenuity of the Japanese, by the 1960s there was a big 
demand for iron ore, particularly from Western Australia. Accordingly, Sir Charles Court and David Brand, who 
were in office at that time, were the beneficiaries, as it were, of the fact that that demand eventuated. They were 
able to start, at a political level, the iron ore industry in Western Australia. 

We started these arrangements with Japan, whereby exports took place. Some of the towns and communities, 
some of the water and electricity systems, and some of the ports were constructed by the companies, which took 
a long-term view and put infrastructure in place to varying degrees. I think, from memory, Wickham might have 
been a company town fully constructed by a company and I think Paraburdoo was one of them. I think Newman 
might have been originally, although I am not sure it is any more. 

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

Mr M. McGOWAN: A few of those were company towns; hence the phrase “company towns” because a 
company built and owned the town, as well as some of the water and electricity assets, and some of the rail 
assets. It was not uniform. BHP did it on some occasions and Rio Tinto, or its predecessor organisations, did it 
on other occasions. It was not an exact science; various places did it in different ways. 

I understand that these days state agreement acts are frowned upon in some ways by some Treasury people who 
examine these issues, and even some people in the relevant departments of state development and mining. 
People wanted state agreement acts because they felt they gave the purchasers of the ore certainty. If they went 
into an arrangement with one of the developing companies, they liked the way in which state agreement acts to 
some degree averted some of the sovereign risk issues they might have been concerned about. That has always 
been one of the reasons state agreement acts have been popular with some overseas investors. They think they 
provide them with a great deal of certainty, because in order to change one, it needs to be taken through both 
houses of this place and be subject to full and frank debate. All the issues surrounding it can be exposed. With 
the free and independent press that we have in this country, if there are any difficulties or things going on that 
perhaps should not be going on, those sorts of things will be exposed. As I understand it, that was the reasoning 
early on for the state agreement acts. But the Premier might be able to provide me with some greater clarity.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I think you are right. The other thing they did was allow for all the infrastructure such as ports 
or railways to be built when there was not a fabric of law in place to do it any other way; there was no legislative 
structure for private companies to do that. The only way was to have a special piece of legislation to allow it. 
That was the initial reason—I agree. They are still seen as prestigious by overseas investors and buyers.  
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Mr M. McGOWAN: They have ups and downs, as the Premier knows. I think most countries now see us as a 
mature economy where they do not necessarily need the protective mechanism of a state agreement act that they 
might have once needed. As we know, state agreement acts have their downsides from the point of view of an 
overseas investor or one of the companies here. At the time they were drafted, these state agreement acts were 
quite prescriptive. They said, “You will mine this deposit here, and the Robe River or the Hamersley Range 
agreement will set out what the deposit is, the route of the railway, the port from which it will be exported and 
how electricity and water might be provided, and if you want to go outside those things, you can’t because the 
legislation dictates what you can and can’t do. Therefore, if you want to do something different, you might need 
to change the legislation.” Therefore, 11 of these state agreement acts were drafted and were all quite restrictive 
in how companies might do things. If one of the major companies wanted to change its agreement, it needed 
Parliament to pass an act. The upside to state agreement acts was that they provided the mechanism by which the 
companies could establish a port or something like that. They provided certainty for overseas investors who were 
sensitive to sovereign risk issues. The downside is that if they want to do anything different, be flexible or go 
outside what was originally agreed, they need another act passed through Parliament. Hence we have this bill in 
here today. In this one bill we are changing 11 state agreement acts stretching back over 50 years.  

The other part of the puzzle goes back to the different types of ore and iron ore fines, which is a different sort of 
material from lump ore. Lump ore, of course, was historically more valuable. Iron ore fines were less valuable; a 
different rate of royalty was applied to them. That meant that they had much lower royalties of 3.25 or 3.35 per 
cent or thereabouts, as opposed to the other royalties, which we debated here some months ago, of between 7.5 
and 5.5 per cent.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s 7.5 per cent for lump ore and 5.625 per cent under the Mining Act. Under these 
agreements, fines ore was reduced to 3.75 per cent. There is still a differential in the Mining Act.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: It depends on whether it has been beneficiated ore or lump ore. I am forgetting what it was 
some months ago.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: There is still a difference in the royalty rate for lump versus fines. These companies had a 
further concession on fines. There are two concessions, if you like.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Sorry. Yes. The fines were given a lower concession than they might have otherwise 
enjoyed basically because when they first started mining, fines were of very little value. To get them processed, 
the government applied a lower rate of royalty. Of course, that has all changed with technology, development 
and the value of these things. Fines are not of less value than other forms of ore; therefore, why did BHP Billiton 
and Rio Tinto, as opposed to other companies that mine fines ore, have a concession on that form of iron ore? 
That was therefore removed a few months ago and the state will be the beneficiary of $300 million or 
thereabouts of additional royalty revenue from that arrangement for which the Parliament passed legislation in 
this place some months ago. I am very pleased that that was secured; it will be of benefit to the state. Although, 
as we know, given the Commonwealth Grants Commission process, over time a lot of that benefit will be 
redistributed to other parts of Australia. That is the early part of the puzzle.  

This Iron Ore Agreements Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2010 is the second part of that puzzle. We passed 
the first bill; we asked the Premier what the state will give to the companies, Rio and BHP, in return for their 
giving up their concession on fines ore. At that point, the Premier was unable to provide us with great detail. He 
said, “Oh, well; there’ll be some changes to railway arrangements and so forth.” What we are dealing with here 
today is the second part of that puzzle. This is the conclusion of that part of the deal.  

In overall terms, this means that the state is receiving a benefit from an increase in royalties. The companies will 
receive a benefit through the removal of some of the restrictions that were put in place early on. When these bills 
were drafted in 1963, I do not think the scale or the style of commercial operations and so forth would have been 
expected that exists now. I do not think it was deliberate, although I cannot read the mind of the drafters back 
then. I suspect that many of them are not still alive. They were given legislation to draft, and they drafted it. I do 
not think they would have been particularly trying to hinder the operations of BHP and Rio, but hinder them they 
have done.  

What will this legislation do? It will allow for the parties to the agreement—let us simplify that down to Rio and 
BHP—to use each other’s facilities. Those particular miners will have the right, subject to a right of refusal from 
the Minister for State Development in certain circumstances, to use the infrastructure and facilities of another 
party. As I understand it, if Rio wants to use BHP’s rail, it will have that right.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is correct, but this also will allow, for example, BHP to integrate infrastructure within the 
BHP agreements. It is integration that is currently prevented within the company and potentially between the 
companies. There are two components there.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think the term the companies used was “within the family”. They see themselves as a 
family. Within the family they might have a range of operations under the state agreement acts that are restricted 
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in using each other’s water, power, rail and even roads. This will allow individual companies to use each other’s 
infrastructure and facilities. Anyone who has had a vague look at the geography in the Pilbara will know that 
BHP’s operations are generally more to the north and Rio’s more to the south. BHP’s mine sites and deposits are 
generally within close proximity of each other and likewise Rio’s mine sites, as are their individual railways. 
Therefore, as the Premier outlined, probably the bigger benefit is that they can use their existing infrastructure 
more economically and more efficiently than they currently do. But, if they want to use each other’s 
infrastructure, this legislation will allow them to do that, subject to some restrictions—that is, the right of refusal 
by the Minister for State Development in some circumstances. A ministerial right of refusal has been kept in the 
agreement in relation to some matters. I think it is restricted. Certain proposals need to go before the minister and 
he or she has the right of refusal. Apparently, there are all sorts of restrictions in the state agreement acts on 
electricity, transport, water and those sorts of things. Rail is the one we would think of first, but there are 
other — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: If you think of it in terms of Rio, remembering they bought out Robe River iron ore, so they 
have very limited ability to integrate their Rio assets with their now acquired Robe River assets, it is pretty 
important to them.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is silly that Rio cannot do that. It is historic and a bit silly. It is well overdue. Rio’s joint 
venture proposal was originally more of a leverage for securing the higher royalty rate, which fell through. As 
the Premier once said in this place, something fell from the sky and landed on him and he managed to get the 
increased royalty, and it bounced back into the sky again, consequent to the increase in the royalty. The fact is 
that companies are now able to use their resource more efficiently, and they needed that, provided the 
government had the leverage to put in place the increased royalty, which was a worthwhile thing to do.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I think you just admitted that, in addition to the increased royalty, there is a one-off payment 
of $350 million.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is true that there is a one-off payment of $350 million. That is the history of the whole 
matter.  

I turn to some of the issues. When the original joint venture proposal between Rio and BHP came out, it was an 
issue of some public moment. They said that they would try to completely integrate their operations and it might 
save them $10 billion. I am not sure whether that was $10 billion a year or $10 billion overall. They had to get 
regulatory approvals around the place. Obviously, the first regulatory approval would be that of the state. Some 
of the markets they sell into—for instance, the European Union—would need to provide some regulatory 
approvals for whether they would allow the removal of competition between the two players, in terms of their 
purchasing practices, as part of whether the whole thing proceeded. It became plain—I suppose we would have 
to predict this—that Rio and BHP were not going to get that regulatory approval from the Europeans. Therefore, 
it became more apparent as time went on that this plan might not happen at the end of the day.  

The Premier got very agitated about the joint venture proposal at the time, as he will recall. I do not think he 
would deny that. He got very angry. I have never seen him that angry, except for today and yesterday and last 
week and the week before that, and probably next week. He was saying that Rio and BHP would have to come 
before the state and we would make a decision on these matters. They are statements of fact. If I was in the 
Premier’s position, I probably would have said the same thing, perhaps with less aggravation. He was certainly 
very agitated about the matters in question. At that point he spoke about a list of issues that would need to be 
resolved were this joint venture proposal to proceed. One of the issues the Premier spoke about was the royalty 
revenue, which, to everyone’s benefit and to the government’s credit, was resolved. He said that he would want 
to resolve some of the longstanding issues in the Pilbara. Off the top of my head, the two most significant 
longstanding issues, apart from the fixing of the royalties, were third party access to the rail and port 
infrastructure of the existing players and the rates concessions contained within some of the state agreement acts 
that currently exist. I did not bother finding the newspaper articles at the time. They were there. The Premier 
indicated at that time that they would be the sorts of issues that he would be seeking to resolve. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There were four. Stamp duty was the other one.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is right. That is a bit separate because the Premier indicated that, no matter what, 
those companies would be paying stamp duty. I took some objection to that on the grounds of sovereign risk. I 
think he moved a little on that, not necessarily at my behest, and said, if liable, they would pay stamp duty, but 
then he secured the payment in lieu in any event and the transaction did not proceed. The way the whole matter 
transpired was slightly comical. The other two issues were third party access and rates concessions.  

If we go to one of the communities in the north west and meet one of the local shires within which these mining 
projects are located, one of the first issues they raise is rates. I think the way that the rates concession generally 
works is that plant and equipment are rate exempt under this agreement. It may not be the case any more with 
some agreements but, historically, mining companies made rate-equivalent payments to the state but the local 
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shire missed out on some of the rate revenue. As we know, the cost of providing shire services in Townsville and 
the north west is very expensive. The councils up there have had a longstanding grievance about this. The rate 
concession does not exist in the north west; it exists in other parts of the state. I think there may be some 
industries in Kwinana that are rate exempt. Worsley Alumina might be rate exempt. In the Goldfields — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Nickel. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for Kalgoorlie is shaking his head and the Premier is saying yes about nickel. 
Some nickel projects might have state agreement acts.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Older ones. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Some of the older ones have a rate concession. Therefore, rate concessions are a statewide 
issue. The north west—the Pilbara in particular—seems to have acquired a very significant place in the minds of 
local government. Obviously, if the miners are paying the appropriate rates, the ratepayers may not have to pay 
as much for rates, or, alternatively, a higher level of service would be provided by the local councils to people 
who live in that part of the world. 

An opportunity could have been grabbed with these 11 state agreement acts that are being changed. It was an 
issue that could have been repaired in the Pilbara. I understand that discussions will continue. Discussions have 
gone on for a long time. As I recall, when the Gallop government was elected in 2001, the undertaking from that 
point forward was that the rate concession would not be in any future state agreement acts; and, if any state 
agreement acts were renegotiated, the rate concession would be removed as part of the renegotiation. That has 
not happened here. Local governments in the north west will now no longer have that matter fixed. I think the 
Premier will put the argument that we cannot fix it just for that part of the world; what about Worsley, Kwinana, 
the nickel projects and so forth—the older ones? We can argue that those projects are in a different playing field 
but, seriously, the whole of the industry across the state is in a different playing field. Some of the projects have 
state agreement acts in which there are rate exemptions. Some have state agreement acts in which there are no 
rate concessions. Some projects operate under the Mining Act, which allows for no rate concession. There is 
already a hotchpotch of arrangements in local government rates across the state. The government had the 
opportunity to fix this arrangement. When BHP and Rio made their announcement 18 months or so ago, the 
Premier said that he would fix this. However, he has not fixed it. This bill is the leverage and the opportunity that 
the Premier had to undertake that repair work and fix those local government rates. 

The other point I want to make is about third party access. We all know about the problem of junior miners and 
their stranded resources, because it is commented on in the business pages of our newspapers every day by 
people such as Peter Klinger. For the information of members, a stranded resource is an opportunity lost. A 
stranded resource is a resource that cannot be exploited, because it is too expensive to build the infrastructure 
required to get that resource to the port and onto a ship relative to the value of the resource. Many of the junior 
miners have stranded resources that they cannot exploit because the cost is too great. However, often near to 
their mine site is a rail line which has been funded and built by one of the majors, such as BHP or Rio, and 
which the company owns, so we can understand their point of view about the use of that rail line. The argument 
that has been put, and I think it makes some sense, is that for these junior miners to exploit these smaller 
resources, they need to be given some access to these rail lines. Of course, some of these rail lanes are already 
heavily used by rolling stock and so forth, so they are not always available for access by third parties companies. 
However, some of these rail lines are not so heavily used and would be available. When the Leader of the 
Opposition was Minister for State Development, he tried to put in place a haulage regime that would have 
enabled the owners of stranded resources to gain some access, but not ownership, of course, to the rail assets of 
some of the major companies.  

Last week, on Thursday, 18 November, the Premier made some comments to the Parliament about Atlas Iron Ltd 
and Rio Tinto — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Atlas and BHP, on the Goldsworthy line. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Sorry; Atlas Iron and BHP on the Goldsworthy line. He said — 

I was pleased today that a memorandum of understanding—a broad understanding of principle—has 
been reached between BHP Billiton and Atlas Iron.  

He went on to say — 

… a study will be funded by BHP into the haulage of Atlas Iron’s iron ore along the Goldsworthy line, 
where there is still clearly spare capacity.  

I think the Goldsworthy line has spare capacity up to about 12 kilometres from the port, and at that point other 
lines join that line, so access would become very difficult. The Premier went on to say that the study will look at 
unloading facilities from that junction point, and also at the provision of a covered conveyor from the hub point 
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to the Utah Point shipping facility. Therefore, Atlas Iron might, by this technique, gain access to BHP’s rail. I 
hope it does. No doubt for Atlas Iron and David Flanagan that would be a good thing.  

The Premier went on to say — 

If that is proved to be feasible—I am very optimistic about it— that will open the door for rail access 
for junior miners and a shared infrastructure. 

Well, it will open the door for Atlas Iron if that is proved to be feasible. That is true. The Premier concluded his 
comments by saying — 

But for the first time in 50 years, the infrastructure of the Pilbara has been opened up to the juniors. We 
are trying to achieve, I guess … in the Pilbara what will be in place from day one in the Mid West. 

The Mid West will have this arrangement in place from day one when Oakajee is constructed and operating. 

I note the Premier’s huge optimism and happiness about this. But this is just a feasibility study. This does not 
mean that it is going to happen. I have spoken to companies about these sorts of things as well. They are happy 
when feasibility studies are done. However, as anyone who has been in government will know, feasibility studies 
are one thing, but actually doing something is another. I remain to be convinced. I will wait to see whether a 
haulage regime will be put in place that will give the junior miners access to the main rail lines of BHP and Rio.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: The issue is not the access. The issue is whether there will be enough volume from the juniors 
to justify the building of the conveyor belt. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes. That is a good point. But it has also been the case that they have not been able to 
secure access, as I understand it, over a long period.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: This is an early step, and a modest step. But the haulage agreement, in principle, between BHP 
and Atlas is a result of the negotiations with BHP on this bill that we now dealing with. It came out of that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, and the Premier said that his staff were involved. But it is a small step, Premier. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a company maker for Atlas, though.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: But it is a small step. It is a feasibility study. We will wait and see. I do not know when it 
is supposed to be resolved, whether it is six months or one year. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is about five to six months. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is a feasibility study. So we will wait and see.  

When we consider what the Premier said 18 months ago about how the issue of third party access would be 
resolved, I think the Premier needs to explain to us, when he responds, why this issue has not been not resolved 
as part of these negotiations. The Premier indicated that local government rates would be non-negotiable. He 
indicated that access for the small miners would be non-negotiable. A feasibility study is not the resolution of the 
issue. It is not. Also, it is a feasibility study for only one junior minor. There are a lot of junior miners in the 
Pilbara who have rights over some resources. Atlas is actually one of the more prominent and, I think, larger 
ones. There are a lot of smaller miners in the Pilbara who do not have a feasibility study underway for them and 
do not have the opportunity that David Flanagan and his company, Atlas, will be getting.  

This bill will enable BHP and Rio to buy the resources of junior miners at the mine gate and stockpile them and 
get them to the market. As I understand it, it will not enable the junior miners to use BHP and Rio’s electricity 
and water, or some of the other resources and facilities of the large miners. I do not know who will be paying the 
royalty on that ore. I suspect it will be either BHP or Rio at the time that the resource gets to the port. I will be 
interested in the Premier’s response to that question. I will also be interested in the Premier’s response to the 
issue of the access arrangements. I say that because, despite the Premier’s optimism and what he had to say 
about Atlas, I do not think this is the solution that the junior miners have been looking for. I know that the 
Premier is very proud of his royalty arrangements and so forth. However, we will see whether that matter is 
resolved, or whether a historic opportunity has been missed here that could have been grabbed for these junior 
miners. It is not every day that these types of opportunities come along. The joint venture and the requirement to 
rewrite these 11 bills is a historic, perhaps once in a lifetime, opportunity for all these issues to be resolved. If 
these issues are not resolved in this legislation, perhaps they will not be resolved for another lifetime and it will 
be somebody else’s responsibility to resolve them. In the alternative, maybe the Premier can elucidate and 
outline to us his plan to resolve those particular issues so that we will know what it is. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s complicated. I think this government has done a pretty good job in getting juniors, 
particularly in Port Hedland, access to berth space and to share berths. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: But what about getting their ore to the berth? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The rails into the port are at capacity. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: So if there is a berth space and the rail is at capacity — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Some of them may truck ore in. But the show stopper, until a year ago, was berth space. That 
is not resolved to everyone’s 100 per cent satisfaction, but those juniors now have reasonable berth space to get 
out significant combined tonnages. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: In any event, I will be interested in the answers to those questions. I suspect that the 
member for Pilbara will have a few things to say about those matters as well. Broadly speaking, the opposition 
will be voting for this legislation, bearing in mind that we will potentially go into consideration in detail 
depending on the Premier’s answers to some of our questions. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The bill is 1 000 pages long. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is right. It could be a fun Christmas! I am sure that the Premier is across those 
thousand pages. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: In detail. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: So am I. We will be able to go over those clauses. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: We’ll all have time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We will all have time. That is the thing about being in opposition; we have plenty of time 
to do these things. Depending on the Premier’s answers, we may use that time and that research capacity to go 
over the bill in some depth. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Before you sit down, are you going to indicate whether the opposition supports the bill? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have said it four times. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: In broad terms! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I did not say it in broad terms. The first thing I said when I stood up was that we support 
the bill. Just a moment before the Premier asked me that question, I said that we support it. I think I said a couple 
of times in the middle of my speech that we support it. I am pleased that the Premier was listening to what I had 
to say! In any event, we are supportive of the bill, but, depending on what the Premier has to say, we might have 
a few questions as we go along. 

MR J.J.M. BOWLER (Kalgoorlie) [5.21 pm]: I was initially going to rise and speak just about the fact that 
local government rates have not been addressed in the Iron Ore Agreements Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 
2010, which I will support. Upon reflection, and after listening to the comments of the member for Rockingham 
when he alluded to the windfall profits that Western Australia is making, I asked the staff to provide for me the 
latest royalty figures. I say that because I doubted the member’s claim that iron ore royalties outweighed all other 
royalties. The staff got the wrong information for me, but, in hindsight, I think it is probably very good 
information. The staff got me the summary of general government revenue and expense variations since the 
2009–10 budget. It shows that the variation in the budget for that year was $253 million less than had been 
budgeted for. In those few short months following the budget, the reality was that Western Australia was 
$253 million short—and this is less than 18 months ago. That just goes to show the volatile nature of world 
industry, particularly iron ore, and what can happen. We are all thinking now that it is like the goose that lays the 
golden egg; it can never be stopped. I hope it cannot be stopped, but it will be. 

The member for Pilbara saw the Pilbara struggle in the 1980s and 1990s. That struggle is reflected in the 
communities, in the level of funding that the shires had, and in the level of money spent on those towns and their 
infrastructure. Although I am very bullish about the short to medium-term future for the Pilbara, I worry about it. 
That is why I think this bill is essential. It will give the companies in that area greater flexibility to become even 
more efficient. They are very efficient. There are two of the lowest cost producers in the world when their 
transport costs are taken into consideration. 

The member for Rockingham talked about stranded resources. He explained it very well when he said that it was 
an opportunity lost. I, like a lot of Western Australians, and, I suspect, even the Premier, was disappointed when 
the announcement was made on 18 October that the joint production venture was not going ahead. I know that 
those two companies have a number of stranded resources that are near each other’s infrastructure. It would have 
been commonsense for Western Australia for them to have had that sharing, but, for reasons beyond that, they 
are not going to do it. It does not matter. This legislation will give them greater flexibility, and they may do that 
down the track.  

I say that I am worried because this variation shows that the state had $253 million less revenue in the 2009–10 
budget than it had anticipated just months earlier. If people think that this undersupply of iron ore will continue 
indefinitely, they probably need to do basic economics. 

Mr M. McGowan: Undersupply? 
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Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: We have an undersupply of iron ore. That is why everyone is trying to go into 
production, and why the Chinese, Japanese and Koreans are paying record amounts for it. When the Brazilians, 
Africans and Western Australians reach an equilibrium, that will change. That is why the government and this 
Parliament need to ensure that the legislation is in place to allow our industry to be the most efficient and best in 
the world. I do not want to be a doomsayer. I think that the immediate short term and even the next two or three 
years look very bright, but the balance will come. The member for Pilbara has seen what happens when the 
balance comes. One of the annoying things that I faced was the clamour coming out of Europe in particular, and, 
to a lesser degree, Asia, that this joint production venture by Rio Tinto Ltd and BHP Billiton would have created 
a cartel that would dominate world supply. However, when we look back at what happened in the 1970s, 1980s 
and 1990s, we see that the Japanese did exactly that. The five main Japanese steel mills did not have five 
independent buyers; they had one buyer. Every time Rio, BHP and the other smaller companies in the Pilbara at 
that time contemplated having a central seller, there was all hell to pay. When we looked like having a joint 
production venture, not a joint selling venture, the rest of the world complained and protested to the point at 
which, I believe, Rio was forced to change its mind. I think that is disappointing. I believe that whoever is on rail 
and whoever has the cheapest production methods will continue to prosper. Those companies in the world that 
have to truck long distances to railheads and that have inefficient ports and production methods will not survive 
in the long term. History has shown that to be the case. It is not just the case for iron ore. Generally, any study of 
all the world’s metals in the past 30 or 40 years will show that as production capability and technology improve, 
the price of minerals in real terms gradually comes down. There is almost a feeling in Western Australia that this 
is going to go on forever. It will not. That is why we as a Parliament need to make sure that we give not just 
these two companies but all companies every possibility of being the best they can be. 

To return to the issue that I was originally going to talk about, which is local government rates, the Shires of East 
Pilbara, Roebourne and Ashburton and the Town of Port Hedland deserve better. This legislation should include 
the provision for local government rates. I have spoken to the Premier about it. I am very confident that within 
the next year or so that will be on the table. I would like it to have been on the table today. The fact that it is not 
is damning on BHP and Rio. The silly thing is, guess where those rates would be spent if they are paid? They 
would be spent on the towns where their workers are based. It is not as though they would be spent on Perth, Mt 
Barker or Margaret River; whatever they pay to those four municipalities will go into their towns to improve 
their quality of life and to make them better. I was the Minister for Resources—originally the Minister for Lands 
and Local Government—who initiated the study by the Valuer-General to disprove some theories floating 
around at the time, about six years ago, that the seven state agreement companies could be up for exorbitant 
sums. That study was eventually completed, and I understand the results showed that they would not be up for 
exorbitant sums, that they should pay the rates and that they should even willingly knock on the Premier’s door 
and say, “Here it is; we want to do it. This will benefit our towns.” It is unconscionable that they are not doing 
that, and when they say that they have put extra money in, it only goes to benefit their towns, their workers and, 
therefore, their production. 

I commend the Premier for this bill. As I say, I think we should be doing everything as a state and as a 
government to make sure that our iron ore industry is the best and in the lowest quartile of production costs in 
the world, because these golden days will not last forever, and when they end, we will be at our least effective. 

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Pilbara) [5.30 pm]: The variations to these state agreements provide the opportunity for 
me to raise some issues under various headings. I want to talk about the general government monitoring of state 
agreements and an issue that has recently come to resolution—that is, the failure of one of the companies 
covered by state agreements to pay the agreed royalty rate as approved by Parliament, leaving the necessity for a 
$55 million back payment for part of the period in which it is obligated to pay. I also want to talk about local 
government rate exemptions, the water issues of the Pilbara, the power issues of the Pilbara, the downstream 
processing issues the state still faces, issues of independent access to rail and port infrastructure, stranded ore 
bodies, the needs of the junior miners, the needs of the towns, the need for housing in communities, the need for 
enhanced living opportunities, and the need for training and employment. All of that can be spoken to within the 
framework of this debate on these variations to the state agreements. 

This in the context of saying, as the member for Pilbara, that there is clearly an opportunity to congratulate the 
government for what is included in these state agreement variations. They create an opportunity for an increase 
in the royalty payments that are being paid and the standardisation of the royalty arrangements. As has been spelt 
out in the second reading speech and the explanatory memorandum that accompanies the bill, it creates 
opportunities for the giant companies—Rio Tinto and BHP Billiton, which are the inheritors of the agreements 
and statutes that were made over the years between this Parliament and their predecessor organisations—to have 
greater flexibility within their own operations, and, as they describe it, the “family interests” they have. In the 
case of Rio Tinto, they include various entities such as Robe River and other joint venture operations. In the case 
of BHP Billiton, it includes entities such as the Goldsworthy operation and its own internal operations of varying 
complexity. As I understand these variations to the agreements, they will be given the opportunity to strike 
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arrangements with each other that will, presumably, make sense in situations in which two ends of the same ore 
body are being operated by two different major companies, without sensible arrangements in place for the 
governance of access to water to meet the needs of those operations. We learned about an operator on one part of 
the ore body having excess water and being unable to make it available to the other operator at the other end of 
the operation because of the constraints of their current agreements. These variations create the opportunity for 
more sensible arrangements in that regard. I am given to understand from the briefing that was provided by the 
companies that they welcome these variations because one of their underpinnings is that they will create the 
opportunity for them to enter into agreements with external companies for access to infrastructure, as long as the 
state agrees and it is considered to be in the state’s interests. We can see that there may well be opportunities for 
that. 

I have never actually picked up a book that spells out the iron ore history of Western Australia, but I am 
regularly reminded that there is a need for such a book when I listen to debates in this place, because a lot of 
misinformation ends up on the record about the history of iron ore mining activities in Western Australia. I am 
conscious that iron ore was well and truly on the map in Western Australia at Yampi Sound in the 1880s; it was 
known to be there, but it was not until 1907 that leases were taken up on Cockatoo Island and Koolan Island. 
Small-scale mining began there way back then. No doubt there are members who would be able to pinpoint other 
iron ore operations in other parts of the state. I am conscious of operations at Koolyanobbing in 1966 and the 
efforts to supply the steel rolling mills in Kwinana. I am also conscious that the Japanese expressed interest in 
gaining access to Yampi Sound in 1938 and that the then Prime Minister, Joseph Lyons, put a ban in place to 
effectively stymie Japanese access to that operation. At the time, Prime Minister Lyons talked about needing the 
iron ore for Australian interests. Clearly, as the records have become accessible to the public, we have 
discovered that there were more complex fears about the Axis powers that were developing at the time. The ban 
was not lifted until December 1960 by the commonwealth government, which gave us the opportunity in 
Western Australia to call for expressions of interest in developing the various iron ore resources in the Pilbara 
and elsewhere for export. I am also very conscious that the Harvey S. Mudd left Port Hedland in June 1966 with 
the first shipment of iron ore from the Pilbara, which came from the Goldsworthy operation; it was the first of 
the Pilbara iron ore exports and was closely followed by other iron ore exports. That was from a deposit that had 
first became known back in the 1890s, when the geologist H.P. Woodward first found iron ore around Mt 
Goldsworthy, which was a feature that had been identified by the explorer Alexander Forrest only some 11 years 
earlier. It was a small mountain with a peak of only 135 metres; it is now a pit, and I went swimming in it last 
weekend. It is now a pit that is 85 metres deep—a beautiful big swimming pool inland from Port Hedland. I 
swam across its width rather than its breadth; it is a beautiful water body that has been left behind at 
Goldsworthy. The friends I travelled there with were looking for the mountain, and I was able to show them that 
it is now in fact a pit. For me the trip back to Goldsworthy was for a range of reasons, not the least of which is 
the opportunity, I hope, to commemorate the town of Goldsworthy that once existed. I also hope to have the 
opportunity to explore the concept of land art in that area in the way that has been done at Lake Ballard. I want 
to see whether we can commemorate a town like that which existed, so that it does not just disappear off the face 
of the earth. It was a town where people lived, worked and had families. I looked at the footprint from the 
ground. I could not find the place at first. I had seen it from the air and had seen the footprint there. When I 
finally got on the ground, it had virtually disappeared, but I could see from the shape of the trees around there 
that there was something unusual about those trees. I went there and probed them and eventually found the grid 
where the streets were that I used to doorknock when I first started my parliamentary career. I found the residual 
pottery and — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: In 1938! 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: No, it was a long while ago and it was not long before Goldsworthy finished its 
operations. 

Mr M. McGowan: You used to doorknock archaeological sites? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I go back to the archaeological sites. But yes, that is correct, I doorknocked places like 
Wittenoom, Shay Gap, Goldsworthy, Cockatoo, Koolan and Telfer. These were vibrant towns in my electorate 
when I was first standing for election to Parliament in the by-election of North Province in 1982. I therefore 
doorknocked those places and knew those towns well. I have watched those towns disappear not only from the 
livelihood of the Pilbara, but also from the consciousness of many people. I would like to see them 
commemorated in ways that I think can be exciting, and I think there are ways of doing that. 

I congratulate the government on advancing these agreement bills and the variations within them, but we are 
faced with some questions that I think are worth asking of government in reference to perhaps what is not 
contained in these bills. We have highlighted in the first instance the need to tackle the issue of the capacity of 
local governments in the Pilbara to have access to a more secure revenue stream. I refer to industrial assets that 
are exempt from local government rates. Rates on those assets could be made available to local government so 
that they, on behalf of their communities, could secure an income stream from those giants in the Pilbara that 
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have been exempted by these state agreements. Companies that are there without state agreements or that are 
there with new state agreements are obliged to pay rates. It is inappropriate for those companies—BHP Billiton 
and Rio Tinto as well as Woodside and others—that operate with these exemptions to be exempted from this 
income stream that should be available to improve and enhance the communities of the Pilbara and to make the 
region an attractive place to live as well as to work. 

There is also the issue of monitoring these agreements. I note that just a few moments ago in the upper house a 
question was answered by the government on the number of full-time equivalent staff that are monitoring state 
agreements. The number came back in answer to a question asked on my behalf by Hon Helen Bullock that up to 
32 officers at any one time are monitoring state agreements and, unfortunately, the other activities of government 
as well in the operations of non-state agreement companies. 

Robe River’s Mesa J is an example. Mesa J, not just simply under this government’s watch but also under our 
watch, missed out on paying its legal obligations to the state of Western Australia. We were told in the Premier’s 
Statement that it finally got a letter about it. Between the date when the letter was sent and some other chosen 
date, a $55 million back payment was made. However, the company in the meantime was let off all the 
obligations it had for previous iron ore royalty payments. What I am seeing both in our time in government and 
now is that there does not appear to be adequate monitoring and policing of these agreements and the obligations 
that these companies have to the community of Western Australia. I ask the Premier to make sure that these 
agreements are trawled through by the agency for which he has portfolio responsibility to pick up not only 
payments of royalty streams that the state is obliged by these agreements to extract, but also other obligations in 
state agreement acts that these companies have entered into. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Can I just say something on Mesa J? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Yes. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is an issue that goes back in time. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Yes. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is true, yes, that the government negotiated a deal to conclude it, but I think there was 
probably fault on both sides in terms of assessing that resource. So, if you looked at the correspondence, there 
was a fair bit of confusion on the company’s side and on the government’s side, going back historically. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Whatever the rights and wrongs of that, my point is still the same; that is, we cannot in 
my view not resource the offices of government with sufficient personnel to be vigilant on behalf of the 
community of Western Australia in extracting not only the return of the legal entitlement the state has to the 
royalty stream, but also the other aspects of the agreements. I am conscious, for instance, of the Fortescue Metals 
agreements that were entered into in reference to undertaking training, local recruitment and housing local 
employees living and working in the Pilbara. As Fortescue struck its agreements with us when we were in 
government, it got additional benefits that included access to a land bank at Pretty Pool, which was to position 
housing for company employees living and working in the Pilbara. The agreements gave Fortescue favourable 
access to 32 or 22 houses—I have forgotten the number—and they were not to be sold off to profit any 
individual. That additional benefit was part of the way it got its state agreements. Hanging off these state 
agreements were additional arrangements with government; that is, Fortescue was given favourable access to 
land to secure residential arrangements.  

I hope that the Premier will indicate in his reply what the officers have been able to ascertain about monitoring 
these agreements. What progress has been made by that company, for instance, in reference to recruitment and 
training from its own resources, housing trainees and employing trainees? I ask that so that we do not experience 
just a constant churn of people through this industry, which I fear is what we are experiencing. I am delighted to 
see an increase in the number of locals engaged in the iron ore industry. But, regrettably, I am seeing a churn of 
people just going in for a short period, often into very menial jobs, and lasting for a very short period before they 
are churned out rapidly and replaced by someone else from that demographic. That, to me, is a great worry. I am 
watching a region where the blight of fly in, fly out is very self-evident. It is horrible to see the arrival of direct 
flights from Brisbane into Telfer and direct flights into Newman from the east coast dropping off fly in, fly out 
workers. People fly in to Port Hedland to work from Bali, where they live, and they fly back to Bali rather than 
become participants in the life of Western Australia, let alone the life of the Pilbara. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Four thousand interstate. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Can I have an extension? A couple of hours will do! 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s a problem, yes. 
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Mr T.G. STEPHENS: It is a big problem. For me, the state agreement needs to be utilised for the opportunity to 
enhance the amenity of the Pilbara to make it an attractive place for people to be, to live and to work. That is 
why the variation should deal with more than just a simple return to the state coffers of Western Australia. 

I sat and listened to the Premier during question time and the debate earlier on grievances with the national 
government, but the people of the Pilbara have that grievance with state governments. My predecessors have 
endeavoured to argue this case on behalf of the people of the Pilbara. Pilbara people sense that the grievance 
Western Australia has with Canberra is the same grievance they have with the government here in Perth, which 
is basically that the amenity of towns in the Pilbara leaves a lot to be desired. Under our period in office and now 
under this government’s period in office, these variations to the state agreements could have been about 
facilitating the development of a power grid that is needed to support an interconnected grid. 

I have given the Premier a compliment, but I think that I should, as an opposition should do, give him some 
friendly criticism or even unfriendly criticism. It is a pity for him to brush aside such an important issue as the 
interconnected power grid, simply because it was one of those issues that we were working on, and then just 
dump it, as it is a vitally important issue. I see that progress is being made with the announcement of a 
desalination plant in the Burrup for Karratha, but it has been done without revealing to the people of Western 
Australia how that fits in with the options that were being considered by officers of government. Then there are 
the issues of the cost of that desalination plant, and how on earth the government is going to supply power to that 
desalination plant and to the other communities in the Pilbara, and secure water for Port Hedland and the other 
communities. I think the Premier in particular has to wear the critique of the failure of his agreement with BHP 
Billiton for downstream processing and the way in which BHP Billiton was allowed to deal with the hot 
briquette plant in Port Hedland. It was a welcome development, but the agreement should never have been put in 
place that allowed BHP Billiton to simply discharge all its obligations in return for starting it and then take the 
first opportunity to walk away from it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Don’t forget that the Labor government prior to that was going to allow BHP to discharge all 
its obligations for the Pilbara gas pipeline. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I am not conscious of that, but if that is the case, then a pox on both strategies, because 
there is still the need for Western Australia to be doing better in processing resources here. I see the enthusiasm 
with which the Canadian government looks after its national interests when dealing with some of these major 
corporations. However, here in Western Australia we seem to be too easily positioning agreements that do not 
look after our long-term interests by advancing the range of technologies, including downstream processing, to 
explore the full range of opportunities we need for the Western Australian community. 

I am very pleased that part of the announcements on these variations has been the Premier announcing the start 
of negotiations between Atlas Iron and BHP Billiton over access to the Goldsworthy railway line. I have always 
seen the Goldsworthy railway line, in recent years, as one of the safest places to throw down my swag in the 
Pilbara. It was a place where I could put my swag down and know that I would rarely get a train across it. The 
action of BHP Billiton was indefensible, because it was clearly a piece of infrastructure that could be put to 
additional use. I think that this is a creative response. I welcome the opportunity for a handling facility outside 
Port Hedland. Ore can be placed there from Atlas Iron and perhaps other companies. Then some use of conveyor 
belts can be made to get that ore through to the port in ways that will minimise the impact of road traffic going 
into the port, where there is a bottleneck, congestion on the roads and particulates in the air that come from these 
large numbers of trucks pouring into town.  

On the trip back from Marble Bar on the weekend, every 10 minutes an ore road train came past me on the way 
to the port. This is big-time business pouring into that port. When I got back to town I could look at the horizon 
and see the BHP Billiton rig undertaking the exploration work for Quantum 1 and Quantum 2. BHP Billiton is 
clearly ready for investing in the outer harbour. The Premier’s government will probably be lucky enough to 
announce eventually BHP Billiton’s full investment in the outer harbour project. I think it nearly announced it 
itself from the statements that it was making last week. With the fall over of the arrangements with Rio Tinto, 
BHP Billiton is clearly going to need to get itself out of that inner harbour and into the outer harbour, to access 
those massive ships in order to remain competitive with Brazil. One can see on the horizon the massive rig that is 
drilling on the outer harbour and one can see what BHP Billiton is going to do.  

These are huge prospects for us. I see the opportunity for a conveyor belt from where the Goldsworthy and Mt 
Newman railway lines meet. We also need to encourage Rio to get its salt onto a conveyor belt, so that the salt is 
shifted direct to port and no longer by trucks that are competing on this limited road access to town. Salt may be 
a more difficult commodity because it is not as consistently lucrative as iron ore has appeared to be in recent 
times. Nonetheless, it is at least the one long-term sustainable commodity that we will still be handling when 
iron ore has finished, whenever that is. We will be handling that salt because it is a truly sustainable resource of 
the Pilbara into the future. 
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The stranded ore bodies need to be the focus of all the officers of government. They need to really get into 
discussions with BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto about those ore bodies that they are holding, either under their state 
agreements or under the Mining Act. They are doing nothing with some of those stranded ore bodies. I am 
conscious that there is one right next to Atlas that is owned by BHP Billiton. Presumably, it should be forced to 
either use it or lose it. Others should have the opportunity of positioning themselves to access that ore for export, 
particularly when it is so close to an operation like the Atlas Iron operation. 

It is very important for the port authorities, their boards and their officers in the Pilbara to give to the companies 
and the community a fair suck of the old sauce bottle, where there is not unfair advantage for the original players 
in the Pilbara, newcomers just simply getting a free ride, or advantage for anyone who is in favour with 
government, for whatever reasons. I look at the Port Hedland Port Authority and can see all the arguments that it 
has to run on behalf of government, the chair, CEO and board. I hope that when the government is attracted to 
playing favourites with any iron ore company for any reason it does not then punish the officers of government 
who are trying to balance the community interest, balance all the players and act as advocates for community 
interests to make sure that the process of access to a port like Port Hedland is transparent. It would horrify me if 
the skill of the CEOs at the port authorities, such as that of Andre Bush, was lost to the community of Western 
Australia if, because of his efforts to stand up for the community interest, he found himself out of favour with a 
government that may be pursuing the interests of any particular player. I know that Hancock Prospecting has got 
a lot of sway around the state, which is good, but its sway has to be balanced with the community interests and 
the sway of the other players. I hope that the port authority has the opportunity to remain as an independent 
player in the piece and that it balances the political interest, the community interests and the interests of BHP 
Billiton, Hancock Prospecting, Fortescue and all the others. In my experience it does it with honesty, integrity 
and transparency. I hope that the government is not playing politics with these ports and their staff in ways that 
will disadvantage the community interests in any way at all. I hope I get an assurance from the Premier in this 
debate that nothing will be done to dislodge the staff of those ports by any secret committee that is running 
around at the moment in reference to these ports. 

The opportunity to improve the towns should come from the flow of additional royalties from these agreements 
that have been varied. There is, for instance, the $55 million that has just been pocketed by the government. I 
hope that the Premier will detail how much of that $55 million will go back into the Pilbara to improve the 
communities and the roads, and to make safe the road from Newman to Nullagine and Marble Bar 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is going into the children’s hospital.  

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: The $55 million?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Strewth! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The children’s hospital is very important to the Pilbara. There are a lot of evacuations from the 
Pilbara to the children’s hospital. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: The government takes it out of a region where we cannot even get a dialysis machine in 
a hospital like that in Tom Price.  

I will finish by simply saying that so much could be said about the opportunities that should be in this bill but are 
not. I welcome those opportunities that are there but I do hope that government will rapidly resolve these 
additional issues that need to be resolved in double-quick time for the Pilbara to be a better place. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [7.00 pm]: I rise to make some comments on the Iron Ore Agreements 
Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2010. It is interesting to look at the way that iron ore is affecting Western 
Australia. I was interested to look at the Australian commodities statistics from the Australian Bureau of 
Agricultural and Resource Economics website. I was most interested in the statistics from 2004 that show the 
progression of our iron ore production from the 1960s through to 2004, rising from 4 455 kilotons in 1960 up to 
234 008 kilotons in 2004. Of course, it continues to expand. It is interesting that production reached 100 000 
tonnes only in 1989. Although production had quite a rapid increase from the late 1960s, the surge in production 
was really a function of this decade. That leads me to something very interesting; namely the effect on Western 
Australia and Australia. 

I see from budget paper No 3 that royalty income for the year 2010–11 is estimated at $3 271 million. Royalty 
income in 2005–06 was only $1 184 million; so we are already talking about a nearly three times increase in 
royalty payments, almost all of which is from iron ore because that is the commodity with the surging volumes 
and increasing prices. In his reflections, the member for Kalgoorlie said that this is not an automatic situation—
that it is not just the way things are but is a result of the current economic circumstances. I note that although 
BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto are second and third in iron ore production, Vale, with over 250 million tonnes 
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produced out of Brazil, is actually the behemoth. I understand that Australia has only the fifth-largest iron ore 
resource in the world. There is plenty of iron ore and if other countries can produce iron ore efficiently on the 
scale that Australia and Brazil do, there is nothing to say that our iron ore income will be the same in the future 
as it is now. That therefore leads to some consequences. Firstly, it is hard to plan 10 years in advance on the 
basis that our royalty income stream will be as high as it is now. Secondly, it distorts the trade-off between 
current activity and future activity. Yes, we have huge reserves of iron ore in Western Australia and, as members 
know, 30 or 40 years of production for the ABARE estimate of 18.6 billion tonnes of economic reserves and 
38.5 billion tonnes of total reserves. If we continue to have increased production, there will be 50 or 60 years of 
easy reserves production even at that escalating rate. That is not forever. It is a lifetime; a human lifetime. 
Consequently, some thought has to be given to what happens in the future. We cannot spend all the money 
today. 

Superannuation is the great reform of the 1980s that is not properly acknowledged. Superannuation forced 
individual working people to put aside something for their future. We have superannuation arrangements of up to 
9 per cent; arguably that contribution needs to be 15 per cent or higher to effectively provide for the future of 
workers. However, superannuation also developed an enormous investment stream for Australia as a nation. We 
chose not to use a Singapore-style central provident fund, but we are putting aside a very significant amount of 
money for our future and I think that the state government needs to think about doing the same. The former 
Labor government used its income stream to pay down debt and to invest in assets like the Mandurah rail line. 
Strangely, at the moment, whilst the state government is expecting these extraordinary levels of royalty income, 
there is less investment in public infrastructure than there was during the period of the former Labor government, 
and there are higher debt levels. That is a challenge for this state and we need to think about how we handle that 
challenge. I know that a cheque, which is effectively a refund of unused royalty income, is sent every year to 
residents in Alaska. That is one way of dealing with the rivers of gold that arrived in Alaska from its oil 
royalties. We do not have quite the same level of excess income, but we are not doing anything innovative with 
our income stream. We should consider what we can do to save for our future, for the future of our grandkids 
and our great grandkids, because it should not be about just the present day. We need as a state, as a nation and 
as individuals to plan for the future. During the period of the Howard government, $314 billion of what is called 
parameter variations were spent by the federal Liberal government. That money could have been used to change 
Australia’s future, but it was instead used in what were basically giveaways to individual demographics that 
were important to the political situation of the time. That was not very smart and as a nation Australia should do 
better. The federal Labor government is investing in the national broadband network, which is transformational 
infrastructure. Maybe both the federal and state governments could do other things too in this state. 

It is interesting to look at the different plays. I noted very carefully the comments of the member for Pilbara in 
his discussion of the opportunities for the stranded projects in the Pilbara. I note that negotiations between Atlas 
Iron, one individual junior player, and BHP Billiton have now opened. I was interested to read in The Australian 
the other day under the heading “Action aplenty as Pilbara rail and port fight heats up” — 

BHP Billiton was the centre of most action in the world-class iron ore precinct, with its legal action 
against minnow FerrAus over-shadowing progress on third-party access to the infrastructure. 

It was interesting that this article of 20 November, whilst reporting on the opening of negotiations for access for 
Atlas, was also reporting on the fact that access is being denied to these other junior players and that BHP is 
taking, I think, Supreme Court action to prevent these junior players from gaining access to its infrastructure. 
David Flanagan, the managing director of Atlas Iron Ltd, states in that article — 

“It is access to transport and port infrastructure which turn it from an interesting looking mineral into 
something that is ore,” Mr Flanagan said.  

Atlas had a number of infrastructure options “but it has taken five years”, he said. The barriers to entry 
had “given the majors the power that they have”, adding: “It is the barriers that have created the supply 
and demand dynamics that have driven up the price.”  

The article goes on to say — 

BHP may appear to relenting in its attitude to junior competitors, but the move on the Goldsworthy line 
does not add any iron ore to the market, change Atlas Iron’s plans, or negatively affect BHP.  

All the juniors trying to break into production want access to BHP’s Mount Newman line, and the 
major will do everything in its power to prevent that.  

It will be interesting to see how this develops into the future. For many years we have seen access matters go all 
the way to the High Court of Australia. From the point of view of the diversity of the small players, we have had 
some success in the Australian Competition Tribunal. But it will be interesting to see what access ends up being 
granted to these junior players in the future, what that does in opening up alternative suppliers, and what China 
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does in response to that. I note that the article also refers to the purchasing of some of these junior players by 
Chinese interests.  

What is going to be the benefit to Western Australia from the resources that are in its ground? In the past—we 
can go back to the 1960s—it was always about the future of steelmaking or downstream processing. That has not 
happened. The Premier has said in previous speeches in this chamber that we were trying to convert mining 
companies into steel producers. I think that is what the Premier said.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That was the old philosophy.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, that was the old philosophy. The Premier and I agree on few things, but this is one 
of them: that that philosophy did not work. Now the question is: can we add extra value to the chain of supply? It 
is important to remember that if we were to add value through steel production, it would have to be created out 
of additional supply because all our current supply is basically going in exports. I again refer to the figures from 
the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics. In 2004, of the 234 008 kilotons of iron ore 
produced, 211 359 kilotons were exported, so almost everything was exported. Crude steel production was 
7 659 kilotons and pig iron production was around 6 500 kilotons. That effectively absorbed the entire supply of 
iron ore in Australia. If a steelmaking industry were to be created in Western Australia, it would have to come 
from additional supply because the current supply is being sold on the world market. Much of it is being sold on 
long-term contracts. Rio Tinto is only 18 per cent Australian-owned. I forget the figure for BHP, but a much 
higher percentage of that company is Australian-owned. Those two companies, along with Vale from Brazil, 
dominate the supply chains for iron ore. We would have to get additional supply if Australia were going to 
produce steel. Any industry that was created would also have to find a market for its off-take. Legacy producers 
in Europe, America and elsewhere are having trouble finding a market for their off-take, while the very dynamic 
and growing companies in what was called the Third World—now called the developing world or the emerging 
economies—are moving to dominate production. It would not be easy to set up such an industry in Australia.  

There is, of course, another way; that is, to encourage these companies to do more of their design and 
engineering work in Australia. I have nothing against the idea of increasing the metal-bashing side of the 
engineering work for these major projects, but what I am saying is that that is not likely to happen if the 
engineering work is not done here. I read the Premier’s comments on the Gorgon bill. He made the point that 
Australian participation in these giant projects would allow an Australian philosophy to be brought to the table. 
That is probably true. Australia is a country that imports capital; it does not export capital. We have a deficit on 
our capital account. That means that we are almost certainly going to be importing capital for these projects. As 
has been outlined by the member for Cockburn in another debate, we have an opportunity to start insisting on 
more value being put into these projects at the design stage and the early stage of engineering. That would be a 
way of capturing a high level of value for these projects. The amount of imported capital equipment for these 
projects is remarkable. It is not just the trucks, tractors, bulldozers and those sorts of things that are being 
imported for these massive projects, but also whole modules for crushers and all sorts of different equipment. I 
have spoken to people who work for the Sino Iron project at Cape Preston and they talk about huge pieces of 
equipment arriving on barges and effectively being slid across the project to their resting places. It is incredible 
that no Western Australian design or engineering work or any other contribution is being made to those 
unbelievable-size projects in Western Australia, other than earthworks and those types of things. I am not 
underestimating the complexity of designing the infrastructure for those projects, because it is an enormous 
technical achievement, but I reckon that we could use our thoughts and the few levers that we do have to try to 
gain more of the value of these projects.  

An amount of $3 271 million is in the budget estimates for royalty income. That is an incredible amount of 
money, but it means that we are dependent on others for our future if we are just going to spend that money as 
we receive it and do not leave any great legacy. There are no grand buildings. It is interesting that if Rio Tinto 
were to invest in a grand building, it would do it in London and not in Perth. We are effectively a colony for 
these very large companies. They are happy to be here. They are happy to draw resources from us. I have a 
connection to Indonesia. Indonesia kept the Netherlands rich for hundreds of years, but that did not do Indonesia 
much good. It was not until Indonesia followed a different political path and looked at what was in its own 
interests rather than in the interests of the people exporting the resources that it started to get ahead. We have 
done very well. Western Australia is a very rich place. The incredible surplus value that is being produced by 
these massive projects in our north can be seen in our incredible standard of living. As I am sure the Premier will 
happily tell everybody, we are dragging the rest of the country along with us. Even though we are capturing only 
a low value from those resources, we are still doing very well. Imagine what we could do if we could get a 
bigger share of the value chain that starts here in Western Australia and ends up in different places around the 
world. Billions of dollars are being invested in capital equipment—virtually none of that here in Western 
Australia. Tens of thousands of brilliant minds are doing unbelievably complex technical work all around the 
world, some here, much of it not. In the 1960s the royalty rates were set at a relatively generous rate to ensure 
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that we were a preferred location for investment, but it has meant that the companies have been paying less for 
our natural resources that they are exporting.  

This bill has given me an opportunity to make these remarks. As outlined by our lead speaker, it reflects some 
achievements, but some things have been missed out. I, for one, will continue to monitor the development of 
Western Australia because it is such a critical issue for all of us and we hope we can do even better in the future.  

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West) [7.20 pm]: As the member for Cannington pointed out, the Iron Ore 
Agreements Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) achieves quite a bit, but a lot has been left out that is 
desperately needed in my electorate of North West, particularly in the Shire of Roebourne and the towns within 
it. It is interesting to read the Premier’s second reading speech, which states — 

In the case of Rio Tinto, the minister can consider alternative investments or projects in lieu of all or 
some part of that company’s remaining secondary processing obligations  

I see that that provides a window in which the Premier can negotiate some of these outcomes that I would like to 
address tonight. Probably one of the biggest issues that have been facing the Pilbara, particularly Karratha, is 
water. The government made a timely announcement to provide an alternative water source by building a 
desalination plant in Karratha. It is a much needed outcome, one that will ensure that we can develop Karratha 
into a city. But it is very disappointing that the state—the taxpayers; people like us—have had to pay for a new 
water source given that companies such as Rio Tinto use potable water on their iron ore stockpiles for dust 
suppression. In this day and age when water is a very precious resource, it is shameful that companies such as 
Rio—granted they established the Pilbara, but they were provided concessions to do so—have, over time, 
definitely got the benefits of taking the ore out of the ground. It is now time to modernise the agreements that 
were struck in the 1960s and 70s that enabled them to use large amounts of water. It has been reported in the 
press that Rio believes it is entitled to 15 gigalitres of the Millstream system, and that is basically what 
Millstream has to offer. Some reports out of government indicate that Rio should be entitled to only 5.4 
gigalitres. Given that Rio believes it is entitled to all the water in the Shire of Roebourne, a modern water 
agreement needs to be negotiated that will reduce Rio’s entitlements and urge it to develop a new water source. 
When the government went out to look at who could supply water to Karratha, Rio indicated its interest in 
dewatering Bungaroo, a mine site it is looking at mining in, I think, around 2016. It will have to dewater that site 
anyway, so I think the offer made to the state was smoke and mirrors rather than a genuine offer to supply the 
town with water. I believe that, at the end of the day the taxpayer was going to pay for that water. My view and 
that of many of my constituents is that Rio’s agreement should be modernised and it should be building its own 
water source, as pretty much every other mining company in the state is doing. I am talking not about drinking 
water quality but about water that can be used on its iron ore stockpiles without affecting the quality of the 
product. I believe that this bill will allow the Premier to open up those negotiations and deal with this matter.  

Although we are dealing with the immediate shortage of water in Karratha by building a desalination plant—as I 
said, it is timely—I suppose we had to provide that infrastructure because we had been painted somewhat into a 
corner. I think we will run into the same issues with water over time. As Karratha grows into a city and as the 
population grows and development continues, more water will be needed. The only way to address that is by 
reducing entitlements. I believe that, ultimately, Rio should not be using our potable water; the water should be 
going to the community for further development. That is probably the number one issue that needs to be 
resolved. As I said, the government will strike those problems that we have managed to hold off for the moment; 
that is, we will continue to run into the water issues we have had in the past. I am gobsmacked that both sides of 
politics are reluctant to modernise that agreement to make sure our most precious resource is not used for dust 
suppression. That is something I will be pursuing with the Premier, this government, future governments and Rio 
itself, with the community support I have to tackle that antiquated agreement. I am sure we will persuade the 
state government and Rio to modernise that agreement. As I said, I found unacceptable the offer Rio made 
originally to deal with the water situation—namely, to dewater Bungaroo to the tune of 10 gigalitres and supply 
five gigalitres to the state at a commercial rate, and keep five for itself. The state would have to upgrade the 
infrastructure to take the new water and in return Rio would still keep its water allocation as per the state 
agreement act, which it believes is 15 gigalitres. I do not think the state would be better off under that 
arrangement when Rio will have to dewater that site in any case to be able to continue operations there. It was a 
good decision by the government to build a desalination plant, but we still need to modernise the agreement so 
that we do not continue to come across these issues, which I know we will as we grow Karratha into a city.  

The other main issue facing Pilbara towns and something that has been mentioned in this house before is the 
ability for local governments to rate the mining companies. As the state government’s vision through Pilbara 
Cities grows Karratha and Port Hedland into cities and inland towns are rejuvenated, which is happening under 
the Pilbara revitalisation plan through royalties for regions, the local governments in those areas need to be able 
to rate these companies so that they can provide the administration necessary to cope with the level of 
populations that are moving to the north west. The only way that local governments can keep up with the pace is 
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by getting assistance from the mining companies. When we consider the shortfalls with these shires in the 
Pilbara, we are not talking a lot of money; we are talking very small amounts to make a maximum impact so that 
they can provide the necessary administration and support in light of the state’s vision for the Pilbara. Premier, 
they are the two main issues that need to be negotiated at some point to result in a modern water agreement that 
will allow local governments to rate these mining giants.  

I quickly touched on the Pilbara Cities project. The conversion of Karratha into a city has begun with the 
embarkation of a land release that has never before been seen in the Pilbara. That is being done to ensure that we 
can attract and retain people in places such as Karratha by making land and housing more affordable. The vision 
of Pilbara Cities can only be made into a reality by resource companies making their contribution by curbing 
their fly in, fly out activities, but it seems to be going the other way at the moment. The fly in, fly out model is 
getting more prevalent and people are leaving the Pilbara in their droves to work as fly in, fly out workers. That 
has an impact not only on their personal lives, but also on places such as Karratha, Wickham, Roebourne, 
Dampier, and other towns in the Pilbara. It is like a smack in the face when we are trying to develop places such 
as Karratha and Hedland into vibrant cities.  

I think that as part of the negotiations and final agreement it should be stated that companies such as Rio Tinto 
need to commit to investing in accommodation, as we are trying to entice developers to come to the Pilbara—to 
come to Karratha—and develop high-rise buildings and a more diverse type of accommodation. The land release 
of Malataga has gone out for expressions of interest, with the possibility of 2 500 dwellings being built there. 
The development is to be, basically, on the waterfront, and it will be like, as someone said, a mini Cottesloe. The 
only way we can really ensure that developers are confident enough to invest is to get mining companies such as 
Rio and others to come on board and consider purchasing these dwellings. That will provide assurance to 
developers, which, in turn, will make the banks confident to lend—it is very difficult to get banks to lend to 
people who want to develop in the north west. I urge the Premier, in his discussions and negotiations with 
companies such as Rio, to emphasise the state government’s commitment of over $1 billion of royalties for 
regions money and the construction of a desalination plant. That is a significant amount of investment from a 
state government that has not been seen before in the Pilbara. The only way I think we can all realise that vision 
is by getting the resource companies to come on board, to make a financial investment, and to curb their fly in, 
fly out activities to ensure that they take up investment opportunities such as the 300-unit high-rise Finbar 
development. Those companies need to take up the opportunity of the Malataga land release and the 
proposed 2 500 dwellings to make it attractive for developers to come in with confidence and give the banks 
confidence that resource companies are curbing their fly in, fly out operations to be part of the state 
government’s vision of turning Karratha into a city.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: Member, what would be the mark-up for building a house in Karratha now? I have heard 
that outside Perth, some companies charge up to seven per cent. What would it be up there to build and 
construct? 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: For a three-by-two house it would probably be about $700 000 to $750 000, which is still 
a hell of a lot of money. But can I say, member, the construction side of the high-rise is now starting to take 
shape, and the injection of 300 units provides diversity. Not everyone wants a four-by-two or a three-by-two 
house, and those one-bedroom or two-bedroom apartments are necessary. The only way I see it working is by 
getting the resource companies to curb their fly in, fly out activities and to make those areas attractive for their 
employees to want to make their lives there. I think that is the only way we are going to realise that vision and 
provide the amenities that everyone expects. Karratha is starting to become a large suburb, and people expect to 
have all the modern conveniences that people have in Perth, and we are slowly starting to see a lot of that 
happening. The Finbar development will provide gyms and indoor cafes with air conditioning, and provide the 
lifestyle that Perth people enjoy. By diversifying from what has been the norm and providing that choice, we will 
hopefully attract and retain people.  

I think the state government is definitely well on track, but what is lacking at the moment is the commitment 
from the resources companies to get on board and be part of this vision, and curb their fly in, fly out activities to 
make Pilbara Cities a reality. That can come only with the modernisation of these sorts of agreements. As a 
government, we can apply pressure in a way that will support these resource companies by not only providing a 
workforce that is happy to live in the area in places such as Karratha and Hedland, but also supporting their 
ability to attract and retain workers. If the lifestyle in the north west was the same as everyone is accustomed 
to—which we are embarking on creating—it would be beneficial for everyone. I think a strong regional Western 
Australia means a strong state, and we can provide that in the north west. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Member, do you know the percentage of fly in, fly out vis-a-vis Perth residents?  

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Airports are probably a good way to judge the level of activity, and about 550 000 people 
fly in and out of Karratha every year. It probably has more activity than Hobart Airport, which is pretty amazing. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s the biggest regional airport in Australia. 
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Mr V.A. CATANIA: There we go; and it is growing rapidly. I would love to see Karratha become an 
international airport one day so that we can really connect to the rest of the world. 

I think the Premier has room to move in negotiating these outcomes. I do not want to see towns such as 
Wickham being left to the side. I know that Rio has committed $23 million to the upgrade of Wickham, which 
has been in the planning for, I think, six years, and we are now starting to see that occurring, which is great. Any 
members who have been to Wickham know that it is a town that has been neglected for a very long time. There 
has been a lot of toing and froing over who actually owns Wickham and who should be doing what. The regional 
development office is working with the Shire of Roebourne and Rio on the revitalisation of Wickham, but I think 
the only way that can be achieved is by getting other resource companies to commit to building houses—not 
houses for fly in, fly out workers—that people want to live in and make their homes. 

For the realisation of the vision, we really need to work on modernising the water supply agreement and work on 
local government rating so that support is provided to local governments because they are having a hard time. 
Suddenly, for the first time, they have actually got money and a state government with a vision that is putting its 
money where its mouth is. The federal government is still lagging behind by not investing any money in the 
economic powerhouse of the nation, which I find quite amazing. There has been so much talk about it all over 
this country, and there has been little action from the federal government. Resource companies are starting to 
come around, but I think they need a push. The only way we can push resource companies is to modernise state 
agreements to ensure that they reflect what is happening today. That is where governments have failed in the 
past, and unless agreements are modernised to reflect what is happening, they will continue to fail and not reach 
those visions. I believe the Premier has some wriggle room. We should not give away all the downstream 
processing obligations. It is only right that these resource companies come to the party and form a very strong 
relationship with this state government, which is actually doing something for the north west.  

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [7.40 pm]: I rise to offer my support for the Iron Ore Agreements 
Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2010. Fundamentally, this bill is about making the impact of our Pilbara 
iron ore sector more compact. It is about making sure that there is the potential for a greater sharing of resources, 
and that, in turn, can lead to a reduction in impact. I realise there is a lot of detail and a lot of issues still yet to be 
resolved. I will try to address some of those as I go through, but I am very pleased to say that, fundamentally, I 
support this legislation.  

I know the government is waiting for the PRAIC—Pilbara Rail Access Interdepartmental Committee—report. 
That committee examined issues around multiple access to rail lines. As I think other speakers have touched on, 
there are issues about the capacity of certain lines to handle additional players—that is, the juniors—if they get 
their mines up to a certain level, and about whether the lines would be able to handle that additional workload. 
For example, I know there is very little extra capacity on the Newman line, but apparently on the Goldsworthy 
line there would be some room for additional capacity. There are some issues there.  

I also note that the legislation eventually provides for the Minister for State Development to take refusal action 
against certain proposals. There is a public interest assessment test that is about ensuring orderly development 
and ongoing access for all land users after a decision is made, and that there are no prejudicial implications of a 
decision. I believe—but I would like to hear the Premier clarify this—that the native title implications of any 
decision would be in favour of claimant groups and native title holders. Those are some of the preliminary things 
that I wanted to raise. This is all in the context of the incredible growth that we expect to see in the iron ore 
sector in the Pilbara. BHP Billiton Iron Ore is looking towards a 350 million tonne per annum production figure 
by 2020. Rio Tinto is looking towards 330 million tonnes per annum by 2020. Huge growth and huge tonnages 
are forecast. That gets us straight into this issue of how we make sure that those production levels are transported 
efficiently to ports. Some people have said that a better way of managing things would be to have a Pilbara port 
authority. Other speakers have touched on how scarce water supplies are properly managed when, in some cases, 
we have an excess of water. A very good example of that is Weeli Wolli Springs, which has had to be dewatered. 
My understanding is that 45 gigalitres of water is now more or less going to waste. That is an annual production 
amount equivalent to our desalination plant 1. We are talking about huge quantities of water that could be used 
in a more constructive way than just being removed in this dewatering fashion, which is sometimes necessary for 
the extraction of minerals from mines.  

I will now turn to some of the social impacts, which other members have also touched on. I was somewhat 
bemused recently to see reference made to a report suggesting that fly in, fly out workers are no worse off than 
other members of our community; that is, people who might be referred to as “direct commute” workers. A study 
was undertaken as part of a doctoral thesis by Susan Clifford from the School of Anatomy and Human Biology 
at the University of Western Australia. It was a thesis presented for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy. It is fair 
to say that she was probably taking much more of a physiological look at the consequences of fly in, fly out 
work. I note that she had a fairly small sample size—she questioned 222 fly in, fly out workers and spoke to 
32 couples as part of her research. The conclusion of this study, as I understand it, is that fly in, fly out workers 
are not suffering unduly. I would question that. 



9352 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 23 November 2010] 

 

Dr A.D. Buti: Member, that would be statistically insignificant; it is too small a sample size.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I suspected as much, member for Armadale. I think that a study of this scale is too 
small. It is a shame because this is obviously a very important issue for our state’s development.  

I heard the member for North West put some very good points about how we need to encourage people to live in 
the Pilbara to create those cities that will become real communities and not just places that people fly into and fly 
out of. I think when any one of us passes through Perth Airport, at certain times we are amidst a veritable sea of 
high-visibility jackets. They are worn by all the people who are off to the different mines. Perth Airport is very 
busy because of this. If we were to ask those people how they feel about leaving their loved ones for at least two 
weeks or whether they are really looking forward to going to work given those circumstances, I think we would 
very quickly find that we have some fairly conclusive evidence that people do not really enjoy fly in, fly out 
circumstances at all. It is not the ideal lifestyle choice.  

I am aware of a growing trend involving people who work for companies such as BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto, or 
who work for contractors who contract to those two majors and some of the others. People who are on their 
two weeks off—it is actually coming down to one week off—are required to attend courses while in Perth on 
their time off. They are often health and safety–related courses. I think there are some real issues around that. 
That time that people spend back in Perth should be absolutely sacred. That time is to balance the fact that they 
have spent a lot of time away from their families. It is an opportunity for them to catch up with their families and 
friends. It is not a chance for the company, their employer, to send them on training courses just because it is 
convenient to send them on those courses while they are down in Perth supposedly on their rest and recreation 
time. There are some worrying trends in the whole fly in, fly out sector. I guess some companies are seeking to 
extract every last ounce out of people—really pushing them to the limits. The consequences are that people find 
it very hard to maintain relationships. People find it hard to even get into relationships or maintain good contact 
with family and friends. It is a worrying trend if we have this ongoing reliance on fly in, fly out workers. I know 
the Premier gave some very up-to-date figures. The figures I looked at suggest that at the moment we have about 
56 000 people in fly in, fly out situations. That is set to grow by another 27 000. It is a big issue for a lot of 
people—definitely people in my electorate who are attracted by the higher rates of pay. There is the opportunity 
to really earn some money quickly. They find it an attractive option from a financial perspective but not one 
conducive to a good family lifestyle.   

I would like to quickly turn to the environmental aspects of the various mining operations and their negative 
impacts. We have to be frank and acknowledge that there are no environmental positives to major mining 
activities. However, when dealing with companies the size of BHP Billiton Iron Ore Ltd and Rio Tinto and their 
various offshoots, we can be reasonably confident that when they commit to rehabilitate the land that is to be 
locked away under the conditions of approval by various ministerial conditions, those commitments will be 
honoured. That is a positive, but there is no getting away from the fact that there are many negative 
consequences to mining operations. It is an extractive industry that depletes our resource base. We should keep 
that in mind when talking about the royalties that are paid to the state. It should be kept in mind also in the 
context of the federal discussions about the minerals resource rent tax. These companies are depleting our 
resource base and diminishing the environmental values of the Pilbara. It is unfortunate that many people in my 
electorate have not been to the Pilbara or have been there only as fly in, fly out workers and do not necessarily 
have a strong understanding of the environmental values that can be lost through mining activities. It is very 
important for the community to educate itself about that so we can turn what is presently a loss situation into a 
win–win situation. It is essential that a company that is digging a huge hole in the ground should be responsible 
for the environmental improvements to that area. There should be a positive environmental outcome and a good 
environmental offset as a result of the mining operation.  

I am very keen to hear the Premier’s views on environmental offsets. The Environmental Protection Authority 
has done a lot of work on that. It seems logical that if these companies are to make huge profits out of our 
state—they do make contributions via royalties schemes—we should ensure that there is an environmental 
benefit, and an offset scheme would do that. It could be as simple as ensuring that the land surrounding the mine 
site is added to the conservation estate. I note in passing that many of the bioregions of the Pilbara are 
underrepresented in the conservation estate. Ideally, about 30 per cent of every ecosystem type should be 
represented in the conservation estate. That is the target we should be aiming for. We are significantly under that 
target in the Pilbara. We can do other things, too. I commend the companies for their management of the pastoral 
leases when they are the pastoral leaseholder in addition to being the entity that extracts the mineral wealth out 
of the ground on the pastoral lease. In those cases the companies do a commendable job of managing the pastoral 
leases in a superior way to the pastoral leaseholders whose primary land use is for livestock grazing. When 
mining companies hold a pastoral lease, it is fair to say that it is a nuisance to them to have livestock grazing on 
the lease and to be responsible for the livestock enterprise. We need to be more flexible and allow an offset 
mechanism to be put in place that enables pastoral leases that are held by a mining company to not require the 
mining company to have livestock on the lease. That would meet conservation objectives and enable the 
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company to get on with its mining extractive industry while at the same time giving us a better environmental 
outcome. There are ways forward.  

I will conclude my remarks on the environmental values that could be improved through various offset 
mechanisms. We need to be active on this front because it is important to note the environmental indicators. 
According to the Environmental Protection Authority’s 2006 “State of the Environment” report, some areas of 
the Pilbara have up to 14 species of declared rare flora on a terrestrial subregion basis. There is room for the 
mining companies to be more engaged in improving that situation. Another indicator is the number of threatened 
and priority fauna per terrestrial subregion. In many parts of the Pilbara there are up to six species of threatened 
flora. There is definitely scope for improvement. Another good indicator is the incursion of weed species per 
terrestrial subregion. In the Pilbara in general, according to the “State of the Environment” report, we are looking 
at an incursion of about 86 different species. That is a very high number compared with other regions. I grant 
that it is less than the south west of the state, but it is a higher number than in many of the other regions. 

There is plenty of scope for mining companies to improve their environmental credentials. As I have said, they 
have the financial capacity to make those improvements and to be active participants. Often I have been struck 
by the dedication to the task of many of the environmental officers who work for resource companies. Those 
companies have the technical capacity and money to do these things. At a very senior corporate level and at the 
shareholder level there is a desire to see those positive outcomes. This legislation enables the companies to 
improve their profit margins because it means that they can work more collaboratively with adjoining properties, 
subject to the public interest assessment test that I mentioned earlier. If we enable resource companies to become 
more efficient and effectively make more money out of the state, we also have every right to expect higher 
standards from them regarding their contribution to looking after the environment of the Pilbara, where the 
companies extract huge profits from and diminish its environmental value in many places. 

I have also touched on the issue of the social consequences of the mining operations in the Pilbara. I believe that 
a lot of work must be done on that matter. We should set ourselves some serious targets to ensure that a much 
higher percentage of workers are not fly in, fly out workers but are residents of the Pilbara so that those 
communities can grow. We can save Western Australians and people from the other states from the stresses 
involved with being a fly in, fly out worker. I am pleased to support the bill and I look forward to hearing the 
Premier’s response to the second reading debate. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.58 pm]: I rise to make a few comments 
in support of the Iron Ore Agreements Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2010. It is obviously intelligent 
legislation in progress. This is the integration of a range of agreement acts, not by substance, but by actions. This 
bill will substantially allow for the increase in the efficiency and, one assumes, profitability of the iron ore 
mining industry in the Pilbara, particularly in the case of BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto. The legislation does a 
range of things that transform the non-integrated stand-alone state agreements to provide a range of efficiencies 
for the sharing and integration of infrastructure and the blending of mine products to provide a more appropriate 
product for overseas markets. The legislation will also allow for the cross-sale of product free of royalties; 
therefore, royalties will be based upon only the final sale overseas. It allows for mine gate sales so that BHP 
Billiton or Rio Tinto can purchase smaller mining companies’ products, again, to integrate and blend into the 
final product. The legislation also allows for the transfer of infrastructure so that infrastructure nominated and 
highlighted in and dedicated to a particular state agreement can be carried over to other mine projects.  

Therefore, this is a very sensible approach to the plethora of state agreements we have kicking around our 
system. I do not think that there is a member or participant in public policy who has not from time to time 
lamented both the extraordinary rights that state agreements provide to mining companies and the clumsiness 
and rigidity of state agreements in not enabling mining companies to do more creative activities, be more 
efficient and participate in the global market in a much more modern way. We compete in a global market. 
Brazilian and other South American companies are competing very aggressively in the global market, investing 
in very large transport infrastructure and moving a lot of product to the same people we want to sell our product 
to. Therefore, it is important that the miners of the Pilbara and the Mid West are able to continually improve 
their processes to ensure that our product remains competitive. However, it is also incumbent on governments 
and, by virtue of that in this case, Parliament to continue to modify the regimes in which they operate to allow 
for that increasing competitiveness; to not erode their obligations or provide rights beyond those that they might 
have always enjoyed under the state agreement process, but simply to provide a commonsense and modern way 
in which they can participate in the global economy. 

It is important to remember that the mining companies also occupy an extremely privileged part of our 
community. Their role in the community can be no more stated in its importance than the role they play in 
developing the Aboriginal economy. We all know about the disadvantage and conditions in which a lot of 
Aboriginal people live in the same areas in which these mining companies operate. We know about the many 
billions of dollars that mining companies make in profits. We know about the very modest and, indeed, 
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impoverished conditions of a lot of Aboriginal people. In my former role as the CEO of an Aboriginal land 
council working in both the Mid West and the Pilbara, I saw on a day-to-day basis the incredibly important role 
that these mining companies play in making their contracts available, creating employment opportunities and 
nurturing allied and other aspects of the Aboriginal economy to ensure that opportunities continue to be 
provided. We see a very small aspect of that from time to time in the very fine artworks that both Rio Tinto and 
BHP Billiton promote as part of their commitment to those local communities. Therefore, as we step forward and 
change the environment and the regulatory regime in which these mining companies work, we must also be 
cognisant of the fact that they play this important role. We must constantly assess the role that mining companies 
play to ensure that they not only meet the detail of their obligations to those communities under either some form 
of legislation or agreement, but also go further and meet their moral obligations as very large mining companies 
operating in these areas.  

One aspect of this legislation that impacts on Aboriginal people is the provision for the minister to approve 
proposals before the native title process has been completed. It is noted that approval of the proposals in fact 
does not grant tenure or in any way compromise the native title process, but it is interesting that although we use 
these opportunities to smooth the path for mining companies and other proponents for the work they do in this 
area, we often ignore the opportunities that might come from these proposals to provide other benefits to the 
community, particularly the Aboriginal community. I am reminded on many occasions of how the native title 
holders are told about the way they are holding up development and holding up the mining process. Of course, 
all members will remember the hysteria of the early 1990s whipped up by the Chamber of Minerals and Energy 
of Western Australia and some of its more active members in scaring the bejesus out of the public that somehow 
native title was going to spell the end of the mining industry. As we know, nothing could be further from the 
truth! We have all moved on from those very dark days indeed.  

But again we come to this situation whereby the Premier, through the good work of his office and by the drive of 
this government, has created this great new opportunity for these mining companies to become more profitable 
and be more efficient, yet we are still to see other aspects of government legislation touch upon these regimes 
that come into play. One of the areas that I want to talk about in particular is the area of Aboriginal heritage. The 
Aboriginal Heritage Act in Western Australia was struck in 1972. At that time it was fairly modern legislation. It 
provided for blanket protection, it provided a positive obligation on proponents to ensure that they did not 
interfere with the heritage values of a particular piece of land and it placed a particularly strong onus on 
proponents to ensure that they seek approvals and the appropriate permissions in order not to interfere with the 
heritage values of the particular patch of land in question. It is also true to say that time has passed that 
legislation well and truly by. I do not think that there has been a government since 1972 that has not committed 
itself to a review of the Aboriginal Heritage Act, and this government is no different from the others. I have 
often imagined that a new Minister for Indigenous Affairs must come into his or her first meeting with 
departmental officials and say, “I want to review the Aboriginal Heritage Act”, and in their minds the officials 
must cast back to a filing cabinet in the corner of a room at the Department of Indigenous Affairs where in file 
upon file upon file are reviews of the Aboriginal Heritage Act, all of which were undertaken with great gusto, 
goodwill and intent but all of which came to nowt. There was a period in the early 2000s when we almost gained 
the integration of state heritage regimes into a commonwealth regime. I was privileged enough to be part of the 
negotiating panel that was working with then commonwealth heritage minister, Senator Robert Hill, who — 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not want to be difficult, but to get into a discussion about Aboriginal heritage is a 
long, long way away from a bill that integrates state agreements on iron ore. Aboriginal heritage is relevant to 
the industry, but I think there has to be a bit of balance here.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have a further point of order, Mr Acting Speaker. Page 3 of the Premier’s second reading 
speech refers directly to native title processes and native title issues, and measures not intending to circumvent 
native title. Native title and issues to do with Aboriginal people are intimately involved in this legislation, and I 
think some latitude needs to be given in light of the Premier’s second reading speech.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): There is no point of order.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.H. COOK: I was going to say that a good agreement was achieved and it was not until the intervention of 
the Prime Minister of the day that the legislation, unfortunately, was stopped from going ahead. That agreement, 
and the subsequent legislation and cooperation between state regimes, would have greatly improved the heritage 
regime that applied across the country. It would have also assisted the iron ore industry to deal with a fairly old 
piece of legislation. These iron ore companies on an ongoing basis will have negotiations with Aboriginal 
communities under a range of legislation, including the Native Title Act 1993 and the Aboriginal Heritage 
Act 1972. Other legislation might include the Aboriginal Lands Trust Act 1996 if there is land associated with 
that process. This government has gone a long way to improve the efficiency of, and the opportunities for, the 
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mining industry, yet we continue to wait for any signs of an update of the heritage legislation. I refer members to 
2 June when the minister reported to Parliament that the department was undertaking a review and a green paper 
would be brought out around this time of year for consultation and to make sure that it was moving ahead in 
reviewing the legislation.  

Native title is very relevant, Premier, to how we go about improving the processes in the iron ore industry. 
Having a responsible, modern, appropriate Aboriginal heritage regime is crucial to the success of not only large 
iron ore companies but also small iron ore companies that are looking to get projects and move them forward. 
This legislation goes a long way towards assisting those smaller companies with improving their processes to 
make sure that they can move product to market. It also assists with ensuring that there are appropriate 
infrastructure connections not only between companies and mining projects but also between companies and 
other companies. This bill sets out a regime under which infrastructure is shared and consolidated. It also allows 
for the integration and blending of different iron ore products to ensure that companies have a modern and 
appropriate product to sell overseas.  

As the member for Gosnells just reminded the chamber, it is not too much to ask that these mining companies 
increase their capacity for environmental protection. It is not too much to ask that the government continue to 
improve and modernise the heritage processes and that these companies continue to commit to good economic 
outcomes for the Aboriginal community.  

In conclusion, I simply call upon the government to immediately make public this green paper, the investigation 
and review of the Aboriginal Heritage Act, as it said it would do back in mid-June. I call upon the government to 
make that paper public so that we can see the sort of considerations it has in mind in relation to Aboriginal 
heritage. While mining companies continue to enjoy the benefits of a modern mining regime, the Aboriginal 
community, from whose country the mining companies continue to derive many billions of dollars in profits, 
would also benefit from a modern heritage protection regime.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [8.14 pm]: I will make a few brief comments in 
support of the Iron Ore Agreements Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2010. I will talk a bit about some of the 
issues associated with developments in the Pilbara. The scale of prospective developments in the Pilbara is 
almost unimaginable to those people who are not familiar with it. We are going to see massive development in 
the Pilbara. It is the task of government, and others, to manage this boom so that Western Australians receive the 
best opportunities that result from it, so that the benefits of the prosperity are distributed fairly, and so that there 
is a decent legacy for Western Australia from this growth. Nowhere are these requirements more evident than in 
the epicentre of the boom in the Pilbara. Mining companies and the government face enormous challenges to get 
the best value out of what is about to happen in the Pilbara.  

Let me turn to some of the issues raised by the legislation. The state agreement acts, which in many cases are 
decades old, contain a mass of rigid requirements for approvals. The number of detailed approvals that 
historically the Minister for State Development has had to provide in order to allow development to proceed is 
remarkable. Clearly, the state agreement acts need to be overhauled, modernised and given more flexibility to 
reduce burdensome approval requirements.  

The scale of development proposed in the Pilbara requires a more rational and coordinated approach to the 
provision of infrastructure. The state agreement acts, rather than promoting such a rational and coordinated 
provision of infrastructure, have become an obstacle to such sensible and rational development in the Pilbara. 
Therefore, a piece of reform has become necessary and that has resulted in this legislation coming before the 
house.  

One of the driving forces behind this legislation is the need to increase royalty rates. The work of Sir Charles 
Court in assisting the development of the resources sector has been widely appreciated. Nevertheless, it is also 
true to say that one of the legacies left to us by Sir Charles Court is low royalty rates that were difficult to change 
because of the rigidities of state agreements and the requirement of consent from the very companies that would 
have to pay increased royalty rates. The need for the public to get a better return from the mineral resources, 
which are constitutionally owned by the people of Western Australia, has fortunately coincided with the need of 
mining companies to gain flexibility in the requirements of their state agreement acts in order to proceed with the 
massive developments that they are anticipating.  

The previous Labor government concluded in-principle arrangements with the companies to provide for the 
payment of full royalty rates on all production from new projects. An agreement was negotiated between former 
Premier Alan Carpenter when he was the Minister for State Development and the companies. Letters associated 
with those in-principle agreements were exchanged and there was a process of negotiation on the detailed 
changes required to the state agreement acts. When this government came to power, it inherited that deal. The 
deal was ready, or almost ready, for execution by the state government. The current Premier declined to 
implement that deal. In declining to implement the deal, he took a huge risk with state finances. That deal was 
worth half a billion dollars over a four-year budget cycle. The global financial crisis meant that the companies 
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were less interested in expansion—at least temporarily. The Premier’s failure to execute that deal was a very big 
risk for the state and its taxpayers. We as a state are fortunate that the companies then proceeded with their joint 
venture proposal. Their joint venture proposal provided another opportunity for the renegotiation of royalty rates. 
If that joint venture proposal had not come into play, it is possible that it would have been much more difficult to 
get the royalty increases, which the Premier threw away when he declined to implement the agreement reached 
by the previous government. As it happens, we now see agreement to pay increased royalties on all production, 
not just production from new projects. That is an advantage over the deal that had been previously negotiated. 
That is the bargaining power provided initially by the joint venture proposal and now by the resumption of a 
commodities price boom, despite the temporary hiccup in that market caused by the global financial crisis. 

The Premier has clearly gone for the money for the state. Therefore, full royalties are being paid. In effect, we 
are seeing the backdating of full royalties with the payment of $350 million on the royal assent to this legislation. 
A lot of debate in Western Australia has assumed that these royalties are ours, that they cannot be taken away 
from us and that, consequently, they are much to be preferred to the federal government’s minerals resource rent 
tax. That sort of commentary ignores the impact on the GST of royalty revenue. It is the case, to state it bluntly, 
that the more royalty revenue that we receive, the less GST share we get. What is the reason for Western 
Australia’s low share of the GST? What is the reason for Western Australia’s share of the GST further 
declining? The basic answer is royalty revenue; that is, the more we get in royalties, the more we lose in GST. It 
is not the nasty Commonwealth Grants Commission. It is not Labor politicians at the federal level. It is the way 
the formula works, and the formula is derived from the GST deal signed by Richard Court and Peter Costello in 
1999. We do not get to keep the royalties in effect because we lose GST for every royalty dollar that we receive. 
Ultimately, we retain only 10 to 30 per cent of the royalties that we collect. Between 70 and 90 per cent of the 
royalties that we collect is redistributed to other states in Australia through reductions in our GST share and 
increases in their share. Naturally, there has been a strong debate in Western Australia about the minerals 
resource rent tax. I think there has been some exaggeration in that debate, because there is already a loss of 
Western Australian royalties through the operation of the GST agreement signed, as I once again point out, by 
Richard Court and Peter Costello. We do not see an immediate loss of royalties; that is, it takes two years for the 
data to be incorporated in the grants commission process, and that process operates on a five-year rolling 
average. What can be seen in state finances is that an increase in royalty income is reflected in the early years of 
that seven-year cycle. However, the full impact of the GST bites towards the end of that seven-year cycle, and, 
consequently, the benefit is severely reduced. That is a good reason why the early royalty windfalls, which 
sometimes result in big surpluses, should not be immediately spent because the operation of the GST system will 
mean that that high level of income is not sustainable. 

I want now to turn to some of the missed opportunities. Obviously, the Premier got the royalty increase and got 
mining act royalty rates to be paid. That is a good outcome for the state’s taxpayers, but it is not such a good 
outcome as it could be given the impact of the GST deal and the effect of redistribution of most of it to other 
states. But there are some missed opportunities with regard to this agreement. The first missed opportunity is the 
opportunity to have government leadership for the construction of an integrated electricity grid in the Pilbara. 
Electricity supplies in the Pilbara have been developed as a result of individual decisions by individual 
companies. Massive benefits are to be gained if we have an electricity market and an integrated electricity grid in 
the Pilbara. Junior miners will find that the capital they are required to invest in power stations will be reduced 
because they will have access to power produced by other people. There is the possibility of independent third 
parties coming in to produce power. There is the possibility of gas-fired power stations replacing diesel-fired 
power stations. There is the possibility of large solar-thermal plants. When gas-fired power replaces diesel 
power, there is a significant improvement in the greenhouse impact of that power generation. There is an even 
better improvement in the carbon footprint of power generation when solar-thermal power stations are used 
instead of diesel or gas. We will not have these gas-fired power stations or these solar-thermal power stations or 
the efficiency of an electricity market unless there is an integrated electricity grid in the Pilbara.  

I think there is a real role for government leadership in the construction of such a grid. I do not think that 
taxpayers’ money has to be the majority of the money or even much of the money invested in a Pilbara 
electricity grid, but it requires leadership; it requires the government to get the companies together in order to 
have the complementary investments made that will result in an integrated electricity grid. I think that the 
government has missed a major opportunity in not seeking to lead this development. I know that there is support 
within the companies for such an integrated electricity grid. How do I know that? I know that because in the final 
months of the previous government, I was pursuing the idea of an integrated electricity grid in the Pilbara, and 
there was a study into that proposition. That study was not funded by the government; it was funded by the 
companies, with government leadership. For the companies to be prepared to pay for the study shows that this is 
not some idealistic dream from someone who does not know much about it. This is genuine. This is real. There is 
a good chance that this could happen. These negotiations could have been used to promote the idea of an 
electricity grid in the Pilbara; they could have been used to lever commitments from the companies for 
cooperation with such a scheme. 
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There is going to be massive development in the Pilbara. It is going to add to the carbon footprint of the country. 
If we had an integrated electricity grid, we could have that development with a much reduced carbon footprint. 
An integrated electricity grid in the Pilbara could be the nation’s largest greenhouse gas–abatement project. 
Members should think about that. They should think about the possibility of leaving the Pilbara with a modern 
piece of infrastructure as a result of this period of growth, and about the possibility of the nation’s largest 
greenhouse gas–abatement project. 

The second missed opportunity is on the question of third party access to the rail infrastructure. The companies 
made commitments when the initial state agreements were signed to provide for third party access to their 
infrastructure. Those commitments were drafted at a time when policy was less sophisticated. They have never 
been, for practical purposes, enforceable. We have not had, for practical purposes, any genuine third party access 
to rail infrastructure in the Pilbara. A complicated set of legal processes that occur at a federal level can result in 
private monopoly infrastructure being declared for the purposes of third party access. Those legal processes have 
not yet produced any genuine third party access. It was our view, when we were in government, that the best way 
to proceed was to promote a third party haulage regime. We, in fact, established a Pilbara rail access 
interdepartmental committee, known as PRAIC, to develop a model for a rail haulage regime in the Pilbara, and 
there were significant negotiations with BHP Billiton at the time on that haulage regime. I would be very 
interested to know from the Premier what has happened to the work of that Pilbara rail access interdepartmental 
committee. I would be very interested to know from the Premier whether the government is pursuing the goal of 
establishing a regulated haulage access regime in the Pilbara to assist those junior miners.  

The third opportunity that the Premier has missed in these negotiations is the opportunity to redress the position 
of local governments in the Pilbara. Local governments have not been able to collect their share of revenue from 
Pilbara developments because of rates concessions imposed in state agreement acts. The government talks about 
its royalties for regions program and its investments in the Pilbara, but it still inhibits local governments from 
collecting what they regard as their due through local government rates.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I think it can be argued that the Premier went for his objective, which was money for the 
state government, and put good policy on rail access lower down the priority list; and he put local government 
revenues even further down the priority list. Rail access and local government revenues were not given enough 
priority in the negotiations. The Premier went for the money for the state and left those other things lower down 
the list and undone. The tragedy of going for the money for the state is, in effect, that we are assisting Tasmania, 
South Australia and the Northern Territory. We only keep, I repeat, once we have gone through that seven-year 
cycle, 10 to 30 per cent of the additional revenue that we raise courtesy of the GST deals. Whenever members 
hear complaints about WA’s GST share, the reason is additional royalty income. The formula is not political. It 
is not something that federal Labor did and it is not even bureaucratic in the sense that the Commonwealth 
Grants Commission has gone off on a frolic of its own. It relates specifically to the arrangements agreed to in 
1999 between Richard Court and the now Premier, who was a member of the budget committee, and Peter 
Costello, the Treasurer in John Howard’s government.  

The other issue that I want to briefly talk about is water issues in the Pilbara. The government has agreed on a 
desalination plant to provide augmentation to the West Kimberley water supply. That plant is a phenomenally 
expensive plant. It will cost $370 million to build, and it will provide only six gigalitres of water. The annual 
subsidy to that plant will be $40 million. I ask members to have a think about this: over a four-year budget cycle, 
the cost of the plant will be $370 million and the cost of the subsidy will be $160 million. Therefore, state debt 
will go backwards by more than half a billion dollars over a four-year budget cycle to provide just six gigalitres 
of water. I would be very interested to see the government’s cost–benefit analysis for such an expensive 
investment. It looks to me as though the government was under pressure to do something about water supply in 
the west Pilbara and the quickest, albeit the dirtiest, way to go was a straight government investment in 
desalination. I have had plenty of discussions with people interested in water supply in the west Pilbara, and 
there are all sorts of other proposals that might have come forward had the government properly engaged with 
the private sector on a West Kimberley water supply.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Karratha would have run out of water!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That is the issue. The Minister for Water mucked around for two years and the Barnett 
government was left with an urgent need to do something, and the only thing the government could do, 
apparently, was make this direct investment of taxpayers’ money that will cost half a billion in state debt over 
four years for a very expensive desalination plant. If the Premier had got on with it, he might have been able 
to — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You would be the last person to talk about getting on with it! You were the most inept 
minister we have ever seen. You couldn’t even pick up the phone and Inpex lost a $15 billion project, and you 
come in here and talk about desalination. You are a joke—an absolute joke! 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: That is the Premier’s pompous, arrogant approach. Let us not even go there. If the Premier 
had got on with it —  

Mr C.J. Barnett: What did you do for eight years for water supply to the Pilbara? Nothing! Not a thing! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Premier! The Leader of the Opposition has the call. You 
know it is unparliamentary to interject. I ask you to withhold your interjections and allow the Leader of the 
Opposition to make his speech.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The issue here is that the Premier left his decision making to such a late stage that there was 
only one option, apparently, available to him to supply the water. This is phenomenally expensive. Members 
should think about it: six gigalitres of water, and the subsidy per kilolitre of water is $6.60. That is more 
expensive than the subsidy at the time the Premier proposed his far canal project. It is the most expensive water 
the state has ever heard of for a large-scale project. I know that big mining companies were involved with 
proposals to use their mine dewatering water, which is very high quality, as the basis for a water supply in the 
Pilbara. I think the government should have done a lot more to engage with the private sector on those types of 
proposals, because they might have given a more effective and more cost-efficient water supply than this 
extremely expensive desalination process. I regret that the government did not cover water issues in more 
substance in negotiations with the companies on these changes to the state agreement acts. Members sitting on 
the back bench might ask, “What’s it to me if half a billion dollars goes on a desalination plant in the west 
Pilbara?” I can tell those members what it means to them. It is a school, a road, a hospital or an electricity 
network augmentation in their electorates that cannot be fitted in within the limitations of state borrowing, 
because so much state borrowing has gone to this very expensive last-minute urgent project in the Pilbara. I 
repeat, if the Minister for Water had engaged on this issue when the opposition was urging him to, there might 
have been a better outcome for the taxpayers of this state and for water security in the west Pilbara.  

Labor supports this legislation. I repeat that the royalties outcome is not as good for the people of Western 
Australia as it might have been because of the GST share deal agreed to between Richard Court and Peter 
Costello, and there are missed opportunities to promote an integrated electricity grid in the Pilbara, missed 
opportunities to promote a rail haulage regime to advantage junior miners in the Pilbara, missed opportunities to 
look after local government rates revenues and missed opportunities to deal with the pressing issues of water 
supply in the Pilbara.  

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [8.39 pm]: I will make a few comments on the Iron Ore Agreements Legislation 
Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2010 both in relation to the agreement itself and also the importance of agreement acts 
in general. I will also respond to some of the statements made by the Leader of the Opposition.  

This is an unambiguously good outcome for Western Australia. It has been an aim of governments for a long 
time to alter the dispensation or the lower royalty rate given on fines to the early miners. These royalty rates 
reductions were given with the aim of facilitating downstream processing and to try to address the problem, 
when the mines were fast started, of fines being of a lower use. As time went by, the market value of fines 
increased. And, of course, downstream processing did not take place. The issue was how to go about increasing 
the royalty rates.  

One of the cornerstones of Western Australian development is, in fact, the agreement acts. The process is unique 
to Western Australia, though I think Queensland had some in the past. As I understand it, Queensland moved 
away from agreement acts. In fact, there is a trend or quite widely held view that agreement acts no longer have a 
major role to play and that we should at least reduce them if not do away with them altogether. I disagree. 
Western Australia has a quite unique mineral base, particularly in iron ore. It requires long-term investment 
involving multi-billions of dollars. The miners have to put in huge infrastructure—rail; ports; in the past, town 
sites; water; and electricity—at a cost of billions of dollars and which will go on for decades. The world is an 
uncertain place. Our agreement acts are basically a contract between the Parliament of Western Australia and the 
developers that outline each others responsibilities and where there are areas for negotiation and flexibility. They 
provide the proponents with a level of certainty second to none. Of course, as all contracts do, they restrict the 
flexibility or unilaterability of one party to change, but that is the nature of the agreements and that is actually 
one of their strengths. Once there is an agreement in place, the government cannot unilaterally decide to change 
certain terms of the contract. Early on, the agreements actually specified royalty rates. As time went by, some of 
the royalty rates were left out of the agreements. Nonetheless, the early agreements specified the royalty rates 
and that gave the developers a great deal of certainty. In response to that certainty, they invested hugely in 
infrastructure. I will talk about one of the interesting things, which the people in Canberra miss out. The 
comparative advantage Western Australia has in iron ore does not lie with its iron ore resource. Western 
Australia’s comparative advantage and the reason it was able to respond very rapidly to the growth in demand 
from China both before and after the global financial crisis is that it had huge and world-class infrastructure in 
terms of the processing facilities, the people and teams working with it, the rail and the ports. It had the 
infrastructure that was able to move the mountain to the port and to China.  
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Mr E.S. Ripper: And the infrastructure was capable of relatively rapid expansion.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, and that is the key comparative advantage of the Western Australian system. South 
Africa has equivalent resources, but it simply does not have the logistical infrastructure to bring it to port. That is 
one of the weaknesses of the super tax or the mining tax—the federal government thinks that the value of the 
operation lies in the resource rather than in the infrastructure. It is going to try to tax the resource, assuming that 
the resource cannot move around, but it will actually tax the infrastructure, and the infrastructure simply will not 
be reinvested as it has been in the past.  

The agreement acts pursued by Western Australia are a unique but excellent mechanism for addressing issues 
between developers and the state, particularly for very large projects. The positive outcome of this bill is not 
only the lump sum payment and the increase in the royalty rates on fines, but also that the agreement was 
reached in a very amenable manner and that there was not huge argy-bargy. Both Rio Tinto and BHP have plans 
for massive increases in infrastructure and expansions. This took place in a rather positive manner.  

As I understand it, the lump sum payment will not affect our grants. It depends on how the Commonwealth 
Grants Commission rules. Sometimes it has rulings in which lump sums are included in the grants commission 
process. That is yet to be determined. The royalty rates will be wound back in the grants commission process, 
but I think the lump sum payment will not be to date. A couple of comments have been made repeatedly in 
Parliament about the grants commission process and the goods and services tax. I think members opposite get 
those two purposefully confused. There are two things about how we get money from Canberra in terms of 
general purpose grants. First, the money that comes from the GST, which is raised on most expenditure, is put 
into a machine called the grants commission fiscal equalisation process and redistributed back to the states. The 
question about our share is not determined by the source of the money—the GST—but rather the grants 
commission process.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Yes, but when the GST agreement was signed, it was directed that the grants commission 
process would apply to its distribution.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: As it did before. To my knowledge, none of the grants commission processes was changed. 
They evolved after that, but the GST deal did not change the grants commission process.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: But that was the big opportunity, was it not, to change the processes? It was missed.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, it was a big opportunity. But as the Leader of the Opposition well knows—he was 
involved in a couple of these debates and, when in government, in attempts to change it—we have a real problem 
at a state base. It is a zero-sum gain, if members wish. Some states lose and some states win from any changes to 
the grants commission process. Commonwealth governments will always say, “You go out and decide and then 
tell us”, knowing full well that there will be no outcome.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: That was Peter Costello’s approach.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Every federal government in memory has done that, except Bob Hawke’s government way 
back in the 1980s. He lost the prime ministership on that basis, if the Leader of the Opposition remembers. The 
issue in terms of share is not a problem with the GST but a problem with the grants commission. Treasury 
officials have indicated to the Premier that, under the conditions forecast, if our share of GST drops below 50 per 
cent, it will be a real issue.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I once had cause to ask Treasury whether it could take us below zero. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes.  

Mr I.C. Blayney: What did they say?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: They weren’t entirely sure that they couldn’t get at us even if it dropped to zero.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It depends how well New South Wales and Victoria go. How we go about changing the 
grants commission process is this state’s biggest long-term challenge. If a significant change were made, 
Tasmania and the Northern Territory would steer towards bankruptcy. The level of transfers they get through the 
grants commission, largely via us, is huge. An issue faces members on both sides of the house; that is, to argue 
the case that the grants commission process, which was set up in the 1930s after a fiscal crisis, no longer fits and 
needs to be changed significantly. We have to come up with a model. The Premier has suggested that we put a 
floor of 75 per cent on that. That is one way to do it. Canada has two parts. Part of the transfer to the 
commonwealth is for redistribution, so that all the provinces can provide similar levels of services—that is 
equalisation—and another one is just a per capita payment. We could evolve towards something like that. It 
would require a transitional period for Tasmania, South Australia and the Northern Territory, and that could be 
negotiated. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes.  
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Mr E.S. Ripper: It would spark up their politics in Tasmania! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It would, significantly, since they are now dismantling one of their sole export earners—
namely, the native timber industry. 

How we go about effecting change, particularly with a fragile Parliament in Canberra, is the big question, but 
that is what must be done. I believe the Gallop government, in conjunction with the New South Wales and 
Victorian governments, started a process and hired a number of groups to argue the case. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I commend to you the report by Vince FitzGerald and Ross Garnaut. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Allen Consulting Group. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Unfortunately it went nowhere, but it would be interesting to see whether Victoria and New 
South Wales would still support it.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It went nowhere, but as I remember, the problem at the time lay with Western Australia 
making changes to the Commonwealth Grants Commission that benefited Western Australia, and there was less 
of an incentive to remain in the coalition at that time. I think they treated capital a bit differently, if I remember 
correctly, and Western Australia went from a contributor to a claimant state again, along with Queensland, which 
had always been a claimant state. Partners have to be found—namely, New South Wales, Victoria, and maybe 
Queensland—and some sort of alternative has to be developed, which is our biggest challenge.  

I turn now to the subject of the grid in the Pilbara, which has often been discussed. A central issue to the 
agreement we are debating now is whether we should negotiate the necessary changes to a range of agreement 
acts that have been established over 40 years. What should we open up and should we use those as leverage? The 
Leader of the Opposition suggested that since they were going to be opened, we should use the opening up to 
achieve not money in hand, because the commonwealth would take it away from us at least in part. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: No, I am happy for us to get the royalty increase, even though I am sceptical about the long-
term real benefit. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, but we have to deal with the grants commission process irrespective of whether we get 
more royalties or remain with what we have now. If the forecast trajectory from Treasury is accurate, we simply 
will not be able to meet many of our obligations, be they infrastructure or recurrent expenditure. An important 
thing that Canberra does not seem to understand is that liquefied natural gas projects, from which all the revenue 
goes to Canberra, but, more importantly, mining projects—particularly those of the junior miners—require large 
amounts of up-front capital, both social and economic, that the state is required to pay, and if the money is 
quickly going to Canberra and being spent in New South Wales or Tasmania, that will undermine our ability to 
provide the necessary capital.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Let alone the demands of our population as they pay increased prices for everything because 
we have a resources boom on.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is right. 

My own view is that the Premier did the right thing. The issues of the agreement were opened up and the debate 
on the table at the time was the fines royalty but he also allowed for changes to downstream processing 
requirements, and he did a deal. If, for instance, we followed a couple of areas that the Leader of the Opposition 
suggested, I think we would never have gotten a deal.  

The Pilbara grid, which we have debated and which was a pet project of the former member for Armadale, has 
merit in the long term—it does. Horizon Power, I think, has forecasted 2 000 megawatts of baseload demand into 
the future, over the next decade or so; that is huge growth, and there could be substantially more. A number of 
power stations are also being built in isolation, and if they could be put on some sort of grid system it could 
improve efficiency, build flexibility, and add capacity to the system for junior miners and other smaller 
developments that cannot afford to pay for the infrastructure. The problem is that this takes a great deal of 
planning, and a key issue that must be addressed in the operation of a grid, before it happens, is whose priority it 
operates by. Right now, all the miners, largely, operate their own power stations to their own demands and their 
own requirements 24/7, and security of supply is paramount. They cannot afford outages or breakdowns. 
Basically, since all these things are gas-fired baseload power, they just operate 24/7. If we were going to have a 
grid system to connect urban areas—limited as they are—or tack on small miners, then we would have a 
multiplicity of objectives to decide on and fulfil. Then the big miners would say that they are worried that if they 
are part of a grid, by contributing their power stations to the grid and allowing them to be operated under the 
rules of somebody else, what would the rules be and would they be worse off.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: Can I say to that, though, that in the case of the Tom Price and Paraburdoo communities, 
those communities are hanging off a power supply that’s first priority, from the company’s point of view, is to 
look after their mine sites. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: So they look after their mine sites and don’t mind shutting off a town, in the absence of a 
grid that looks after a significant community.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Do they shut off the power to Paraburdoo? 

Mr T.G. Stephens: They do, and they have. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Have they? 

Mr T.G. Stephens: And the town goes down. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Paraburdoo is a mining town created by the firm, right? It is the only operation in 
Paraburdoo. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Yes, but Tom Price and Paraburdoo are towns with residents who have an entitlement to 
power like any other citizen of Western Australia—maybe more than most because they produce more than 
most! 

[Member’s time extended.]  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: As I said, there is case for that, and we have Horizon Power operating up in the north to 
provide power to urban areas. Right now we have the mine sites operating for their own purposes, and there is a 
case for that. But it will be a long-term project to negotiate how the grid will work and under whose priority, and 
who pays. There will be questions around what the source of energy will be. If we started loading the grid up 
with windmills and solar cells, the costs would increase significantly. As I think the Leader of the Opposition 
suggested, we should use this grid as a hallmark investment for minimising greenhouse gases. That is a laudable 
aim, but how it would be achieved is questionable, and also why should it be there. I think there is great capacity 
for integrating it and increasing the scale of the units that are operating. CITIC Pacific just built a very large gas-
fired power station, and it seems to me that there could be huge gains from putting that on a grid. But that will 
take time. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: There would be big gains in the long run. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: And it will require some agreement as to how the grid will be operated, who the operator of 
the grid is, what the priorities are, what the conditions are, and what types of power will be built there. 

Rail access has been one of the biggest and most contentious common-user issues in Australia for 10 years. 
There have been numerous cases on it and the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission has ruled on it 
repeatedly. If members read the legal judgements, one of the key issues up in the north, particularly with BHP 
and Rio Tinto, is that they argue—it is debatable—that these are not just ordinary resources and that rail lines are 
an integral part of their operations. More importantly, they argue that they are expanding operations so there will 
be 100 per cent capacity utilisation of the rail facilities. There may be times when there may be surplus capacity, 
but there must be negotiation around when that surplus capacity will be available and whether the rolling stock—
its origin and destination—would fit with the operations of Rio Tinto and BHP. That will take time. There are 
formal processes to it. The member for Kalgoorlie, who is not in the house, made a very important statement 
today; that is, whatever we do, we must ensure our mines continue to operate at a world-class level, particularly 
our big ones but also our small mines. What the member for Kalgoorlie said is absolutely right—we are going 
through a period of change in which China has come in and has, quite rapidly, become “the” world steel 
producer. I think it now produces more steel than Europe and Japan combined. It went from a minor producer to 
the world’s largest producer in less than 10 years. Most of that steel is being used in its own development, but 
eventually China’s development levels will level off. All other countries that in the past went through this major 
development grew very rapidly in terms of infrastructure, but eventually it levels off. As the member for 
Kalgoorlie quite rightly said, when other ore bodies, particularly in Africa, are brought online—whether it is 
Rio Tinto’s investment or China’s investment—we will see additional sources of supply and volumes in 
competition with Western Australian output and prices will drop. I believe the key objectives of Rio Tinto and 
BHP Billiton, and everybody else, are to get into the market quickly and get the contracts and systems lined up 
so they are there first. We have to assist them in getting their expansion up first by making sure that we do not 
load it with unnecessary cost, so that when the prices come down, they remain as they were before the China 
boom; that is, the most cost-competitive producers of iron ore in the world, particularly towards China. That is 
their objective. Rail access is a very important issue with small miners but we do not want to undermine the 
alterations of these agreements to achieve that. There are other ways to do that.  

One of the important debates that the opposition leader pointed out related to royalties. I remember years ago we 
had a review of royalties. The issue was how to get returns from mining resources. Do we put a royalty on them, 
which is transparent, open and applies to everybody, or do we go out and say to large miners in particular that we 
want payment in kind, like rail access or grid, water, or something of that nature? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: The grants commission cannot get it, though.  
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: The grants commission cannot get at that—that was the debatable point. The problem is it 
increases sovereign risk significantly. One negotiates by saying, “I want you to build a port. I want you to build 
excess capacity for the junior miners. I want you to build excess capacity in your rail line so that you can use it 
for somebody else.” Firstly, that causes an excessive cost to miners that, as the member for Kalgoorlie said, we 
do not want to load them with. Secondly, it causes sovereign risk. The miners come into the deal but they do not 
know what they will be asked for, particularly if there are minor changes in agreement acts. I believe that the 
appropriate thing to do is solve, as best we can, the distortions of the transfer from Western Australia that 
underlies the grants commission rather than start allowing excessive costs to miners.  

I might add that if we look around the world, large numbers of nations have resources but those resources are not 
being developed. Resources can be a curse. One of the causes of the curse is that people start to try to grab it 
instead of negotiating for it, which in turn leads to a lack of transparent deals rather than transparency through 
royalty rates. This deal is excellent for Western Australia. It shows the continued importance of the agreement 
act. It also shows how we can vary agreement acts and modernise them over time. The fact the bill comprises 
1 000 pages shows that it should have been done some time ago. There are a large number of infrastructure needs 
out there. The Pilbara grid should be looked at. Water is a major issue. I would argue that gas pipelines and rail 
access are other issues, but this agreement achieved a very good outcome. There are other ways to achieve those 
needed pieces of infrastructure. The real challenge all of us here face is to convince our colleagues in other 
states, and in Canberra, to start looking at state–federal relations in particular, but more importantly, how the 
nation’s and Western Australia’s fiscal largesse is allocated primarily to the needs where it is being generated out 
of Western Australia.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Minister for State Development) [9.05 pm] — in reply: I thank members 
for their contributions to this debate. I particularly thank the opposition for its indication of support for this 
legislation. It was a wide-ranging set of good contributions, not so much talking about the intricacies of this bill 
but a more broad debate about the iron ore industry in the Pilbara.  

The member for Rockingham talked about the history and the growth of the iron ore industry, and also the role 
of state agreement acts. He made some philosophical points. The point I would make about the variations is that 
it reflects a deal. One can either be perfect or do nothing. This is the deal that the government struck with 
BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto. I think it is a good deal. It got rid of the concessions. It has generated an extra 
$300 million a year in revenue and it will generate a $350 million lump sum payment. It was a significant 
reform; something that had been talked about for at least 20 years but has now finally been achieved.  

The member for Rockingham outlined how the proposed joint venture basically fell apart when it was clear that 
BHP and Rio would not get European Union agreement. When the proposed production joint venture was first 
announced by BHP and Rio—in fact a total merger—I said there were four issues. One was royalties. This bill, 
and a previous bill, has dealt with that. The other issue was stamp duty. I was concerned that the two companies 
may be trying to structure the deal in a way that they would not be liable for stamp duty. As it was, stamp duty 
did not come into play because they did not enter into a merger arrangement. However, in effect, as part of this 
deal the state extracted a $350 million payment. 

All parties, the government and the two major companies, have recognised the growth of rail access. We have 
also had lines declared through national competition. There is a preparedness on the part of the companies to 
negotiate access arrangements or haulage arrangements. That is continuing. I guess the proposal put by BHP 
with Atlas Iron is the first sign of that.  

There was some discussion about local government rating. That is not a new issue. When I was a minister in the 
1990s we introduced a rate equivalent for BHP with respect to the failed hot briquetted iron plant. That is the 
way the issue should progress. A number of members raised the issue of local government rating. It was not 
something that should properly have been included in this particular variation to the agreements, but as I said to 
the member for Kalgoorlie, I undertake to try to negotiate a rate equivalent payment to apply in the Pilbara and 
presumably other agreement act areas. I think local government needs to be a little bit —  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Hasn’t the government lost its leverage on that issue now?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, not at all.  

Local governments need to be a little conscious, though, that if they succeed in getting a rate payment, some of 
the companies may exit the area of community contribution. In some cases some communities may be worse off. 
I think we have to be quite careful in how we work. For example, BHP, over the years, has received a fair bit of 
criticism for not doing enough in Port Hedland. Having been in Port Hedland in the past few weeks, I was 
overwhelmed by how much BHP is doing in that community. I would suggest it has contributed far, far more in 
terms of community contributions than ever would have been achieved through a rate payment. It is a double-
edged sword in that regard. I undertake to try to resolve an issue which has been around for 20 years and which 
must be resolved. The member for Pilbara commented on state agreements. I do not think he has ever been a fan 
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of them, but they have facilitated development. They have changed over the years since they were first used. 
They are prestigious to the companies and allow the state to strike a deal. Perhaps that is a strange rationalisation 
for it, but if we did not have a vehicle like a state agreement, the state would have very little ability to negotiate 
and bargain for the use of its resources, and this is an example of striking a deal. The member referred to the 
Mesa J issue. I commented by interjection that both sides were at fault in that case. However, I compliment Rio 
Tinto because it sat down with the state government and reached a fair deal. True to its word, the cheque for 
$55 million was in the post the next day. That money will go to the construction of the new children’s hospital. 
That is a benefit to not only Perth, but also the Pilbara. Many children from the Pilbara are evacuated from the 
Pilbara and cared for at Princess Margaret Hospital for Children. The high labour turnover in the Pilbara is a 
problem. A number of members raised the issue of fly in, fly out workers. It is a concern that about half the 
workforce comprises fly in, fly out workers. It is concerning also that on a regular basis about 4 500 people fly 
from the eastern states, New Zealand, South East Asia and even the United Kingdom. The member for Pilbara 
also talked about the amenities of towns and downstream processing. Despite all the attempts over 50 years, we 
will never turn mining companies into manufacturing companies. I have spoken in this house recently about a 
new and modern approach to that, which is why the development at Oakajee is so important. 

The member for Cannington talked about the availability of investment funds, rail access, value adding and the 
like. He is right about investment funds. They provide a pool of funding, whether it is from superannuation or 
insurance groups, that can properly be applied to infrastructure development rather than mining development as 
such. That is what I would hope to see from a project like Oakajee. 

The member for North West raised a number of issues that he has spoken about at length before, including water 
issues in the Pilbara. The government has made a decision on the desalination plant. I note the criticism of 
members opposite, but we will not allow the Pilbara, and Karratha in particular, to run out of water. We will be 
dealing shortly with the water supply for Onslow and Port Hedland. We have made the correct decision. The 
desalination plant has the capacity to grow significantly beyond six gigalitres and will be flexible. If we get three 
or four cyclones in the Pilbara, we will not need to desalinate the water in the Pilbara, but if we do not get three 
or four cyclones, we will need an emergency supply. The desalination plant will be the safeguard for the towns 
in the Pilbara. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Are you prepared to make available to the house the financial analysis for your decision? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I am not. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Why not? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Because I do not want to. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That’s an outrageous statement. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Well, cop it. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I think you’ll cop it for making such a pompous statement. What would be wrong with giving 
us a financial analysis to justify it? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not trust the Leader of the Opposition and I have very little respect for him. 

Mr M. McGowan: What about the public? 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr M. McGowan: Doesn’t the public have a right? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, and we will account to the public for everything we do. 

With regard to land supply, the royalties for regions funding is transforming the Pilbara towns of Karratha, Port 
Hedland and some inland towns. It is a remarkably big project that will cost $1 billion over four years. Anyone 
who goes to Karratha, and particularly Port Hedland, will see a scale of development and a number of projects 
being undertaken that has not been seen in the Pilbara for more than 20 years. In fact, it probably has not been 
seen since the development that occurred during the 1960s. In the 1960s, a Liberal government developed the 
Pilbara, and a Liberal government has redeveloped it in this century. It was the bleak, dull and lifeless years of 
Labor in between when nothing happened. 

Mr M. McGowan: We might go into committee after all. You have not answered any of my questions. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I did. I went right through the member for Rockingham’s speech. The member actually 
gave a decent speech. It is rare when I pay a compliment, but it was actually a good speech. For the member, it 
was a particularly good speech. 

Mr M. McGowan: You said that last week about one of my speeches. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think the member has potential. 
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Mr T.G. Stephens: You didn’t answer any of the points of the member for Rockingham. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I did. Read Hansard. 

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I went through it. Read Hansard. 

The member for Gosnells raised social factors about the quality of life and fly in, fly out workers and talked 
about the environment and environmental offsets. A good example of that is Gorgon. He also made some good 
points about pastoral leases. The member for Kwinana properly acknowledged the significant efficiency gains 
that this legislation means for BHP and Rio Tinto, and therefore for the biggest part of the Western Australian 
iron ore industry. It is in all our interests for the iron ore industry to be world competitive because there is no 
doubt that the growth in demand for iron ore will taper off at some stage. That may be a decade away, but when 
it does taper off, the survivors will be the low-cost producers. The investment in infrastructure that will flow 
from this legislation will allow for better than world-class infrastructure to be put in place. The member for 
Kwinana also talked about all the failed attempts to review Aboriginal heritage. He is probably right about that. 
It is a confusing, complex piece of legislation. A huge amount of effort goes into probably fairly marginal 
heritage protection gains, yet the history of important Aboriginal heritage has been one of neglect. The Leader of 
the Opposition basically talked about what a fantastic job he did and about what a lousy job this government has 
done. That sums up his speech. He talked about the boom. This state is not in a boom. There certainly is a 
massive mining expansion but one need only look at the housing and retail sector — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Many people are missing out. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They are not missing out. There is a myth about the boom. The Leader of the Opposition’s 
colleagues in Canberra keep talking about the boom. Some of those members ought to look at some of the 
suburbs of Melbourne, Sydney and Adelaide. I know more about their electorates than they do. How could they 
talk about a boom if they understood the realities of the economies of those states? The Leader of the Opposition 
also talked about the electricity grid. There certainly are opportunities to improve sharing the electricity. Again, I 
remind members that the Pilbara is prone to violent electrical storms. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Have you seen the powerline between Karratha and Port Hedland? There is a 200-kilometre 
powerline and it has never gone down. Have you looked at the powerline between Karratha and Port Hedland? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I heard the member’s speech. I do not think he knows much about his electorate. If he did 
not spend his entire parliamentary career in Shenton Park and actually spent time in the Pilbara, he might be up 
to date about what is going on in the Pilbara. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Do you think that wounds me? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The only thing the member has ever approached me about regarding the Pilbara is whether 
he could have a ride on the Premier’s plane. I offered it to the member and he did not turn up. I will not do that 
again. All the member for Pilbara is worried about is his creature comforts. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: You are a creep. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: A creep? 

Mr T.G. Stephens: You are a creep. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: What a horrible thing to say. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: You are a creep. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: At least I live in my electorate and work for my electorate. Third party haulage — 

Mr T.G. Stephens: You steal money out of other people’s electorates and put it into your own. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: We could sit late on Thursday. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: And Friday; we have Friday. 

Mr M. McGowan: This is encouraging us to go into committee. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: It’s in response to some of the rubbish that was said. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Rockingham should have heard it. He was not here. He gave his speech, 
which was a good speech, and then walked out and I had to listen to all the other rubbish. 

Mr M. McGowan: You were asleep for most of the debate. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I was here. I sat through all the speeches. I doubt that I missed more than five or 10 
minutes of the debate; I listened to everyone’s speech. 
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Mr M. McGowan: I said three times during my speech that I supported the bill and at the end you asked me, 
“Do you support the bill?” 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I just wanted to get it clearly on the record. 

The discussions between BHP Billiton and Atlas Iron are a first step forward for third party haulage agreements. 
If that comes to fruition and if there is—I hate the word—a “hub” for smaller producers to deliver iron ore that 
can be conveyed to the port, it will open the door for a lot of smaller producers and for otherwise marginalised or 
isolated smaller deposits to be commercialised. I hope that will be successful. The member for Riverton gave a 
sparkling speech—that is the only way I can describe it—about the long-term economics of the industry, which 
is an industry that he knows a great deal about. 

I thank members opposite for their support for this legislation. It is a good result for Western Australia. The bill 
is 1 000 pages long and there has been extraordinary effort in its preparation and drafting. I acknowledge the 
work of the State Solicitor, the Department of State Development, the Department of Mines and Petroleum and 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. There has been an enormous effort in government to bring this 
legislation to this stage. I also thank BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto and their substantial teams of people who have 
worked on this legislation. The bill comprises 1 000 pages and it is incredibly complicated, modernising and 
integrating 11 agreement acts across two companies in one go. It has been done in a short time and the reward 
for the state is basically $1 billion. This is one of the most productive and best efforts from the Western 
Australian state public service that I have seen in my time in politics, and it has earned $1 billion for this state—
it has paid for half of the new children’s hospital. Therefore, it is a good outcome for Western Australia and I 
thank members for their support of the legislation. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

BILLS 

Returned 

1. Mutual Recognition (Western Australia) Bill 2010. 

2. Perry Lakes Redevelopment Amendment Bill 2010. 

3. Road Traffic Legislation Amendment (Disqualification by Notice) Bill 2010. 

Bills returned from the Council without amendment. 

OCCUPATIONAL LICENSING NATIONAL LAW (WA) BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 November. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [9.22 pm]: I rise to lead the opposition’s response on the Occupational 
Licensing National Law (WA) Bill 2010.  

Before I go to the detail of the bill, I will make a few comments about the way this legislation has been 
introduced into the house, which I think would probably be acknowledged by the minister. This bill has been 
brought on in this place in a rush. I think the minister probably intended to introduce the bill next year. I believe 
that this bill, along with a couple of other bills such as the Building Bill, which will see the light of day in this 
chamber later in the week, has been brought on simply because the government is running out of legislation and 
is therefore scrabbling around looking for other pieces of legislation to bring on to fill up the space between now 
and when we rise at the end of the week or, if we come back for another day of sitting, at that time.  

In that rush to introduce these types of bills into the house, the Occupational Licensing National Law (WA) Bill 
second reading speech was made last week and the briefing for the bill was held today. The minister expects the 
opposition to then get up and respond to the bill, to talk at length about the bill, without us having had any 
possibility to consult with outside parties and on a broader basis with other interested parties in Western 
Australia before putting a response to the minister on whether we support or reject the bill. Obviously, I was 
aware that the occupational licensing bill was coming into the house on the basis that the minister gave his 
second reading speech last week and when we were discussing the Building Bill in a briefing given by the 
department at the end of last week during which I had the opportunity to at least ask about the guts of the 
occupational licensing national law bill. I had a very brief briefing and here we are within a matter of days—in 
fact, within two parliamentary days—having to deal with this bill without the government giving us, I think, a 
fair opportunity to consult with a broader range of parties from Labor’s perspective. Given that this is an 
occupational licensing bill and that we have not had the opportunity to consult our own interested parties, 



9366 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 23 November 2010] 

 

particularly trade unions and trade organisations that represent licensed occupations, and to talk at length about 
the bill before coming into this place to debate this legislation, I think was unfair and is improper parliamentary 
behaviour. I know that if the Leader of the House was sitting in the chamber he would say, “Oh, well, you 
always did that to us when you were in government.” We did not, and I, particularly as a minister, never did that 
to the opposition. I did not do that to the opposition; I went out of my way to ensure that the members of the 
opposition had plenty of time to be aware of the legislation I was bringing into the house and that they were 
briefed early and openly, and I gave them the opportunity to discuss those bills in their own party room and then 
consult broadly with whatever interested groups, either their broader lay party or others, about the contents of the 
bill. I went out of my way to do that; therefore, I find what the government is doing in this case—it will also do 
it with the Building Bill that will be debated, as I said, later this week—is an improper use of government power 
and an abuse of parliamentary process.  

I accept that the minister has not been in the job that long. However, I put it to the minister that this situation is 
not made any better by providing a fairly thin explanatory second reading speech. I know that the minister 
provided an explanatory memorandum that goes on at length about the bill as well, but the intent of where the 
minister is coming from is always contained in the second reading speech as opposed to the explanatory 
memorandum, which is about the details of the bill. In this case, the minister’s second reading speech was 
11 pages in fairly large typeface, which does not give us a full explanation of the bill. I also draw the minister’s 
attention to his second reading speech on the Building Bill, which I think is even shorter than the second reading 
speech for this bill. The Building Bill second reading speech is also not a detailed explanation about what in that 
case is a significant piece of legislation. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: It is pretty long; I think it is 11 pages. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I think the Building Bill was fewer pages than this second reading speech, which is 
11 pages. Given the fact that the Building Bill provides for the overhaul of the entire building law in Western 
Australia, including the regulations and the establishment of an entire new building regulatory structure, I 
thought that a longer second reading speech—if not for the opposition, then for local councils and courts—would 
have been requisite as an explanation to users of the legislation about what the minister had in mind at the time 
Parliament passed the bill. That is the reason for second reading speeches. I hold that same view about the 
minister’s approach to the Occupational Licensing National Law (WA) Bill second reading speech. Therefore, I 
make it clear to the minister now—I think I have told him before informally, and I have explained it to his 
department—that we will oppose the bill, but not because of the content of the bill. I want to make it absolutely 
clear that we support the process of the national uniformity of occupational licensing that was agreed to in the 
Council of Australian Governments process. That had been under debate for quite a significant time, and it 
reached its conclusion on 30 April 2009. The opposition agree with that process. We agree with the approach 
that we took as the government’s predecessors and as responsible ministers, and we agree with this government’s 
approach to ensure that we have reform of national occupational licensing to ensure that there is no difference in 
how those licences are expressed and applied by those particular occupations across each of the states and 
territories in Australia. We agree absolutely with the process. We were involved when we were in government in 
that process, and the Labor ministers who were responsible for this portfolio at that time basically kicked the 
process off for the purpose of reaching uniformity on occupational licensing reforms.  

We oppose this legislation because of the divergence that the government has taken on this legislation, and on 
previous legislation, in the enactment of model legislation. I know that the minister will stand and say that it is 
not his fault and it is all those horrible people in the upper house on the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and Statutes Review who are saying that Western Australia should have its own standalone 
legislation at all times and for all purposes, including the capacity to modify regulations for the purposes of 
respecting the Western Australian Constitution and our ability to act as a state without being under the dictate of 
other arms of the commonwealth.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Correct!  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I know that is what the minister is going to stand and say. The opposition’s point is that that 
argument may well be appropriate in certain cases, but in the case that we are dealing with, national occupations 
and licence conditions for particular classes of workers across all states and all jurisdictions, we argue very 
strongly—I believe that is what we agreed to when we went into the Council of Australian Governments process 
in the first place—that the method proposed of a model law, in this case drafted by the Victorian jurisdiction, 
should simply be picked up and adopted here in Western Australia. That was the intent of the original agreement 
of the COAG process and has and is being done by other state jurisdictions around Australia. However, that is 
not going to be the case in Western Australia. As the minister points out in the second reading speech, the state’s 
capacity will be set out as a schedule to the bill to ensure that the state of Western Australia has responsibility 
over this particular piece of legislation in Western Australia.  

Mr P.T. Miles: And rightly so. We should control our own.  
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: What a fantastic contribution! I must admit the member for Wanneroo makes unbelievable 
contributions to this chamber. He is absolutely phenomenal! The member does not say much; he does not speak 
very often. In fact, he hardly ever speaks in this chamber, but when he does he comes out with pearls of 
wisdom—like that last comment.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Action man!  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is right; he is an action man. When he wakes up from that state of permanent doze that 
he is in on the back bench, he is an action man.  

Dr K.D. Hames: It is the Englishman in him.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: As a fellow Pom, the member for Wanneroo is embarrassing us. The member should stay 
quiet; otherwise, I will have to disown him completely.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: He thought he was a member of the House of Lords; that’s what I think.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That could be it. He certainly has shown the same behaviour as a member of the House of 
Lords. The member for Wanneroo is expressing some of the views held by members of the Legislative 
Council—perhaps he is in the wrong chamber, because that is what many of the members of the Legislative 
Council say about the ability of the state of Western Australia to determine its own future by way of its own 
legislation. Whilst I do not completely disagree with that approach and there are certain times and legislation in 
which that may well be necessary; however, in this case, the Labor opposition does not agree because of the 
nature and content of the bill that we are dealing with. In this case, the work and the way in which that work is 
performed by particular classes of occupations is in many cases dangerous work. For example, in the case of 
electricians, refrigeration technicians and other classes of workers that are named here, we could end up with 
somebody being killed if the standards and the way in which the licences are structured and applied in each 
jurisdiction are not exactly the same. That is the reason for our opposition to the bill. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: It will not make any difference.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The minister says that, but the problem is that his side of politics has got form in doing 
things that are different from the rest of Australia when it comes to reaching agreement in the COAG process 
and then effectively welshing on that agreement by saying Western Australia will do something completely 
different. I draw the minister’s attention—because he is the relevant minister—to a statement that he made in 
this house about the occupational health and safety legislation. The minister knows this is COAG-agreed 
uniform legislation that is being applied in a very similar way as this bill is being applied across the whole of 
Australia. What has the minister got up and said in this house?  

Mr W.R. Marmion: We have adopted most of them!  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The government has adopted most of the components of the legislation, with the exception 
of those that give any power whatsoever to those hated trade union thugs who might come in and protect 
workers’ conditions in the workplace! It is because of that ideological approach that I say the minister and that 
side of the chamber have form in the intent of legislation. Even though it might be logical and appear to be quite 
appropriate that we should have our own legislation in Western Australia that might reflect the federal standards, 
but because members opposite have form, the concern that we have on this side of the chamber, and the concern 
that others outside the chamber have, is that we believe this is a golden opportunity for the party in government 
to start mucking around with the national standards and the national law and saying that it agrees to this law, but 
after the bill is passed, the government will change a component of this legislation because it does not agree with 
what the rest of the states and territories are doing. That is the concern we have. We have real reasons for that 
concern because of the minister’s own statements in this house about another piece of uniform legislation that 
goes to occupational health and safety, and his unwillingness to pick up the box and dice that is the entire COAG 
reform agenda for occupational health and safety uniformity that has been adopted in every state and territory, 
with the exception of Western Australia. 

By the way, minister, when will that occupational health and safety bill be concluded? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Soon. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Ha! I assure the minister that there will be a major blue when he brings that legislation into 
this house, with those five key elements missing. We will revisit this debate, and we will probably revisit the 
minister’s speech on this legislation to remind him of what he said when arguing the case for uniformity. On the 
one hand, the minister might argue that it is absolutely appropriate that we have uniformity under this legislation, 
and then he will argue the complete opposite when it comes to the occupational, health and safety provisions 
because that legislation includes some very, very limited powers for occupational health and safety delegates on 
the job, who may well be union members, to be able to stop jobs in very, very dangerous circumstances, which is 
quite appropriate.  



9368 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 23 November 2010] 

 

Coming back to this legislation, we oppose it because Liberal and National Party members have form in 
mucking around with legislation and regulations in Western Australia unless they are locked into a genuine 
uniform approach to this type of legislation and its conditions.  

Although that is our reason for opposing this legislation, I would like the minister to deal with a number of 
questions now or when the legislation is considered in detail. My question goes to the occupations themselves. In 
his second reading speech, the minister referred to the occupations of air conditioning and refrigeration installers, 
building and building-related occupations, and electricians, and then he referred to land transport operators of 
passenger vehicles and dangerous goods vehicles, maritime occupations, and plumbing and property-related 
occupations. However, of those groups of occupations, there is an explanation of whom the category of 
occupation applies to for only one. For example, for property-related occupations, it is explained that that group 
applies to land valuers and real estate agents, including real estate auctioneers and settlement agents. Given 
Liberal–National governments’ form on land valuation in the past, I thought it would be absolutely critical that 
there be no opportunity whatsoever for Western Australia to do anything at all different from what is done in the 
national model and that that is why the government should have picked up the model piece of legislation. That is 
another example of the form of previous Liberal–National governments in this area. Property-related occupations 
are the only category for which there is an explanation of whom it applies to. In terms of plumbing, to what 
extent are we talking about plumbing? Does it include roof plumbers? What occupations under the industries 
listed in this bill that are — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: The building-related ones? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Those that are licensed and fall within the jurisdiction of the model legislation and hence, 
ultimately, this piece of legislation. For example, does the category of building and building-related occupations 
apply to scaffolders and riggers, which are both building-related licensed occupations? I understand that the bill 
also covers electrical fitters. It is not explained in the minister’s notes, but my understanding is that it covers 
electrical fitters. However, I would like the minister to explain whether it does; and, if it does, does it also cover 
dual-trade electricians; that is, instrument and electrical tradespeople? I would imagine that it would have to, 
because a dual tradesperson would still have to be licensed. But, again, the bill contains no further explanation of 
exactly whom the legislation applies to.  

I would also like an explanation from the minister about why the maritime occupations and the land transport 
operators are at this stage, as the minister has indicated, not expected to be covered by this legislation and the 
national regulations that are a function of this bill. Why are they not covered and what is expected to occur to 
those occupations? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I think that you might know. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am presuming that it goes to the issue of national security for the maritime occupations. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I understand that it will be picked up by the legislation, but I will get an answer for you. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am plucking at straws. I always thought that it was the issue of national security for both 
maritime occupations, with the obligations to secure national ports, and land transport operators—dangerous 
goods drivers only—with people driving vehicles carrying dangerous goods or particular chemicals. I thought 
that the issue was national security, but the minister can explain to the house what occupations are covered, why 
the occupations in those two industries that I have just referred to will not be covered by national regulations 
immediately, and what will happen to them in the future.  

I would like a further explanation from the minister about how he sees this bill operating in Western Australia; 
how he sees the national regulations operating, although effectively automatically adopted in Western Australia 
by the COAG commitment to ensure that our regulations are consistent with those in every other state; and what 
will happen, given that this bill allows those regulations to be disallowed. If a particular regulation is disallowed, 
what happens next? Because Western Australia has its own independent view of the world, those regulations 
may pass this house pretty quickly and then go to the upper house, and for some reason the people in the upper 
house might think that they know more about the occupations than do the people who work in the industry and 
decide to disallow the regulations for whatever reason they have in their minds at the time. What happens after 
that from both a state perspective and a national perspective? I would like to hear from the minister about the 
likelihood of any divergence from any nationally agreed position on these licensed occupations, the way in 
which those licences work and the application of those licences in the workplace, because that is what this is all 
about. I would like a commitment from the minister that there will be no divergence from any nationally agreed 
position either on —  

Mr W.R. Marmion: I won’t be able to give you that.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Why? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: We might as well have the legislation as it is if you can’t have — 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is the reason I raise it. If there is not going to be any possible move away from a 
nationally agreed position, as seems to be pointed out in the legislation, the explanatory memorandum and the 
minister’s second reading speech, the minister should not have any hesitancy in giving a commitment that it is 
Western Australia’s intention to comply with any national agreement on these occupations, whether by way of 
legislation or regulation. That is the commitment we will be seeking from the minister, because anything other 
than that would immediately cause concern among members on this side of the house, which is the reason we are 
opposing the legislation in the first place, and would add to the concern of industries, whether it is the workers or 
the employers who are the licence holders and who want to ensure consistency for their type of work to allow 
them to operate across state lines without any impediment. I know that this is not just a trade union issue, and by 
that I mean a skilled union whose members hold licences. It is also reflected by the industries in which people 
work and by their industry representative bodies, because they do not want Western Australia to do anything 
differently from anyone else. They have concerns. If there is no real reason to do anything differently in Western 
Australia, why not just pick up the model legislation from Victoria? That view has been expressed by the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia about the minister’s position on occupational health 
and safety. Its view, like that of many other employer bodies in Western Australia, is that the minister should just 
get on with it and should stop mucking around for philosophical reasons about trade unions. It wants the 
government to pick up the model national legislation.  

How does the minister see the legislation working in Western Australia on the basis that it is standalone Western 
Australian legislation? How does he see the regulations working in Western Australia? If one or more of the 
regulations that applies to one of these occupations is disallowed by either house in Western Australia, what will 
be the next step—how will the matter be resolved? I ask the minister to give a commitment that where national 
agreement is reached on a particular occupational licence change or modification, Western Australia will not 
differ from that decision. I ask the minister to commit to following national uniformity, because that is basically 
what this is all about. Those are the sorts of things that were not covered by the minister’s second reading speech 
but which we would like him to express in the house tonight.  

I know I am jumping around the place. The first point I made was about this bill being brought on in a rush. Why 
is this bill before the house now? The first wave of occupations is not expected to come under this new national 
uniform legislation until 1 July 2012, and for the remaining occupations it is not until 1 July 2013. Why are we 
dealing with this legislation at five to 10, two days before Parliament ends for the year, with me moaning — 

Mr W.R. Marmion interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I know; it is because after the second page on the pink sheet, there is nothing else! I think I 
know exactly why. That is the government’s problem. All the minister has done is to create a problem for the 
opposition by not giving it the opportunity to consult widely. Tonight I am expressing the views of those 
organisations I have been able to consult in the two parliamentary days the government has given us to deal with 
this matter before I had to get on my feet and speak on this bill. I would like the minister to answer that question 
honestly and fairly.  

I will ask another question on a broader issue. It is on the minister’s favourite subject, which he likes me to ask 
him questions about. It is nearly Christmas, and the minister obviously expects me to raise this matter. I am 
referring to Mr Amendola and his very, very expensive report for Western Australia. When can we expect to see 
that report handed down? The minister said it would be handed down before the end of the year. It is nearly the 
end of the year. What will the minister do or say if the Amendola report comes down with a recommendation 
that impacts on the bill we are dealing with tonight? The minister will say that it will not do that, but it could do. 
It could impact on particular occupations and the way in which their licences are expressed or applied in the 
workplace.  

Before I sit down and allow other speakers to make some comments on this bill, I will make an aside. A matter 
will possibly come before the upper house this week that will go very much to the issue we are dealing with 
tonight. If it does not come up this week, it will come before the upper house next year. I am referring to a 
regulation, which has already been changed, on the way in which electrical licences are filled in for work 
undertaken on construction sites. The new regulation, which is the subject of a disallowance motion in the upper 
house, has two components. One deals with work for which an electrical licence is required. If any electrical 
work is undertaken on a construction site, even if it is temporary work, the person undertaking that work has to 
tag out that work with his name and electrical licence number. The change that had been made to the regulation 
was that it was broken into two components. The second component said that where work is being undertaken of 
a similar nature on a construction site for which a licence is not required, the person undertaking the work need 
only provide his name. An example of what has been happening in practice is that people who have been 
undertaking that work for which a licence is not required have just scribbled out on a piece of paper or on the tag 
on the work the name “Paddy”. That is all they have put down, and not who they are.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Paddy? 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: Paddy—Paddy has done the work.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Mike, Joe or Harry.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: This is a real example. Paddy has done the work. There is a real possibility of someone 
being injured as a result of the work not being done properly. One example that was given, minister, was that of 
a normal extension cable that had a plug missing from one end so the person put a plug on it. The only problem 
was, there was a plug on the other end and it was plugged in. But that person did not follow that electrical cable 
down and work out that there should have been a female plug on one end and a male plug on the other; he just 
accepted the fact that there was a female plug on the other end so a male plug ended up on both ends and he 
plugged it in. That person was lucky to not be electrocuted. That regulation change led to practical problems 
occurring on construction sites in Western Australia. I think that is a good example that underlines the point I 
have made throughout my contribution to the second reading debate, which is that if Western Australia decides 
to do something different to the national model regulations that have been agreed to—it does not matter which 
occupation we are talking about but in this case we are talking about the licensing of electrical occupations—
what will be the actual practical implications of that out there in the workplace? The example I gave the minister 
just now is a real example of the Western Australian jurisdiction making changes that could possibly lead to 
deaths on construction sites. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: It could be the opposite; that could have been a national change that was brought in, and 
we would have the opportunity to vary it in Western Australia.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It could be, but I think that this case just goes to show that we have to be very careful when 
approaching these things. With the particular licensed occupation such as the one we are talking about—
electrical—people’s lives will be put at risk. I put to the minister that the effort put in by a series of people from 
around the country who have thought carefully about the national uniform regulations is sometimes—not 
always—quite more advanced and better than doing it as a standalone regulatory change in a state such as 
Western Australia. 

For all those reasons, and with that practical example that I gave, we as an opposition oppose not the intent of the 
Occupational Licensing National Law (WA) Bill 2010 to reach national uniformity on the licensing of 
occupations and the consistency of ensuring that there are similar standards and regulations for licensed 
occupations across Australia, but the way in which, once again, a conservative government in Western Australia 
wishes to break out from the national model of uniform legislation and do its own thing and the consequences 
that that will lead to at the end of the day. Unfortunately, we do not trust the government at all. The conservative 
side of politics has form for doing crazy stuff that leads to the undermining of conditions for workers in Western 
Australia, and it has form in terms of that exact claim in terms of occupational safety and health. We do not trust 
the government’s approach to the occupational licensing national law, and for those reasons we will be opposing 
this bill. 

DR A.D. BUTI (Armadale) [10.03 pm]: I must say that I admire my friend the member for Cockburn; he has an 
ability to speak for a long period of time, and of course everything he says makes a lot of sense—I feel that I 
cannot follow that fantastic lead. The minister might be happy that my contribution will be a bit shorter. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: And to the point. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: No, I think the member for Cockburn gave me, and maybe the good minister, a lesson on 
various parts of the Occupational Licensing National Law (WA) Bill 2010.  

The opposition totally agrees with the general thrust of the legislation, but as was stated, and as the minister very 
well knows, it was introduced to recognise that we are part of the national economy, and we therefore should, as 
much as possible, have uniform conditions or standards. This bill deals with the implementation of a licensing 
system for certain occupations that were agreed on at a Council of Australian Governments meeting. When 
members read the second reading speech and the explanatory memorandum, they would think that the state 
government is 150 per cent behind the idea of national uniform legislation, and it seems, generally, to be in 
favour of it, although it has introduced a couple of variations that have led to the opposition opposing this bill.  

It is late, and the bill is not the most interesting piece of legislation. As I was thinking about what to say—I knew 
I would not be able to go as long as my good friend the member for Cockburn—I decided to search the internet 
to read what people have written about occupational licensing. I came across a little article from the United 
States that the member for Riverton, of course, will be interested in because it is from the Library of Economics 
and Liberty. It is by S. David Young, who is definitely strongly against any licensing of occupations, and it is 
featured in the Concise Encyclopaedia of Economics. The article reads — 

The argument in favor of licensing always has been that it protects the public from incompetents, 
charlatans, and quacks. The main effect, however, is simply to restrict entry and reduce competition in 
the licensed occupation. Yet from the beginnings of the modern professional movement early in 



 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 23 November 2010] 9371 

 

America’s history until the seventies, the growth of licensing proceeded with little opposition. The 
possibility that licensing might be used to enhance professional income and power was considered 
incidental to serving the public interest.  

A careful analysis of licensing’s effects across a broad range of occupations reveals some striking, and 
strikingly negative, similarities. Occupational regulation has limited consumer choice, raised consumer 
costs, increased practitioner income, limited practitioner mobility, and deprived the poor of adequate 
services—all without demonstrated improvements in the quality or safety of the licensed activities.  

I know the minister does not agree with that; if he did, he would not be bringing this bill to the Parliament.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Not necessarily. It depends on the trade or profession. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: That is right.  

I will read a bit more because it is quite interesting that some of what he states has some merit. The article 
continues — 

Perhaps the most frequent criticism of licensing has been the failure of licensing boards to discipline 
licensees. A major cause is the reluctance of professionals to turn in one of their own. The in-group 
solidarity common to all professions causes members to frown on revealing unsavory activities of a 
fellow member to the public. Going public regarding infractions, no matter how grievous, is often 
viewed as disloyalty to the professional community. 

Of course, this bill can impose disciplinary action, so I think that takes care of that criticism. The article 
continues — 

These higher costs might be acceptable if it could be shown that licensing enhances service quality. 
Most of the evidence on this issue, however, suggests that licensing has, at best, a neutral effect on 
quality and may even harm consumers. By making entry more costly, licensing increases the price of 
services rendered in the occupations and decreases the number of people employed in them. The result 
is a “Cadillac effect,” in which consumers either purchase the services of high-quality practitioners at a 
high price or purchase no services at all. Some consumers, therefore, resort to do-it-yourself methods, 
which in some occupations has led to lower overall quality and less safety than if there were no 
licensing. The incidence of rabies is higher, for example, where there are strict limits on veterinary 
practice … 

According the article, Sidney Carroll and Robert Gaston documented that — 

… rates of electrocution are higher in states with the most restrictive licensing laws for electricians. 
Apparently, consumers often do their own electrical work in highly restrictive states rather than pay 
artificially high rates for professionals, with predictably tragic results. 

The article also goes on to say that too much licensing will not allow innovative juices to flow and we will not 
have new inventions. It uses the example of Thomas Edison.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: The member for Riverton would be enraptured!  

Dr A.D. BUTI: That is what I thought; that this would be right up his alleyway.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: I hope he is listening.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: I might give him a copy of this article by S. David Young.  

Mr F.M. Logan: I am sure he would love a copy. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: He will absolutely love it.  

When the member for Cockburn spoke about the differences this proposed legislation brings—that is, it does not 
adopt the Victorian legislation without it going through as a law of this Parliament—it was mentioned by way of 
interjection: what is the point of the argument? One could conversely say: what is the point of the need to be at 
variance with the agreed national model? It may be argued that there is a chance we may not agree with the 
model legislation. There is always a chance with everything, but do we need to go to this extent? Do we need to 
be the only state engaged in a model divergent from the rest of the nation? Of course we, as a sovereign state 
Parliament, should scrutinise legislation—there is no doubt about that—but we also have to be realistic. We have 
accepted that there is a need for national uniform legislation relating to the licensing of certain occupations. That 
fits in with many of the debates last week about the mutual recognition laws. It seems to take it to the nth degree 
to say because there might be a possible problem, we should have our own divergent system.  

Clauses 5 and 8 deal with the fact we are diverging from the national model. In relation to clause 5, the 
explanatory memorandum states — 
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Under this process Victoria will enact a model Occupational Licensing National Law and each other 
State and Territory will enact legislation to apply that Victorian Law, as amended from time to time, as 
a law of their jurisdiction. 

But with the agreement of the other jurisdictions, Western Australia will not go down that path; it will have to be 
scrutinised by the Western Australian Parliament. It further states — 

Clause 5 provides that the Occupational Licensing National Law as set out in the Schedule to the Bill 
may be amended by order of the Governor published in the Western Australian Government Gazette. 

The minister mentioned that the procedure prescribed under clause 5 will lead to minimum delay in 
implementing any variations. The point is that there will be a delay. Of course it may not be a significant delay, 
it may not actually matter, but why go down that route? Why do we need the delay? It is very difficult to see 
why we require our own divergent model for these occupations. One would imagine that the various states would 
reach agreement. It does not involve commonwealth legislation. This is an agreement by the states and 
territories. Why can we not agree to the standards that we should impose in the licensing of certain occupations? 
One of the prescribed occupations relates to building. One of the justifications in regard to building and building-
related occupations is that building is of national importance. It is crucial to the economy. One would therefore 
hope that we can have building occupations that can move freely from one state to another. The whole idea of 
the mutual recognition laws was to allow the free trade of labour or services. I am not inferring that this bill, as 
formulated, will necessarily prevent the transfer of people from one jurisdiction to another, but it may cause a 
delay. In Western Australia, our economy has a shortage of labour. There is a focus on the mining industry; 
therefore that can create a shortage of labour in other areas—building being one. If there is a labour shortage, the 
cost of labour goes up et cetera and the cost of building houses will increase. If we then impose another 
restriction which could be divergent to licensing procedures vis-à-vis the rest of Australia, that could act as a 
deterrent for labour to move from the eastern states to Western Australia. We definitely need a greater movement 
of labour coming into Western Australia. In the last federal election there was talk about a “small Australia” 
policy et cetera. I do not think Western Australia should be arguing for a small Australia. We need a bigger 
Australia or a bigger part of that Australia to live in Western Australia. We will have a shortage of labour. The 
proposal that the minister is trying to pass in this house adds a little bit more of a barrier to that movement of 
labour from the eastern states to Western Australia.  

As we know, the reason we have licensing that is contrary to the views of S. David Young, which I read out 
earlier, is really down to public health and safety, and worker health and safety. I would be pleased to hear an 
example from the minister that would justify us having a divergent model. Can the minister foresee any situation 
whereby the state and federal jurisdictions would have a different standard for the health and safety of the public 
or of the workers themselves that would lead us to pursue this divergent model? Overall, we are supportive of 
the purpose behind the national occupational licensing law, as obviously this government is, because basically 
90 per cent of the bill is in agreement with what was agreed by the Council of Australian Governments. The 
government has implemented legislation that follows the proposed national model; it is just that it has decided 
that it will not go all the way. I really wonder if the minister has taken it a bit too far. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [10.17 pm]: The Occupational Licensing National Law (WA) Bill 2010 
is obviously somewhat controversial for the Labor Party. It is probably aimed at something that we all would 
support, which is the idea of mutual recognition. That is really about labour mobility; the idea that we can allow 
one of the main inputs in production, that is labour, to easily transfer from one state to another. It might surprise 
many members to know that Australia does not have a high level of labour mobility when compared with other 
places in the world like the United States. There is a much higher level of labour mobility in that economy than 
in Australia. It is interesting what the government is not doing as well. I draw members’ attention to the 
minister’s second reading speech in which he says — 

COAG has acknowledged that overlapping and inconsistent regulation of various occupations in the 
states and territories impedes productivity and imposes unnecessary costs on businesses operating in 
more than one Australian jurisdiction.  

The same can also be said for industrial relations. The government’s continued attempt to breathe life into the 
corpse of WorkChoices in this state is an example of this government not being interested in the harmonisation 
of laws that would allow businesses to operate in an effective way across Australia. For the period of the federal 
election campaign, the corpse of WorkChoices was both buried and cremated, but we know that in the hearts of 
members opposite WorkChoices beats very strongly. We know that given half a chance WorkChoices will be 
back. That is not something that —  

Mr I.C. Blayney interjected.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Is the member opposed to WorkChoices?  

Mr I.C. Blayney: Aspects of WorkChoices went too far. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Does the member support individual contracts that allow people to reduce their pay? 

Mr I.C. Blayney: No, not where it — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Does the member agree with the abolition of awards and the centralised wage fixing 
system? 

Mr I.C. Blayney: That had primarily been done before WorkChoices. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is not true. Until WorkChoices there was a centralised wage system. Does the 
member support it or not? 

Mr I.C. Blayney: I dispute that there was a centralised wage system. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Does the member support a centralised wage fixing system for low-income earners? 

Mr I.C. Blayney: There should be a minimum in there, yes. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Should that be a comprehensive system of awards or just a minimum rate of pay? 

Mr I.C. Blayney: A minimum. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So the member does not think there should be comprehensive awards? 

Mr I.C. Blayney: No. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This is the problem. This is the whole point. This is the exact issue that we have raised. 

Mr F.M. Logan: This is where they have form. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is right. They do not understand the consequences of what they are saying. The 
member is saying that he is happy to abolish overtime, penalty rates, the protection of maximum hours in a shift, 
coffee breaks, rest breaks, lunch breaks and sensible protections for ordinary working people in this state. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Leader of the House interjected. I can remember seeing him when I was an 
organiser in the Shop, Distributive and Allied Employees Association of WA. I lobbied him on the 1993 
Workplace Agreements Bill and he told me that he had not read the legislation and was simply relying on the 
then minister’s word that the legislation would adequately protect the people of this state. We know exactly what 
happened. That legislation was the basis of one of the largest attacks on working people’s wages and conditions 
in this state’s history. I remind the minister that that legislation led directly to a reduction in wages for people 
working in the Advantage IGA Supermarket in the Rockingham Shopping Centre. The staff had 30, 40 and 
50 per cent of their wages cut because of the legislation which the member did not read but which he supported. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I do not ever remember meeting you. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is the minister’s problem. I remember it very clearly. I will send the minister my 
diary notes. 

The government is not committed to a national framework for occupational health and safety. This is the opt-out 
government. This government does not want effective national occupational health and safety legislation. It is 
not interested in being part of that scheme. 

Mr I.C. Blayney interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: New South Wales does adopt the national scheme. The member is wrong. He should 
read about these things before he interjects. New South Wales supports the national framework but says that the 
national framework should include the right of unions to launch prosecution actions. That is not the same thing 
as what is happening in Western Australia. In Western Australia, the national framework has been rejected. It is 
not the same thing. This state government has form. Read the submission to the Fair Work Bill by this state 
government on the issue of workplace relations and see the entitlements that this government does not support. It 
is fundamental to why in their heart of hearts, as we have heard from the member for Geraldton, government 
members do not support fair wages and entitlements for the working people of Western Australia. They reject 
the 100 years of effective industrial regulation in this country. That is why they cannot help themselves. When 
they get the chance, they cut conditions and reduce benefits. That is the problem we have with this bill. This bill 
is being designed in a way to allow them to continue to do that. 

Tonight we have had debate on a range of bills related to state agreements for big mining developments in the 
north of the state. None of those bills provides for training. There is no commitment to training by this 
government. It does not have any genuine commitment. It has seen a reduction in the number of apprenticeships 
in this state, particularly in the established trades. That is directly related to the issues in this bill. This bill will 
allow the government to introduce non-standard training arrangements for people in this state. That would not be 
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allowed in other places. The government has opted out of industrial relations and health and safety and it wants 
to opt out of training as well. 

I draw the minister’s attention to a particular issue relating to plumbers. At the moment, a plumber cannot get a 
part-time licence. A constituent in my electorate has had a lifetime of experience in the plumbing industry and is 
now reaching retirement age. He does not want to work full time as a plumber any more but is unable to be 
licensed on a part-time basis. He can be licensed, as he is now, as a master plumber, or he can be licensed only as 
an employee. That means he cannot work other than by being employed by another plumber. We need to look at 
the issue of licensing arrangements. The minister’s second reading speech lists all the occupations that are 
intended to be covered by these arrangements such as air conditioning and refrigeration installers, which, as the 
minister explained in his speech, is not a licensed occupation in Western Australia; building and building-related 
occupations; electricians; land-transport operators; maritime occupations; and plumbing and property-related 
occupations. I assume that the property occupations are those that the minister discussed earlier in his speech—
real estate agents et cetera. If the minister is saying that Western Australia needs to be different, he should 
specify why it needs to be different. There is an old adage that if a power does not need to be exercised, why ask 
for it? What does the minister intend to do with it? If he cannot explain how he would use the power he is trying 
to create for himself by not following the national model, he should explain why the additional arrangements are 
needed. If the minister does not explain that, the assumption is it will be like the government’s opposition to 
national industrial regulations and national occupational safety and health standards. The government does not 
want to come up to the national standards. It wants to allow lower standards that will deny benefits for the 
working people in this state. The government desperately continues to hide the Amendola report. We have a new 
Minister for Commerce and that very expensive report, which was funded by the taxpayers of the state, remains 
a secret. What does the government have to hide? Why can it not be honest with the people and explain to them 
why the government has an industrial relations agenda about, as the member for Geraldton explains, cutting 
entitlements, cutting out rest periods for working people, cutting out lunch breaks, and cutting out minimum and 
maximum shift lengths? That is the agenda that has been outlined to the chamber by the member for Geraldton. 

Mr I.C. Blayney: Have I? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member said that he was opposed to specifying — 

Mr I.C. Blayney: You are putting words in my mouth. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am not. I asked the member and he said that he was opposed to comprehensive awards. 

Mr I.C. Blayney: I said that I believed in minimum standards. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, that is not what the member said. 

Dr K.D. Hames: You go back to Hansard. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Go back to Hansard? I asked a question and he said that he supported — 

Dr K.D. Hames: You are extrapolating. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. I asked whether he supported minimum rates and he said yes. I then asked if he 
supported comprehensive minimum awards and he said no. 

Mr I.C. Blayney: I said I supported minimum standards. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. The member said that he supported minimum rates. I then asked the member if he 
supported comprehensive awards and he said no. Is the member saying that he does support comprehensive 
awards? 

Mr I.C. Blayney: I support a minimum standard. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Does the member support comprehensive awards? That is a pretty simple question. It is 
either a yes or no answer. 

Mr I.C. Blayney interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Does the member support an award system or not? Does the member support the system 
that protects — 

Mr I.C. Blayney interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Does the member reckon every industry should have the same minimum standard? 

Mr I.C. Blayney: I don’t see why not. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Quite frankly, that would be an extraordinary position that would be effectively 
unworkable. The idea that the minimum standards that apply to a shop assistant will be the same as the minimum 
standards that apply to a tractor fitter is ridiculous. The award system allows for flexibility between industries so 
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that one industry is not bound by the regulation of another industry. The member cannot have it both ways! The 
member cannot say that he supports one set of standards and not accept the consequences of what he is saying 
but reject another system that has been developed over 100 years to allow important protections for working 
people. This is one of the problems with the Liberal Party. We all know that for 100 years it has not wanted to 
have adequate regulation of industrial relations in this state.  

This bill is just another example of the Liberal Party trying to find devices that it can use to set itself up to 
undermine proper standards. The Liberal Party has been doing that forever. In the Liberal Party’s heart of hearts 
it did not matter what happened during the federal election campaign. The Liberal Party might have cremated 
and buried WorkChoices for six weeks, but we knew that the day the election was over, whether it won or, as it 
was, lost the election, WorkChoices would be back on the agenda. That is demonstrated by Senator Chris Back 
who is already saying around Australia that he thinks WorkChoices should be resurrected. That is what the 
Liberal Party believes in and it is what members of the Liberal Party in this chamber believe in. If I am wrong, 
Liberal Party members had their opportunity to prove that during the federal election campaign when we put up 
a motion, which they defeated, to call for the adequate regulation of industrial relations. This legislation is 
another part of the slippery agenda about which the Liberal Party is not being honest with the people of this state. 
It is the same reason that the Liberal Party is hiding the Amendola report, the same reason that it has rejected 
occupational health and safety standards, and the same reason it does not want proper industrial relations 
regulation: the Liberal Party recognises, as has been done in this country for 100 years and more, that we can 
deliver proper protection to working people through an adequate award system. That is the Liberal Party agenda. 
I have said before and I am happy to say again that I have no malice towards the minister; I have always found 
him to be someone I can talk with. But that is really not the point: this is about the Liberal Party and the Liberal 
government. We know that we cannot trust the Liberal Party because every time it gets the opportunity, it attacks 
working people. Sadly, this legislation is another opportunity that the Liberal Party is putting in its back pocket 
so that if it gets the chance, it can have a go at ordinary people who are just trying to make their way, work hard, 
earn a living and look after their family. This is the sort of legislation that allows the Liberal Party to undermine 
working people.  

I remember that in 1993 when I was on the board of the State Employment and Skills Development Authority, 
the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and other supporters of the Liberal Party would 
say, “You don’t have to worry about regulating the training system because the market will look after it.” 
Throughout the 1990s until the Labor government was elected in 2001, inadequate attention was paid to training 
in this state. Therefore, when we moved to a high level of economic growth, we were not ready for it and that, of 
course, caused trouble for industry because apart from anything else it bid up wages, but it also held back 
industry because there were not enough Australians with the proper training to work in those occupations that 
were suddenly in high demand. What happened was that 457 visa holders were brought into the country as 
temporary entrants and then, of course, people would try to assist those 457 visa holders to become permanent 
residents of Australia in a backdoor way. That is how we had a huge surge in migration to levels that the 
community was not prepared to support. That huge surge in migration took place while the Liberal government 
was in power, so we had a situation in which Australian young people were not being adequately trained. I draw 
the minister’s attention to the fact that, as I understand it, BHP Billiton does not train the train drivers or train 
signallers in this state, yet it is a major employer of those occupations! Is it not about time that we did better than 
that so we do not have to import labour to do these skilled occupations when Australians are going without work 
or without high-skilled work because they are not being properly trained? This is an opportunity for the minister 
to show that he is not going to just slide along with the Liberal Party. It is an opportunity for him to show that he 
has his own agenda. It is an opportunity for him to show that he understands the importance of national 
standards. It is an opportunity for him to show not just in a media release, but also in actual fact, that he will 
commit to national industrial relations regulations to provide proper protection to bury and cremate 
WorkChoices. And it is an opportunity for him to show that he can come on board with national occupational 
health and safety standards so that people in Western Australia can be properly protected, instead of having some 
low level of health and safety protection at work. It is never good enough that people go to work and do not go 
home. That is never good enough. Equally the minister can demonstrate that he does not have a backroom 
agenda on this question of standards in occupational licensing so that he can implement a genuine national 
framework for occupational licensing. We will then know that we have proper standards in Western Australia to 
adequately ensure standards for protection of consumers in Western Australia as well as ensuring that proper 
training levels are implemented and that there is a proper interchangeability of skills across the country. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Commerce) [10.35 pm] — in reply: I begin by thanking the 
members for Cockburn, Armadale and Cannington for their contributions. I will start off with the member for 
Cockburn, who made some general comments before he asked some specific questions about the bill having 
been brought on in a bit of a rush. I acknowledge that it has been a bit quick but we will make sure, as we always 
do, that my adviser is available to give the member as much advice as possible. I understand there was a briefing 
today which, unfortunately, the member for Cockburn was unable to attend. 
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Mr F.M. Logan: I couldn’t get there. That’s the problem. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I also acknowledge the fact that the member for Cockburn is opposing the bill; not on 
the content, but his main reason is the process, and that it does not comply with the agreed methodology for 
implementing the bill. That is the main reason the member for Cockburn is opposing it. He is suggesting that we 
should have simply adopted the Victorian template legislation. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member for Armadale raised the point as well that any amendment to both the bill 
and the regulations—the regulations will be brought in perhaps later in 2011—will automatically apply in 
Western Australia. That sets the framework. 

There is therefore a fundamental philosophical difference here. I will make a couple of comments on that. The 
first comment is that it will be very difficult anyway to get the legislation through the Council if we do not deal 
with the bill. In fact, I have a report that is hot off the press from the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and Statutes Review, which inquired into the Fair Trading Bill 2010. We did our best to frame that 
bill in a form that was not template legislation but was model legislation. Even then, the Council had some 
problems with that legislation. I dare say that the same thing would happen to this bill, and may still happen, 
when it goes to the upper house. Indeed, if we look at the Constitution of Australia and how it was formed, we 
can see that this area of legislation is a state area; it is not a commonwealth area. Indeed, there is no 
commonwealth legislation. The template legislation is in Victoria and the regulations, I understand, will be 
adopted in New South Wales. It is not commonwealth legislation; this legislation is a province of the states. 
However, we all recognise that the uniformity of professions across Australia is a desirable outcome. 

The member for Cockburn asked some specific questions. The first one was: which occupations are covered by 
the bill? “Plumbing” includes all licensed plumbers. “Electricians” includes all licensed electricians. “Building 
occupations” in WA are currently limited only to builders and painters. In other jurisdictions, a number of other 
trades are separately licensed—for example, tilers.  

Mr F.M. Logan: So it does not cover scaffolders and riggers?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, but the bill is flexible enough that other building professions can be added. The 
professions included initially are builders and painters. The question of exactly what will be covered under 
“building occupations” is still to be worked out when the regulations are developed, which will be next year, and 
hopefully that will be completed by the end of 2011. Maritime occupations and land-transport operators will not 
be covered, because these are now separate COAG reform processes. The Ministers for Transport will be dealing 
with the maritime and land transport occupations, and those areas will be covered by separate legislation.  

The member for Cockburn asked what would happen if the national regulations were disallowed in WA. The aim 
will be for uniformity, so if there was an issue with the regulations or a specific aspect of the regulations, if the 
minister in consultation with unions, the professions et cetera, had a concern, the first port of call would be to 
raise that at the ministerial council to get agreement that there was an issue and to vote on what we want. There 
is that process of consultation at ministerial council level. The member also asked about the worst-case scenario 
if Western Australia decided it did not like the approach adopted by all the other states, supposedly. We would 
have to weigh that up. The good news is that this Parliament would have the choice between uniformity and 
disallowing the regulations. It could be an issue of safety in which we do not think the regulations go far enough; 
indeed, it could be that the unions have advised me as minister that there is a problem, and, if I agreed, that 
would give the Western Australian Parliament the opportunity to disallow those regulations.  

Mr F.M. Logan: I gave you a couple of examples during the second reading debate, and it is not the type the 
minister has referred to. It could be a situation in which the Premier’s favourite parliamentary chamber, the 
Legislative Council, decides for its own reasons that it is going to disallow a national regulation on a particular 
occupation because it thinks it knows better.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, because there would be a rational reason.  

Mr F.M. Logan: What you think is a rational reason coming out of the Legislative Council may not be a rational 
reason. Council members may have flicked it off to a committee and for their own reasons decided to disallow a 
national regulation on a particular occupation. For example, let us say the mining industry lobbied the mining 
minister in the upper house very heavily about the licensing of a particular occupation on mine sites in Western 
Australia, which happens to be different and a lesser standard than that in the national guidelines —  

Mr W.R. MARMION: It could be the other way around. The member is tending to the negative; it could be a 
positive.  

Mr F.M. Logan: I am just giving the minister an example; it does not really matter what it is. If the mines 
minister encourages everybody up there to vote for it and that regulation is disallowed because the mining 
industry in Western Australia wants to do something different, what is the next step?  



 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 23 November 2010] 9377 

 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member is talking hypothetically. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Yes, but what is the next step? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The aim would be for uniformity. There would have to be a very — 

Mr F.M. Logan: Hang on, minister! That is the whole point of the issues I have raised. The minister keeps 
saying—I said during the second reading debate that this is what he would say—that Western Australia is 
looking for uniformity, but we want the ability to change it.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Correct.  

Mr F.M. Logan: I gave the minister two examples of the national law being changed in Western Australia. 
What is the next step?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member is giving an example in which he says that the upper house has a frivolous 
reason.  

Mr F.M. Logan: It does not really matter.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is hypothetical. 

Mr F.M. Logan: The minister still has to explain the legislation.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is easy to make the point. The regulation could be changed, and we would weigh up 
whether we want uniformity or whether this is an issue of such importance to the Parliament of Western 
Australia—it could be the Legislative Assembly or the Legislative Council—that we choose, on this hypothetical 
issue, that it is more important that the Parliament makes a decision that may be against uniformity in that 
particular situation. At the moment — 

Mr F.M. Logan: Then what happens? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Deputy Speaker, may I make the point without any interjections? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The minister. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Currently, different tradespeople are licensed in different ways all around Australia, so 
there are already variations. There might be mutual recognition, but the way that is gotten around is to have 
different conditions on the licences so there is no mutual recognition. This basically provides that all professions 
will have uniform regulations. They have yet to be developed, but that is the intention. It may never happen; we 
might go for 100 years and never disallow a regulation. However, I and this government think that it is 
reasonable that the Parliament of Western Australia has the opportunity to disallow and also to change the 
legislation if it so chooses. That is it; that is my answer. 

Mr F.M. Logan: In that case you will definitely go into consideration in detail, minister. You have an obligation 
to answer this simple question. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I have given the position. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You have not explained. Okay, Parliament disallows the regulation. What is the next step; 
what happens then? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member is talking hypothetically. 

Mr F.M. Logan: It does not matter. It may happen. Just for the sake of trying to understand how this legislation 
works, what happens next? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It means that aspect that has been disallowed in the licensing of the profession in 
Western Australia will be different from all the other states, will it not? 

Mr F.M. Logan: Is that informed to the body that looks after national regulations, and what is its response? 
What happens? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It will be upset, will it not?—or maybe not. It is obvious. 

Mr F.M. Logan: That is not an answer. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, it is. 

Mr F.M. Logan: No, it is not. You are dealing with legislation. You cannot make it up as you go along. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: What is the member saying? I have told him the answer: the licence will be different in 
Western Australia from those in all the other states. 

Mr F.M. Logan: It is very simple. You are introducing legislation into this chamber. I am asking: how does it 
work? It is your role as a minister to explain how it works. 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: I have just told the member. He obviously has not understood. 

Mr F.M. Logan: I clearly understand it. You just say, “Oh well, if we do something different, we do something 
different.” 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is the answer, is it not? There is a different outcome. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Hang on! There is a body that insists on national uniformity. Does it just not get told that 
Western Australia is doing something different? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Of course it does. It will know. I know what is going on in the other states. 

Mr F.M. Logan: What—it will read it in the newspapers? How does it work? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The minister will be able to write to the federal minister. There are all sorts of things he 
can do. It is not a big deal. 

Mr F.M. Logan: I do not know. You are the minister. You tell me how this legislation works. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: All right, member for Cockburn! Minister. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Another question the member asked is: why is this bill being debated now when the 
licensing will not start until July 2012? There is a lot of planning to be done. We have to do all the regulations 
next year. 

Mr F.M. Logan: No, it is because you have run out of legislation. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Three other states—Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland—have already got 
legislation through. 

I will answer the member for Armadale’s questions. He raised similar questions on the fundamental way we are 
bringing in this bill. I must say that he raised some good points on the delay. He raised the point that, because of 
the disallowance procedure, there could be 21 days’ delay. That is probably not a big issue. Obviously, it is not 
as good if a ministerial council or Victoria and New South Wales adopted a change in the regulations or a 
change in the legislation, because it would not be immediate in Western Australia and there would be a delay. I 
do not think that is really a big problem.  

The member also raised some very interesting fundamental philosophical issues on the value of licensing. 
Indeed, I thought the member’s points were reasonably valid given my experience of working in engineering. 
Engineering is not a licensed profession; it is a — 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I even agreed with one point about a profession, the name of which I will not mention. 
There are problems with professions sometimes not wanting to discipline their members; especially in a small 
profession and an environment in which everybody knows everybody. I agree with the member. 

Dr A.D. Buti: I have heard that about the legal profession. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I was thinking of another one, but similar. I think the member’s points are valid. Indeed, 
initially a lot of trades are not being licensed but one would hope that ministers across Australia will be mindful 
of the need to add other professions down the track. Indeed, painting is a profession—a bit like hairdressers 
perhaps; although saying that could be a bit controversial—about which one wonders if there is a need to be 
licensed. We have to be mindful of those sorts of things. 

The member raised the divergent model, which I have tried to explain in response to the member for Cockburn. 
He asked the question: is there an example whereby Western Australia might have a different standard in future 
on occupational safety and health grounds? I know the point the member is making; that is, a profession or trade 
is normally licensed if there is a safety issue. I agree that that is a good fundamental philosophy by which to 
determine whether a trade should be licensed. However, in terms of licensing, the national licensing system will 
cover the scope of work, qualifications and training requirements. That is what we are talking about today. The 
detailed regulations are, as I have mentioned, still to be worked out. There will be an advisory group to work up 
the regulations for each profession. 

I move on to the member for Cannington, who has disappeared. Unfortunately, he did not spend much time on 
the bill, but diverged on to lots of other industrial relations topics. 

Members, I commend the bill to the house and look forward to it being considered in greater detail.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
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Ayes (24) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr V.A. Catania Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr C.J. Barnett Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

Noes (20) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr I.M. Britza Mrs C.A. Martin 
 Mr A.P. Jacob Mr P.B. Watson 
 Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.P. Whitely 
 Mr J.M. Francis Ms J.M. Freeman 
 Mr M.J. Cowper Mrs M.H. Roberts 
 Mr F.A. Alban Mr E.S. Ripper 

Question thus passed.  

Bill read a second time.  

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

HERITAGE AND PLANNING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 November. 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [10.56 pm]: On 23 June 2009, I put out a statement announcing that I would introduce 
amendment bills to the heritage and planning acts. That legislation was introduced but, without government 
support, was never fully debated. I was delighted to see that the minister finally introduced his own legislation 
last week, some 17 months later. The legislation we are debating tonight is almost a mirror image of my 
legislation, which, of course, was closely modelled on legislation prepared for the last Labor heritage minister, 
Hon Michelle Roberts. Unfortunately, an early election called by the then Premier prevented the minister from 
introducing those amendments. I make this point to justify why the Labor opposition has agreed to expedite this 
legislation this evening. The intent of the legislation, with identical increases in penalties—up to $1 million and a 
development moratorium of up to 10 years—has been extensively discussed, subject to detailed stakeholder 
engagement, and has enjoyed endorsement by stakeholders since 2008.  

In his second reading speech, the minister alluded to the same impetus for these changes to heritage legislation 
that the former Labor minister, Hon Michelle Roberts, alluded to in 2008; namely, the unlawful demolition of a 
local heritage place at 5 Victoria Avenue, Claremont. Regrettably, no perpetrator has been convicted of that 
demolition. There was no conviction in a resultant court case involving the owners. Given the maximum fine 
available under the Heritage of Western Australia Act then was only $50 000, it served as no deterrent. In 
passing this legislation and increasing the fine to $1 million, we are now talking about real deterrents. WA 
penalties are the lowest in Australia, with Queensland’s maximum already $1.275 million.  

This bill also allows for the imposition on a convicted offender of a restoration order and a development 
moratorium of up to 10 years in respect of any of the 1 300 state heritage registered places. Part 3 of this bill 
seeks to increase maximum fines under the Planning and Development Act 2005 from $50 000 to $200 000 and 
daily fines from $5 000 to $25 000. 

I commend this bill but note that it is only the starting point for a proper overhaul of not only heritage legislation 
but also the way we nurture and encourage heritage in this state. I commend the community heritage lovers 
around WA, particularly those in Guildford who have campaigned strongly for the restoration of the Guildford 
Hotel; we had a very strong rally on Sunday. I note that the members for Midland and Swan Hills and Hon Linda 
Savage and Hon Alison Xamon from the upper house were there. Today I presented a petition of nearly 6 000 
signatures calling upon the house to undertake a review of the Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990. The 
Heritage Council of WA certainly needs to be reviewed, as was explained very fully in the motion I tabled in the 
house last week that called for a select committee to be set up so that the Heritage Act would be fully reviewed, 
as it was supposed to be from 1993. It has not been reviewed properly.  
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One of the important issues that keeps coming up in my consultations with heritage owners and community 
members around the state is the underinsurance of heritage buildings. When we review the Heritage Act—more 
importantly, the operations of the Heritage Council—we must take a carrot-and-stick approach so that owners of 
heritage-listed buildings are either encouraged to, or legislation is provided in some way, have proper and full 
insurance cover. The most recent example of this involved the earthquakes in Boulder. The state has stepped in, 
but it highlighted the underinsurance of state-listed and prime-valued heritage buildings. We must address and 
deal with this issue. The Labor opposition has agreed that I will be the only speaker on tonight’s legislation, so it 
will go straight through—there will be no consideration in detail—very, very quickly. I say to other ministers in 
the house, or any members who think they might be coming back as ministers, that this legislation is an example 
of how we can make this house even more effective if they cooperate and work in tandem with the opposition.  

The minister has stated in the Parliament that the act is outdated and in need of review to make it relevant. I 
respect the fact that he has so far rejected my motion that calls for the house to set up a select committee. After 
the cooperation that he experiences tonight, and hopefully from the member behind him and others on his side, 
the government should not prolong this debate. It should use the vehicle of Parliament to provide advice on the 
review of the act, which is needed. The review of the 1990 act is very much dependent on reviewing the Heritage 
Council. The minister is awaiting advice from the Heritage Council. In many ways that is akin to the gorillas 
being in charge of the bananas. We are asking the Heritage Council to review itself. That was not the intent of 
the 1990 legislation; the intent of the legislation was that the minister would consider how the Heritage Council 
should be acting on heritage preservation and the nurturing of heritage in this state. We need an independent 
analysis of the council to see what our expectations are in 2010 and whether they are being met by the current 
structure. Somebody coming from interstate and seeing the almost duplicated role of the Heritage Council and 
the National Trust of Australia in several areas of heritage activity in Western Australia would very much be 
asking a government and Parliament, “What about duplication?” Do we need to look at refining the role of the 
Heritage Council and asking what exactly the role of the National Trust is? 

We can go further and look at the amount of public support for heritage in this state. We have seen the use of 
socks by the Urban Sock Bombers as a very visual rallying point around the Guildford Hotel, and that was 
replicated, of course, in the south west, with the use of socks on the old Esplanade Hotel in Albany, and now the 
socks from Albany have migrated to the heritage kilns in Albany that are also under threat. This is a way of the 
community expressing, very strongly and very powerfully, its support for heritage in our local communities.  

Of course, what we are debating tonight is very much contingent on our state’s most elite heritage—the 1 300 or 
so places listed on the state heritage list. During the recent election campaign in Armadale, I had consultation 
with groups such as the Armadale–Kelmscott Historical Society. As you would know, Mr Deputy Speaker, on 3 
December the very active Mt Lawley society is having its annual general meeting, so I hope you will be able to 
acknowledge me in your speech in your own electorate, which, of course, is very close to mine. That is another 
group that has been very, very active in the preservation and nurturing of heritage in WA. 

A key issue to come out of the Guildford Hotel issue has been the issue of a roof. After the Barnett government 
was surprisingly elected, one of the very first things it did was provide some money for the Wood & Grieve 
Engineers report that recommended, soon after the fire, that there should be a roof over Guildford Hotel. The 
minister himself stated that he would like that outcome, the head of the Heritage Council said that, and most 
independent heritage experts have said that. But of course the minister has admitted—I do salute him for being 
open about it and stating the obvious—that although the minister can offer his opinion, there is nothing in the 
Heritage of Western Australia Act that enables a heritage minister to act on getting that outcome. That is a key 
issue indicating the need to review the heritage act: we need to ascertain not only whether we have enough 
carrots in there, but also whether we have enough sticks. I will seek clarification from the minister, but it is my 
understanding that one of the conditions of the grants that have been given to building owners in Boulder is that 
the buildings must be insured to full replacement value. The Heritage Council has used the carrot of a quite 
substantial heritage grant to ensure that one of the conditions is that the resultant refurbished building must have 
a full insurance policy. That is perhaps an example of where the state can use a carrot to encourage building 
owners who receive state support to fully insure their heritage buildings. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler: How do you encourage them to continue that in the out years, though? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: That is the key issue, and that is why I want a lean and mean select committee of this 
Parliament to look at these important issues and provide advice to this Parliament about exactly what we can do 
to review the act and get that outcome. I think most of us, member for Boulder — 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler: Kalgoorlie.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Boulder is not in his electorate. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Sorry, member for Kalgoorlie. I think most of us are very much aware of those issues. It was 
very generous of the government, even if Boulder was not in the member for Kalgoorlie’s electorate, to invite 
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the member along for the handovers, the openings and everything else. I look forward to seeing the great work 
that the member for Kalgoorlie has done in that electorate when I visit early next year, and to seeing how the 
advice from the Heritage Council and, more importantly, the money from the people of Western Australia have 
been used.  

Finally, I note that the minister in his second reading speech stated that properties that have been recognised for 
their heritage value for entry on the state Register of Heritage Places will be assured of meaningful protection for 
current and future generations. This legislation tonight is one small step in that journey. We all need to focus on 
ensuring that that is the outcome that frames the debate on the review of the act and the role of the Heritage 
Council.  

I thank the minister very much for his agreement when I suggested last week that we bring this bill on for debate 
this week and pass this important legislation, which 20 years of Parliaments have been unable to do. I also thank 
the minister’s adviser for her cooperation and advice on this legislation.  

MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury — Minister for Heritage) [11.10 pm] — in reply: I thank the member for 
South Perth—sorry, the member for Perth; it is late at night—for his comments on the Heritage and Planning 
Legislation Amendment Bill. The member for Perth made some comments about the current Heritage of Western 
Australia Act and about the Guildford Hotel. I agree. The current act is 1980s thinking. I think the current act 
was first mooted in about 1976, and it was agreed to in 1990 and was enacted in February 1991. Therefore, it 
reflects 1980s thinking. To me, that is not good enough. That is why I have asked the Heritage Council of 
Western Australia to review the act as a whole and to make recommendations to me on how we can improve the 
Western Australian legislation. As a matter of fact, I have looked at a preliminary report today—not fully, but I 
have started to look at it—because I want to look at all the options and at how we can best improve the act and 
best protect those buildings that are very important to the heritage of our state. As part of that process, there will 
be widespread consultation with all key stakeholders.  

With the Guildford Hotel, member for Perth, I have said, I think publicly, that I would like to see that historic 
hotel restored as soon as possible. It is a significant landmark for Guildford, and I fully understand and support 
the desire of the community to have that hotel restored and running again. As a matter of fact, I called a meeting 
with the owners on Monday of last week, and they assured me that they are not going to cut any corners 
whatsoever on the heritage values of the building and that they will work very closely with the Heritage Council 
and the City of Swan on that matter. As the member knows, a commercial building of that nature takes time to 
put together. I think I made a comment about—the member might correct me if I am wrong—the National Hotel 
in Fremantle. That has now gone into its fourth year and it still has not been fixed up. That is how long it may 
take to get some of these commercial outcomes.  

The member talked about the roof of the Guildford Hotel. I have said that I share the community’s concern about 
the roof. I have stated that to the owners as well. But I am not an engineer, and without an engineer’s report or 
whatever, I can only reiterate that I share the community’s concerns. I acknowledge that the owners have the 
right—it is their building—to seek alternative advice on what they think is relevant for their situation. But I have 
suggested to them that they need to keep people informed about what is going on, and they did front the rally on 
Sunday and make some comments to the people at that rally on that matter.  

I thank the member opposite for his support of the heritage penalties. There was some stuff there that was similar 
to what the member for Perth had, but I have to say that I started this review some time ago. I know the member 
for Perth introduced it in June 2009 but it was taken off the notice paper because he did not bring it on. The 
member for Perth blamed us for not bringing it on but he did not even second read it in.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: I would have if you had offered us government time!  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The member gave notice of it but he did not second read it in. The member will find 
that I have actually strengthened it quite a lot. The member for Perth is also aware that under the development 
act things could not have worked as he proposed. I think the member will agree that what I have brought in does 
what the member wanted to do anyway.  

There was widespread consultation on the penalties. There have been a lot of focus groups such as the Real 
Estate Institute of Western Australia, the Western Australian Local Government Association, the Royal Western 
Australian Historical Society, the National Trust, the Property Council of Australia (WA), the Art Deco Society 
of Western Australia, the Urban Development Institute of Australia, and a range of local governments in both 
metro and non-metro areas. All respondents agreed that the current penalties are inadequate. Some focus groups, 
particularly the Real Estate Institute, felt that in many cases no monetary penalty would be adequate and there 
should be other penalties as well such as a development moratorium. I think we have struck a good balance. I am 
glad that the member for Perth agrees with that. I thank the opposition for its support. We will look forward to a 
really extensive review of the act.  

Question put and passed. 
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Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr G.M. Castrilli (Minister for Heritage) and transmitted to the Council.  

House adjourned at 11.17 pm 

__________  
 
 
 



 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 23 November 2010] 9383 

 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE 

4208. Mr E.S. Ripper to the Deputy Premier; Minister for Health; Indigenous Affairs 

For each department and agency within the Deputy Premier’s portfolio, I ask: 

(a) how many officers were in the Senior Executive Service at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010; 

(b) what was the title of each member in the Senior Executive Service at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010; and 

(c) for each member in the Senior Executive Service identified in (b), what was their total remuneration 
package at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

Nurses and Midwives Board of Western Australia; Office of Health Review and Healthway. 

(a)-(c) Nil. 

Department of Health and Department of Indigenous Affairs. 

(a)-(c) [See paper 2903.] 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE 

4209. Mr E.S. Ripper to the Minister representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Fisheries; Electoral 
Affairs 

For each department and agency within the Minster’s portfolio, I ask: 

(a) how many officers were in the Senior Executive Service at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010; 

(b) what was the title of each member in the Senior Executive Service at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010; and 

(c) for each member in the Senior Executive Service identified in (b), what was their total remuneration 
package at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(a)-(c)  See attached document [See paper 2904.] 
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE 

4218. Mr E.S. Ripper to the Minister representing the Minister for Child Protection; Community Services; 
Seniors and Volunteering; Women's Interests 

For each department and agency within the Minster’s portfolio, I ask: 

(a) how many officers were in the Senior Executive Service at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010; 

(b) what was the title of each member in the Senior Executive Service at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010; and 

(c) for each member in the Senior Executive Service identified in (b), what was their total remuneration 
package at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied: 

Department Child Protection 

(a) (i) 8 

(ii) 13 

(iii) 10 

(b) (i)-(iii) [See paper 2905.] 

(c) (i)-(iii) [See paper 2905.] 

Department For Communities 

(a) (i) 3 

(ii) 5 

(iii) 3 

(b) (i)-(iii)  [See paper 2905.] 

(c) (i)-(iii)  [See paper 2905.] 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE 

4222. Mr E.S. Ripper to the Minister for Environment; Youth 

For each department and agency within the Minster’s portfolio, I ask: 

(a) how many officers were in the Senior Executive Service at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010; 

(b) what was the title of each member in the Senior Executive Service at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010; and 

(c) for each member in the Senior Executive Service identified in (b), what was their total remuneration 
package at: 

(i) June 2008; 
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(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

Department of Environment; including the Office of the Appeals Convenor and Swan River Trust 

(a)-(c) [See paper 2907.] 

Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority 

(a)-(c) [See paper 2907.] 

Zoological Parks Authority 

(a)-(c) [See paper 2907.] 

Office of the Environmental Protection Authority 

(a) (i)-(ii)  Nil 

(iii) 1 

(b) (i)-(ii)  Not applicable 

(iii) Director, Environmental Impact Assessment 

(c) (i)-(ii)  Not applicable 

(iii) $165 119 pa 

Department for Communities, including the Office for Youth 

(a)-(c) [See paper 2907.] 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE 

4223. Mr E.S. Ripper to the Minister for Commerce; Science and Innovation; Housing; Minister Assisting the 
Treasurer 

For each department and agency within the Minster’s portfolio, I ask: 

(a) how many officers were in the Senior Executive Service at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010; 

(b) what was the title of each member in the Senior Executive Service at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010; and 

(c) for each member in the Senior Executive Service identified in (b), what was their total remuneration 
package at: 

(i) June 2008; 

(ii) June 2009; and 

(iii) June 2010? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

(a)-(c) [See paper 2906.] 

COMMUNITY SCHOOLS — BEHAVIOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

4225. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Minister for Education 

(1) Before the 2008 election, the Liberal Party said it would provide Community Schools with the 
autonomy to determine an effective behaviour management program that reflected the values of the 
local school and community, and that schools would not be constrained by a bureaucracy that was out 
of touch with the specific issues within a school community. Does the Minister agree that for this to 
happen, independent public schools would need to be exempted from Part 3, Division 5 of the School 
Education Act 1999? 



9386 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 23 November 2010] 

 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(1) Independent Public Schools as with all other government schools, have the autonomy to determine 
behaviour management programs that reflect the values of the local school community. Independent 
Public Schools are able to develop effective behaviour management within the current Act. 

DIABETIC SERVICES — SOUTH WEST REGION 

4228. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Health 

With reference to available diabetic services in the South West, I ask: 

(a) is there an Endocrinology specialist to treat diabetic patients in the South West; 

(b) what specialist services are available for diabetic patients in the South West; and 

(i) how do patients access these services; 

(c) what other specialist services are available in the South West for diabetic patients; and 

(d) how many specialist diabetic clinics are in the South West; and 

(i) what are their locations? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(a) There is no Endocrinology Specialist based in the South West. An Endocrinologist visits periodically 
with the Princess Margaret Hospital Diabetic Team. This service is facilitated and coordinated by St 
John of God Bunbury.  

(b) Diabetes Educator, Dietician and Podiatrist. 

(i) Self or GP referral. 

(c) Nil. 

(d) Nil that are provided by WACHS-South West. 

(i) Not applicable. 

ONE MOVEMENT FOR MUSIC FESTIVAL 2010 — SPONSORSHIP 

4229. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Tourism 

In reference to the Minister for Health’s and Healthway’s appropriate decision not to finance, or support, this 
year’s failed One Movement Festival, I ask: 

(a) is the Minster aware that at 10pm on Saturday night there were just 14 attendees at a free One 
Movement concert in the CBD and just four in the audience in a nearby One Movement-Sunset Events 
exclusive event; 

(b) is the Minster aware that despite having Sponsored by Healthway and SmokefreeWA giant banners at 
free concert sites and laneways, staff were smoking in One Movement uniforms; 

(c) as even a commercial sponsor like The West Australian has admitted there were scarce audiences at 
One Movement events, will the Minster reveal the full $3 million sponsorship deal, with free and paid 
audience numbers, between the Government and One Movement; and 

(d) will the Minister acknowledge that One Movement has been a $3 million disaster for Western Australia; 
and 

(i) will the Minister cancel next year’s sponsorship? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

Despite the Member's best efforts to denigrate this event, One Movement for Music has not failed. Support from 
audiences, the media, performers and international music industry identities and executives continues to grow, 
and the 2010 event was even more of a success than last year's. I remind the Member that it was under the 
previous Labor Government that this event was supported and developed first as 'In the City Perth' music 
events/conference which later became 'One Movement for Music'. Despite the change in the event name, the 
concept remained similar. 

(a) The Member needs to be specific as to the concert and exclusive event he refers to. Please note that the 
One Movement for Music event incorporated 25 Showcase events in six venues over five days, 
featuring 84 bands/artists and information provided by Sunset Events suggests that almost 6 000 people 
attended the Showcase events. They were part of the total audience of almost 69 000 people who 
attended the conference and music components over the five days. 
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(b) As the Member can appreciate, it is not possible to monitor the personal habits and choices of 
individuals referred to in his question. 

(c) I note that a WA Today article published on 11 October 2010 under the headline of "Perth Catches on to 
One Movement" included the comments that "Perth's One Movement Music Festival is growing rapidly 
after a bigger number of spectators enjoyed the marathon music event the second time around" and "it 
seems people are catching on to the idea of a jam-packed weekend of about 100 different acts playing 
short sets inside the festival grounds and throughout the city". Please refer to PQ2119 for details of the 
three year $2.975m sponsorship arrangement. Free and paid audience numbers for the 2010 event 
totalled almost 69,000 people. 

(d) On the contrary, One Movement for Music is going from strength to strength with a greater number of 
delegates at this year's MUSEXPO Asia Pacific Music, Media and Technology Conference and 
audience attendance at the Multi-Stage Music Festival, Industry Showcases and Fringe Festival — 
almost 69 000 people attended the 2010 event across all components. Media reports acknowledged that 
the concept, now in its second year, is gaining in popularity and recognition and many new local, 
interstate and international bands received positive exposure to key music industry decision makers. In 
addition, the event created vibrancy and atmosphere around the Perth CBD. 

(i) No. 

ONE MOVEMENT FOR MUSIC FESTIVAL 2010 — FINANCIAL VALUE 

4230. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Tourism 

In relation to the thousands of free tickets given away to the One Movement concerts due to the lack of paying 
customers, I ask: 

(a) will the Minister ensure that her own Financial Register and those of her tourism officials, record the 
true financial value of her attendance and hospitality at One Movement events; and 

(i) if not, is this due to commercial-in-confidence considerations surrounding the $3 million 
sponsorship; and 

(b) as the Minister’s press release on One Movement stated there were obvious economic benefits being 
generated through visitation to the State, will the Minster outline the real financial operation of One 
Movement? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) As Minister I am routinely required to attend and open events on behalf of the Government.  My 
attendance at One Movement for Music was in accordance with my official duties as Minister for 
Tourism and at no cost to the organisers. With respect to tourism officials, I can confirm that Tourism 
Western Australia meets all its financial management requirements under the Financial Management 
Act 2006 and is subject to audit by the Auditor General.   

(i) Not applicable. 

(b) The financial operation of One Movement for Music is monitored by Tourism Western Australia and 
involves budget authorisation, payments based on the proven achievement of agreed milestones and the 
provision of an audit of financial records by an independent auditor. 

MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — AIR TRAVEL 

4231. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Agriculture and Food 

(1) Since 23 September 2008, on what dates has the Minister made flights to Albany under the State 
Government’s contract for air charter services? 

(2) What was the specific official ministerial business requiring the Minister to utilise the State 
Government’s contract for air charter services? 

(3) Was the Minister on the return flight to Perth for each time he made use of the Government’s contract 
for air charter services; and 

(a) if not, why not? 

(4) On how many occasions, and on which dates, did the air charter service fly without the Minister to or 
from Albany; and 

(a) why did the plane fly without the Minister on these occasions; and 

(b) what was the cost to the State Government of the plane flying without the Minister on these 
occasions? 
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(5) What are the rules governing a plane flying without the Minister? 

(6) Did the Minister comply with the relevant rules at all times; and  

(a) if not, how were the rules infringed? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

(1)-(6) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 3939. 

EDUCATION AND HEALTH STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT NO. 4 — RECOMMENDATIONS 

4233. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Education 

In relation to the 23 recommendations made by the Education and Health Standing Committee’s Report 
No. 4 2009, Children Missing Out — Education Support for: Students on 457 Visas — Students with a 
Disability, I ask:  

(a) how many have been implemented by the Government; 

(b) which ones have not been implemented and what are the Minister’s reasons for failing to do so; 

(c) when will all the recommendations of the Committee be implemented; 

(d) what extra resources have been allocated to teachers and schools to meet the needs of 457 visa students 
in the: 

(i) metro area; and 

(ii) country and regional areas; and 

(e) will the Minister provide the names of schools and centres that have been targeted for the increase of 
these resources in the: 

(i) metro area; and 

(ii) country and regional areas? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) The Western Australian Government, through the Department of Education, has commenced 
implementation of recommendations 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 12, 18, 20, 21, 22 and 23. 

The Department has prepared information for me as required in relation to recommendations 1, 6, 8, 9, 
10, 11, 13, 14 and 16. 

(b) Recommendations 15, 17 and 19 are under consideration as these require policy changes and budget 
considerations. 

(c) All recommendations are under active consideration. 

(d) (i)-(ii)  $7.032m has been allocated to teachers and schools for 2010/2011 to meet the needs of 
students on temporary 457 visas. 

All schools in the metropolitan and regional areas with students on temporary 457 visas have 
access to extra resources, including direct grants, professional learning opportunities, extra 
staff and learning and teaching materials. At this stage, not all of the resources have been 
allocated and therefore a dollar amount cannot be given. 

(e) (i)-(ii)  Refer to Attachment for a list of all schools that are receiving extra resources [See paper 2908.] 

MARBLE BAR — UNOCCUPIED LAND USE 

4235. Mr T.G. Stephens to the Minister for Indigenous Affairs 

In reference to the Pipunya village on McLeod Street in Marble Bar, I ask: 

(1) what is the current status of the land on which the old Pipunya Village was located on McLeod Street in 
Marble Bar; 

(2) does the Minister recognise that there is an urgent need to provide additional accommodation for local 
Marble Bar people; 

(3) what plans does the State Government have to secure the urgent release of this unutilised land for much 
needed residential accommodation for the growing Marble Bar population; and 

(4) is the State Government prepared to secure the release of this land for additional Homeswest 
accommodation? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1) The Pipunya Village on McLeod Street in Marble Bar is located on Aboriginal Lands Trust 
Reserve 3838 and is subject to a 99 year lease agreement between the Aboriginal Lands Trust and 
Pipunya Community Incorporated (PCI). This lease expires on 22 November 2086. PCI is registered as 
an active entity. 

(2) Yes, the Department of Indigenous Affairs and the Department of Housing are investigating the 
availability of suitable land for the required accommodation. 

(3) The Department of Housing has been commissioned to undertake a report on the two existing 
Aboriginal Lands Trust reserves in Marble Bar to assess the most suitable site for the required 
accommodation. 

(4) Following the identification of suitable land the State Government will work with relevant stakeholders 
to secure the necessary land. 

__________ 

 

 


